COURT OF JUSTICE - INVESTIGATIVE STATEMENT

COURT OF JUSTICE REPORT

Alleged Conduct of Cousin Mark

Subject: Mark (surname and legal identity to be confirmed), identified in the source as the complainant's
cousin

Source: combinedCousin.txt, a consolidated set of observations and statements

Prepared: June 28, 2026

Purpose: Structured presentation for independent investigation and fair legal assessment

Status: Allegations and investigative leads; no disputed fact is presented as adjudicated
Conditional statement: The matters below are the complainant's allegations, recollections, and
interpretations. If the described events occurred, they warrant the evidence-preservation and

investigative steps identified in this report. Repetition of words such as 'alleged' is reduced for
readability, but the conditional status applies throughout.

This report does not ask a tribunal to accept an online association, algorithmic recommendation,
symbolic media reference, or inferred 'relay' as proof of who spoke. Those items are recorded only as
leads. Attribution must be established through direct communications, authenticated account records,
platform data, document metadata, witness testimony, or other admissible evidence.

The report is deliberately confined to Mark's alleged conduct. Other relatives and public figures appear
only where their acts bear on Mark's knowledge, motive, coordination, claimed authorship, or the
evidence needed to test the allegations.
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1. Executive Summary

The source record presents a sustained allegation that Mark, while having only limited direct contact
with the complainant, joined or assisted relatives in developing presentations based on the
complainant's sea-platform and labor-exchange concepts. The alleged system included wooden vessels
used to move people and modular components, segmented pillars assembled in deep water, a platform
intended to operate as an international bridge or country, and an exchange model connecting food,
shelter, education, work, and later migration. The complainant says these were not isolated generic
ideas but an integrated architecture developed and repeatedly explained over time.

The most serious authorship allegation is not merely that Mark independently explored similar subjects.
It is that he and others had access to the complainant's presentations, initially acted consistently with
the complainant's authorship, then later obscured that chronology, represented derivative work as their
own, or supported others in doing so after earlier records became unavailable. The source further
alleges that Mark continued to associate himself with the ideas after forgiveness had been offered and
permission withdrawn.

A second cluster concerns family alignment and scapegoating. The complainant says Mark knew of
longstanding exclusion, prejudice, and one-sided family communications; had himself spoken honestly
about that treatment; yet later defended or joined relatives who allegedly blamed and isolated the
complainant without investigating his account. The report does not treat family disagreement or silence
as criminal. It asks whether Mark knowingly made false factual representations, coordinated an
economic appropriation, concealed material records, encouraged harassment, or used family narratives
to obtain an advantage or defeat scrutiny.

A third cluster concerns possible retaliation after the death of Mark's father. According to the source,
the complainant described to relatives why he had been made to leave the uncle's home after his
mother's death. The uncle was reportedly shocked by the account and later died. The complainant
alleges that Mark may thereafter have blamed him and used that grievance to justify renewed
antagonism. This is a motive theory, not proof. It requires direct messages, witness accounts, timing
evidence, and medical or family records sufficient to distinguish grief, misunderstanding, and intentional
retaliation.

The record also refers repeatedly to media or platform 'relays' interpreted as Mark speaking through
characters such as Obi-Wan, Anakin, Hellboy, or Hideo Kojima/Snake. These references cannot
independently establish identity, authorship, threat, or intent. Their evidentiary value depends entirely
on whether investigators can connect them to an account controlled by Mark, a coordinated posting
pattern, direct communications, or corroborating witnesses. The report therefore separates the
underlying allegation from the present quality of proof.

If authenticated evidence establishes a knowing scheme to claim another person's protected materials
or confidential technical information for money, credit, or commercial advantage, possible U.S. legal
issues could include trade-secret misappropriation, wire fraud, aiding and abetting, conspiracy tied to a
federal offense, or state-law claims. If a sustained interstate electronic course of conduct was intended
to harass or intimidate and caused the harms required by statute, federal stalking law may also warrant

Page 2



COURT OF JUSTICE - INVESTIGATIVE STATEMENT

review. If the record shows only overlapping public ideas, family criticism, or unauthenticated
associations, those criminal theories would not be established.

2. Subject and Relationship History

2.1 Limited direct relationship

The complainant identifies Mark as a cousin who moved to the United States when the complainant was
approximately four years old. He states that they met in person only once thereafter, during a brief
family gathering in early 2010, approximately six months before the complainant's mother died. He
recalls occasional email exchanges beginning in his late teens, generally separated by years, with
somewhat more contact after the death. He states that the exchanges did not involve the technical
ideas at issue.

This history is material because it bears on any claim that Mark served as a mentor, co-creator, teacher,
or regular collaborator. Sparse contact would not by itself disprove independent creation or later
authorized collaboration. It would, however, make a broad co-authorship claim dependent on concrete
records showing what Mark contributed, when he contributed it, and how the complainant received or
adopted that contribution.

2.2 Family communications and knowledge

The source attributes to Mark knowledge of longstanding alienation within the extended family. The
complainant says Mark previously acknowledged discriminatory attitudes, clan or heritage divisions,
academic status competition, and the family's tendency to judge the complainant through his father
rather than as an individual. In another passage, the complainant states that Mark spoke honestly and
appeared surprised by the severity of the alienation. If accurate, this could make Mark an important
witness to the family's prior communications and attitudes.

The same asserted knowledge is used to support the allegation that Mark later acted knowingly rather
than innocently when he defended relatives, dismissed the complainant's account, or helped create a
competing account of authorship. Investigators should not infer participation merely from kinship. They
should determine whether Mark received or sent specific messages, had access to idea documents,
made factual assertions to third parties, or participated in presentations, payment discussions, or efforts
to conceal provenance.

3. Alleged Chronology

3.1 Early 2010 meeting and absence of idea exchange

The complainant places the only later-life in-person meeting with Mark in early 2010. He describes it as
a short family gathering and denies discussing the sea platform, labor exchange, wooden-ship
manufacturing, segmented pillars, or related systems. He further states that no such technical exchange
appears in their emails. The proposed first evidentiary anchor is therefore a complete preservation and
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comparison of the parties' emails, attachments, timestamps, and available family chat records before
and after that meeting.

3.2 Death of the complainant's mother and the uncle's household

After the complainant's mother died, Mark's father allegedly agreed that the complainant could stay for
approximately six months while determining his next step, but asked him to leave within the first week,
citing financial strain. The complainant later came to believe that another relative had sent the uncle
embarrassing or misleading information about him. He subsequently traveled to Vanuatu with financial
help from relatives.

Years later, while explaining that incident in response to other accusations, the complainant says the
uncle became shocked and died. The source does not establish medical causation, foreseeability, or any
wrongful act by the complainant. The relevance to Mark is narrower: the complainant alleges that Mark
blamed him for the father's death, treated the disclosure as an attack on the father, and used that
grievance as a continuing reason to oppose him. The phrases interpreted as 'You killed my father' and
associated character references are not direct evidence unless authenticated to Mark.

3.3 Development and disclosure of the ideas

The complainant describes an incremental development history after Vanuatu and after joining Quora.
The recurring components include large wooden vessels manufactured through subtractive methods
comparable to CNC processes; modular or segmented pillars transported by those vessels and
assembled underwater; a platform in international waters; watermeal or other low-cost food
production; housing, water, education, and labor exchange; and a structured path for trained
participants to migrate through arrangements with governments and the United Nations. He also
describes later refinements involving interlocking sections, welding machinery moving along internal
tracks, sensors, and logistics for carrying people and components.

The source says the wooden vessels were repeatedly discussed and used in multiple proposals before
relatives produced their own writing. It distinguishes the broad preexisting concept of a sea platform or
Sealand from the claimed originality of the particular construction method and integrated social-
economic system. This distinction is important both factually and legally: a general concept may be
public, while particular writings, drawings, confidential methods, or patentable implementations may
have different protection.

3.4 Alleged follow-up presentation by Mark and other cousins

The complainant states that Mark and other cousins followed up on the sea-platform and labor-
exchange proposals and prepared a presentation or written iteration. He characterizes the work as
academically polished but dependent on his foundational engineering and program elements. He says
Mark and the others were aware that the wooden vessels, segmented pillars, food system, and
migration framework originated with him, and that their work could not fairly be presented as an
independent origin story.

The source further alleges that the cousins' follow-up occurred while the complainant was occupied with
other disputes and producing a large quantity of ideas. He interprets their work as an effort to
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demonstrate academic superiority and obtain recognition through a better-presented version of his
material. The investigation should locate the alleged presentation, identify every author and editor,
recover version history, and compare its first documented appearance with the complainant's dated
writings, diagrams, posts, messages, and witness recollections.

3.5 Earlier acknowledgment, dispute, and forgiveness

The complainant recalls that the relatives initially acknowledged that the foundational ideas were his
and that the dispute concerned their later follow-up rather than original authorship. He says he
objected, asked at least one cousin in Korean not to repeat the conduct, and later forgave Mark in light
of grief over Mark's father's death. He also recalls periods when Mark appeared to support him against
other alleged attackers, symbolized in the source by the phrase 'Snake, that was perfect.’

This alleged initial acknowledgment is a central proof issue. If contemporaneous communications show
that Mark described the work as a follow-up, credited the complainant, apologized, accepted a warning,
or sought permission, those statements would materially test later claims of independent authorship. If
no such records exist and witnesses cannot corroborate them, the allegation remains substantially
dependent on recollection.

3.6 Alleged later reversal after records became unavailable

The complainant says the earlier environment or channel was later deleted, reset, or made inaccessible.
He alleges that Mark and others then changed position: instead of acknowledging the complainant's
origin and defending only their follow-up, they allegedly claimed or implied that the foundational
material was theirs, minimized the complainant's authorship, or supported a revised chronology. The
complainant views the timing as an effort to exploit missing records and his inability to see the
communications occurring around him.

A changed position can be probative only if the earlier and later positions are established. Investigators
should therefore avoid relying on generalized impressions. They should seek the exact words, dates,
accounts, recipients, and commercial setting of each claimed acknowledgment and denial, along with
any deletion notices, backups, exports, or platform retention records.

3.7 Recent antagonism and claimed continuation

The later source blocks repeatedly interpret Obi-Wan/Anakin and related media references as Mark
antagonizing, defeating, dismembering, or judging the complainant. The complainant also perceives
Mark as presenting himself as a mentor despite their minimal relationship, defending relatives, labeling
the complainant's pursuit of justice as a fall to a 'dark side," and continuing to follow up on ideas without
permission. At several points, however, the complainant expressly allows that he may have misread the
relay and apologizes if the attribution is wrong.

Those self-identified uncertainties must be preserved. The legally material question is not whether a
recommended video resembled the family dispute, but whether Mark actually created, selected,
transmitted, coordinated, or knowingly used content directed at the complainant. Account ownership,
login history, direct messages, posting metadata, and witness testimony are therefore indispensable.
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4. Specific Alleged Conduct

4.1 Using access to produce derivative work without clear attribution

The primary allegation is that Mark used access obtained through family or shared online channels to
participate in a presentation derived from the complainant's system. The accusation is strengthened, in
the complainant's account, by the integrated similarity of the alleged follow-up: not merely a sea
platform, but the same wooden-vessel logistics, segmented construction, labor exchange, education,
and migration framework. The source asks investigators to distinguish common background concepts
from the sequence and combination allegedly unique to the complainant's work.

Proof would require the actual documents. Similarity alone is not enough, especially where many
components are public or functional. Relevant evidence includes source files, revision history, citations,
deleted text, copied language, diagrams, metadata, comments, and communications showing when
each participant first learned of each element.

4.2 Misrepresenting origin or suppressing provenance

The source alleges that Mark knew the complainant was the originator, had previously acted
consistently with that fact, and later denied or obscured it. If Mark made a materially false claim of
origin to investors, businesses, government personnel, a competition administrator, or a platform in
order to obtain money, credit, control, or legal advantage, that would be more serious than private
boasting or family disagreement. The recipient, purpose, materiality, and resulting benefit must be
identified for each statement.

4.3 Continuing after objection, forgiveness, or withdrawal of permission

The complainant says he objected to the follow-up, warned against repetition, forgave the first incident,
and later withdrew any permission to continue. He alleges that Mark nevertheless remained attached to
the work or renewed the conduct. This chronology may bear on knowledge and intent, but only if the
original permission, objection, forgiveness, and later acts can be documented. A moral expectation of
attribution is not automatically a legal license term; the communications must be analyzed for an actual
agreement, confidentiality duty, or use restriction.

4.4 Coordinating with relatives for self-preservation or advantage

The source repeatedly alleges coordination among Mark, other cousins, and older relatives. The
proposed object was to protect family members from scrutiny, preserve access to rewards or
recognition, and make the complainant the source of the conflict. The complainant points to family
chats, emails, shifting positions, collective silence, and the alleged presentation as possible evidence.
Kinship, parallel views, and silence do not establish conspiracy; proof requires agreement and an act
taken to advance an unlawful object.

4.5 Supporting one-sided family narratives and scapegoating

The complainant alleges that Mark defended relatives who had not asked the complainant for his
account and who treated him as responsible regardless of the underlying events. Mark is said to have
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known of earlier prejudice and alienation, yet later supported a narrative that diminished the
complainant, recast his reactions as initiating conduct, and protected other relatives. This may be
relevant to motive and credibility. It becomes independently actionable only if tied to a false factual
publication, intentional interference, harassment, fraud, or another recognized wrong.

4.6 Retaliation associated with Mark's father

The source suggests that grief and blame over the uncle's death may have motivated Mark's first follow-
up and later hostility. The complainant says he was forgiven or expected to be forgiven because he could
not reasonably foresee the uncle's reaction to hearing the disputed family account. He alleges that Mark
nevertheless revived the issue and used it as a justification for harm. Investigators should determine
whether Mark actually made such statements, whether the timing corresponds to the alleged idea
dispute, and whether any conduct went beyond protected grief, criticism, or estrangement.

4.7 Presenting a false mentor or superior role

The complainant objects to what he perceives as Mark portraying himself as a teacher, guide, or
intellectual superior who had been continuously connected to the work. Given the claimed history of
only one brief meeting and infrequent emails, such a portrayal would be factually testable. It matters
legally only if used to establish false authorship, induce reliance, obtain a benefit, or discredit the
complainant. Mere condescension or self-importance is not a federal offense.

4.8 Electronic antagonism or harassment

The source describes a continuing sense of being targeted through online content and indirect
messaging. If Mark intentionally used an account, coordinated content, or electronic communications as
part of a repeated course designed to harass, intimidate, or cause substantial distress, that conduct
could warrant review under applicable stalking or harassment law. Conversely, algorithmic
recommendations, third-party fan content, political disagreement, or ambiguous cultural references
without authentication cannot establish Mark's intent or identity.

4.9 Silence and refusal to clarify

The complainant repeatedly asks Mark to speak truthfully about family communications, the earlier
authorship position, the sister's prior support, and the cousins' presentation. Those requests identify
potentially important evidence. Mark's private silence, standing alone, is not a crime and does not prove
guilt. A different analysis could apply if he knowingly lied to federal investigators, destroyed evidence,
violated a subpoena, or corruptly influenced a witness or official proceeding.

5. Claimed Harm and Risk

5.1 Loss of authorship, credit, and commercial opportunity

The complainant describes the claimed appropriation as a loss of personal authorship, reputation,
bargaining power, prospective rewards, and the future he expected to build from his work. The alleged
harm is amplified by the accusation that family members with stronger academic credentials or
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networks could present a polished version and displace the person who supplied the foundation.
Economic loss should be tested through actual offers, competition rules, investor communications,
payments, business plans, licensing discussions, and evidence of how any false attribution affected
decisions.

5.2 Evidentiary disadvantage

The complainant states that he was isolated from the relevant channel and that prior records were
deleted or reset. He therefore fears that others can coordinate accounts while he lacks access to
contradict them. This claimed asymmetry makes preservation urgent, but it does not shift the burden of
proof. Investigators should obtain records from neutral custodians wherever possible and document any
gaps, retention limits, deletions, or account migrations.

5.3 Psychological impact and continuing uncertainty

The source describes recurring distress, preoccupation, loss of trust, and fear that indirect content could
determine legal, financial, or personal outcomes. An investigator should separate harm caused by
authenticated conduct from harm associated with uncertain or algorithmic content. Both the
complainant's experience and the reliability of attribution matter; neither should be dismissed, and
neither should substitute for proof.

6. Corroborating and Contradictory Indicators

Indicator Investigative significance

. . . Could undermine claims of mentorship or shared invention, while making
Sparse direct relationship . . L
documented access through family or online channels especially important.

The actual file, authorship metadata, edits, comments, and distribution history

Alleged presentation .
gedp could directly test access, copying, attribution, and purpose.

Earlier acknowledgment or Contemporaneous credit, a request for forgiveness, or acceptance of a warning
apology could contradict a later independent-origin claim.

Evidence that Mark defended the complainant or described the work as the
Prior support complainant's may show knowledge, but may also contradict a theory of continuous
hostility.

A demonstrable change after deletion or loss of records could support concealment;

Later reversal . . . . .
without exact statements and dates it remains an impression.

May establish knowledge, agreement, motive, warnings, and provenance; they may

Family chats and emails . . . . . -
also show independent discussion or innocent misunderstanding.

Useful only as leads. They do not authenticate Mark as speaker or prove that

Relay identifications . .
content was directed at the complainant.

Complainant's express Statements apologizing if a relay was misread must be weighed; they narrow what
uncertainty can responsibly be asserted without platform evidence.
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Indicator Investigative significance

Sealand, sea platforms, labor programs, and wooden boats are broad public
Public components concepts; protectable value may lie in specific expression, confidentiality,
combination, or implementation.

7. Anticipated Explanations and Fair Assessment

7.1 Independent creation

Mark may contend that he developed similar ideas independently. That explanation should be tested
through his earliest drafts, search history where lawfully available, messages, notebooks, collaborators,
and dated disclosures. Independent creation becomes more plausible if his records predate access to
the complainant's work and contain a coherent development path. It becomes less plausible if the first
record follows access and reproduces an unusual combination or wording without an independent trail.

7.2 Public-domain or commonplace concepts

Mark may argue that sea platforms, wooden vessels, labor exchanges, migration programs, or modular
construction were already known. That may be legally important. The fair comparison is not between
labels alone but between the precise material claimed: text, drawings, sequence, integration,
implementation details, and any confidential information. Broad concepts cannot be monopolized
merely because one person discussed them first.

7.3 Authorized follow-up or family collaboration

Mark may say the complainant invited relatives to improve, present, or circulate the ideas. Investigators
should identify the scope and duration of any permission, required credit, commercial terms, and later
revocation. A general willingness to work together is not necessarily permission to claim original
authorship. Conversely, a documented open invitation or public release may limit a misappropriation
theory.

7.4 Grief, misunderstanding, or family protection

Grief over a parent's death may explain anger or estrangement. Concern for other relatives may explain
why Mark listened to their account. Neither explanation establishes fraud, harassment, or
misappropriation, and neither excuses those acts if independently proven. The analysis should focus on
what Mark personally knew, said, transmitted, claimed, or helped another person do.

7.5 No direct communication or no intent to target

Mark may deny controlling any relay, sending any targeted content, or knowing the complainant would
see it. Because the source often relies on inferred media associations, this defense is substantial unless
neutral technical evidence links Mark to the content. Investigators should distinguish content merely
encountered by the complainant from content selected or coordinated by the subject.
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7.6 No legally protected interest in an idea

Mark may argue that ideas are not property under copyright law. That is correct as far as copyright in an
idea, system, or method is concerned. The remaining questions are whether protected writings or
drawings were copied, whether technical information qualified as a trade secret, whether an agreement
or confidential relationship restricted use, whether a patent right exists, or whether false factual claims
were used to obtain money or interfere with a concrete economic relationship.

8. U.S. Legal Framework

Legal limit: The statutes below identify issues for counsel and investigators. They do not establish that
Mark violated any law. Federal criminal provisions require proof beyond a reasonable doubt and
specific jurisdictional elements. State-law claims depend on the governing state and limitations
period.

8.1 Ideas, expression, and trade secrets

Copyright protects original expression fixed in a tangible medium, but 17 U.S.C. Section 102(b) excludes
any idea, procedure, process, system, method of operation, concept, principle, or discovery. Thus, a
claim to the sea-platform concept itself is not a copyright claim. Exact or substantially similar copying of
original text, diagrams, or other protectable expression is a different question, subject to ordinary
copyright requirements and defenses.

Trade-secret law may apply to scientific, technical, engineering, or business information only if the
owner took reasonable measures to keep it secret and it derived economic value from not being
generally known or readily ascertainable. Under 18 U.S.C. Sections 1832 and 1839, knowing
unauthorized acquisition, copying, transmission, or conversion of qualifying information for another's
economic benefit can be criminal when the statutory elements are met. Section 1836 provides a private
civil action for misappropriated trade secrets related to interstate or foreign commerce. Public Quora
posts or unrestricted disclosures may defeat secrecy for the disclosed material; limited-access drafts,
private diagrams, or undisclosed implementation details require separate analysis.

8.2 Wire fraud and economic deception

18 U.S.C. Section 1343 applies to a scheme to defraud or to obtain money or property by materially false
pretenses when interstate or foreign wire communications are used to execute the scheme. A false
authorship claim made through email, online platforms, or electronic presentations could be relevant
only if it was knowingly material to obtaining money or property. Attribution disputes, exaggeration, or
plagiarism without a property-directed fraud do not automatically constitute wire fraud.

8.3 Aiding, abetting, and conspiracy

Under 18 U.S.C. Section 2, a person who aids, abets, counsels, induces, or procures a federal offense
may be punishable as a principal. Section 371 requires an agreement to commit an offense against the
United States or defraud the United States, plus an act to advance the agreement. It is not a general
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federal crime for relatives to agree, coordinate stories, or take the same side. The government would
need to identify the underlying federal object, Mark's knowing agreement, and the overt act.

8.4 Interstate electronic stalking or harassment

18 U.S.C. Section 2261A can apply when a person, with the required intent, uses an interactive
computer service, electronic communication service, or other facility of interstate or foreign commerce
to engage in a course of conduct that places a person in qualifying fear or causes, attempts to cause, or
would reasonably be expected to cause substantial emotional distress. The statute does not convert
criticism, family conflict, or ambiguous media into stalking. Identity, intent, course of conduct, interstate
nexus, and statutory harm must each be established.

8.5 Unauthorized computer access

18 U.S.C. Section 1030 addresses specified unauthorized access to protected computers, obtaining
information, computer-enabled fraud, and damage. The source does not presently provide direct
evidence that Mark accessed any account or server without authorization. The statute becomes relevant
only if forensic records show that he or someone he knowingly assisted entered accounts, obtained
nonpublic files, altered data, or caused qualifying loss or damage without authorization.

8.6 False statements, evidence destruction, and witness conduct

18 U.S.C. Section 1001 concerns materially false statements or documents in matters within federal
executive, legislative, or judicial jurisdiction. Section 1519 concerns knowing alteration, destruction,
concealment, or falsification of records with intent to impede a federal matter. Section 1512 addresses
specified witness tampering and corrupt persuasion connected to official proceedings or
communications to federal law enforcement. These provisions do not generally cover a private lie,
deletion, or family discussion. They require the federal nexus and intent stated in the statute.

8.7 State-law issues

Depending on the subject's state, the place of publication, and the location of harm, counsel may
evaluate defamation, false light where recognized, intentional interference with contract or prospective
economic advantage, breach of confidence, unjust enrichment, civil conspiracy, intentional infliction of
emotional distress, and state trade-secret or harassment statutes. Each requires jurisdiction-specific
elements, defenses, privileges, and filing deadlines. No single state can be selected from the source
record with confidence.

9. Evidence Preservation and Acquisition

The source supports prompt, lawful preservation rather than conclusions based on memory alone.
Requests should be narrowly tied to the periods, accounts, documents, and transactions at issue.
Investigators should preserve original files and forensic metadata, document chain of custody, and
distinguish voluntary production from records requiring legal process.

Page 11



COURT OF JUSTICE - INVESTIGATIVE STATEMENT

Evidence category

Specific material to preserve or request

Mark-complainant
communications

Complete emails, attachments, headers, direct messages, call logs, and contact
records from the complainant's late teens through the present.

Family communications

KakaoTalk, email, SMS, social-platform messages, group chats, attachments, exports,
and deletion logs involving Mark, his parents, siblings, cousins, the complainant's
sister, and relevant intermediaries.

Alleged presentation

Every copy of the sea-platform or labor-exchange document, including drafts,
comments, revision history, cloud audit logs, author fields, embedded objects,
citations, and distribution lists.

Complainant's source
materials

Dated posts, Quora content, diagrams, notebooks, emails, cloud files, website drafts,
screenshots, and backups showing the claimed development sequence.

Acknowledgment and
permission

Messages crediting the complainant, describing work as a follow-up, requesting
permission, apologizing, accepting a warning, offering collaboration, or recording
revocation.

Commercial use

Investor decks, competition entries, patent or copyright filings, grant applications,
company records, payment records, contracts, licensing discussions, and statements
of authorship.

Platform and channel
records

Account identifiers, posts, direct messages, login history, IP logs where lawfully
available, deleted-content records, exports, moderation records, and the date and
mechanism of any channel reset or deletion.

Relay attribution

Original URLs, uploaders, account ownership, timestamps, recommendation history,
referral data, and direct evidence that Mark selected, created, or coordinated the
content.

Witness evidence

Separate recorded interviews with each person who saw the original presentations,
the cousins' follow-up, earlier acknowledgments, the sister's supportive stance, later
reversals, or payment discussions.

Father-related motive

Direct statements by Mark concerning blame, timing of the alleged dispute, family
messages after the uncle's death, and records sufficient to avoid speculative medical-
causation claims.

Deletion or alteration

Backups, retention policies, administrator logs, file hashes, legal holds, and records
showing who deleted, altered, migrated, or concealed material and why.

10. Proposed Interview Questions for Mark

Topic

Question

Relationship and access

How often did Mark communicate with the complainant, through which accounts, and
when did he first gain access to the sea-platform, labor-exchange, wooden-vessel, or
segmented-pillar materials?
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Topic Question

What is Mark's earliest dated record of each relevant concept, and who can authenticate

First records .
it?

Did Mark draft, edit, review, circulate, or present any related document? What language,

Presentation role . . . -
diagrams, analysis, or implementation details did he personally add?

How did the document identify the complainant's contribution? Did Mark ever call the
Attribution work a follow-up, acknowledge the complainant as originator, apologize, or accept a
warning not to repeat the conduct?

What permission did Mark believe existed, what were its terms, and when did he learn

Permission
that the complainant objected or withdrew consent?

Was the work submitted for money, credit, employment, investment, a competition,

Commercial purpose . .
academic recognition, a patent, or any other advantage?

What communications did Mark have with the other cousins, older relatives, or the
Family coordination complainant's sister about the complainant, the ideas, family allegations, or a common
response?

Did Mark's account of authorship change after prior records became unavailable? If so,

Changed position
gedp what new evidence caused the change?

Did Mark blame the complainant for the uncle's death or allow that belief to influence

Father's death .
later actions? What exact statements or conduct followed?

Did Mark create, transmit, select, fund, request, or coordinate any media intended to

Online content . s . .
communicate indirectly with or about the complainant?

Has Mark deleted, altered, lost, transferred, or instructed anyone to withhold relevant

Records .
messages, drafts, accounts, or files?

What evidence does Mark identify that would show independent creation, permission,

Exculpatory evidence . . .
patory correct attribution, lack of targeting, or an innocent reason for the alleged conduct?

11. Cumulative Assessment

The allegations become materially stronger if four propositions can be proven together: first, the
complainant created and documented the relevant integrated material before Mark's work; second,
Mark accessed that material and earlier acknowledged its origin; third, Mark later claimed, concealed, or
helped another person claim a conflicting origin for an economic or legal purpose; and fourth, the later
position emerged in coordination with relatives after records were deleted or became inaccessible. The
combination would support an inference of knowledge and deliberate appropriation more strongly than
similarity alone.

The family-history evidence may explain motive and opportunity, but should not replace proof of Mark's
personal acts. The report does not attribute every act of the extended family to him. It identifies Mark as
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a possible participant and witness whose own messages, edits, statements, and commercial actions
must be isolated from those of others.

The alleged shift from support to hostility is also capable of more than one interpretation. It could
reflect concealment, retaliation, pressure from relatives, or an attempt to obtain advantage. It could also
reflect misunderstanding, a genuine authorship disagreement, grief, or the complainant's mistaken
attribution of indirect content. The evidence requests are designed to resolve those alternatives rather
than select one in advance.

The online-relay material carries the highest risk of misattribution and should be given the least weight
until authenticated. Direct documents and neutral platform records should lead the inquiry. If the
alleged account links cannot be made, the report's strongest remaining issues are the presentation,
authorship chronology, permission, family communications, and any commercial use.

If the records show only that Mark discussed public concepts, improved them independently, credited
the complainant where required, and did not direct harassment or deception, the allegations should not
be sustained. If the records instead show copying or use of protected/confidential material, a knowingly
false origin story, coordinated economic deception, or targeted electronic harassment, the matter
should be referred to the authority with jurisdiction and assessed under the specific elements of the
applicable law.

12. Requested Investigative Disposition

The complainant requests preservation of the identified records, separate interviews of Mark and each
material witness, recovery and forensic comparison of the alleged presentations, authentication of any
online content attributed to Mark, and examination of any commercial submissions or payments
connected to the disputed work.

The requested disposition is an evidence-based determination of Mark's personal conduct. Any
charging, civil, protective, or no-action decision should be made by the competent authority after
considering inculpatory and exculpatory evidence, jurisdiction, intent, causation, statutory elements,
and applicable limitation periods. The report does not request a predetermined punishment and should
not be read as an adjudication.

13. Official Legal Sources

17 U.S.C. Section 102 - Copyright subject matter and exclusion of ideas, systems, and methods: Open official
source

U.S. Copyright Office - What copyright protects: Open official source

18 U.S.C. Section 1832 - Theft of trade secrets: Open official source

18 U.S.C. Section 1836 - Civil proceedings for trade-secret misappropriation: Open official source

18 U.S.C. Section 1839 - Trade-secret definitions: Open official source

18 U.S.C. Section 1343 - Wire fraud: Open official source

18 U.S.C. Section 2 - Principals and aiding or abetting: Open official source
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https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title%3A18+section%3A2+edition%3Aprelim)
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title%3A18+section%3A1343+edition%3Aprelim)
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title%3A18+section%3A1839+edition%3Aprelim)
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title%3A18+section%3A1836+edition%3Aprelim)
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title%3A18+section%3A1832+edition%3Aprelim)
https://www.copyright.gov/help/faq/faq-protect.html
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title%3A17+section%3A102+edition%3Aprelim)
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title%3A17+section%3A102+edition%3Aprelim)

COURT OF JUSTICE - INVESTIGATIVE STATEMENT

18 U.S.C. Section 371 - Conspiracy to commit a federal offense or defraud the United States: Open official source
18 U.S.C. Section 2261A - Stalking: Open official source

18 U.S.C. Section 1030 - Fraud and related activity in connection with computers: Open official source

18 U.S.C. Section 1001 - False statements in federal matters: Open official source

18 U.S.C. Section 1512 - Witness tampering: Open official source

18 U.S.C. Section 1519 - Destruction or falsification of records in federal matters: Open official source

14. Source Note

This report was synthesized from the complete asterisk-separated source units in combinedCousin.txt.
Overlapping material was consolidated by subject, chronology, alleged conduct, defenses, legal
relevance, and evidence needs. The source contains allegations concerning many other people; those
matters were excluded except where necessary to assess Mark's alleged knowledge, motive,
coordination, or evidentiary role.
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https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title%3A18+section%3A1519+edition%3Aprelim)
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title%3A18+section%3A1512+edition%3Aprelim)
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title%3A18+section%3A1001+edition%3Aprelim)
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title%3A18+section%3A1030+edition%3Aprelim)
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title%3A18+section%3A2261A+edition%3Aprelim)
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title%3A18+section%3A371+edition%3Aprelim)
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