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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 
MIAMI DIVISION 

 

ALESSANDRA MADERNI, 
an individual, and 
DREAMOLOGY LABS, INC.,    Case No.: [To Be Assigned]  
a Delaware corporation,  

Plaintiffs,  

v.  

PIERFRANCESCO VAGO, 
an individual, MSC CRUISES (USA) LLC, 
a Florida limited liability company with 
its principal place of business in Fort Lauderdale, and 
MSC CRUISES S.A., a Swiss corporation, 
 
Defendants.  

___________________________________________/ 

 

COMPLAINT AND DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

Plaintiffs Alessandra Maderni ("Maderni") and Dreamology Labs, Inc. ("Dreamology 

Labs") (collectively, "Plaintiffs"), by and through their undersigned counsel, bring this action 

against Defendants Pierfrancesco Vago ("Vago"), MSC Cruises (USA) LLC ("MSC USA") and 

MSC Cruises S.A. ("MSC Cruises") (collectively, "Defendants"), and allege as follows: 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

1. This case arises from the abuse of power by the Executive Chairman of a global 

cruise company and the corporate exploitation that followed. Defendant Pierfrancesco Vago, 

Executive Chairman of MSC Cruises, used his position to cultivate a relationship with Plaintiff 

Alessandra Maderni, a young female founder whose company had developed valuable, cutting-

edge experiential entertainment and technology IP. Under the protection of a nondisclosure 
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agreement and repeated assurances of partnership, Plaintiffs shared extensive proprietary 

concepts with MSC—only to have those concepts later appear in MSC initiatives while Plaintiffs 

were cut out. 

2. In early February 2022, while Plaintiffs’ proposals and term sheets for multi-

million-dollar collaborations were under active consideration, Vago arranged a meeting with 

Maderni at the Setai Hotel in Miami under the guise of finalizing business terms that had been 

pending since 2019. Behind closed doors, he shifted from business discussion to unwanted 

physical advances and initiated non-consensual sexual contact. When Maderni verbally objected 

and attempted to disengage, Vago responded with reassurances that he would support her 

ventures, creating substantial pressure for her to comply in order to preserve the commercial 

partnership and promised business opportunity. Within days of this encounter, Vago’s tone and 

behavior changed: meetings were canceled, communications slowed, prior commitments were 

“paused” without explanation, and a multi-million-dollar deal in late-stage negotiation was 

effectively withdrawn. 

3. By that point, Plaintiffs had already delivered detailed storytelling frameworks, 

brand architectures, technology and platform plans, partnership structures, and exclusive creative 

concepts—materials that MSC obtained under NDA and then used to inform at least four 

commercial offerings that had no precedent in its portfolio. A vendor case study later credited 

Vago as the “creative driver” of one such offering, which received a World Waterpark 

Association Leading Edge Award for creativity and innovation. The abrupt withdrawal of support 

and continued internal use of Plaintiffs’ work destroyed funding prospects, derailed business 

momentum, and caused severe emotional and financial harm. MSC’s withdrawal did not result 

from market conditions or any genuine change in business priorities. In hindsight, it became 

Case 1:26-cv-23846-DPG   Document 1   Entered on FLSD Docket 06/02/2026   Page 2 of 93



3 
 

clear that Vago never intended to finalize a deal. Instead, he used his corporate authority and 

personal charm to extract professional value, proprietary intellectual property, and emotional and 

sexual submission under the false pretense of partnership — providing nothing in return. 

4. Plaintiffs’ ventures were not only commercially innovative but ESG-driven by 

design—integrating sustainability storytelling, automated profit-sharing with environmental, 

social and humanitarian causes, and immersive content aligned with ocean conservation and 

cultural preservation. By aligning with Plaintiffs, MSC had the opportunity to authentically 

reinforce its public branding as “the environmental cruise line” and access the growing ESG-

conscious consumer and investor segments. Instead, it exploited these concepts internally while 

abandoning the partnership, exposing a significant gap between its public commitments and 

private conduct. 

5. From 2019 to 2025, Vago repeatedly induced Plaintiffs to share new iterations of 

their IP and innovative ventures and made at least five separate verbal commitments that MSC 

would proceed with the partnership—each followed by written term sheets, follow-up emails, 

and contemporaneous confirmations shared with advisors and investors. Each time, he walked 

back or ignored those commitments while MSC continued to benefit from Plaintiffs’ ideas. In 

parallel, he maintained a pattern of sexually charged, manipulative, and coercive 

communications, including threats to cut off contact if Maderni did not continue providing 

intimate content, further leveraging the power imbalance between them. Through this lawsuit, 

Plaintiffs seek to hold Defendants accountable for sexual battery, retaliation, fraudulent 

inducement, misappropriation of trade secrets, breach of contract, and related torts, and to send a 

clear message that even the most powerful executives and corporations are not above the law. 
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PARTIES 

6. Plaintiff Alessandra Maderni is an individual and lawful permanent resident of 

the United States residing in Miami. She is the founder and CEO of Dreamology Labs, Inc. and 

the creator of multiple proprietary experiential entertainment concepts and immersive technology 

platforms. She has suffered personal, emotional, and economic injuries as a result of Defendants’ 

conduct. 

7. Plaintiff Dreamology Labs, Inc. is a Delaware corporation with its principal 

place of business in Florida. Dreamology Labs owns the intellectual property, proprietary 

materials, and venture assets developed by Maderni, including Shipsomnia, CulturePunk, 

Dreamology, Exploraverse, and XploraWorld. Dreamology Labs has suffered direct economic 

harm as a result of Defendants’ misappropriation, breach of contract, and related misconduct. 

8. Defendant Pierfrancesco Vago is an individual residing in Switzerland. He is the 

Executive Chairman of MSC Cruises S.A., the global parent entity of MSC Cruises (USA) LLC. 

At all relevant times, Vago acted within the actual, apparent, and/or ratified scope of his authority 

as a senior corporate officer of MSC entities, including MSC USA. Vago purposefully directed 

business activities, communications, and meetings into the State of Florida—including the 

February 2022 Miami encounter at issue—and is therefore subject to personal jurisdiction in this 

Court. 

9. Defendant MSC Cruises (USA) LLC (“MSC USA”) is a Florida limited 

liability company with its principal place of business in Fort Lauderdale, Florida. MSC USA is 

the United States operating arm of MSC Cruises S.A. and conducted business with Plaintiffs in 

Florida and elsewhere in the United States. MSC USA is jointly and severally liable for the acts 

and omissions of Vago and other MSC executives under principles of agency, respondeat 
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superior, ratification, and alter-ego, and for its own independent misconduct, including 

misappropriation of Plaintiffs’ IP and retaliatory business actions. 

10. Defendant MSC Cruises S.A. is a Swiss corporation headquartered in Geneva, 

Switzerland. MSC Cruises S.A. is the parent entity of MSC Cruises (USA) LLC., and operates 

the global MSC cruise line. MSC Cruises S.A. exercised direct control over the conduct of 

Defendant Pierfrancesco Vago and MSC Cruises (USA) LLC., benefitted from the misconduct 

alleged herein, and is jointly and severally liable under principles of agency, ratification, 

respondeat superior, and alter-ego liability. MSC Cruises S.A. purposefully directs substantial 

business activities toward Florida and the United States, including through MSC Cruises (USA) 

LLC., and has sufficient minimum contacts to confer personal jurisdiction. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

11. This Court has federal-question jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1331 because 

Plaintiffs assert claims arising under the Defend Trade Secrets Act, 18 U.S.C. § 1836 et seq., and 

other federal laws. The Court has supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiffs’ state-law claims 

pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1367 because those claims form part of the same case or controversy. 

12. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants pursuant to Florida’s long-

arm statute, Fla. Stat. § 48.193, and the Due Process Clause. Defendants purposefully directed 

business activities, negotiations, communications, and meetings into the State of Florida, 

including the February 2022 meeting at the Setai Hotel in Miami Beach during which the sexual 

misconduct alleged herein occurred. Defendants also committed acts in Florida resulting in 

injury to Plaintiffs in Florida and the United States. 

13. Venue is proper in this District under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b) because a substantial 

part of the events or omissions giving rise to the claims occurred in this District, including the 
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February 2022 Miami encounter and negotiations and business dealings conducted with MSC 

USA, whose principal place of business is located within this District. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

A. Plaintiffs’ Business, IP Portfolio, and Industry Standing 

14. Plaintiffs are innovative entrepreneurs who developed proprietary experiential-

entertainment intellectual property and immersive technology platforms integrating travel, 

storytelling, culture, and advanced digital engagement. Their flagship ventures—including 

Shipsomnia, a cruise-integrated experiential IP and festival franchise, and XploraWorld 

(previously called Exploraverse), an ESG-driven Web3 and AI activation platform—were widely 

recognized within the industry as category-defining concepts. Plaintiffs’ broader vision was to 

build an alternative-reality experiential universe at the intersection of film, gaming, music, travel, 

and technology, creating a scalable platform for storytelling, audience engagement, immersive 

experiences, and IP expansion. The XploraWorld platform incorporated ESG mechanisms at its 

core through automated smart contracts designed to allocate 51% of XploraWorld’s own profits 

to social, environmental, humanitarian, and cultural causes, while reducing reliance on 

traditional commission structures and increasing profit margins for participating travel partners. 

Shipsomnia’s festival IP blended ocean literacy, sustainability storytelling, and immersive 

cultural programming—positioning it as a flagship opportunity for MSC to demonstrate true 

ESG leadership. Former senior executives from Disney and executives from other major 

entertainment companies, including Karl Holz, Joe Lanzisero, Adam Leipzig, Jason Garner and 

Zach Merck, publicly and privately endorsed Plaintiffs’ work. Dreamology Labs owns all 

associated IP and invested substantial time, capital, and expertise in the creation and protection 

of these assets. 
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15. Beginning with only a few hundred thousand dollars in seed capital from angel 

investors, Plaintiffs developed Shipsomnia and successfully executed two story-driven festivals 

(proof-of-concept sailings) in Asia and Europe that attracted guests from more than 100 

countries, generated millions of dollars in revenue, and produced a promotional trailer that 

received more than 26 million organic online views, demonstrating global market validation, 

audience engagement, executional capabilities, and significant commercial potential. Plaintiffs 

declined a significant strategic investment opportunity in Asia in order to pursue a broader vision 

of relocating to the United States and expanding their intellectual property into a multi-platform 

experiential universe with support from leading talent in Hollywood, gaming, festivals, themed 

entertainment and technology. By the time Plaintiffs began engaging with MSC in 2019, their 

ventures had progressed beyond the conceptual and pilot stages and evolved from a charter-event 

model into a scalable experiential IP business designed for cruise-line integration, permanent 

shipboard venues, island activations, branded entertainment formats, and multi-platform  

expansion across travel, film, entertainment, gaming, music, brand partnerships, and digital 

experiences, supported by proprietary intellectual property, defined commercialization strategies, 

industry validation, and active discussions with strategic partners and capital sources.    

B. MSC’s Initial Approach and NDA-Protected 2019 Pitches 

16. On or about August 7, 2019, Defendant Vago began expressing interest in 

Plaintiffs’ projects following an introduction by Karl Holz, the former President of Disney Cruise 

Line (see Exhibit 1). Shortly thereafter, Vago personally initiated direct email communication 

with Plaintiff Maderni, and a formal presentation meeting was scheduled at MSC headquarters in 

Geneva.  From the outset, Vago positioned himself as the decision-maker with full authority to 
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greenlight partnerships, a perception reinforced by his executive authority and integration into 

MSC’s ownership structure through marriage into the controlling Aponte family. 

17. On or about September 1, 2019, Holz sent Vago a strong endorsement of the 

Shipsomnia concept, describing it as a uniquely scalable experiential IP with global application 

(see Exhibit 2). Vago responded enthusiastically. Plaintiffs circulated the email thread to 

members of their investment and legal advisory team—including Brian Mac Mahon of Expert 

Dojo, a Startup Accelerator & VC in Southern California, in preparation for anticipated 

negotiations with MSC (see Exhibit 3). This endorsement and Vago’s response contributed to 

investor interest and reliance on MSC’s expressed intent to partner. 

18. Prior to Plaintiffs’ introduction to Defendant Vago through Karl Holz in 2019, 

Defendants were not aware of Shipsomnia or Plaintiffs’ experiential entertainment ventures. 

Although Plaintiffs had conducted limited proof-of-concept sailings, those projects were niche 

initiatives that were not widely known within the cruise industry. Defendants’ knowledge of 

Plaintiffs’ advanced concepts, commercialization strategies, IP expansion plan, and commercial 

potential was derived through Plaintiffs’ confidential presentations and disclosures made 

pursuant to the parties’ nondisclosure agreement. 

19. On or about September 17, 2019, Plaintiffs formally presented the Shipsomnia 

concept to Vago and several MSC executives in Geneva under a written nondisclosure agreement 

governed by UK law (see Exhibit 4). The NDA strictly prohibited MSC from using or disclosing 

Plaintiffs’ confidential information for any purpose other than evaluating a potential partnership. 

During the presentation, Vago expressed significant enthusiasm, telling Maderni, “I’m going to 

make you huge! You only have to impress me. Are you ready to play in the big league? You are 

reconnecting with your Italian roots for something huge.” MSC executives observed the 
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presentation, a group photograph was taken, and Plaintiffs reasonably understood that a high-

level partnership was being pursued in good faith. 

20. During the NDA-protected presentations and follow-up submissions, Plaintiffs 

disclosed not only creative concepts but also confidential commercialization strategies and 

proprietary know-how for launching the Shipsomnia festival chapter IP through a season of 

story-driven sailings and for transforming that intellectual property into immersive, permanent, 

and scalable shipboard venues and commercial offerings. These disclosures included go-to-

market strategies, venue concepts, guest engagement mechanics, partnership structures, 

implementation plans and monetization frameworks. Although certain creative elements were 

displayed in limited proof-of-concept sailings, Defendants received those materials in 

conjunction with extensive nonpublic strategic, operational, and commercial information 

protected by the NDA, including methodologies for adapting and scaling the concepts into 

permanent, revenue-generating cruise attractions. MSC later implemented this same 

commercialization strategy in multiple onboard attractions and entertainment offerings derived 

from the Shipsomnia intellectual property and its individual chapter concepts. 

21. Immediately after the Geneva meeting, Vago escalated MSC’s involvement. He 

invited Maderni and her co-founder to MSC’s private island in the Bahamas, to MSC’s London 

headquarters, and to a newly launched MSC cruise ship in France (Maderni and her co-founder 

were responsible for their own personal travel expenses such as round-trip flights to the Bahamas 

and London) (see Exhibit 5). MSC flew Plaintiffs and senior executives together by private jet 

from London to France, arranged ship tours, and facilitated closed-door working sessions 

regarding long-term integration of the Shipsomnia IP into MSC vessels and destinations. During 

these meetings, Vago personally requested formal proposals, deal structures, and financial terms 
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for multi-year collaborations, reinforcing the impression that MSC intended to enter a binding 

commercial relationship. 

22. Even before and immediately following the Geneva presentation, Vago began 

soliciting Plaintiffs’ creative and strategic input on additional MSC initiatives unrelated to the 

original Shipsomnia pitch, further demonstrating that he was extracting value from Plaintiffs’ 

expertise at the outset of the relationship. Prior to the Geneva meeting, Vago requested Plaintiffs’ 

evaluation and improvement of an internal MSC “robot bartender” project. MSC personnel 

provided Plaintiffs with detailed internal materials and decks for review, and Vago asked 

Plaintiffs to assess the concept, provide strategic direction, and propose enhancements. In 

response, Plaintiffs collaborated with Joe Lanzisero, former Senior Vice President of Disney 

Imagineering, to develop substantive creative recommendations. Plaintiffs prepared a full 

creative presentation—including branding concepts, experiential ideas, and mood boards—which 

was presented directly to Vago aboard the private jet during travel from London to Nazaré, 

France. 

23. During the same period, while touring the MSC Virtuosa in France, Vago 

specifically asked Plaintiffs to assess the ship’s main onboard theater—previously used for 

Cirque du Soleil productions—and to develop new immersive entertainment concepts for that 

venue. This is the same theater space in which MSC later launched an immersive entertainment 

experience that Plaintiffs allege constitutes a knockoff derived from their confidential work. 

These requests further expanded the scope of Plaintiffs’ disclosures well beyond an initial pitch 

and placed MSC in possession of detailed, venue-specific creative concepts under the protection 

of the NDA. 
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24. Following MSC’s repeated requests for formal terms, Maderni—working with 

industry experts including Adam Leipzig, former President of National Geographic Films and a 

senior Disney Studios executive, and entertainment attorney Ken Hertz—prepared a 

comprehensive master agreement outlining the structure, deliverables, and revenue terms for a 

long-term Shipsomnia–MSC partnership. Vago subsequently contacted Karl Holz to further 

discuss the opportunity, signaling that MSC was seriously evaluating Plaintiffs’ proposals at the 

highest corporate levels. 

25. On or about November 5, 2019, shortly after the Geneva presentation and 

Plaintiffs’ site visit to MSC’s private island in the Bahamas, and to a newly launched MSC cruise 

ship in France, Maderni emailed Vago to summarize next steps. Vago responded promptly and 

affirmatively, stating, “Hi Alessandra thank you so much. Look forward to receiving the 

proposal.” This communication reinforced Plaintiffs’ understanding that MSC intended to move 

forward and that Vago remained personally engaged in the development of the partnership  

(see Exhibit 6). 

26. On or about November 26, 2019, Plaintiffs delivered the initial formal proposal to 

Vago. The proposal included multiple Shipsomnia integration pathways—festival sailings, 

shipboard venue concepts, and island activations. Vago reviewed the materials and directed 

Plaintiffs to prioritize a scaled-down version of the festival program “for a couple of cruises,” 

specifically requesting a “Shipsomnia chapter proposal” as the first phase of implementation  

(see Exhibit 7). This feedback reflected MSC’s active negotiation posture and its intent to refine 

and operationalize the partnership. 

27. In January and February 2020, Plaintiffs provided Vago and MSC a revised 

festival-sailings chapter proposal incorporating MSC’s requested adjustments. Vago forwarded 
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the materials to MSC CEO Gianni Onorato for feasibility review. Onorato scheduled a follow-up 

call with Maderni, expressed enthusiasm for the concept, and circulated the proposal to MSC 

USA’s marketing and analytics teams for ROI modeling—steps MSC typically undertook only 

for initiatives proceeding toward approval. During these discussions, Plaintiffs outlined an 

expanded, family-friendly Shipsomnia program projected to increase fare yields by 

approximately 50%. Onorato responded positively, confirming he would move the project to the 

next internal review phase. 

28. On or about March 1, 2020, amid emerging COVID-19 concerns, Maderni 

emailed Vago and Onorato to express support and highlight how the disruptive nature of the 

Shipsomnia IP activation could help offset anticipated industry headwinds by generating positive 

media attention and demand. Vago replied, “Thank you Alessandra, will indeed keep it in our 

mind and your words are much appreciated.” At no point did MSC withdraw interest in the 

project. Instead, MSC repeatedly reaffirmed its intent to revisit and finalize the deal following 

stabilization of global conditions. 

C. “Wait Until After COVID”: Repeated Assurances While MSC Quietly Builds 

Competing Offerings 

29. As COVID-19 emerged globally in early 2020, MSC informed Plaintiffs that it 

was pausing advancement of the Shipsomnia agreement due to industry uncertainty. Throughout 

2020 and 2021, Vago repeatedly reassured Maderni that the delay was temporary, telling her that 

her “professional capabilities have enormous potential,” that the partnership would resume “after 

COVID” and that he was “happy to sign the deal after COVID.” Plaintiffs reasonably relied on 

these assurances. However, during the same period—and while still operating under the 

September 2019 NDA—MSC developed and launched multiple new experiential offerings 
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whose design frameworks, thematic elements, narrative arcs, and brand architecture closely 

mirrored Plaintiffs’ submissions. Prior to receiving Plaintiffs’ materials, MSC had never 

deployed concepts of this type or scope. MSC did so without compensating Plaintiffs, without 

credit, and without notifying them, despite ongoing communications implying an eventual 

partnership. 

30. On or about September 25, 2020, Maderni submitted an additional proposal to 

Vago outlining a potential joint venture and a direct-to-consumer experiential model tied to the 

Shipsomnia IP. A virtual meeting followed with Ruben Rodriguez, President of MSC USA, who 

stated that MSC could not proceed immediately due to COVID-related uncertainty but expressed 

interest in re-engaging once consumer demand stabilized. Vago and CEO Gianni Onorato were 

copied on these communications, reinforcing Plaintiffs’ understanding that the project remained 

active at the highest levels of MSC leadership. 

D. Escalating Flirtation, Blurred Boundaries, and Emotional Dependence 

31. By April–May 2021, Plaintiffs had refined their direct-to-consumer experiences 

proposals and accompanying term sheets and shared updated materials with Vago through email 

and Facebook Messenger. Beginning in 2020 and continuing through 2021, Vago began injecting 

personal and flirtatious commentary into business discussions and initiated one-on-one Teams 

meetings with Maderni, where he consistently expressed flattery and personal admiration. Over 

time, this cultivated trust, emotional reliance, and growing attraction — which Vago deliberately 

encouraged while positioning himself as a strategic partner, remarking, “I’m happy to sign it 

post-COVID, we are the strongest financial partner for you, you are so beautiful and fantastic! 

You are super smart and have huge potential!” These comments blurred the boundary between 

professional negotiations and personal interest and marked the beginning of Vago’s pattern of 
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leveraging his corporate authority to cultivate inappropriate personal access to Maderni — not 

through force, but through deception, dependency, and emotional coercion. Her compliance was 

not freely or knowingly given. 

32. On or about January 31, 2022, after continued discussions regarding the 

Shipsomnia IP and the Web3 immersive-technology partnership via Facebook messenger, 

Maderni sent Vago the Dreamology/Exploraverse platform deck. Vago responded by scheduling 

an in-person meeting for February 2, 2022, at the Setai Hotel in Miami. Leading up to the 

meeting, Vago’s communications became increasingly affectionate, personal and full of flattery, 

diverging from prior professional exchanges. 

E. The February 2022 Miami Setai Encounters and Coercive Leverage of Corporate 

Power 

33. On or about February 2, 2022, at approximately 4:00 p.m., Maderni met Vago at 

the Setai Hotel for what she understood to be a business meeting to finalize next steps in their 

long-standing negotiations. After briefly discussing the project at the hotel’s outdoor restaurant, 

Vago asked her to accompany him to his suite to retrieve a folder for his next meeting. Once 

inside, he unexpectedly kissed her on the cheek and stated that he would take her out on a date 

later that evening to continue the business discussion. Afterward, he sent an email stating, “It 

took me an hour to recover after I saw you, my brain was overcharged with blood and I couldn’t 

even speak or make sense of anything,” and informed her that his meeting was running late and 

that he would have to cancel the evening plans, confirming the encounter and underscoring his 

attempt to recast a business meeting as personal intimacy (see Exhibit 8). 

34. On or about February 3, 2022, Vago asked to meet with Maderni again at 

approximately 4:00 p.m. at the Setai Hotel. Before the meeting, he emailed her, “I missed you 
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terribly, I couldn’t sleep last night knowing you were so close.” This time, Vago lured Maderni 

back to his suite by telling her to please follow him so that they could talk while getting ready to 

catch a flight (see Exhibit 9).  At the meeting, Vago initiated a sexual encounter, further 

exploiting the power imbalance he had carefully cultivated. During the interaction, when 

Maderni verbally objected and attempted to disengage and sought clarity about the status of their 

business relationship and whether he cared, Vago responded, “I get it, I understand the potential 

and It’s beyond care, I would do anything for you.” This created substantial pressure for her to 

comply to preserve the promised business opportunity. Maderni did not feel free to object or 

withdraw consent due to the power imbalance, economic dependency, and Vago’s repeated 

professional assurances. Immediately after the encounter, he reaffirmed his intent to bypass 

MSC’s board and that MSC would proceed with both the immersive technology platform and a 

series of Shipsomnia festival sailings and direct-to-consumer experiences, to be financed through 

MSC’s marketing budget. These assurances were material to Plaintiffs’ continued reliance on 

MSC. 

F. Post-Miami Withdrawal of Support, Pretextual Excuses, and Early Retaliation 

(Spring–Summer 2022) 

35. On or about February 16, 2022, consistent with Vago’s representations, Maderni 

resent the Dreamology / Exploraverse presentation and a term sheet formalizing the partnership 

structure and financing commitments. She contemporaneously informed senior executives, 

advisors, and her team that Vago had represented that he would bypass internal approval 

processes and that he agreed to move forward in phases with a budget below $60 million, as 

previously discussed during COVID, reflecting Plaintiff’s reliance on those representations  
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(see Exhibit 10). Although Vago received the materials, he did not respond, marking the 

beginning of a sudden change in communication following the Miami encounter.  

36. On or about March 15, 2022, having received no feedback, Maderni followed up 

regarding the term sheet and next steps (see Exhibit 11). Vago again ignored her email but sent a 

brief Facebook Messenger message withdrawing support and stating, “For us the Metaverse is at 

an embryonic stage and also with this historic war in Ukraine, it’s not the right time for us.” This 

explanation was inconsistent with his prior assurances, and Plaintiffs reasonably understood it as 

a pretext. Maderni informed her advisors and colleagues that MSC appeared to be backing away 

from its commitments. 

37. In or around April 2022, frustrated by Vago’s continued ambiguity and lack of 

commitment, Maderni pressed him in private Facebook Messenger chats to move forward and 

finalize the deal. In response, Vago scheduled another Teams meeting. However, when the 

meeting began, Maderni was surprised to find that it included Luca Pronzati, MSC’s Chief 

Innovation Officer, and that the purpose was for her to explain her immersive tech platform 

concept—despite no NDA being in place. Vago himself was over an hour late, and given the 

circumstances and her growing discomfort, Maderni left before the meeting began. 

38. On or about May 16, 2022, after intermittent Messenger conversations, Maderni 

sent Vago an updated Exploraverse platform deck identifying MSC as the lead strategic sponsor 

with custom-designed activations. By this point, the communications between Vago and Maderni 

had become increasingly personal, with Vago offering intermittent affection while withholding 

professional clarity. In these exchanges, Maderni expressed emotional distress over the sudden 

loss of support and the impact on her business. 
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39. On June 7, 8, and 12, 2022, Maderni sent additional follow-up emails containing 

updated platform materials and term-sheets, seeking the confirmation Vago had repeatedly 

promised. Vago opened the emails but did not reply and failed to attend a scheduled call. Relying 

on Vago’s prior assurances, Plaintiffs informed venture capital partners that MSC traction was 

imminent, only to be placed in an increasingly untenable position as Vago continued to withdraw. 

40. By June 2022, after weeks of unexplained silence from Vago following his prior 

commitments, Maderni grew increasingly distressed. On or about June 10, 2022, she emailed 

Vago expressing concern for his well-being and confusion over his sudden withdrawal. Her 

communication reflected the emotional strain caused by Vago’s abrupt shift in behavior—

particularly given the intimacy he had initiated and the professional commitments he had 

repeatedly affirmed. 

41. On or about July 17, 2022, without addressing the outstanding term sheet or the 

commitments he had made, Vago introduced a junior marketing manager, Silvia Godinho, via 

email. His message read: “Let me introduce Alessandra, she has quite a vision… let’s see if we 

may have an interest… Please keep me in the loop Silvia.” This introduction appeared to be an 

attempt to reframe the partnership as exploratory rather than the advanced commercial 

negotiation Vago himself had orchestrated. Maderni responded by noting that her prior 

communications—including the formal term sheet—had gone unanswered. 

42. On or about July 20, 2022, frustrated by three years of shifting assurances and 

unexplained reversals, Maderni declined the proposed meeting with Silvia and copied Vago on 

her response. She wrote: “The whole team is turned off by MSC now—3 years of talking and 

doing nothing.” In a separate email to Vago, she identified specific patterns of manipulative 

behavior, including chronic lateness, broken promises, prolonged silence, and inconsistent 
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statements—contradictions made even more destabilizing in light of his prior declarations such 

as, “I would do anything for you.” 

G. Attempts to Reset the Relationship and Continued Stringing Along (Late 2022–Mid-

2023) 

43. On or about September 2, 2022, still seeking clarity and stability, Maderni 

emailed Vago an update on her Metaverse platform, believing she had secured external capital—

funding that ultimately collapsed due to market volatility and MSC’s withdrawal of support. 

Vago responded with praise, writing: “Great job Alessandra, I’ve always thought that you are 

the number 1, I’m very proud of you. I will support you, you know that.” This message again 

revived Plaintiffs’ belief that MSC would move forward (see Exhibit 12). 

44. On or about September 3, 2022, in an effort to reset the relationship and obtain 

the closure or commitment she needed to advance her ventures, Maderni emailed Vago 

expressing a desire for a fresh start, writing: “I really want to see you… I will always want you to 

be my hero.” Vago replied in similarly intimate language—“Me too Alessandra, I like you so so 

much… Will make a plan. Kiss.”—further blending personal and professional spheres without 

taking any substantive steps toward honoring the partnership commitments he had repeatedly 

promised.  

45. By November 2022, after months of inconsistent communication and Vago’s 

failure to schedule promised meetings, Maderni attempted to distance herself emotionally. In or 

around November 2022, feeling hurt and confused, she deleted intimate message threads and 

blocked Vago on Facebook. Her attempt to disengage reflected the cumulative emotional impact 

of Vago’s conduct and her growing awareness that his assurances were not being honored. 
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46. On or about February 25, 2023, seeking clarity on both the personal and 

professional fronts and still hoping MSC would proceed with the Shipsomnia partnership, 

Maderni emailed Vago asking whether he remained interested in moving forward with the 

sailings. She noted that, for her, their connection had felt “REAL,” expressing a desire for 

honesty regarding the status of both relationships. Vago responded warmly, writing: “Hi 

Alessandra, it’s so wonderful to hear from you… With immense pleasure, I’ll organize a team 

agenda… Tell me, what do you have in mind for Shipsomnia?” His response again revived 

Plaintiffs’ understanding that the partnership would advance. 

47. Between March 27 and April 15, 2023, Maderni sent new proposals and term 

sheets in response to Vago’s renewed expressions of interest. Vago did not respond to any of 

these materials. Yet on May 12, 2023—when no substantive business discussion had occurred—

he replied to her birthday message with: “My love, thank you so so much! Missing you…” This 

selective engagement reinforced the pattern in which Vago responded to personal outreach while 

ignoring professional obligations. 

48. On or about May 29, 2023, still attempting to understand MSC’s abrupt 

withdrawal and its effect on her ventures, Maderni emailed Vago explaining the campaign she 

was preparing and expressing confusion over why the business opportunity had been discarded. 

She hoped the decision was not tied to their personal history. Vago responded: “Hi Alessandra, I 

can guarantee you it has nothing to do with what happened between us, actually it’s the 

opposite,” suggesting that their intimacy was a benefit rather than an impediment, but vaguely 

stating that he needed “more details” to persuade his team—despite having had those details for 

years. 
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H. The 2023 Brand Partnership Presentation, One-Off “Work-for-Hire” Offer, and 

NDA Maneuvering 

49. On or about July 11, 2023, in reliance on Vago’s assurances that he remained 

supportive, Maderni sent MSC a comprehensive Exploraverse Brand Partnership Presentation. 

Shortly thereafter, Vago’s secretary asked for a printable version without an NDA— despite the 

sensitive and proprietary nature of the content. Trusting Vago and believing the relationship to be 

near finalization, Maderni complied. As a result, additional proprietary material was placed in 

MSC’s possession without renewed contractual safeguards. 

50. On or about July 20, 2023, anticipating an upcoming meeting arranged through 

Vago’s secretary, Maderni emailed Vago expressing that she missed him and reiterating her belief 

in the disruptive business potential of the partnership. Vago responded in kind—“I miss you too, 

wow what a comment, don’t we have a meeting coming up?”—again intertwining personal 

intimacy with professional advancement in a way that reinforced Plaintiffs’ reasonable reliance 

on his assurances. 

51. On or about July 26, 2023, during the virtual meeting scheduled by Vago’s 

secretary, Vago appeared outwardly impressed with Plaintiffs’ work for the Exploraverse 

platform and its festival universe with Shipsomnia being one of its premiere IP, stating, “You 

absolutely deserve it.” He then questioned whether MSC would be the first brand partner to 

adopt the platform and said he could not guarantee sales distribution for multiple sailings. When 

pressed for a concrete proposal, Vago suggested reducing the proposal to a one-off “work-for-

hire” payment with a licensing fee for a single Shipsomnia festival production tied to the 

Exploraverse platform—an offer drastically inconsistent with years of negotiations and his own 

prior commitments. He then ended the meeting abruptly telling her he had another important 
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meeting to attend, leaving Maderni feeling hurt and unsupported, despite his recent comment that 

she absolutely deserved it. Still believing that MSC intended to move forward in some capacity, 

Maderni informed Lufthansa Innovation Hub and her internal team that MSC appeared ready to 

cover production costs for the Shipsomnia IP, though she expressed growing concern about 

Vago’s inconsistency. 

52. On or about September 13, 2023, despite having assured Plaintiffs that a formal 

proposal for the festival activation would be forthcoming, Vago provided no further 

communication. In the days that followed, after Maderni sent emotionally charged emails 

highlighting the pattern of manipulation and broken promises, she insisted that MSC execute an 

NDA covering the printed copy of her Exploraverse presentation that Vago had requested without 

protection. MSC signed the NDA, and she requested return of the physical copy. Vago 

responded: “I’m truly sorry… My idea was to help you by perhaps trying a three-day event… I 

thought I had been very generous…” When Maderni proposed a mutually acceptable alternative 

consistent with their earlier discussions and for another meeting to finalize a budget, Vago again 

ceased communication. 

I. 2023–2025: Escalating Virtual Sexual Coercion, Emotional Control, and Final Break 

53. Between September 16, 2023, and March 24, 2025, Vago and Maderni exchanged 

more than 21 email threads and extensive messaging that reflected a consistent pattern: Maderni 

sought clarity and stability for her ventures, while Vago oscillated between encouraged 

sexualized communication, and selective engagement on business matters. During this period, 

Vago made increasingly explicit and coercive comments—such as “Make me your pig” (see 

Exhibit 13), “Remind me how beautiful you are naked,” “I can’t wait to see more intimate photos 

of you,” “Nobody can know about this,” and “I’m going to get you back, I’ve always viewed you 
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as the Queen of Shipsomnia.” He also stated, “I’m open to any deal as long as it makes sense,” 

yet refused to provide substantive feedback and finalize agreements. Vago responded when it 

served his personal interests or when he sought additional insights from Plaintiffs’ IP, while 

ignoring communications that requested accountability, professional boundaries, or business 

commitments. 

54. On or about January 2024, Maderni began experiencing growing discomfort with 

the increasingly intimate and sexually charged nature of her communications with Vago, which 

he had encouraged through repeated messages such as “I want more, I want more!” and “Please 

drive me crazy.” To create a perceived safer space to share intimate content and express her 

feelings, she initiated use of Facebook’s “disappearing messages” feature—a function that 

deletes messages 24 hours after being read and notifies participants if screenshots are taken. 

During one such exchange, Facebook alerted Maderni that Vago had taken a screenshot of a 

message in which she was attempting to navigate the dynamic and impose emotional boundaries. 

The message stated, approximately: “Just because I’m emotional, it doesn’t mean that I’m 

looking for happily ever after and think we can make it work. I understand that your family will 

always come first, but that doesn’t mean that you can’t genuinely care for me.” This reflected 

Maderni’s attempt to offer the sexual submission she believed Vago wanted, while still trying to 

preserve some level of emotional safety and self-respect in the absence of business 

accountability. When she asked why he took a screenshot, Vago deflected, replying, “Oh, I don’t 

know why my screen went all dark.” In hindsight, Maderni believes the screenshot was a 

manipulative tactic intended to preserve selective evidence that could later be used to falsely 

portray the relationship as consensual—despite the broader context of coercion, professional and 

emotional dependency, and abuse of power.  
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55. On or about October 1, 2024, following a period of emotional distress and no 

contact, Vago resumed communications with Maderni through WhatsApp and a few Microsoft 

Teams meetings. These renewed exchanges were marked by bad faith inducement and the 

continued dangling of business opportunities. Vago made statements such as, “I’ll get you back, I 

always viewed you as the Queen of Shipsomnia,” “I’m open to any deal as long as it makes 

sense,” and “It’s my dream to be intimate with you,” along with repeated broken promises to meet 

in person—on Valentine’s Day and other specific dates— to further induce emotional and sexual 

engagement from Maderni in a virtual, fantasy-driven context, while continuing to avoid 

business accountability. The WhatsApp exchanges included explicit sexual messages, video calls 

involving sexual acts, and emotionally manipulative tactics, all while Vago avoided 

accountability and evaded business commitments. For example, when Maderni deleted intimate 

photographs and asked to meet in person for clarity, Vago responded, “If you delete photos again, 

I will stop talking to you,” using access and communication as leverage (see Exhibit 14). During 

another WhatsApp video call in or around November or December 2024, Vago appeared from a 

hotel room in Brussels, engaged in explicit sexual conduct, and told Maderni words to the effect 

that he was there with other cruise-line CEOs whom he would bring to Plaintiffs’ platform. This 

statement further linked his sexualized conduct to renewed business inducement and reinforced 

Plaintiffs’ belief that he continued to control access to valuable commercial opportunities. When 

she expressed discomfort about privacy and asked to delete intimate exchanges, he replied, 

“Obviously nobody can know about this, but I’m not worried about you because you are an 

accomplice”—an effort to guilt and silence her while keeping her intimately engaged. 

56. When Maderni attempted to articulate the emotional harm caused by his conduct 

and her intention to end the dynamic, Vago ignored the substance of her statements, deflecting 
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with superficial flattery, self-pity, and renewed sexualized remarks. This pattern—alternating 

between coercive intimacy and emotional avoidance—served to maintain emotional and 

psychological control over Maderni while continuing to withhold professional clarity or support. 

By June 2025, Maderni informed Vago that the relationship was unhealthy, that he had exercised 

disproportionate emotional power over her, and that she was ending all communication. In that 

exchange, she told him directly that he had maintained a negative psychological hold over her 

that caused her to invest in him both professionally and personally for years. She later confided 

to concerned friends that she had remained engaged due to emotional pressure, sunk cost, and the 

belief that MSC would ultimately honor its commitments, though she had never disclosed the 

intimate nature of Vago’s misconduct or the trauma-bonding effect it had on her.  

57. By March 2025, MSC began distancing itself more formally. On or about March 

2025, Vago instructed Marco Ottaviani, Head of CRM and Customer Activation at MSC Cruises, 

to call Maderni to explain that MSC would not serve as the initial cruise line brand partner for 

the XploraWorld Universal Points Exchange— despite years of assurances to the contrary 

regarding a partnership. Once again, MSC received proprietary, cutting-edge market intelligence 

at no cost. Internal emails confirm that they printed Maderni’s confidential presentation without a 

renewed NDA, despite the deck being clearly marked “Confidential.” To soften the blow of 

walking away, Vago told Maderni, “I’ll share a detailed analysis of our reasoning. You deserve 

that.” After weeks of delay, he forwarded a brief email that revealed MSC had misunderstood 

even the basic mechanics of the platform. Vago also ignored Maderni’s follow-up when she 

raised the Shipsomnia IP again—despite having messaged her via WhatsApp in November 2024, 

“I’ll get you back, I’ve always viewed you as the Queen of Shipsomnia.” These actions provide 
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further evidence of misappropriation, bad faith inducement, and emotional manipulation 

disguised as support. 

J. MSC Executive Involvement, Internal Awareness, and Ratification of Vago’s 

Conduct 

58. Throughout the 2019–2025 period, multiple senior MSC executives interacted 

with Maderni in connection with her proposals. These interactions included attendance at formal 

pitch presentations, internal evaluations of her concepts, meetings, calls, and written 

communications.  

59. Giulio Biggi, an MSC corporate lawyer, coordinated the execution of the 2019 

nondisclosure agreement governing the first Shipsomnia presentation, confirming that MSC’s 

receipt and use of Plaintiffs’ materials was subject to contractual confidentiality obligations. 

60. Trevor Young, Vice President New Building, attended the September 17, 2019 

Shipsomnia pitch in Geneva and was one of the executives who received a Shipsomnia branded 

coin bearing the Kraken silhouette. During a subsequent dinner, Young remarked that Vago 

routinely told presenters statements such as “I’ll make you huge… are you ready to play in the 

big league?”, characterizing these as grandiose talk rather than genuine commitments—

demonstrating internal awareness of Vago’s pattern of exaggerated inducements. Young was 

subsequently quoted in a publicly circulated vendor case study praising the Kraken tentacles of 

the Pirates Cove Aquapark as helping to 'bring the park's story to life' — placing the same named 

MSC executive at both the NDA-protected disclosure of Plaintiffs' Kraken concept and in the 

public celebration of its commercial result. 
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61. Andrea Gangale, Senior Vice President of Product Development and Guest 

Experience, also attended the September 17, 2019 pitch and participated in MSC’s internal 

consideration of the Shipsomnia concept. 

62. Bernhard M. Stacher, Senior Vice President of Shipboard Hospitality, also 

attended the September 17, 2019 Shipsomnia presentation in Geneva, reflecting MSC’s multi-

departmental involvement in evaluating the partnership. 

63. In 2019, MSC’s Chief Innovation Officer, Luca Pronzati, personally toured 

Maderni and her co-founder through a newly launched MSC vessel in France as part of MSC’s 

assessment of how Shipsomnia could be integrated into shipboard programming. Pronzati later 

attended a virtual meeting in 2022 regarding Plaintiffs’ immersive technology platform, but the 

meeting never commenced because Vago was over an hour late, and Maderni left before he 

arrived because she became concerned that MSC had not executed the NDA required for the 

presentation—further illustrating MSC’s inconsistent handling of contractual protections for 

Plaintiffs’ confidential material. 

64. During the 2019 tour of MSC’s newly launched ship in France, Paolo Sitia, a lead 

Italian architect working on the project, privately commented to Maderni that Vago was known 

internally as “the big angry boss with everyone else, but a pussycat with his wife,” and asked her 

not to repeat the remark. The remark reflected broader internal criticism and discussion among 

MSC personnel regarding Vago’s personality and conduct. 

65. MSC CEO Gianni Onorato was personally engaged in evaluating the Shipsomnia 

concept during the September presentation in 2019. After Vago forwarded the proposal to him, 

Onorato expressed enthusiasm and requested financial modeling to advance the project. In early 

2020, he participated in follow-up calls and emails, confirming that he viewed the integration of 
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the Shipsomnia IP as commercially promising and wished to ensure the revenue projections and 

marketing ROI would support implementation. 

66. During a virtual meeting in 2020, Ruben Rodriguez, President of MSC USA, 

commented that Vago appeared unusually impressed and captivated by Maderni—implying his 

interest was influenced by her appearance—and stated that MSC typically partnered only with 

“global brands,” signaling that Vago’s intense personal involvement was atypical. Rodriguez’s 

remarks further demonstrated internal awareness that Vago’s conduct toward Maderni was 

irregular and potentially inappropriate. 

67. On or about July 2022, Vago forwarded an introductory email to Silvia Godinho, 

a New Builds Marketing Manager, referencing a prior meeting on the “metaverse” and 

suggesting she explore additional opportunities with Maderni. Given MSC’s long pattern of non-

responsiveness, withdrawal, and refusal to advance signed term sheets, Maderni reasonably 

interpreted the referral as yet another diversion designed to extract additional information while 

avoiding meaningful commitment. She declined to proceed, recognizing the pattern of 

exploitation. 

68. In October 2023, after Vago had printed Plaintiffs’ Exploraverse presentation 

without a signed NDA and then withdrew from commitment, in-house counsel Mio 

Massimiliano insisted that any NDA be placed under UK jurisdiction before MSC would return 

or destroy the confidential material. This confirmed MSC’s continued use of Plaintiffs’ 

proprietary information and its attempt to retroactively shield Vago’s conduct rather than honor 

prior promises or commitments. 

69. In March 2025, Vago instructed MSC executive Marco Ottaviani, Head of CRM 

and Customer Activation, to call Maderni and explain—on Vago’s behalf—why MSC would not 
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commit to being the first cruise line brand partner for the XploraWorld Universal Points 

Exchange, despite years of assurances and multiple representations that a partnership would 

move forward. This was consistent with Vago’s pattern of avoiding direct accountability while 

having subordinates communicate the withdrawal of commitments he had personally made. 

K. MSC’s Misappropriation and Commercialization of Plaintiffs’ Confidential 

Concepts 

70. After obtaining detailed access to Plaintiffs’ confidential creative and commercial  

materials under the September 2019 NDA and through subsequent submissions, including live 

presentations, pitch decks, trailers, mood boards, photos, story synopses, commercialization 

plans, venue concepts, guest-engagement mechanics, and physical production assets such as 

steampunk hats and other themed costume elements— MSC began rolling out a slate of so-called 

“new” entertainment offerings. Based on direct comparisons and evaluations by senior experts in 

themed entertainment and IP development, these attractions incorporated not merely isolated 

themes, but distinctive combinations of Plaintiffs’ confidential narrative architectures, character 

archetypes and story-world roles, visual design language, venue-integration concepts, audience-

participation mechanics, and commercialization frameworks for translating Shipsomnia Chapter 

IP into shipboard attractions and branded entertainment experiences. These confidential 

combinations and implementation frameworks were presented in detail to Executive Chairman 

Pierfrancesco Vago and his team during NDA-protected confidential pitch sessions and had not 

previously appeared in MSC’s portfolio prior to its engagement with Plaintiffs.  

71. One of the earliest new offerings launched after Plaintiffs’ confidential disclosures 

to MSC was Chronicles – Stories That Take Flight, a Carousel Productions at Sea show that 

premiered aboard MSC Virtuosa in or around May 2021. The production centers on a mysterious 
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storyteller who opens an illustrated storybook as the central narrative device, unlocking portals to 

magical realms where gravity is defied, and “incredible adventures” unfold. This narrative 

directly parallels Plaintiffs’ Shipsomnia storybook mechanic, in which opening an illustrated 

book reveals successive chapters of a mythological sea voyage—a core creative framework 

disclosed to MSC during the live Geneva pitch and in subsequent confidential video and pitch 

materials shared under the NDA. The visual design of Chronicles, including its book-motif 

styling, ornate steampunk flourishes, and portal transitions, closely reflects imagery and themes 

presented during Plaintiffs’ live pitch and in the confidential decks and video materials provided 

to MSC under the NDA. Even the Chronicles logo, typography, and font treatment closely 

resemble the Shipsomnia brand and logo style as presented in Plaintiffs’ confidential pitch 

materials, reinforcing the broader pattern of misappropriation. 

72. MSC also launched Arkymea – The Hidden World aboard MSC Virtuosa, with a 

public press release dated March 28, 2022. The production tells the story of a scientist who 

discovers a secret world where “the wildest ideas and most ambitious dreams become reality” 

through the use of a mysterious device. The show features extravagant steampunk-style props, 

clockwork machinery, portal-like effects, and an eccentric inventor character who invites the 

audience into an alternate realm. These themes, characters, and design elements mirror core 

components of Plaintiffs’ Shipsomnia pitches, including the use of a science-explorer archetype, 

portals into hidden worlds, and an aesthetic framework defined by goggles, gears, and retro-

futuristic machinery. Plaintiffs had previously presented these motifs in mood boards, posters, 

and story synopses disclosed to MSC under NDA. In particular, Plaintiffs’ Isle of Salvaga pitch 

included a scientist-adventurer character who discovers a lost island civilization and invites 

participants to “enter the story” through puzzle-based and visual cues, including steampunk-
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infused tools and mysterious portals. Arkymea’s visual presentation and storyline were not 

present in MSC’s prior offerings and align with the thematic sequencing and design language in 

Plaintiffs’ confidential submissions. The overlap between Plaintiffs’ disclosed creative assets and 

MSC’s resulting production supports the broader pattern of misappropriation across MSC’s post-

engagement entertainment slate.  

73. In or about September 2022, MSC launched ImaginOcean – Underwater 

Amazement, a theatrical production for the Chora Theater aboard MSC Seascape. Promotional 

materials describe the show as an “ocean-themed spectacle” featuring mermaid-led storytelling, 

aerial choreography, aquatic puppetry, and marine-inspired couture costumes. Guests are invited 

to “dive deep” into a fantastical celebration of the sea, set against visuals of an underwater 

temple or ancient ocean city populated by mythical creatures. These thematic and visual 

elements were core to Plaintiffs’ Shipsomnia brand and The Search for Lost Rhythms narrative 

and their signature party The Shipsomnia Ball where the spirit of the oceans come alive, which 

were disclosed to MSC executives in trailers, visual decks, and confidential pitch presentations. 

In particular, Plaintiffs had depicted a central mermaid figure surrounded by anthropomorphic 

sea creatures in an ancient Atlantean setting, anchoring a narrative that combined fantasy, 

mythological sea lore, and immersive environmental storytelling. The combination of narrative 

content, character types, and underwater festival theming in ImaginOcean aligns closely with the 

creative expressions disclosed by Plaintiffs. The similarities, both visual and thematic, reinforce 

a broader pattern of MSC adopting Plaintiffs’ protected creative materials.  

74. One of MSC’s most visually distinctive and heavily marketed onboard attractions 

is the Pirates Cove Aquapark, installed on both MSC Seashore and MSC Seascape. According to 

WhiteWater, the design vendor behind the waterpark, the project was originally developed as an 
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intergalactic, space-themed concept. However, MSC Executive Chairman Pierfrancesco Vago 

personally intervened to reject the space theme and directed the creative team to incorporate a 

pirate ship and giant Kraken tentacles—a marked and deliberate shift toward the nautical and 

mythological theming that Plaintiffs had previously presented in detail during confidential pitch 

sessions. At those meetings, Plaintiffs had shown MSC photographs and video footage of their 

Shipsomnia stage and festival environments, which featured giant Kraken tentacles emerging 

from the ship’s main deck and wrapping around elements of the vessel, forming part of a broader 

story world rooted in ocean lore and interactive, guest-driven narratives. The final installation 

closely mirrors Plaintiffs’ visual and thematic materials, down to the centerpiece: hand-carved 

Kraken tentacles wrapping around ship structures, described by MSC’s own Vice President of 

New Building as helping to “bring the story to life.” The tentacles deployed in Pirates Cove 

reflect the same design language as Plaintiffs’ installations, including similar sculptural form, 

color schemes, surface treatment, and overall scale, creating a strikingly similar visual 

impression. MSC’s marketing framed the Aquapark as an immersive pirate adventure where 

“guests become the main characters in an exciting pirate story”—language that tracks directly 

with Plaintiffs’ descriptions of Shipsomnia as a live-action sea festival in which guests actively 

participate within a mythological narrative. In 2023, the Pirates Cove Aquapark received the 

Leading Edge Award from the World Waterpark Association, recognizing creativity and 

innovation in waterpark design. The award underscores the commercial and reputational value 

MSC derived from the attraction, which Plaintiffs allege was developed through the unauthorized 

use of their confidential creative concepts and visual expression. 

75. Collectively, these offerings—Chronicles, Arkymea, ImaginOcean, and the 

Pirates Cove Aquapark installations on multiple ships—constitute at least four discrete, revenue-
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generating entertainment knockoffs developed and commercialized by MSC following its 

confidential access to Plaintiffs’ creative and commercial materials under NDA (see Exhibits 15 

-22). Each attraction integrates a distinctive combination of narrative arcs, character archetypes, 

thematic environments, visual motifs, and interactive mechanics that Plaintiffs had previously 

presented to MSC and Executive Chairman Pierfrancesco Vago as part of the Shipsomnia IP 

suite. These were not generic themes or publicly available ideas, but confidential combinations 

of expressive content, commercial know-how, and trade-secret frameworks for converting 

Shipsomnia festival Chapter IP into permanent, onboard, revenue-generating attractions, as 

disclosed through live presentations, pitch decks, story synopses, original artwork, 

implementation materials, commercialization plans, and physical production pieces that were 

shared with MSC in confidence. MSC never compensated Plaintiffs, never credited them, and 

never disclosed that its publicly celebrated and award-winning attractions and “original” shows 

were, in material part, derived from Plaintiffs’ confidential creative and commercial work. 

L. Pattern of Inducement, Misappropriation, Sabotaged Investment, and Resulting 

Harm 

76. Between 2019 and 2025, Plaintiffs presented twelve high-growth venture 

concepts to Vago and MSC, each marked confidential or submitted under an executed NDA. 

Throughout this period, Vago repeatedly assured Plaintiffs that agreements would be finalized—

including statements such as “I look forward to receiving the proposal,” “Let’s proceed with a 

couple of cruises for Shipsomnia,” “I’m happy to sign the PO after COVID,” “I’ll do anything 

for you,” “I’ll finance the immersive tech platform and experiential IPs through MSC’s marketing 

budget” and “I’m open to any deal as long as it makes sense.” These assurances induced 
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Plaintiffs to continue disclosing proprietary information and expending significant resources in 

reasonable reliance on MSC’s stated intent to partner. 

77. These assurances were knowingly false. While Vago repeatedly told Plaintiffs that 

COVID-19 delays prevented MSC from finalizing agreements, MSC simultaneously developed 

and launched at least four new offerings between 2020 and 2022 that mirrored core elements of 

Plaintiffs’ confidential concepts—including experiential frameworks for onboard venues, 

narrative structures, and branded thematic environments. None of these offerings had any 

precedent within MSC’s portfolio prior to Plaintiffs’ submissions. 

78. A publicly circulated vendor case study later credited Vago as the “creative 

driver” behind one of these award-winning offerings (see Exhibit 23). The case study made no 

reference to Plaintiffs, their NDA-protected materials, or their role in originating the underlying 

concepts. Plaintiffs discovered these misappropriations on or about September 3, 2025, after 

comparing MSC’s released offerings to their own submitted work under NDA. The same case 

study notes that MSC drew inspiration from 'esteemed American entertainment giants like 

Universal and the Walt Disney Company to set world-class standards.' That Disney-caliber 

expertise was directly present at Plaintiffs' September 17, 2019 Geneva presentation — through 

Karl Holz, former President of Disney Cruise Line and Chairman and CEO of Disneyland Paris; 

Joe Lanzisero, former Senior Vice President of Walt Disney Imagineering and designer of the 

Disney cruise ships, who stated he was 'honored to be part of Shipsomnia's vision'; and Adam 

Leipzig, former Senior Executive at Walt Disney Studios and President of National Geographic 

Films — all of whom endorsed the Shipsomnia IP to Defendant Vago and MSC executives under 

NDA. 
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79. Throughout the relationship, Vago made repeated verbal commitments to approve 

term sheets, fund marketing activations, and proceed with multi-million-dollar IP integrations—

only to withdraw without explanation, “go silent” for weeks or months, or offer shifting pretexts 

such as the Ukraine conflict. This pattern of inducement followed by abandonment directly 

sabotaged Plaintiffs’ third-party investment opportunities, as multiple investors conditioned 

capital infusions on MSC’s formal participation. This early-stage traction was critical to securing 

hundreds of millions in institutional capital—something Vago knew throughout the relationship. 

80. As a direct and foreseeable result of Defendants’ conduct, Plaintiffs incurred 

substantial losses, including sunk development costs, loss of commercial momentum, and 

forfeited equity and business opportunities, as well as the destruction of enterprise value across 

ventures that were positioned for significant capital formation, strategic partnerships and large-

scale commercial deployment, as will be established with precision through expert analysis at 

trial. 

81. Beginning in early 2020, Vago repeatedly blurred professional boundaries through 

excessive personal flattery, flirtatious communications, and unsolicited expressions of interest, 

creating a dynamic in which Plaintiffs reasonably believed his personal attention was tied to 

MSC’s business commitments. 

82. The February 2022 encounters at the Setai marked a turning point, initiating a 

prolonged pattern of virtual sexual communications through 2025 in which Vago used his 

authority and Plaintiffs’ dependence on MSC’s promised partnership to exert coercive influence. 

His messages included statements such as, “If you delete intimate photos, I’ll stop talking to 

you,” and “You are my slut, and with you I will do everything,” demonstrating an escalating 

abuse of power intertwined with Plaintiffs’ ongoing business reliance. 
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83. Throughout this period, Maderni continued to engage with Vago because she 

reasonably believed—based on his repeated promises, his position of authority, and MSC’s 

consistent representations—that the commercial partnerships he described would be executed. 

The imbalance of power between a global cruise conglomerate and a female startup founder, 

combined with Vago’s persistent assurances, caused her to remain in a dynamic that she later 

recognized as exploitative. In June 2025, after years of unfulfilled commitments, broken 

promises, manipulation, and escalating personal misconduct, Maderni terminated all contact. 

84. Vago’s conduct—including misrepresentations about business commitments, 

leveraging MSC’s authority to gain personal access, intertwining sexual pressure with 

professional decision-making, and using emotional manipulation to maintain control—

invalidated any purported consent. His actions constituted coercion and abuse of power, causing 

Maderni profound emotional, psychological, and professional harm. 

85. As a direct and foreseeable result of Defendants’ conduct, Plaintiffs suffered 

substantial damages, including but not limited to: (a) loss of executed and prospective licensing 

revenues; (b) loss of anticipated revenue-share contracts and commercial opportunities tied to 

MSC’s promised participation; (c) loss of downstream investment capital, as investors 

conditioned funding on MSC’s involvement; (d) destruction of enterprise value across multiple 

ventures dependent on MSC’s participation; (e) misappropriation and commercialization of 

proprietary intellectual property; (f) unjust enrichment realized by Defendants through the use of 

Plaintiffs’ concepts; and (g) significant reputational, emotional, and professional harm. Plaintiffs 

believe in good faith that their damages exceed hundreds of millions of dollars and are based, in 

substantial part, on the destruction of enterprise value and lost commercial opportunities. A 
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preliminary but-for valuation indicates damages of at least $1.8 billion, subject to expansion and 

refinement through discovery and expert analysis at trial (see Exhibit 24). 

86. MSC’s participation was a critical gating factor for Plaintiffs’ ability to secure 

institutional capital, strategic investment, and commercial partnerships. Defendants were aware 

that multiple investors and strategic partners conditioned funding decisions on MSC’s 

involvement—consistent with the established venture capital principle that institutional funding 

follows corporate traction and strategic validation. By inducing reliance and then withdrawing 

support while simultaneously using Plaintiffs’ proprietary materials, Defendants disrupted 

Plaintiffs’ capital formation process, directly impairing their ability to launch and scale their 

ventures. This resulted in measurable destruction of enterprise value, as will be quantified in 

Plaintiffs’ damages analysis. 

 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION: FRAUDULENT INDUCEMENT (Against All Defendants) 

87. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1-86 as if fully set forth herein. 

88. Beginning in 2019 and continuing through 2025, Defendants—through Vago and 

MSC executives acting under his authority—made specific material misrepresentations to 

Plaintiffs, including but not limited to: (a) on or about November 5, 2019, via email, Vago stated, 

“Look forward to receiving the proposal”, representing that MSC intended to proceed with a 

commercial partnership; (b) On or about November 26, 2019, during meetings and follow-up 

communications, Vago directed Plaintiffs to prepare a “Shipsomnia chapter proposal for a couple 

of cruises” for implementation, representing that MSC intended to move forward with pilot 

programming; (c) throughout 2020 and 2021, Vago repeatedly stated that he was “happy to sign 

the PO after COVID,” representing that execution of agreements was delayed but certain; and (d) 
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on or about February 3, 2022, at the Setai Hotel in Miami Beach, Vago represented that MSC 

would proceed with financing both the immersive technology platform Exploraverse and its 

experiential IPs, including a series of Shipsomnia sailings and direct to consumer experiences 

through MSC’s marketing budget. These statements were presented to Plaintiffs as concrete 

commitments to induce continued disclosure and engagement. 

89. At the time these statements were made, Defendants had no present intent to 

perform. This is evidenced by, among other things, Defendants’ contemporaneous development 

and launch of competing offerings between 2020 and 2022 incorporating Plaintiffs’ confidential 

materials, while continuing to solicit additional disclosures, failing to execute any agreements, 

and failing to advance the proposals through any identifiable approval or contracting process 

despite repeated representations that execution was imminent. 

90. Defendants made these misrepresentations with the intent that Plaintiffs rely on 

them, continue disclosing proprietary information under NDA, and refrain from pursuing 

alternative partnerships and investment avenues that could have advanced Plaintiffs’ ventures. 

91. Plaintiffs reasonably and justifiably relied on Defendants’ representations. 

Plaintiffs were repeatedly told that approval was imminent, that delays were temporary and 

COVID-related, and that Vago personally intended to “sign the PO after COVID” and support 

multiple projects. Plaintiffs’ reliance was further reinforced by MSC’s size and reputation, record 

profits during COVID from the shipping division, the involvement of senior executives across 

multiple departments, and Vago’s uniquely influential position within MSC’s leadership and 

ownership structure. 

92. As a direct and proximate result of this reliance, Plaintiffs disclosed valuable 

confidential information, invested substantial time and resources preparing MSC-specific 
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versions of their concepts, engaged legal and advisory support, paused alternative partnership 

negotiations, and forewent investment opportunities contingent upon MSC’s participation. 

93. Plaintiffs suffered substantial damages as a result of Defendants’ fraudulent 

inducement, including but not limited to: loss of multi-million-dollar commercial opportunities; 

destruction of investor confidence and downstream funding; loss of enterprise value and founder 

equity; misappropriation of trade secrets and proprietary IP; and accompanying reputational, 

financial, and emotional harm. 

 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION: MISAPPROPRIATION OF TRADE SECRETS (DTSA, 

18 U.S.C. § 1836 et seq.) (Against All Defendants) 

94. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1-86 as if fully set forth herein. 

95.  Plaintiffs’ Trade Secrets include nonpublic compilations, combinations, methods, 

processes, commercialization strategies, implementation plans, operational know-how, revenue 

models, venue-integration frameworks, guest-engagement mechanics, activation systems, 

platform strategies, and confidential business and technical materials developed for Shipsomnia, 

CulturePunk, Dreamology, Exploraverse, and XploraWorld (collectively, the “Trade Secrets”). 

These Trade Secrets include, without limitation: 

(a) proprietary methods and business frameworks for adapting, monetizing, and scaling 

Plaintiffs’ Shipsomnia Chapter IP and immersive story-driven sailings into permanent, scalable, 

revenue-generating cruise-based attractions, shipboard venues, and onboard experiences; 

(b) confidential commercialization strategies for adapting Plaintiffs’ Chapter IP into cruise-line 

entertainment products, island activations, onboard venues, and brand-sponsored experiential 

formats; 
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(c) nonpublic operational designs, guest-flow strategies, guest-engagement mechanics, audience-

participation systems, and immersive activation structures designed to increase onboard 

spending, fare yield, sponsor value, and repeat engagement; 

(d) confidential narrative-architecture frameworks and thematic sequencing methods used to 

convert Plaintiffs’ story worlds into operational cruise products; 

(e) proprietary revenue models, partnership structures, rollout plans, pricing strategies, 

monetization frameworks, and implementation plans for cruise-line deployment; 

(f) confidential platform architecture and business strategy for the Exploraverse/XploraWorld 

ecosystem, including brand-partner integrations, loyalty and universal-points mechanics, ESG-

linked smart-contract mechanisms, automated cause-allocation structures, and commercial 

deployment strategies; and 

(g) confidential compilations of pitch materials, decks, story synopses, implementation plans, 

forecasts, market opportunities, strategic documents, and related know-how disclosed to 

Defendants under NDA or under circumstances imposing confidentiality obligations. 

Plaintiffs do not claim trade-secret protection over generic ideas or public creative themes in 

isolation, but over the nonpublic combinations, methods, processes, strategies, frameworks, 

systems, and know-how described above, which constitute protectable trade secrets within the 

meaning of 18 U.S.C. § 1839(3). 

96. Certain Trade Secrets, including Plaintiffs’ Shipsomnia commercialization 

strategies, venue-integration frameworks, narrative-architecture methods, guest-flow strategies, 

and guest-engagement mechanics, were later used and commercialized by Defendants in MSC-

branded offerings. Other Trade Secrets, including portions of the Exploraverse/XploraWorld 

platform architecture, universal-points exchange strategy, ESG-linked smart-contract mechanics, 
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and brand-partner deployment model, were wrongfully acquired, retained, and solicited by 

Defendants under false pretenses and remain subject to actual or threatened misuse. 

97. Plaintiffs’ Trade Secrets derive independent economic value—actual and 

potential—from not being generally known or readily ascertainable by others who could obtain 

economic value from their disclosure or use. These Trade Secrets represented years of 

development, substantial financial investment, and a significant competitive advantage in the 

entertainment and travel-tech sectors. 

98. Plaintiffs took reasonable measures to maintain the secrecy and confidentiality of 

these Trade Secrets, including marking materials as confidential, providing them only under 

executed nondisclosure agreements, limiting disclosure to necessary MSC personnel, and 

maintaining secure internal storage systems. 

99. Defendants obtained Plaintiffs’ Trade Secrets through improper means, including 

fraudulent inducement, misrepresentations regarding anticipated partnerships, and by soliciting 

increasingly detailed proprietary information under the false pretense that MSC intended to 

formalize the parties’ commercial relationship. 

100. Defendants used and disclosed Plaintiffs’ Trade Secrets without authorization by 

incorporating key elements of Plaintiffs’ experiential frameworks, narrative structures, thematic 

designs, and technological integration concepts into MSC’s own offerings—including multiple 

programs launched between 2020 and 2022—and by crediting Vago as the “creative driver” 

despite MSC possessing Plaintiffs’ materials under NDA. 

101. As detailed in Section K (¶¶ 70–75), Defendants did not merely retain Plaintiffs’ 

trade secrets, but commercialized them into discrete, revenue-generating offerings, including 

multiple onboard theatrical productions, two paid-ticket shows, and an award-winning AquaPark 
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attraction deployed across multiple MSC vessels. These are not conceptual overlaps, but fully 

deployed commercial products. 

102. These offerings incorporate Plaintiffs’ confidential experiential frameworks, 

narrative structures, activation mechanics, thematic sequencing, and monetization models that 

were disclosed under NDA. The specificity and execution of these commercialized products 

demonstrate actual use, not independent development, and constitute misappropriation under 18 

U.S.C. § 1839. 

103. Defendants’ misappropriation is ongoing. Defendants continue to use Plaintiffs’ 

Trade Secrets in active shipboard attractions, venues, entertainment concepts, branded 

experiences, and revenue-generating offerings aboard MSC vessels. This continuing use causes 

ongoing harm to Plaintiffs by impairing the secrecy, exclusivity, licensing value, and commercial 

marketability of Plaintiffs’ Trade Secrets, while unjustly enriching Defendants through continued 

commercial exploitation. 

104. Defendants’ unauthorized use, disclosure, and retention of Plaintiffs’ Trade 

Secrets occurred in and affected interstate and foreign commerce within the meaning of the 

DTSA. Plaintiffs transmitted the Trade Secrets electronically across state lines and 

internationally to MSC’s corporate offices. 

105. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ misappropriation, Plaintiffs 

suffered substantial damages, including but not limited to: loss of commercial opportunities tied 

to their proprietary concepts; destruction of market exclusivity; loss of enterprise value; lost 

founder equity; reputational harm; and unjust enrichment realized by Defendants through the 

commercialization of offerings built on Plaintiffs’ Trade Secrets. 
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106. Plaintiffs are entitled to compensatory damages, exemplary damages under 18 

U.S.C. § 1836(b)(3)(C), and attorneys’ fees under 18 U.S.C. § 1836(b)(3)(D). Plaintiffs also seek 

injunctive relief to prevent further use or disclosure of their Trade Secrets. 

 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION: COPYRIGHT INFRINGEMENT (17 U.S.C. § 501) (Against 

All Defendants) 

107. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1-86 as if fully set forth herein. 

108. Plaintiffs are the sole authors and owners of original copyrighted works fixed in 

tangible form, including but not limited to: written pitch decks, story synopses, scripted 

entertainment concepts, narrative treatments, audiovisual presentation materials, game-show 

formats fixed in scripts or written treatments, written and visual platform materials, and 

immersive storytelling frameworks created for the Shipsomnia and CulturePunk IP and 

XploraWorld (Exploraverse) platforms (the “Copyrighted Works”). 

109. The Copyrighted Works contain original expression, including the selection, 

coordination, sequencing, narrative structure, thematic progression, character roles, audience-

interaction mechanics, visual depictions of platform experiences, user journeys, digital 

activations, and experiential entertainment concepts, and are entitled to protection under Title 17 

of the United States Code. 

110. Defendants had direct and unfettered access to the Copyrighted Works through 

confidential submissions, live presentations, printed decks, and electronic transmissions provided 

by Plaintiffs between 2019 and 2025, including under executed nondisclosure agreements. 

111. As detailed in Section K (¶¶ 70–75), Defendants copied and unlawfully exploited 

Plaintiffs’ protected expression by creating and commercializing multiple entertainment offerings 
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that are substantially similar to the registered Copyrighted Works identified in ¶115 and related 

protectable expression, including but not limited to: 

(a) multiple onboard theatrical productions presented in MSC’s main theaters, including at least 

one free-access production; (b) two paid-ticket theatrical entertainment shows offered to 

passengers for an additional fee; and (c) an award-winning AquaPark attraction deployed across 

multiple MSC vessels. 

112. These offerings reproduce, adapt, and derive from Plaintiffs’ protected 

expression—including narrative sequencing, specific sequences of narrative events, character 

archetypes as expressed through defined roles and interactions, thematic architecture and 

progression, experiential pacing, visual staging, audience-engagement mechanics, and integrated 

audience participation systems—rather than unprotectable ideas or general concepts. 

113. Defendants’ acts constitute copyright infringement under 17 U.S.C. § 501, 

including unauthorized reproduction, preparation of derivative works, public display, and 

commercial exploitation of the registered Copyrighted Works identified in ¶115. 

114. Defendants’ infringement was willful and knowing. Defendants continued to 

exploit Plaintiffs’ copyrighted expression after years of access, after repeated assurances of 

partnership, and while withholding attribution or compensation. 

115. Plaintiffs have obtained copyright registrations for certain Copyrighted Works, 

including Registration Nos. PA 4-306-437, PA 2-585-696, and PA 2-585-695. Plaintiffs have also 

submitted expedited registration applications for additional infringed works, which remain 

pending before the United States Copyright Office. Plaintiffs expect the additional registrations 

to issue imminently and intend to amend this Count pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 

15 to add the additional registration numbers and related allegations upon issuance. 

Case 1:26-cv-23846-DPG   Document 1   Entered on FLSD Docket 06/02/2026   Page 43 of 93



44 
 

116. This Copyright Infringement claim is presently asserted as to the registered 

Copyrighted Works identified above and Defendants’ infringing uses thereof, without prejudice 

to Plaintiffs’ right to amend this Count to include additional Copyrighted Works once registration 

issues or as otherwise permitted under 17 U.S.C. § 411(a). 

117. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ infringement, Plaintiffs have 

suffered substantial damages, including Defendants’ profits attributable to the infringement, 

Plaintiffs’ lost licensing revenue, loss of enterprise value, and reputational harm. Plaintiffs are 

entitled to all remedies available under 17 U.S.C. §§ 502–505, including injunctive relief, actual 

damages, Defendants’ profits, and, where available, statutory damages, attorneys’ fees, and costs. 

 

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION: BREACH OF NON-DISCLOSURE AGREEMENT 

(Against All Defendants) 

118. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1-86 as if fully set forth herein. 

119. On or about September 2019, Plaintiffs and MSC Cruises S.A. executed a written 

Non-Disclosure Agreement (“NDA”), which governed the disclosure and use of Plaintiffs’ 

confidential business materials, proprietary concepts, experiential frameworks, technology plans, 

and related intellectual property. The NDA is a valid and enforceable contract. 

120. The NDA broadly defined “Confidential Information” to include any and all 

information disclosed in connection with the proposed partnership, whether orally, visually, 

electronically, or in writing, including but not limited to data, reports, records, correspondence, 

notes, compilations, studies, forecasts, analyses, renderings, sketches, trade secrets, operations, 

processes, plans, intentions, product information, prices, know-how, designs, customer lists, 

market opportunities, and other proprietary materials. 
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121. Under the NDA, Defendants were expressly prohibited from using Plaintiffs’ 

confidential information for any purpose other than evaluating a potential business relationship 

with Plaintiffs. Defendants were likewise prohibited from disclosing the information to third 

parties or incorporating it into their own commercial offerings without written consent. 

122. Plaintiffs performed all obligations required under the NDA, including providing 

confidential materials only in the manner and for the purposes authorized by the agreement. 

Plaintiffs reasonably relied on the NDA’s protections when disclosing proprietary information to 

Vago and MSC. 

123. Defendants breached the NDA by using Plaintiffs’ confidential information for 

their own commercial benefit, including by: (a) incorporating Plaintiffs’ experiential concepts, 

narrative architectures, design frameworks, commercialization strategies, operational 

methodologies, implementation plans, and scale-up frameworks into MSC programs launched 

between 2020 and 2022; (b) circulating Plaintiffs’ protected materials internally beyond the 

scope permitted; (c) crediting Vago as the “creative driver” of concepts that originated from 

Plaintiffs’ NDA-protected submissions; and (d) retaining and using Plaintiffs’ materials after 

failing to move forward with the partnership. 

124. Defendants’ breach included using Plaintiffs’ proprietary commercialization 

strategies, operational methodologies, implementation plans, venue-integration concepts, and 

scale-up frameworks for transforming Plaintiffs’ festival-based, story-driven sailings and Chapter 

IP into permanent shipboard venues, immersive attractions, branded entertainment formats, and 

revenue-generating onboard experiences. Such use exceeded the NDA’s limited evaluation 

purpose and constituted unauthorized commercial exploitation of Plaintiffs’ Confidential 

Information. 
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125. Although certain creative elements of Plaintiffs’ ventures were visible during 

limited proof-of-concept sailings, Defendants obtained those elements in conjunction with 

extensive nonpublic strategic, operational, financial, and commercial information protected by 

the NDA. Defendants’ subsequent commercialization of materially similar offerings therefore 

reflects misuse of Plaintiffs’ confidential commercialization blueprint, scale-up strategy, and 

proprietary implementation framework—not merely reference to publicly visible creative 

concepts. 

126. As set forth in Section K (¶¶ 70–75), MSC incorporated Plaintiffs’ protected 

concepts into specific, public-facing commercial offerings, including entertainment productions, 

immersive attractions, and branded experiential formats launched across multiple ships. These 

are not conceptual overlaps, but fully deployed commercial products. 

127. The NDA expressly recognized that a party may be irreparably harmed by any 

breach of the agreement and that damages alone may not be an adequate remedy. The NDA 

further provided that the Disclosing Party would be entitled to immediate injunctive relief, 

specific performance, and other equitable relief in the event of any breach of the NDA. 

128. Defendants’ unauthorized use of Plaintiffs’ Confidential Information is ongoing 

and continues to cause irreparable harm. The attractions, venues, entertainment concepts, and 

branded experiences derived from Plaintiffs’ intellectual property and Confidential Information 

remain in operation aboard Defendants’ vessels, and Defendants continue to derive substantial 

commercial, reputational, and competitive benefits from their ongoing use.  

129. Defendants further breached the NDA by failing to safeguard Plaintiffs’ 

confidential information, printing and sharing protected documents without authorization, 
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refusing to return or destroy confidential material when requested, and continuing to reference 

Plaintiffs’ concepts in MSC strategy discussions despite having no contractual right to do so. 

130. MSC USA is liable for these breaches because it benefitted directly from the use 

of Plaintiffs’ confidential materials, acted as part of the MSC enterprise receiving and circulating 

those materials, and ratified Vago’s conduct in the course and scope of his role as Executive 

Chairman. 

131. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ breaches, Plaintiffs suffered 

substantial damages, including but not limited to: loss of the economic value of their confidential 

IP; diversion of commercial opportunities to MSC; loss of bargaining position with other 

prospective partners; sunk development and production costs; reputational harm; and loss of 

momentum crucial to the success of their ventures. 

132. Plaintiffs are entitled to compensatory damages, restitution, injunctive relief, and 

all other remedies available under law and equity for Defendants’ breach of the NDA. 

 

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION: PROMISSORY ESTOPPEL (Against All Defendants) 

133. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1-86 as if fully set forth herein. 

134. Plaintiffs assert this Count in the alternative pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil 

Procedure 8(d). The promises forming the basis of this Count are independent of the 

Confidentiality Agreement and concern Defendants’ repeated assurances that they would invest 

in, finance, and commercially launch Plaintiffs’ ventures. Those promises were not reduced to an 

enforceable definitive agreement and are therefore not governed by any express contract. 

135. Beginning in 2019 and continuing through 2025, Defendants—primarily through 

Vago, acting as Executive Chairman of MSC Cruises—made clear, definite, and repeated 
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promises to Plaintiffs that MSC would take specific commercial actions, including (a) entering 

into formal agreements with Plaintiffs, (b) funding or co-funding Plaintiffs’ experiential IPs and 

technology platforms, including through allocation of defined marketing budget financing in the 

tens of millions of dollars, (c) approving submitted term sheets following COVID-related delays, 

(d) proceeding with the Shipsomnia Chapter to launch a season of sailings and long-term venue 

integrations, and (e) advancing the Exploraverse platform and production for the Shipsomnia IP 

as an MSC-supported initiative. 

136. Defendants made these promises with the full knowledge that Plaintiffs would 

rely on them in continuing to refine, develop, and disclose proprietary concepts and in 

structuring their business and fundraising strategy around MSC’s projected participation. 

137. Plaintiffs did, in fact, reasonably and foreseeably rely on these promises. Plaintiffs 

invested substantial time, resources, and capital into MSC-specific versions of their concepts; 

continued to update and deliver confidential pitch decks; refrained from seeking other strategic 

partners while Defendants represented that MSC approval was imminent; and communicated the 

expected MSC partnership to advisors and investors who conditioned funding on MSC’s 

involvement. 

138. Plaintiffs’ reliance on Defendants’ promises was reasonable given Vago’s role as 

Executive Chairman, the involvement of multiple MSC executives across departments, the 

repeated verbal assurances of imminent signing, and the long-running engagement between the 

parties. 

139. Defendants repudiated their promises without warning, justification, or legitimate 

business rationale, even after inducing Plaintiffs to disclose trade secrets, provide bespoke 

creative assets, and structure their commercial plans around MSC commitments. 
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140. Enforcement of these promises is necessary to avoid injustice. Plaintiffs conferred 

substantial benefits on Defendants, disclosed proprietary information under the expectation of 

partnership, and suffered severe financial and reputational losses when Defendants abruptly 

reversed course. 

141. As a direct and proximate result of Plaintiffs’ reliance on Defendants’ promises, 

Plaintiffs suffered significant damages, including but not limited to: loss of anticipated revenue 

and contracts tied to MSC’s promised participation; loss of investor capital and downstream 

funding; loss of enterprise value and founder equity; and the derailment of multiple commercial 

ventures. 

142. Plaintiffs are entitled to reliance damages, restitutionary damages, and all other 

relief necessary to prevent injustice. 

 

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION: TORTIOUS INTERFERENCE WITH PROSPECTIVE 

ECONOMIC ADVANTAGE (Against All Defendants) 

143. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1-86 as if fully set forth herein. 

144. Plaintiffs had substantial, identifiable, and advantageous prospective economic 

relationships with third-party investors, venture capital firms, strategic partners, and potential 

commercial collaborators who had expressed concrete interest in funding or supporting 

Plaintiffs’ ventures—including the Shipsomnia experiential IP and the 

Dreamology/Exploraverse/XploraWorld technology ecosystem—particularly where such 

opportunities were contingent upon MSC’s participation, endorsement, or execution of the 

proposed agreements. These relationships included investors engaged in active discussions with 
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Plaintiffs and reviewing materials incorporating MSC as a strategic partner, as well as industry 

participants evaluating co-production and platform partnerships.  

145. Defendants knew of these prospective economic relationships. Plaintiffs informed 

Vago that multiple investors were prepared to fund Plaintiffs’ ventures contingent upon MSC’s 

participation, endorsement, or execution of the proposed term sheets. Defendants were fully 

aware that MSC’s involvement was a material factor in investor decision-making. 

146. Defendants intentionally and unjustifiably interfered with these prospective 

economic relationships by engaging in a pattern of fraudulent inducement, serial 

misrepresentations, repeated withdrawals of promised agreements, unilateral delays, and abrupt 

cessation of communications—all while continuing to solicit Plaintiffs’ confidential materials. 

Defendants’ conduct created the false appearance of an imminent partnership, thereby 

misdirecting Plaintiffs into continuing to invest their limited resources, time, and strategic focus 

into MSC-specific proposals while delaying or forgoing alternative partnerships and capital 

opportunities. 

147. Defendants’ interference was independently wrongful. It included 

misappropriation of Plaintiffs’ proprietary materials, breach of nondisclosure obligations, 

leveraging false promises to induce further disclosures, and retaliatory withdrawal of support 

immediately after Maderni refused Vago’s advances. 

148. Defendants knew, or should have known, that their conduct would foreseeably 

cause third-party investors to withdraw interest or decline to invest, given that many investors 

expressly conditioned their funding on MSC’s alignment with Plaintiffs’ projects. 

149. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ interference, Plaintiffs lost 

significant investment opportunities, commercial partnerships, and strategic relationships, 
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resulting in substantial financial harm, including loss of downstream capital, inability to launch 

or scale ventures timed to market conditions, loss of enterprise value, and reputational harm 

within the entertainment, technology, and venture capital communities. 

150. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover damages for all losses flowing from Defendants’ 

tortious interference, including lost funding, lost commercial opportunities, lost enterprise value, 

reputational injury, and any other consequential damages proven at trial. 

 

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION: UNJUST ENRICHMENT (Against All Defendants) 

151. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1-86 as if fully set forth herein. 

152. Plaintiffs plead this Count in the alternative pursuant to Rule 8(d). To the extent 

any benefit conferred upon Defendants is determined not to be governed by an enforceable 

contract, Defendants have been unjustly enriched by their receipt, retention, and commercial 

exploitation of Plaintiffs’ intellectual property, confidential information, trade secrets, creative 

assets, and business opportunities without providing fair compensation. 

153. Plaintiffs conferred substantial and valuable benefits on Defendants by providing 

detailed confidential materials, proprietary experiential concepts, storytelling frameworks, 

technology architectures, business models, pitch decks, strategic proposals, and branded creative 

assets tailored specifically for MSC’s commercial use. 

154. Defendants had full knowledge of these benefits. Plaintiffs disclosed the materials 

directly to Vago and other MSC executives pursuant to NDA protections and repeated assurances 

that MSC intended to formalize a long-term partnership and fund Plaintiffs’ ventures. 

155. Defendants voluntarily accepted and retained these benefits. MSC internally 

circulated Plaintiffs’ concepts, incorporated them into its planning documents, and relied on them 
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in developing offerings launched between 2020 and 2022. A publicly circulated vendor case 

study credited Vago—not Plaintiffs—as the “creative driver” of an experiential award-winning 

program grounded in Plaintiffs’ confidential submissions. 

156. Defendants’ enrichment was not speculative. As detailed in Section K (¶¶ 70–75), 

MSC realized substantial value by transforming Plaintiffs’ confidential concepts into 

commercialized, award-winning attractions and productions. These are not conceptual overlaps, 

but fully deployed commercial products. 

157. Defendants retained the benefits of Plaintiffs’ intellectual labor—development 

cost savings, accelerated time-to-market, enhanced guest engagement, and reputational 

prestige—under circumstances that make such retention inequitable absent restitution and 

disgorgement. 

158. Defendants’ conduct was inequitable. Plaintiffs provided the proprietary materials 

in reliance on Defendants’ representations of imminent partnership, with the understanding that 

the materials would be used solely for evaluating the business relationship—not for MSC’s 

unilateral commercial gain. Defendants obtained these benefits through misrepresentations, 

coercion, abuse of power, manipulation of the parties’ relationship, and repeated breaches of the 

NDA. 

159. Plaintiffs received no compensation for the substantial value Defendants derived 

from their work. MSC continued using, referencing, and benefiting from Plaintiffs’ proprietary 

concepts while failing to proceed with agreements, withdrawing promised commitments, and 

cutting off communications when Maderni resisted Vago’s advances. 

160. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ unjust enrichment, Plaintiffs 

suffered significant financial losses, including the value of their misappropriated intellectual 
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property, lost commercial opportunities, diminished market positioning, and erosion of enterprise 

value. 

161. Equity and good conscience require disgorgement of all benefits Defendants 

obtained from Plaintiffs’ proprietary materials and restitution for the value improperly retained 

by Defendants. 

 

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION: INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL 

DISTRESS (Against All Defendants) 

162. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1-86 as if fully set forth herein. 

163. Defendants engaged in extreme and outrageous conduct, including but not limited 

to: (a) Vago’s sexual assault of Maderni under the guise of a business meeting; (b) his use of 

professional power, influence, and promises of partnership to create emotional and psychological 

leverage over her; (c) his pattern of coercive sexual communications, threats of withdrawing 

business support, and manipulative behavior; and (d) MSC’s subsequent retaliation and 

termination of business opportunities immediately following Maderni’s refusal to comply with 

Vago’s advances. 

164. This conduct exceeded all possible bounds of decency and is regarded as 

intolerable in a civilized society. No reasonable person would expect or tolerate a multinational 

corporation’s executive chairman using corporate authority, confidential meetings, NDAs, and 

the promise of a life-changing commercial partnership to coerce a female founder into sexualized 

interactions and then retaliate when she resisted, including through the withdrawal of promised 

commercial support and opportunities. 
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165. Defendants either intended to cause Maderni severe emotional distress or acted 

with reckless disregard of the high probability that their conduct would cause such distress. Vago 

knowingly exploited his power imbalance, ignored Maderni’s verbal objections, used sexual 

pressure intertwined with business commitments, and repeatedly manipulated her emotional 

state. MSC executives were, or should have been, aware of Vago’s conduct, benefitted from the 

relationship, failed to intervene, and thereby ratified his actions. 

166. Despite multiple opportunities across six years—including a final invitation 

through WhatsApp in June-2025 to come forward and explain himself, Vago never provided 

clarity, accountability, or closure. In her final message, Maderni expressed that she felt deeply 

used, manipulated, and emotionally discarded, stating: “All I can think of is that you just used me 

and took advantage of me without any real care or any genuine intentions.” Rather than respond, 

Vago once again disappeared. When confronted or pressed to honor his professional 

commitments or to address the harm caused, he consistently withdrew, delayed, or disappeared. 

This pattern of ghosting, particularly after securing professional, emotional, or sexual value—

was not incidental, but part of a calculated strategy to avoid responsibility while maintaining 

control. 

167. Defendants’ conduct caused Maderni profound and ongoing emotional trauma. As 

a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ actions, Maderni suffered severe emotional distress, 

including anxiety, insomnia, humiliation, fear, loss of self-confidence, emotional exhaustion, and 

professional devastation associated with the collapse of her ventures and the abuse she endured. 

168. The severity of Maderni’s distress was foreseeable to Defendants, given the power 

imbalance, the coercive nature of Vago’s conduct, and MSC’s withdrawal of promised 

commercial support immediately following the assault. 
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169. Plaintiffs are entitled to recovery of all damages allowed under Florida law, 

including compensatory damages for emotional and psychological harm, consequential damages 

connected to the distress, and punitive damages due to the intentional and malicious nature of 

Defendants’ conduct. 

 

NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION: CIVIL SEXUAL BATTERY (Fla. Stat. § 794.011) (Against 

Vago) 

170. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1-86 as if fully set forth herein. 

171. On or about February 2–3, 2022, Defendant Vago intentionally touched and 

penetrated or attempted to penetrate intimate parts of Plaintiff Maderni’s body for the purpose of 

sexual gratification, without her freely given consent, in violation of Fla. Stat. § 794.011. 

172. Vago obtained this physical contact through fraud, coercion, and abuse of power. 

He used the pretext of a business meeting, his role as Executive Chairman of MSC Cruises, and 

the promise of advancing Plaintiffs’ multi-million-dollar commercial partnership to isolate 

Maderni in a private hotel suite, override her verbal objections, and exploit the extreme power 

imbalance between them.  

173. Vago’s conduct occurred in a context where Maderni reasonably believed that 

refusing his advances could jeopardize ongoing business negotiations, the success of her 

company, and years of work invested in the MSC partnership. Any purported “consent” was 

therefore invalid under Florida law because it was obtained through fraud, coercive 

circumstances, manipulation, and abuse of authority. 

174. Vago’s actions constituted harmful, offensive, and nonconsensual sexual contact 

that a reasonable person would find violative of personal dignity and bodily autonomy. 
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175. As a direct and proximate result of the sexual battery, Maderni suffered severe 

emotional distress, including trauma, anxiety, humiliation, fear, loss of safety, and long-term 

psychological harm. She also suffered professional and reputational injury due to Vago’s 

immediate withdrawal from his business commitments.  

176. Vago’s conduct was intentional, willful, malicious, and in conscious disregard for 

Maderni’s rights and bodily integrity, entitling Plaintiffs to punitive damages under Florida law. 

177. Plaintiffs seek compensatory damages, punitive damages, and all other relief 

available under statute and equity. 

 

TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION: CIVIL SEX TRAFFICKING (18 U.S.C. § 1595) (Against 

All Defendants) 

178. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1-86 as if fully set forth herein. 

179. Under the Trafficking Victims Protection Reauthorization Act (“TVPRA”), 18 

U.S.C. § 1595, a person is civilly liable if he knowingly benefits, financially or by receiving 

anything of value, from participation in a venture that has engaged in the use of force, threats of 

force, fraud, or coercion to obtain commercial sex acts or sexual contact. 

180. Beginning in 2020 and continuing through February 2022, Vago knowingly used 

fraud, coercion, manipulation, abuse of professional authority, excessive flattery, blurred 

professional boundaries, and false promises of commercial partnership to build trust and 

dependency and ultimately obtain sexual acts from Maderni at the Setai Hotel in February 2022. 

These tactics included: (a) representing that MSC would sign deals “after COVID,” (b) 

promising to fund Plaintiffs’ ventures through marketing budgets, (c) leveraging his position as 

Executive Chairman to imply that her company’s success depended on maintaining intimacy 
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with him, and (d) isolating her during what was represented as a business meeting for the 

purpose of obtaining sexual contact. From 2023 through 2025, Vago continued to derive sexual 

gratification from the same coercive dynamic through sexually charged text messages and video 

calls conducted via Facebook Messenger and WhatsApp. During one such video call, as part of 

this broader pattern, Vago linked explicit sexual conduct to promised access to other cruise-line 

CEOs whom he said he would bring to Plaintiffs’ platform, reinforcing the commercial nature of 

the coercive dynamic. The sexual acts and interactions described herein were not purely personal 

in nature, but constituted commercial sex acts within the meaning of 18 U.S.C. § 1591, in that 

access to Defendants’ promised business opportunities, funding, and partnership advancement 

was implicitly conditioned on Maderni’s participation in such conduct, as evidenced by 

Defendants’ course of conduct, repeated linkage between personal interactions and business 

advancement, and exploitation of a significant imbalance of economic and professional power. 

181. Over time, Maderni began to recognize and articulate the depth of the 

exploitation. In one message, she told Vago, “You treated me worse than a cam girl. At least they 

get paid,” expressing the emotional toll of having been used for sexual gratification, emotional 

labor, and creative value without any genuine commitment or compensation. Vago’s own 

messages revealed the coercive nature of the dynamic, including statements like, “You want me 

to come to you? Then?! Resend [content],” and, “I’m going to jerk off thinking exactly about 

this.” These communications reflect a calculated use of emotional manipulation and conditional 

attention, designed to control and exploit Maderni while evading accountability. 

182. Vago knowingly benefited from participation in this venture, within the meaning 

of 18 U.S.C. § 1595, by obtaining sexual access to Maderni and securing continued access to her 

emotional, professional, and creative labor, as well as her proprietary intellectual property, under 
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coercive conditions tied to promised commercial advancement, where she believed her 

commercial future with MSC depended on complying with his personal expectations. 

183. The benefits Vago derived from this trafficking venture extended well beyond 

sexual access. Through fraud, coercion, and abuse of power, he obtained non-public market 

intelligence, proprietary creative concepts, and valuable trade secrets belonging to Plaintiffs—

shared under the protection of NDAs and in reliance on false promises of partnership. These 

assets were subsequently used to inform and enhance at least four MSC commercial offerings, 

which Plaintiffs estimate have generated hundreds of millions of dollars in profits. This unlawful 

enrichment exacerbated Plaintiffs’ harm and underscores the scale of Defendants’ misconduct. 

184. The “venture,” as defined under the TVPRA, consisted of an ongoing and 

coordinated course of conduct in which Vago, acting through and in association with MSC 

entities, repeatedly used promises of commercial advancement, ongoing communications, 

requests for confidential materials, and scheduled meetings to obtain sexual acts and maintain 

control over Plaintiffs’ business trajectory. This venture involved a pattern of related activities 

conducted over time with a common purpose of extracting both sexual and economic value from 

Plaintiffs. 

185. Vago used fraud and coercion—including misrepresentations, abuse of power, 

exploitation of a significant professional imbalance, and threats (express or implied) that refusal 

could jeopardize business opportunities—to cause Maderni to engage in sexual acts she would 

not have otherwise engaged in, and that such dependency was directly tied to Defendants’ 

representations regarding imminent commercial agreements and financial support. 
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186. At the time of the February 2022 sexual encounters at the Setai Hotel, Vago knew 

that Maderni felt dependent on his support for the survival and scaling of her company. He 

leveraged this dynamic to obtain sexual contact in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1591(a). 

187. Vago’s conduct falls squarely within the TVPRA’s definition of sex trafficking 

through fraud, coercion, and abuse of power, all of which invalidate consent under federal law. 

His actions were intentional, calculated, and part of a prolonged effort to maintain control over 

Maderni’s emotional, professional, and sexual autonomy, including by conditioning access to 

economic opportunities and business advancement on continued participation in sexual conduct. 

188. As a direct and proximate result of Vago’s sex-trafficking conduct, Maderni 

suffered severe emotional and psychological harm, including trauma, anxiety, humiliation, 

diminished professional confidence, and lasting psychological injury. She also suffered 

commercial harm due to MSC’s retaliatory withdrawal of partnership opportunities. 

189. Plaintiffs are entitled to all civil remedies available under 18 U.S.C. § 1595, 

including compensatory damages, punitive damages, attorneys’ fees, and all other relief deemed 

just and proper by this Court. 

 

ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION: VIOLATION OF FLORIDA CIVIL REMEDIES FOR 

CRIMINAL PRACTICES ACT / FLORIDA RICO (Fla. Stat. §§ 772.11, 772.103, 772.104,  

895.03) (Against All Defendants) 

190. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1-86 as if fully set forth herein. 

191. Defendants MSC Cruises, MSC USA, and Vago constituted an “enterprise” within 

the meaning of Fla. Stat. § 895.02(5), consisting of an association-in-fact with a common 

purpose of extracting and commercially exploiting Plaintiffs’ proprietary materials while 
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avoiding contractual obligations and compensation. The enterprise functioned as an ongoing 

organizational structure with defined roles, including Vago directing communications and 

negotiations, and MSC entities implementing and commercializing initiatives derived from 

Plaintiffs’ materials. 

192. Defendants engaged in a pattern of racketeering activity within the meaning of 

Fla. Stat. §§ 895.02 and 895.03, consisting of multiple related and continuous predicate acts, 

including but not limited to: 

(a) Theft or misappropriation of trade secrets in violation of § 812.081, through the 

unauthorized taking, copying, retaining, and commercial use of Plaintiffs’ confidential 

business information; 

(b) Wire fraud, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1343, through repeated interstate and 

international electronic communications, including emails, Facebook Messenger and 

WhatsApp messages, and electronic transmissions, in which Defendants knowingly 

transmitted false representations regarding partnership execution, funding commitments, 

approval status, and commercial support, for the purpose of inducing Plaintiffs to disclose 

proprietary materials, continue providing strategic input, and forgo alternative 

opportunities; 

(c) Fraudulent practices and false pretenses chargeable under Florida law, including 

Chapter 817, to the extent Defendants used false representations and deceptive 

communications to obtain Plaintiffs’ confidential materials, business opportunities, labor, 

and proprietary commercial value. 

193. These predicate acts were related in purpose, method, participants, victims, and 

results and constituted a pattern of racketeering activity demonstrating both closed-ended 
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continuity, in that they occurred repeatedly between 2019 and 2025, and open-ended continuity, 

in that they reflected an ongoing business practice of the enterprise. The predicate acts were not 

isolated or sporadic but part of a coordinated scheme to defraud Plaintiffs and misappropriate 

their proprietary business assets for Defendants’ commercial gain, including not only direct 

revenue-generating uses but also the acquisition of non-public market intelligence, strategic 

insights, development efficiencies, and competitive advantages derived from Plaintiffs’ 

confidential materials, which informed Defendants’ internal decision-making and commercial 

offerings. 

194. Defendants conducted or participated in the enterprise through this pattern of 

racketeering activity, directing communications, supervising internal circulation of Plaintiffs’ 

protected materials, approving commercial programs derived from Plaintiffs’ IP, and benefiting 

financially or strategically from the venture. 

195. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ pattern of racketeering activity, 

including the predicate acts described above, Plaintiffs suffered injury to their business and 

property, including the loss of valuable trade secrets, diversion of commercial opportunities, 

destruction of investor relationships, loss of enterprise value, and other economic harm. 

196. Plaintiffs are entitled to treble damages, attorneys’ fees, and all remedies 

authorized under Fla. Stat. §§ 772.11 and 772.104, because Defendants’ acts constitute theft, 

racketeering activity, and participation in a criminal enterprise for illicit commercial gain. 

197. Defendants’ conduct was intentional, malicious, and in complete disregard of 

Plaintiffs’ rights, further supporting an award of treble damages and punitive damages as 

permitted by law. 
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully pray for judgment against Defendants, jointly and 

severally, as follows: 

A. Compensatory damages in an amount to be proven at trial, including damages for economic 

loss, loss of enterprise value, emotional distress, reputational harm, and all other legally 

cognizable injuries; 

B. Treble damages as authorized under the Florida Civil Remedies for Criminal Practices Act, 

Fla. Stat. §§ 772.11 and 772.104; 

C. Exemplary and punitive damages to punish and deter Defendants’ willful, malicious, 

fraudulent, and coercive conduct, including exemplary damages available under 18 U.S.C. § 

1836(b)(3)(C); 

D. Restitution and disgorgement of all benefits, profits, or enrichment Defendants obtained 

from Plaintiffs’ confidential information, trade secrets, copyrighted works, intellectual property, 

and labor; 

E. An Accounting of all revenues, profits, savings, benefits, and commercial value derived from 

Defendants’ use, disclosure, retention, or exploitation of Plaintiffs’ confidential information, 

trade secrets, copyrighted works, intellectual property, and proprietary materials; 

F. Preliminary and Permanent Injunctive relief prohibiting Defendants from using, disclosing, 

retaining, or exploiting Plaintiffs’ confidential information, trade secrets, copyrighted works, or 

intellectual property, and requiring return or verified destruction of all copies in any form; 

G. Specific performance and all other equitable relief available under the NDA and applicable 

law; 
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H. Attorneys’ fees and costs pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 1836(b)(3)(D), 17 U.S.C. § 505, Fla. Stat. 

§§ 772.11 and 772.104, and all other applicable statutes, contracts, or legal bases; 

I. Pre-judgment and post-judgment interest at the maximum rates permitted by law; 

J. Such other and further relief as the Court deems just, proper, and equitable. 

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

Plaintiffs hereby demand a trial by jury on all issues so triable as a matter of right. 

 

Dated: June 2, 2026 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
SABATINI LAW FIRM, P.A. 
 
/s/ Anthony F. Sabatini 
Anthony F. Sabatini 
Florida Bar No. 1018163 
Sabatini Law Firm, P.A. 
1601 E. 1st Avenue 
Mount Dora, FL 32757 
(352) 455-2928 
anthony@sabatinilegal.com 
 
/s/ John M. Pierce 
John M. Pierce (California Bar No. 250443) 
(Pro Hac Vice Application to be Submitted) 
John Pierce Law P.C. 
21550 Oxnard Street, 3rd Floor 
Woodland Hills, CA 91367 
(321) 292-2366 
jpierce@johnpiercelaw.com 
 
Counsel for Plaintiffs 
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Translation: “Make me your pig” 
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Continued on next page. 
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Continued on next page. 

 

Case 1:26-cv-23846-DPG   Document 1   Entered on FLSD Docket 06/02/2026   Page 90 of 93



 

 
Continued on next page. 

Case 1:26-cv-23846-DPG   Document 1   Entered on FLSD Docket 06/02/2026   Page 91 of 93



 

 
 

Case 1:26-cv-23846-DPG   Document 1   Entered on FLSD Docket 06/02/2026   Page 92 of 93



 

EXHIBIT 24

Case 1:26-cv-23846-DPG   Document 1   Entered on FLSD Docket 06/02/2026   Page 93 of 93


