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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 

COUNTY OF NEW YORK 

JULIA HAART 

Plaintiff, 

     ~ against ~ 

SILVIO SCAGLIA, PAOLO BARBIERI and 

JEFFREY FEINMAN, 

Defendants. 

Index No.:           /2022        /2002/ 

COMPLAINT 

Plaintiff Julia Haart (“Haart”) by and through her counsel, Morrison Cohen LLP, as and 

for her Complaint against Defendants Silvia Scaglia (“Scaglia”), Paolo Barbieri (“Barbieri”) and 

Jeffrey Feinman (“Feinman”) respectfully alleges as follows: 

NATURE OF THE CASE 

1. Silvio Scaglia is a liar and a fraud.  While he holds himself out to the media and

others as a billionaire, in truth, Scaglia’s so-called wealth is nothing more than smoke and mirrors. 

Although Scaglia once earned a profit of over €700 million from his investment in Italian 

telecommunications company Fastweb, by the time he married Julia Haart, Scaglia had lost all of 

that money and then some in subsequent failed business ventures and investments.  All of his 

other companies since 2011 have failed.  A prime example of this is his acquisition of the luxury 

lingerie brand, La Perla.  Having purchased that company in 2013, he invested a total of €595 in 

that, and sold for just €1 in 2018.  Scaglia was the CEO for the entirety of his ownership of the 

company. 

2. As recently as last year, with the exception of Elite World Group LLC (“EWG”), a

model management/social media/fashion/design company, jointly owned by Scaglia and Haart 
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through their company Freedom Holding, Inc. (“FHI”), all of Scaglia’s business ventures were 

failing.  Scaglia was so desperate for cash for his failing businesses and to support his lifestyle, 

which remained lavish despite his financial shortcomings, he sought a $10 million mortgage to 

add on to the existing $30 million mortgage on the home he shared with Haart.  This second 

mortgage would forfeit the couple’s low mortgage rate and in place, insert rates between 6% and 

8%, and result in monthly mortgage payments of up to $266,000 – all to fund yet another dying 

business belonging to Scaglia.   

3. Desperate to increase the value in FHI’s principal business, EWG, prior to the 

couple’s marriage in June 2019, Scaglia begged Haart, then his fiancée, to accept the position of 

EWG’s CEO, recognizing that Haart had a unique skill set and vision with the power to transform 

EWG’s outdated modeling business into a modern multi-media marketing venture.   

4. Scaglia begged Haart that instead of taking a salary from EWG as its CEO, EWG 

should pay its parent company FHI a hefty management fee in recompense for Haart’s services.1  

In lieu of taking a salary or other compensation from EWG, Scaglia represented to Haart that he 

and Haart would be equal partners in FHI, the company that owns EWG.  Scaglia stated that he 

would transfer 50% ownership and control of FHI to Haart and that EWG would pay a hefty 

                                                 
1 The management fee was proposed by Barbieri at Scaglia’s behest.  In an email dated 10/31/2020, Barbieri wrote, 

“Dear Julia, dear Silvio, please find attached my proposal on how to represent all the inter-company transactions 

between Freedom Holdings and EWG for 2019 and 2020, in a way which I believe to be true and fair. The main 

points of focus are as follows: Such management fees also include compensation for the CEO and the Chairman, 

who in 2019 and 2020 did not receive any salary/bonus from EWG for their respective roles and responsibilities.  

For the above reasons, EWG CFO proposed a 2% MF (management fee) on Gross Revenue, which I find 

appropriate and fair.”  Although Barbieri claimed that it was the CFO who proposed it, it was actually Scaglia 

himself, using Barbieri as his mouthpiece. Scaglia later sent an email to the CFO, Haart and Barbieri, opining: 

 
In July of 2021, Haart emailed Barbieri – and he responded: 
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management fee of 2% of EWG’s annual revenue to FHI for Haart’s services.  Haart reasonably 

relied on Scaglia’s representations.  Not only had they worked together for a number of years, but 

the two also were engaged to be married at the time.  Haart agreed to this arrangement in part out 

of love for her fiancé, who she knew needed cash on a day-to-day basis, but also based on 

Scaglia’s representation that the shares he was transferring would make her a full 50% owner of 

FHI.  Haart would not have agreed to this arrangement had she known that Scaglia would later 

take the position that he had total control over the money in FHI’s account.  Haart has since 

learned that Scaglia’s representations to her concerning her ownership and control of FHI were 

all a pack of lies and that he never intended for Haart to be his equal partner or to share equal 

ownership and control of FHI.   

5. Unbeknownst to Haart, prior to transferring 50% of the shares of FHI to Haart, 

Scaglia surreptitiously amended FHI’s Articles of Incorporation to permit him to have FHI issue 

Preferred Shares of FHI stock to himself which gave Scaglia sole control of FHI.  As a result, 

when Scaglia transferred 50% of the stock in FHI to Haart, her ownership and control of FHI was 

purely illusory and she had no ability to prevent Scaglia from taking all of the money paid by 

EWG for Haart’s valuable services as CEO for himself.  At the time that Haart agreed to take on 

the position as CEO of EWG without a direct salary or employment contract, she was completely 

unaware of Scaglia’s fraudulent plan.   

6. As CEO of EWG, Haart successfully steered EWG through an economically-

crushing worldwide pandemic and transformed EWG from a failing modeling agency to a global 

media company – increasing its value exponentially – from approximately $70 million in 20182 

                                                 
2Following his divorce from his first wife in 2018, Scaglia attempted to sell Elite World, but found no serious 

buyers.  The most he obtained was a non-binding “offer” of $70 million, which did not go anywhere. 
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to between $700 million and $1.1 billion according to a valuation performed by the investment 

bank Jeffries Group in 2021.   

7. Now that Haart’s efforts have multiplied the value and prominence of EWG, 

Scaglia wishes to steal all the equity that Haart has created and deprive her of the fruits of her 

efforts.  And for good reason; he has no other business of value and is desperate for cash to fund 

his lifestyle and other failing business venture, SHS.  Needing the money that represented his 

wife’s salary deposited in FHI’s accounts for himself, Scaglia, after already having taken over 

$1.5 million from that account without Haart’s permission, only now contends that he has sole 

access to the account and Haart may not withdraw money from same, despite that Haart is a joint 

signatory to the account.   

8. As of January 2021, Haart asked for a divorce from Scaglia for reasons wholly 

unrelated to their business relationship.  The two began discussing an amicable parting in early 

2021, but decided: (i) that they would remain business partners; and (ii) to delay divorce 

proceedings until the end of the year pending a potential take-public SPAC transaction for EWG 

that was being negotiated at a $500 million valuation (which was lower than the professional 

valuation prepared by Jeffries).  Indeed, Scaglia was adamant that he and Haart remain partners in 

FHI and that Haart remain CEO of EWG – the divorce was not about their business but about their 

personal relationship.   

9. But Thursday February 3, 2022, Haart learned for the first time two things: one, 

that Scaglia had removed $1.5 million from the FHI account without telling her, and two, that 

Scaglia had transferred the SHS company’s ownership out of the jointly-owned FHI structure 

without telling Haart.  This was too much for Haart, who had lost trust in her husband’s business 

judgment and ability to treat her with the candor and respect the business relationship required.  
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Haart informed Scaglia that she no longer wanted to be his business partner, regardless of how 

much he wanted to remain partners, and thought it best to proceed with a traditional divorce 

process.   

10. Knowing how much value Haart brought to the business, Scaglia feared the 

financial impact of losing her as his business partner.  As such, Scaglia attempted to convince 

Haart to remain his business partner.  Between February 3 and 4, 2022, Scaglia tried to convince 

Haart to remain his business partner.  On February 3rd, before Scaglia purported to fire Haart the 

following Monday, Scaglia sent Haart text messages stating that “the real issue between us is the 

house” as Scaglia wanted to sell their marital home quickly (and at a discount) to generate cash he 

could inject into his SHS venture as a required “First-Loss Shareholder” position under a 

September 2021 term sheet:  [2/3/22, 11:40:10 PM] Silvio Scaglia: I had offered to 

get us into an agreement starting when we will be out of this cash crisis.  You 

rejected it.  To find some common ground, I then offered to do as you are asking 

and enter into an agreement starting immediately, subject to including a 

preliminary agreement on the sale of the house.  Your first reaction was 

positive, but you are now rejecting this as well.”  If Scaglia had legitimate issues 

with Haart’s performance as CEO, why would he be attempting to retain her as his partner literally 

one business day firing her?  Clearly, Scaglia’s purported firing of Haart was romantic retaliation 

for her no longer wanting to remain his business partner.  The only change between Friday, 

February 4th and the following Monday was that Haart no longer wanted to be his partner.3  

                                                 
3 Scaglia needed to retain Haart as a partner in order to sell the company.  Haart’s efforts and leadership had caused 

the company’s value to balloon, even during the Covid pandemic, with the company receiving hard purchase offers 

at $500 million (which still undervalued the company) in late 2021: 
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11. Realizing that his attempts were futile, Scaglia decided to exercise the power and 

control that he had over FHI as a result of his secret issuance of Preferred Shares of FHI stock to 

himself in 2019.  Scaglia called a “meeting” of FHI’s directors (i.e., himself) and passed a 

resolution directing EWG to terminate Haart as CEO.  Haart filed for divorce and Scaglia then cut 

off his wife from the staff and benefits that accompanied her role as CEO (Haart received no 

salary), going so far as to file a false police report against Haart, claiming Haart had stolen her 

own Bentley from EWG, when the truth is that the Bentley was purchased by Haart from the 

proceeds of the sale of a vehicle owned by Haart prior to her marriage to Scaglia.4  The police saw 

through Scaglia’s false claims and made no arrest of course, recognizing an ex-husband’s specious 

attempt to retaliate against his estranged wife by flexing his economic power over her.    

12. Predictably, litigation ensued as to whether Scaglia had actually transferred half of 

his preferred shares in FHI to Haart, or whether Scaglia’s undisclosed issuance of the preferred 

shares to himself alone would leave Haart with no control rights and a lesser economic interest in 

FHI/EWG.  In that action, pending in Delaware’s Chancery Court, Scaglia first claimed that he 

never gave Haart any preferred shares.  But when Haart presented those shares in that action, 

Scaglia next claimed that she forged the signatures on their transfer.  Upon a showing that the 

signatures indeed belonged to Scaglia, he ultimately argued that the shares were not delivered in 

accordance with Delaware law, thus voiding the transfer altogether.  That action is pending, but a 

                                                 

 
 
4 Unlike Scaglia, Haart actually paid for her Bentley with her own money, selling her pre-marital, custom-designed 

Range Rover Autobiography to do so.  As Scaglia wrote to Feinman concerning the Bentleys: “I think we need to 

finalize the lease with them as we did with the first Bentley – remember that Julia has left her own car there which 

was worth over $100K so there is more than enough down payment.”   
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recent interim decision there has telegraphed the outcome: Scaglia will be found not to have 

transferred the full 50% of his preferred shares to Haart.5 

13. If the Delaware decision is rendered as expected, Scaglia’s fraud will be perfected.  

He will have convinced his fiancée turned wife to work for years for no compensation to increase 

the value and prominence of EWG/FHI based on Haart’s reliance on Scaglia’s false representations 

that he had in fact transferred to Haart sufficient common and preferred shares to ensure that her 

economic and management rights were equal to his.  In reality, Scaglia’s holdback of one-half 

preferred share ensured that Scaglia always would be in control.     

14. Haart’s indentured servitude must be remedied.  It cannot be that a man can 

convince his wife to give up millions in dollars in salary and benefits, plus an employment contract 

at the peak of her career (along with the security and independence that come with those things) 

and then leave her with nothing when his bait-and-switch is revealed. 

15. Scaglia affirmatively represented to Haart that the shares he was delivering her 

were sufficient to grant her equal ownership and control of FHI and its subsidiary EWG.  Haart 

relied on that misrepresentation, and trusted that Feinman had accomplished that transfer (as he 

represented he had) to her great detriment.  Haart worked for years as EWG’s CEO, increasing its 

value and prominence, laboring under the belief that she was secure in her job and benefiting from 

EWG’s increasing value.  Throughout that entire period, Scaglia, Barbieri and Feinman created 

documents for banks, lenders, auditors and taxing authorities confirming Haart’s full 50% 

ownership, lulling Haart into a false sense of confidence in her position.  Either Haart is a full 50% 

owner or Scaglia repeatedly lied to myriad third parties and government agencies.   

                                                 
5 Haart’s allegations herein are made without prejudice to her rights, appellate or otherwise, in the pending Delaware 

proceeding. 
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16. Scaglia did not stop at defrauding his wife, using her to maximize the value of 

EWG, and leaving her with nothing in return.  Worse, fueled by greed and desperation, Scaglia 

has now constructed a false narrative that attempts to portray Haart as a bad actor.  In a transparent 

ploy to deflect attention from his own fraudulent conduct, Scaglia has painted a false and highly 

defamatory portrait of Haart in the media as a woman who has looted the company to pay for her 

personal expenses and then finally misappropriated $850,000 in cash on her way out.  The true 

facts are, however, that it was Scaglia, not Haart, who was directing that EWG funds be used to 

pay for personal expenses and to prop up Scaglia’s other failing ventures.   

17. Scaglia’s smear tactics are at total odds with reality.   First, Haart had equal 

ownership and access to the account as a joint signatory to same and thus was permitted as such 

to access funds.  Second, in the face of Scaglia’s accusation that Haart misappropriated $850,000 

from the company’s account, it was Scaglia who customarily instructed and authorized both he 

and Haart to take money from the EWG account.  Indeed, Scaglia himself admits that he used that 

joint account for their living expenses.6  

18. Third, it was Scaglia, Barbieri and Feinman who created the accounting system to 

allocate and approve expenses.  It was they who managed that accounting system and made 

allocation decisions – not Haart, who focused on building the business while Scaglia and his 

                                                 
6 As Scaglia testified: 
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cronies handled the expense accounting.7  All expenses charged to the company were done under 

the full control and approval of Scaglia, her husband and business partner, who directly shared in 

the benefit of the expenses, using Haart’s work for Netflix as an excuse to fund his lifestyle through 

EWG/Freedom.8  It is very telling that only now, as the parties are divorcing, is Scaglia raising the 

propriety of expenses as an issue, weaponizing the expense accounting system he created and 

administered to use against Haart.  What Scaglia never mentions is that Barbieri guided the 

company to one of the most thorough audits possible – a PCAOB audit for the Securities and 

Exchange Commission as part of a SPAC merger process.  Haart played no role in that audit, which 

showed no expense improprieties.  And of course Scaglia and Barbieri could have always accessed 

company financial records, as they were the only ones involved in the financials.  Yet neither 

Scaglia nor Barbieri ever so much as suggested that Haart’s expenses were questionable, let alone 

improper.  And neither Defendants nor the auditors found anything objectionable in that detailed 

                                                 
7 In a series of emails from April 2021 with the subject line: “Allocation of Costs,” Feinman confirmed to Zaffiris 

and Haart that he had performed a full tax-planning review with Scaglia pertaining to the allocation of EWG 

expenses. 

 
 
8 In an October 2020 email to the CFO O’Brien, Silvio and Haart, Barbieri wrote: 

 
O’Brien later wrote on the same topic: 
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review of EWG’s finances – it was well-known that any expenses that might be considered 

personal were deducted from the EWG/FHI management fee to properly account for them. 

19. While Scaglia has improperly vilified Haart’s expenses and conduct, he tellingly 

makes no mention of the money taken by Scaglia himself.  At Scaglia’s urging, Haart poured her 

sweat, blood and tears into growing the business, for what she thought was in exchange for 50% 

ownership of the company.  In addition, Scaglia promised Haart a management fee for her work – 

which Haart is still owed in the amount of approximately $7.3 million, and which was to come 

from the very bank account Scaglia now claims Haart should not access.  Scaglia had direct access 

to money that should have been due to Haart – access that Haart, at the time, did not question based 

upon Scaglia’s representations.  Scaglia and Barbieri decided that they could fund Scaglia’s 

lifestyle by putting many of his own expenses into EWG as he deemed them necessary for Haart’s 

Netflix reality show: My Unorthodox Life, a venture that both Scaglia and Haart agreed in advance 

would be of tremendous value to EWG.9  Scaglia fails to mention his own personal expenses 

charged to the company (his Bentley, his driver, his chef, food for the house) that had nothing to 

do with the television show or the company.  Indeed, Scaglia plundered that same account of $1.5 

million for his personal expenses – all of which was taken without Haart’s permission.  

20. Haart’s damages are as follows:  the millions of dollars in management fees EWG 

paid to FHI for Haart’s services as EWG’s CEO10 ; the scores of millions of dollars of the 

companies’ net value or the hundreds of millions of dollars of value that Haart’s efforts added to 

                                                 
9 And in fact, the publicity generated by Haart’s efforts to obtain and star on the television show were vastly 

accretive to the company, as expected. 
10 Scaglia had the gall to accuse Haart of misappropriating $850,000 from FHI’s account even though the source of 

those funds was the management fee received as the result of Haart’s labor for EWG. Moreover at all times, Haart 

and Scaglia had equal signing rights to that account, as evidenced by the Entity Resolution Certificate delivered by 

FHI to J.P. Morgan.  In signing that certificate, Scaglia “certifie[d] to J.P. Morgan that [FHI’s] governing body has 

adopted resolutions or other appropriate binding measures authorizing all actions and agreements describe in this 

Certificate,” to wit, that both Scaglia and Haart had signing rights to the bank account. 
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EWG’s potential sale price.  Those damages must be ascertained at trial.  Irrespective of the amount 

of damages, Scaglia’s liability is clear: he purposefully misled his fiancée as to what the FHI shares 

represented, originally hiding from her the existence of his own preferred shares in the company 

and then later failing to deliver the requisite full 50% of the preferred shares to Haart.  Haart relied 

on those misrepresentations to her detriment and spent years working to benefit the venture.  When 

the parties’ marriage failed, Scaglia used his preferred shares to oust Haart from her job and leave 

her with nothing to show for her years of labor. 

PARTIES 

21. Plaintiff Julia Haart (“Haart”) is a natural person residing in New York County in 

the State of New York. 

22. Defendant Silvio Scaglia (“Scaglia”) is a natural person residing in New York 

County in the State of New York.     

23. Paolo Barbieri (“Barbieri”) is a natural person residing in Italy.  At all relevant 

times, Barbieri was an executive at EWG (and also an employee of another Scaglia venture, SHS 

Asset Management). 

24. Jeffrey Feinman is a natural person and a principal of DDK & Company LLP 

(“DDK”) located in New York State. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE  

25. This Court has jurisdiction pursuant to New York Civil Practice Laws and Rules § 

301, et seq. and other relevant provisions of New York law because Defendant Scaglia is a New 

York resident, and because both Defendants regularly transact business here and derive substantial 

income from goods or services provided in the State of New York. 
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26. Venue is proper in the County of New York because both Haart and Scaglia are 

residents of New York County and the acts complained of occurred in New York County.  

FACTS COMMON TO ALL CAUSES OF ACTION 

A. Scaglia, An Experienced Entrepreneur, 

Knew Haart Would Bring Immeasurable 

Success To His Business_______________ 

 

27. Scaglia is a well-known Swiss telecommunications entrepreneur, now best known 

for his purchase of a modeling agency and lingerie company – a symbiotic business arrangement 

if ever there was one.  In 2011, the then-fifty-three year old Scaglia began purchasing interests in 

a global model management company named Elite Model World S.a.r.l. (“Elite World”).  Elite 

World was a holding company for the Elite-branded operating companies located in many of the 

world’s major cities.   

28. Scaglia apparently enjoyed his position as a major investor in a global cabal of 

model managers, with offices in places such as Prague, Hong Kong, New York, Copenhagen, and 

Shanghai.  Between 2011 and 2018, Scaglia acquired nearly 92% of Elite World.  During that same 

time, Scaglia also had acquired the high-end lingerie company La Perla, a natural complement to 

his empire of models.     

29. While at the helm of La Perla, Scaglia hired Haart – then a well-known luxury 

women’s shoe designer – to be the creative director of La Perla.  Haart had previously collaborated 

with La Perla on a co-branding project.  Impressed with her abilities, ambition and vision, Scaglia 

discussed Haart taking the CEO position at Elite World (the soon-to-be EWG).  The two discussed 

what that role would entail: executing Haart’s vision for transforming the old-fashioned model-

management business into a next-generation talent/media/branding firm.  The scale of the task was 

daunting, but Haart agreed to do it in exchange for a 50% stake in a new to-be-formed holding 
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company (FHI) that would own several operating companies, including what would become Elite 

World’s successor, EWG.  Haart would work like an owner if she was an equal owner.  Scaglia 

agreed.  

B. Scaglia Promised Haart A 50% Control 

And Ownership Interest In FHI In 

Exchange For Her Commitment As 

CEO_______________________________     
 

30. Even before FHI was formed, Scaglia and Haart agreed that it would be a 50/50 

venture between them, so much so that Haart offered to contribute her house in upstate New York, 

plus her company +Body to the holding company FHI.  Haart liked the name “Freedom” (she had 

used it for her own company, Lady Freedom) and Haart and Scaglia together chose it as the name 

for their new holding company.  In preparation for his marriage to Haart and his full-time move to 

the United States, Scaglia formed FHI as a Delaware corporation in November of 2018.  At the 

time of its incorporation, FHI issued 100 shares of its stock to Scaglia as its sole shareholder.  This 

was done at the accountant Feinman’s direction, as Haart and Scaglia were not yet married.  For 

tax purposes, Feinman advised that Scaglia form the company first and then transfer the agreed-

upon 50% to Haart following their nuptials.  

31. The next month, Scaglia approved a “Contribution Agreement” between himself 

and FHI.  Pursuant to that agreement, Scaglia contributed to FHI his shares in S.M.S. Finance 

S.a.r.l., (“SMS Finance”) the upstream owner of the Elite World companies.  Scaglia also 

contributed his right to repayment of a $123,665,000 loan supposedly made by him to SMS 

Finance.  In exchange for these contributions, FHI issued Scaglia 123,665 shares of preferred stock 

in FHI (the “Preferred Shares”).  Each of the Preferred Shares had an issuance price of $1,000.00. 

32. But FHI’s original Certificate of Incorporation did not permit the issuance of 

preferred equity.  In order to accomplish the issuance of the Preferred Shares, Scaglia first filed an 
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Amended and Restated Certificate of Incorporation on or about December 28, 2018 (the “ARCI”).  

The ARCI permitted the issuance of the Preferred Shares.  But in permitting the issuance of 

Preferred Shares, the ARCI also devalued the previously issued common shares.  

33. Haart was wholly unaware of Scaglia’s ARCI or his issuance of the Preferred 

Shares to himself.  

C. Haart Relied To Her Detriment On 

Scaglia’s Representations About Her 

Ownership In FHI, Agreeing To Forego A 

Traditional Employment Contract And 

Direct Salary________________________ 
 

34. In the interim, EWG had been formed as the operating company for the Elite World 

entities and was wholly-owned by FHI.  Scaglia and Haart began implementing their arrangement.  

Haart assumed the CEO post and took control of EWG’s operations, expanding its 

multimedia/social media/tech/branding footprint.  Based on Scaglia’s representations that Haart 

had equal ownership and control of FHI, Haart agreed to forgo a normal salary and employment 

agreement with EWG.  As the 50% shareholder, Haart could use her position to protect her CEO 

role, dispensing with the need for an employment contract.  

35. As for Haart’s compensation, EWG signed a management agreement with FHI, 

pursuant to which FHI would cause Haart to function as EWG’s CEO.  EWG would then pay FHI 

a management fee equal to 2% of EWG’s annual gross worldwide revenue – a substantial sum.  

That management fee would be paid by EWG in lieu of Haart’s CEO salary.  Haart would be 

“protected” economically, as she was the 50% owner of FHI, the entity receiving the EWG 

management fees.11     

                                                 
11 There is no question that the management fee was paid in lieu of a salary to Haart.  As the company considered a 

public offering in late 2020, the CFO, Mark O’Brien, recognized the clean-up that would have to occur to comport 

with SEC guidelines: 
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36. Haart agreed to this arrangement out of love for her husband.  Haart knew before 

she married him that Scaglia’s image as a “billionaire” was puffery, and he needed access to the 

cash that the management fee would deposit with FHI.  And Haart was happy to share part of her 

salary with her husband, who she loved.  However, Haart never imagined that Scaglia would 

actually use any improper means to bolster his image.  And it would be absurd to suggest that 

Haart agreed to deposit the entirety of her compensation into an account over which only her 

husband would have control, as Scaglia now posits. 

37. Haart agreed to Scaglia’s proposition, particularly relying on Scaglia’s assurances 

that the shares being transferred to her would give Haart equal control over the company and also 

protect the economic benefits that would flow to her.  

38. Scaglia did not inform Haart that he had issued himself 123,665 shares of preferred 

stock in FHI, at an issuance price of $1,000 per share.  He did not tell Haart that his 120K+ 

Preferred Shares put him in clear voting control of FHI and by extension EWG.  This information 

was uniquely within Scaglia’s control.  Scaglia abused his position of trust as Haart’s husband, 

withholding this information from Haart and making statements leading her to believe that she was 

in fact a full 50% partner in all respects. 

                                                 

 
 

As well, in July 2021, Haart inquired of Barbieri: 

, 

Barbieri responded: 
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39. In March 2019, Scaglia appointed Haart as EWG’s CEO, later calling her: “the best 

CEO [he] ever had” and in 2021 telling investment bank Jeffries: “Julia is the CEO and the real 

force behind EWG’s success and stature in the industry.”  Jeffries’ work with potential investors 

confirmed the market’s opinion of her performance in October of 2021, when a senior Blackstone 

executive wrote: “we have been working hard to be creative in some way since we absolutely love 

her and share her enthusiasm for the business – said differently, if we were ever to make an 

exception for our mandate, she and EWG would be the type we would really push ourselves to 

do.”  Scaglia confirmed his faith in Haart’s performance as late as December 2021, texting her 

early on Christmas Day: “I am in awe of you my love.”     

40. Haart and Scaglia were married in a June 2019 ceremony.  That same month, 

Scaglia transferred fifty common shares in FHI to Haart, telling Haart that this made them equal 

shareholders and equally in control of EWG because he too owned fifty shares.  However, this 

statement was false and misleading since Scaglia concealed from Haart the fact that he had 

previously issued preferred shares to himself which gave him sole control over FHI.  

41. A few months after Julia received the fifty shares, Scaglia and Haart executed a 

document entitled Entity Restructuring Agreement (the “ERA”).  The ERA recited that Scaglia 

and Haart, “by and between them own One Hundred (100%) Percent of the stock of all classes of 

capital stock in Freedom Holding, Inc.”  The ERA did not distinguish between Common Shares 

or Preferred Shares.  However, the ERA provided that the shareholders agreed to change the 

FHI/EWG/Etc. ownership structure “such that Freedom shall be owned 50% by each shareholder 

[i.e., Haart and Scaglia],” unquestionably meaning that Haart was to have a full 50% of the 

Preferred Shares.12 

                                                 
12 In fact, FHI’s 2018 Combined Consolidated Financial Statements recited:  
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42. Haart spent the next two and a half years working tirelessly to promote and manage 

EWG’s business, with a particular emphasis on her vision to expand EWG into the digital and 

talent media spaces.  This would have the effect of merging the modeling and talent business with 

the expanding digital media and advertising fields.  The result was that EWG became one of the 

world’s first talent media companies.  

43. But before Haart could implement her transformative vision, she had to save the 

company from an existential crisis - a coordinated attack to steal talent by EWG’s imitator Elite 

New York, owned by Eddie Trump, aided by former EWG managers.  This crisis occurred as a 

direct result of Barbieri’s inattention as predecessor CEO prior to Haart becoming CEO in 2019.  

In fact, Scaglia acknowledged as much in an email to Mark O’Brien dated February 14, 2020: “I 

see now that this situation was due to the complete lack of financial planning and oversight from 

the previous management [i.e., Barbieri], which, among other things, made it impossible to have 

a proper understanding of the sudden impact of the women crisis until yesterday.”  After months 

of exhaustive legal wrangling and business fights, Haart and EWG emerged intact.  She saved the 

company and was ready to get to work for real.  Scaglia acknowledged as much in February 2020, 

writing: “I said and I think that last year you saved the company. … I repeat that you are the best 

possible CEO for EWG.”  

D. Haart’s Hard Work And Dedication 

Brought EWG – And Scaglia -- 

Unmeasured Success__________________ 
 

44. Haart’s vision and hard work allowed EWG to expand its talent array beyond just 

models to actors, athletes, artists, musicians, and anyone with broad media exposure.  This resulted 
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in an increased ability to connect with brands.  Haart brought EWG’s model business into the 

cutting edge of a new industry.  No longer does EWG just manage models; EWG transforms talent 

into media and advertising channels.  EWG can offer its clients access to over 2.2 billion people 

and provide one-stop shopping for services such as content production, Metaverse, data and 

analytics and media buying. 

45. EWG’s expansion allowed Haart to open offices in Los Angeles and to create five 

new divisions in the midst of the Covid-19 pandemic.  Perhaps most prominent has been Haart’s 

success in launching virtual reality media campaigns using hyper-realistic avatar spokespeople.  

This new line of business created exceptional value to clients such as Steve Madden13 and Tommy 

Hilfiger and earned EWG the accolades of NBC News, WWD, Fox News Radio, Us Weekly, Ad 

Week, Fashion United, Daily Mail and other media outlets.  

46. Haart was in the middle of effecting her vision for EWG when the Covid-19 

pandemic arrived, decimating all sorts of businesses, including the model management business.  

But because Haart was transforming EWG’s business model away from pure model management, 

she was able to lead EWG through those times with only a 33% downturn in revenues, where 

EWG’s competitors were all seeing 70% downturns.  In fact, EWG’s December 2021 “follower” 

analysis reported exceptional growth:  

                                                 
13 Madden posted record sales in Q3 2021, in the middle of the pandemic, partly as a result of EWG’s creative 

efforts, as credited in Madden’s Q3 earnings call that year.  The Maddenverse campaign produced over 135 pieces 

of original content in support of the campaign, garnered 108 million total impressions (32 million of which were 

media impressions) and gave rise to a 240% rise in brand mentions on social media plus a 60% net increase of new 

visitors to the Maddenverse campaign landing page.  Haart’s campaign garnered press attention for its innovation 

and success. 

Footwear News: “In October, the company launched “Maddenverse,” a brand campaign that features 3D avatars of 

female artists and influencers….  According to Rosenfeld, the consumer response has been strong … which has 

fueled sales.” 

CNBC: “[Madden’s] marketing department has been successful in driving engagement with new customers.  By 

taking a page from its own ad book, the new “Maddenverse” campaign has created nostalgia for the previous 

generation of buyers and inspired interest in younger groups.” 

Dea
dli

ne



19 
 

 

47. Haart’s strategy attracted new talent to EWG along with returning veteran talent, 

with hundreds of artists/models/musicians/influencers joining the EWG fold, such as Iman, Justine 

Skye, Les Twins, A$AP Ferg, Gucci Mane, Childish Major, Chord Overstreet, Steve Aoki, and 

many, many more.  

48. Haart’s vision of a talent-empowering EWG resonated in the industry, especially 

as it pushed power and self-determination to female artists, musicians, models and other talent in 

an industry that historically has been exploitative of women.14   Haart’s moves garnered the 

accolades of the industry media and the wider mainstream press, with favorable reports being 

posted by the New York Times, Variety, WWD, the LA Times, Elle, Forbes, Marie Claire, Fox 

News, People Magazine, The Telegraph and other media outlets.  Haart made many television 

appearances promoting EWG, including on The Today Show, The View and The Ellen DeGeneres 

Show.  

49. Perhaps most importantly from a public relations perspective, because Scaglia was 

desperate to have a successful reality show associated with EWG to broaden its exposure, Haart 

                                                 
14 As Jon Korngold of Blackstone wrote Haart in October 2021, commenting on her interview with the Council of 

Fashion Designers of America: 
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also pitched and obtained a Netflix television show called My Unorthodox Life, which was an 

immediate success and thrust EWG into the mainstream media far beyond its original industry-

insider status.  Haart’s hectic EWG work-pace was only worsened as she discharged her CEO 

duties alongside the added responsibilities of starring in the show, but she redoubled her efforts at 

both. As Scaglia texted Haart in June of 2021: “The Netflix show will accrue immediate value to 

EWG regardless of bankers.  For Jeffries it will accelerate timing of IPO and valuation.”  The 

additional publicity (and positive reactions) to the Netflix show were expected to, and did, increase 

the company’s valuation, an important achievement as Haart and Scaglia considered taking EWG 

public.  

50. In fact, the increased valuation produced by Haart’s efforts on several fronts was 

remarkable.  Prior to Haart joining EWG, Scaglia had attempted to sell Elite World, but the best 

“soft offer” he received was $70 million, and even that offer fell through.15  Just three years later, 

with Haart at the helm, the investment bank Jeffries Group valued EWG at between $700 million 

and $1.1 billion.  Even Scaglia’s personal opinion was that by September 2021, Haart’s leadership 

had increased the company’s value nearly fifteen-fold: 

 

 

                                                 
15 In a series of text messages with Haart in November of 2017, Scaglia wrote: 

SS: Today is the deadline for the elite offers…..The American came out ridiculously low. 

JH: Ohnoooo my loveee … I’m so sorry …What does that mean? … What did the Americans offer? 

SS: Half of my expectation. 

JH: $75 million? 

SS: $70. 
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E. As Haart Devoted Herself Entirely To 

EWG, Scaglia Continued To Mislead Her 

Into Believing She Was A 50% Owner Of 

FHI, All While He Reaped The Benefits Of 

Her Labors__________________________ 
 

51. Haart’s 18+ hour work days went largely uncompensated.  As stated above, what 

would have been her salary was folded into the EWG management fee payable to FHI.  

Theoretically, that management fee was designed to pay for Haart’s and Scaglia’s services on 

EWG’s behalf, but that split was a pure accounting fiction.  Scaglia did little, if any, work on behalf 

of EWG, spending his time vacationing without Haart and diving in exotic locales.  Despite 

Scaglia’s lack of work for EWG, he did, on many occasions, take funds out of FHI, as Scaglia was 

not the billionaire he once was or made himself out to be.  In addition to taking money from FHI, 

Scaglia caused EWG to pay household expenses16 and his personal expenses, such as his chef, his 

chauffeur and his Bentley. 

52. Conversely, Haart took nearly no money in management fees.  Indeed, Haart is 

presently owed over $7.3 million in fees for services she performed.  Unlike Scaglia, Haart insisted 

that EWG hold back much of the management fee to FHI.  Haart made that decision in order to 

keep EWG liquid during the Covid-19 pandemic and to avoid layoffs that the pandemic might 

otherwise require.  Haart cared more about the employees and the company than lining her own 

                                                 
16  
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pocket.  Scaglia did not share Haart’s concern for others and continued to extract money from the 

companies to fund his lifestyle, such as his September 2021 $53,000 charter of a Challenger 604 

heavy private jet from Teterboro to La Paz, Mexico.17  Of course, Scaglia has and continues to 

charge his Mexican vacation rental property to FHI.    

53. During that same time, Scaglia repeatedly confirmed both to Haart and third parties 

that Haart was a 50% owner of FHI.  Scaglia signed numerous documents to banks, taxing 

authorities, lenders, potential investors, etc. indicating that Haart owned a full one-half of FHI.  

Many of these statements were made under oath, under penalties of perjury or under some other 

legal obligation to be truthful and forthcoming.   

54. In September of 2019, Scaglia emailed David Barnitt of Attract Capital LLC (a 

private capital financier) financial reports showing that: 

 

and later stating: 

 

55. In October 2019, Scaglia sent an email to a financing broker attaching EWG 

financial statements.  Those statements represented: “On 19 December 2018, Elite World S.a.r.l. 
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transferred the entire model management network to Freedom Holdings Inc., a US holding 

company owned by Silvio Scaglia (50%) and Julia Haart (50%).”   

56. In 2020, Scaglia executed a revised ERA, confirming that FHI was owned equally 

by himself and Haart.  The document reiterated that Scaglia and Haart agreed to “change the 

structure of ownership such that Freedom shall be owned 50% by each shareholder.”  Haart had 

received 50% of the Common Shares from the very beginning, so this language referred to the 

Preferred Shares of course. That revised ERA was sent to auditors and investors as part of a Public 

Company Accounting Oversight Board audit being performed by Marcum LLP, a prominent 

accounting/auditing firm that was preparing materials for a possible public offering.   

57. In September 2020, EWG’s general counsel, Ayisha Morgan, delivered a letter to 

United States Citizenship and Immigration Services and included the ERA to show that agency 

EWG’s ownership (50/50 Haart and Scaglia) and corporate structure. 

58. In October 2020, Scaglia executed an application for Directors and Officers 

insurance coverage (completed by Barbieri), and listed himself as a 50% owner of EWG, along 

with Haart as the other 50% owner and controlling/decision-making party.  

59. In November 2020, Scaglia completed a questionnaire in relation to a take-public 

transaction with Galileo Acquisition Corp., with that information to be provided to the Securities 

and Exchange Commission.  That questionnaire cautioned:  “Please exercise great care in 

completing this questionnaire.”   In response to a question as to who owned the company, Scaglia 

responded: “Silvio Scaglia 50% - Julia Haart 50%.”  Scaglia answered another question as to his 

percentage of beneficial ownership the same way: 50%.  When the questionnaire inquired how the 

voting control was shared, Scaglia answered “Silvio Scaglia 50% - Julia Haart 50%.”  Notably, 

the answers to these questions were prepared by Barbieri. 
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60. In or about July 2021, Scaglia signed and submitted a loan application to Porter 

Capital Corporation stating that Haart and he were the 50/50 owners of FHI. 

61. In September 2021, Scaglia submitted a declaration required by the European 

Parliament identifying both he and Haart as each being 50% beneficial owners of FHI. 

62. In January 2022, EWG sent its organizational chart to PWC, indicating that Haart 

and Scaglia were the 50/50 owners of FHI.  Along with the chart, the covering email, noting: 

  

 

63. Perhaps most tellingly, for each tax year following Haart’s receipt of the shares, 

Feinman prepared and Scaglia approved state and federal tax returns identifying Haart and himself 

as equal owners of FHI, with equal “total voting power” and also as directors of FHI: 
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64. Scaglia’s repeated public statements to regulators, banks and tax authorities, with 

Barbieri’s and Feinman’s knowing assistance, had the effect of confirming to Haart that she was 

in fact the 50% owner of FHI with control and voting rights equal to her husband.  

F. Scaglia’s Once-Renowned Financial 

Success (Independent Of Haart) Was 

Nothing More Than Smoke And Mirrors_ 

 

65. As of spring 2020, Scaglia’s business ventures outside of EWG were performing 

poorly, and he was under pressure to raise capital to shore up SHS in particular.  While Scaglia 

likes to portray himself as a billionaire in the media, the fact of the matter is that his days as a 

minor billionaire, if he ever was one, are past.  His earnings from his largest business success, 

Fastweb in 2007, have been largely dissipated in the ensuing fifteen years by bad business 

decisions and investments.  Scaglia’s startup Babelgum went into liquidation in 2012 (and 

although he likes to blame Babelgum’s failure on Scaglia’s time in prison, that clearly was not the 

case).  Scaglia was even forced to sell La Perla in 2018 for the sum of 1 euro - a loss of over 550 

million euros, after serious production delays and his mismanagement of the company finally came 

to a head.  to cover expenditures.18  Scaglia’s partner in his next venture, Yewno (Desmond Shum) 

asked him to leave the company in July of 2021, writing: “Ruggero [Gramatica – a third partner] 

just told me Yewno lost a government contract because association w you as a shareholder.  I think 

it would be best for all of us if we can amicably go separate ways.  I hope you would agree with 

me.”  Scaglia’s criminal history involving tax fraud in Italy presumably was the problem for the 

lost government contract.   

66. Recently, Scaglia narrowly avoided foreclosure on his Italian Alps hotel, 

CampZero.  His efforts to launch SHS Asset Management (“SHS”) a “quant-driven” hedge fund 

                                                 
18 Scaglia went through five CFOs and five creative directors at La Perla before being forced to exit. 
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(presumably based on the same technology of his failed Yewno investment) in the first quarter of 

2022 have encountered headwinds, leaving Scaglia in need of capital to inject into the fund, to the 

point that in February 2022, Scaglia attempted to take a second mortgage on top of an existing $30 

million mortgage on his family’s residence so that he could provide $10 million to SHS.    

67. Scaglia’s previous ex-wife was candid as to their financial affairs: “Fastweb was, 

of course, a huge success but (putting it simply) since then Silvio has lost a staggering proportion 

of our family wealth by making decisions which were just as bad as his Fastweb decisions were 

good.  The extent of this loss is critical. On my calculations, it represents a loss of at least €595m 

of hard won family money into La Perla and, I suspect, up to another €130m on his failed 

investment into Babelgum i.e. a total loss of at least €725m. In respect of La Perla, this would 

amount to a loss of over 83% of the net profit of €718m that we made from Fastweb. Then, when 

you take the losses attributed to Silvio’s investment into Babelgum, this would fully exhaust all of 

these net profits and more.”  She was equally candid as to Scaglia’s inability to accept personal 

responsibility for failures: “I now further recognize that like many entrepreneurs, Silvio is quick 

to shift the blame for his failures onto external sources or factors.” 

68. The only Scaglia-related company of recent vintage to see success is EWG, helmed 

by Haart, who increased its valuation from no more than $70 million in 2017 (the offer price it 

received for a takeover that fell through) to over $500 million today (as evidenced by the most 

recent SPAC-merger offer) and perhaps as high as $1.1 billion according to the investment bank 

Jeffries Group.19 

 

                                                 
19 By the time Scaglia and Haart were married and purchased a home, Scaglia was down to his last few million 

dollars.  Haart knew this and suffered through accusations that she was marrying Scaglia for his money.  She 

remained silent in the face of these slings and arrows to preserve Scaglia’s pretense of enormous wealth and the 

dignity it lent him. 
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G. Upon Haart’s Discovery Of The Preferred 

Shares, Scaglia Defrauds Her Again, This 

Time Representing That To Rectify Same, 

He Would Transfer To Haart 50% Of His 

Preferred Shares_____________________ 
 

69. In an effort to raise cash for SHS, Scaglia explored a SPAC merger of FHI/EWG 

with an asset management company run by the Gabelli family.  The Gabellis were interested in a 

company over which they could assume management.  During that process, Scaglia revealed that 

the decision to effect a merger was his alone to make because of his superior position as the holder 

of the Preferred Shares.  Haart was shocked by Scaglia’s announcement.  She was unaware of the 

Preferred Shares and had relied upon his earlier statement that he was making her a 50/50 control 

partner by delivering the fifty shares of FHI to her. 

70. The Gabelli deal did not conclude, as the SPAC investors were required to get their 

money out before the company’s acquisition deadline.  But learning of the Preferred Shares and 

seeing how Scaglia would wield them for his own benefit, Haart demanded that Scaglia “cure” his 

prior misrepresentations by delivering 50% of the Preferred Shares.  This would give Haart the 

equal management control and economic benefit position she was told she was receiving with the 

fifty shares of FHI. 

71. Scaglia knew that his prior misrepresentations to Haart were fraudulent and 

material and that she had relied upon them.  Scaglia agreed to make good on his representations 

by transferring 50% of his Preferred Shares to Haart.  But Scaglia’s attempts to cure his prior fraud 

were insincere and ultimately insufficient. Haart begged for Scaglia to retain an attorney to prepare 

the necessary transfer documents.  But instead, in mid-2020, Scaglia directed his accountant 

Feinman to prepare a stock power that would transfer almost 50% of the Preferred Shares to Haart 

(the “2020 Stock Power”).  Scaglia’s instructions stopped half a share short of the equality he had 

Dea
dli

ne



28 
 

represented to his fiancée and later wife: the instructions were to deliver “half minus 1” of the 

Preferred Shares to Haart.  Although the ERA would discount that inequity, it was certainly 

Scaglia’s intention to muddy the waters and then, by not properly delivering them in Delaware, 

Scaglia could argue – which he did in Delaware Chancery Court – that they were invalidated.   

72. Scaglia preyed on his wife’s trust and lack of sophistication as to corporate 

formalities.  In June 2020, Scaglia executed the 2020 Stock Power transferring 61,832 (nearly 

50%) of the Preferred Shares to Haart and delivered it to FHI/EWG’s accountant, Feinman.  

Scaglia told his wife that the 2020 Stock Power gave her the parity and self-determination he had 

originally represented she would receive but had failed to deliver.  Later on, in the Delaware 

litigation, Scaglia would claim he had not given Haart any Preferred Shares, and that his signature 

on the 2020 Stock Power was forged.  When he was caught in a lie on that point, he resorted to a 

legal argument that while he had signed it, he had not delivered it in the proper way under Delaware 

law. 

H. As Scaglia’s Marriage With Haart 

Deteriorates, Haart Learns Of The Extent 

Of Scaglia’s Fraud And Realizes They Also 

Cannot Continue As Business 

Partners_____________________________ 
 

73. As Scaglia continued his attempts to extract cash from FHI/EWG to prop up SHS, 

his relationship with Haart deteriorated.  Scaglia treated Haart’s children terribly, refusing to have 

them around, complaining about visits, 20 and prohibiting the Friday night Sabbath dinner one of 

                                                 
20 As Haart messaged Scaglia in mid-2021: “There is nothing remotely strange in a 14 yr old son of ours having a 

bunch of friends over for pizza Saturday night at 9pm.  It’s beyond normal.  I don’t like being made to feel that it’s 

some massive imposition.”   

By December 2021, things had not improved: 

Haart: There’s not filming that you can’t handle my children being around.  I get it. 

Scaglia: Its not your children being around, your children are taking over. … They have friends and everything. 

Haart: My love, that’s what children do.  They when they live somewhere, they invite friends.  Aron is 14.  He 

invites friends here. 
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Haart’s children would occasionally visit for.  This was not far off from how Scaglia’s ex-wife 

described him in his London divorce proceeding: “[Scaglia] has chosen his working life … over 

and above his marriage and indeed his children, to whom he sadly, rarely, or in the case of Chiara 

and Elena, no longer speaks.”21  Scaglia finally delivered Haart an ultimatum: “It’s me or your 

kids.”  Haart chose her kids.    

74. In 2021, Scaglia and Haart began discussing an amicable divorce.  Scaglia’s need 

for cash quickly was evident in his WhatsApp message to Haart: “I retained Robert Cohen as my 

[divorce counsel].  After speaking with him, here is what I want to do: … 1. We sell and list for 

sale Vestry [the LLC that owns the couple’s apartment] and EWG starting immediately.”   

75. Prior to those discussions, Haart contacted FHI/EWG’s accountant, Feinman, to 

request “the doc[ument] that shows we both own everything together.”  Feinman responded by 

providing FHI’s stock ledger and the 2020 Stock Power.  When Haart asked if they were sufficient 

to split ownership equally (as per the extra odd share) Feinman represented to Haart that the 

original ERA and the 2020 ERA both functioned to give her completely equal ownership and 

control of FHI. 

76. As part of those preliminary discussions, Scaglia spoke with EWG’s corporate 

attorney in 2022 and told him that he was not willing to give Haart equal control over FHI/EWG 

at that point.  Haart was once again shocked by Scaglia’s position and immediately telephoned 

him, leaving him a voicemail on the topic of her lack of access to certain of the corporate bank 

accounts:  

I want the same decision-making rights as you have.  And you are  

incapable of doing that.  And I am incapable of accepting that. 

 

                                                 
21 In The High Court of Justice, Family Division, In the Marriage of Monica Scaglia and Silvio Mario Scaglia, 7 

April 2018. 

Dea
dli

ne



30 
 

Haart’s voice-message was not an admission or recognition that she and Scaglia were not equal 

business partners, but instead was an accusation that Scaglia was taking the position that he had 

superior decision-making authority.  

77. Haart followed up with a text message to Scaglia the next day: “I was very hurt 

yesterday but I realized there’s no point in being hurt; better to find out now that we can never be 

equals than to find out a few years later like I found out the last two times.”  It was then that Haart 

recognized that Scaglia would never behave towards her as a real partner and was incapable of 

being honest in his business dealings.   

78. Haart and Scaglia’s attempts to negotiate an amicable parting ultimately failed.  The 

two had planned a press release for February 14, 2022 – Valentine’s Day.  That release would 

announce that the couple were divorcing for personal reasons but would remain as business 

partners in FHI/EWG because that venture was strong.  But prior to that day, in early February 

2022, Haart learned that Scaglia had secretly transferred SHS out of FHI’s ownership structure 

and also had drained FHI’s bank account of $1.5 million.  Haart knew then that their business 

relationship would follow the same path as their personal relationship, and consequently Haart 

asked for a regular divorce.      

I. Haart’s Decision To Romantically And 

Professionally Part From Scaglia Caused 

Scaglia To Double-Down And Try To 

Take Everything From Her, Including Her 

Money And Reputation________________  
 

79. Scaglia was not used to not having his way.  As a result of Haart’s decision, he and 

Barbieri retaliated immediately, firing Haart as CEO and seeking to repossess any perk or benefit 

she may have enjoyed in that role.  Scaglia’s modus operandi is when caught, to distract attention 

by accusing the person of exactly the same crimes for which he is culpable.  The two then organized 
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a smear campaign based on false and defamatory information in the media and elsewhere to paint 

Haart as a bad actor in the company.  But Scaglia’s newly-created accusations that Haart was using 

the company to improperly fund her personal expenses is nearly laughable.  Scaglia and his 

compatriot Barbieri22 created and managed the system by which expenses were handled, costs 

categorized and reimbursement (if any) treated – Haart merely abided by that system.  In fact, 

Scaglia and Barbieri constantly re-classified or reallocated expenses without Haart’s knowledge.  

For example in October 2020, Barbieri wrote: “Some costs currently allocated in the “Chairman 

division”23 should be re-allocated with EWG: Silvio’s and Julia’s respective assistants and drivers, 

travel costs, donations, etc.” and “EWG should … directly bear a portion of the TV show related 

costs (including clothing, house staff, travels, etc.).”   The very things Scaglia and Barbieri are 

now accusing Haart of taking illicitly, they themselves ordered to be paid for by the company. 

80. As another reference point, in March 2021, Barbieri forwarded Silvio a spreadsheet 

containing an itemized account of every dollar spent by Scaglia and Haart, writing: “I completed 

the analysis of the 2020 expenses … I could identify a total of $480K to be charged back to 

Freedom and $417K to E1972.  I am resending you also the general file containing all the Group 

expenses, so that you could verify the whole picture.  These files … could be of course amended 

if need be.”  Haart was singularly left out of the expense approval and allocation process  

– that process was overseen exclusively by Scaglia and Barbieri, with input from Feinman.24 

                                                 
22 Who Scaglia ensured was paid an unusually high salary in Swiss francs annually. 
23 Note that Scaglia is the chairman of EWG and FHI.  
24 Feinman and Scaglia reviewed and allocated EWG’s expenses in April of 2021 for the annual tax filing as well: 

. 
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81. In fact, when the PCAOB audit moved forward in 2021, that process was managed 

entirely by Barbieri and Feinman and Zaffiris, EWG’s CFO – with no involvement by Haart.  

Neither Defendants nor the auditors found anything objectionable in that detailed review of EWG’s 

finances – it was well-known that any expenses that might be considered personal were deducted 

from the EWG/FHI management fee to properly account for them.  The independent auditor, 

Marcum, completed its thorough review in late 2021 and issued a December 3, 2021 letter 

approving EWG’s financial statements in their entirety.  Had there been any issues with Haart’s 

spending, Marcum surely would have flagged it.   

82. As late as February 2022, EWG’s CFO Robert Zaffiris was affirming the propriety 

of expenses previously approved, writing to Scaglia: “As far as E1972, we did spend $3.5M for 

the first 9 months which we agreed during our last board call and there was confirmation that we 

would not change direction until the outcome of the financing was determined and the budget was 

set.  I can’t be on board that these expenses were not approved as I was at the board meeting when 

they were approved.”  (Emphasis added). 

83. It is only now, in the midst of the couple’s divorce proceeding, that Scaglia 

suddenly creates an issue as to expenses – apparently forgetting that he and his henchman Barbieri 

created and administered that system.  In fact, Scaglia was an expert re-classifier of expenses and 

was in constant contact with the accountants and the CFO to discuss where expenses should be 

billed. What Scaglia apparently did not forget was that his accountant, Feinman, approved Scaglia 

expensing his own lifestyle costs (his maid, his chauffeur, his personal chef, private jet travel for 

Silvio) to the company in light of the immense value Haart’s Netflix show brought to EWG.25  As 

                                                 
25The two messaged each other: 

Scaglia:  It’s all about creating market demand and liquidity.  Traditional Pipe investors do not create demand, they 

just exploit the demand that is already there. 
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with EWG’s management fee to FHI, this was another example of Haart’s efforts supporting her 

husband’s lifestyle.  

84. Upon information and belief, Scaglia is still charging his Park Hyatt apartment and 

his Mexican rental property to FHI, with no conceivable justification now that he is no longer 

appearing in the Netflix show.  Similarly, Scaglia has used EWG/FHI’s funds to pay his attorneys 

(i) in the Delaware action, even EWG and FHI have no position or interest in the outcome of that 

shareholder dispute; and (ii) in his divorce action.  In any “battle of the expenses,” Scaglia is the 

clear wrongdoer.  

AS AND FOR A FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Fraudulent Inducement - Defendant Scaglia) 

 

85. Each of the foregoing paragraphs is repeated, re-alleged and incorporated by 

reference as if set forth fully herein.  

86. It is customary for chief executive officers of business to receive (i) a defined salary 

and benefits package from the company they are leading; and (ii) to have their salary and benefits, 

along with other terms, memorialized in a binding employment agreement. 

87. A customary term in a binding employment agreement is the length of the CEO’s 

tenure and objective metrics that may lead to a proper termination for failure to perform.  These 

terms are especially important when a CEO is hired to bring the company in a new direction or 

into a new line of business. 

88. Absent a written employment agreement, a CEO is essentially an “employee at 

will” and can be terminated by the company’s directors for any reason or for no reason at all. 

                                                 
Haart:  Totally agree.  And we’re going to have a lot of market demand if we do it right thanks to the [Netflix] 

show. 

Scaglia:  I am convinced that this is what really matters.   
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89. When Scaglia asked Haart to become EWG’s CEO in 2019, the two discussed 

compensation structures and the terms and conditions of her employment.  At the time of these 

discussions, Scaglia and Haart were engaged to be married.  Based on that soon-to-be marital 

relationship, Haart and Scaglia were in a confidential relationship of trust and Haart placed trust 

in Scaglia and what he told her.  

90. Instead of proceeding in the normal course, such as offering Haart a defined salary 

and benefits package, plus a defined length of employment with metrics for early termination, 

Scaglia proposed a different arrangement.  Scaglia proposed that Haart serve as EWG’s CEO for 

no salary and with no written employment agreement.  Haart found this to be a difficult offer to 

consider, even made by her fiancée who she trusted implicitly.  

91. To induce Haart to serve as EWG’s chief executive officer without a salary and 

without an employment contract, Scaglia proposed to transfer Haart 50% of his ownership and 

control of FHI, which was the sole owner of EWG.  He and Haart would be perfectly equal 

shareholders in FHI.  Under this arrangement, Scaglia represented that Haart would have a 

voting/blocking position equal to that of Scaglia in any decision to terminate her as EWG’s CEO. 

92. Scaglia also cited the proposed transfer of 50% of his ownership in FHI as a reason 

why Haart should not take a salary for her services as EWG’s CEO. Scaglia proposed that instead 

of paying Haart a salary, EWG would pay FHI an annual consulting fee.  As the 50% owner and 

CEO of FHI, Haart would be entitled to the lion’s share of that management fee, as she was the 

working CEO and he was the “non-executive” chairman.  The proposal seemed to allow Scaglia 

to take money from the fee that FHI earned from Haart’s services, but Haart was fine to have the 

man she loved (and who was causing her to be appointed to the CEO role) profit from her work.   

Dea
dli

ne



35 
 

93. Scaglia affirmatively represented to Haart that 50% of his shares in FHI represented 

an equal ownership, economic, voting and control position in FHI. 

94. Scaglia affirmatively represented to Haart that the transfer of 50 of his shares in 

FHI would make Haart an equal owner of FHI for all purposes, including economic, voting control 

and major decisions.   

95. Scaglia knew that Haart would rely on that material information in deciding 

whether to accept the CEO position without salary and without any of the protections normally 

contained in an employment agreement.  

96. Scaglia’s representation to Haart was false and he knew it to be when he made it: 

the transfer of 50 of his shares in FHI would not make Haart an equal owner of FHI for all purposes, 

including economic, voting control and major decisions.    

97. Scaglia was aware that the existence of and rights attendant to the Preferred Shares 

made his representations to Haart untrue.  

98. In reliance on these misrepresentations, Haart made the decision to accept the role 

of EWG’s CEO and to work for approximately two and a half years without any defined salary, 

benefits or other protections.  Such reliance was reasonable.  Not only was it reasonable to trust 

the veracity of her fiancé’s (and later husband’s) representations, Haart was further assured that 

Scaglia’s representations were truthful by the fact that he repeatedly represented Haart as a 50% 

owner of FHI, both to her and to third parties, and by virtue of Barbieri’s preparation of documents 

on behalf of EWG/FHI identifying Haart as same. 

99. As the direct and proximate result of Scaglia’s misrepresentations, Plaintiff has 

suffered damages in an amount to be determined at trial, but measured as (i) the value of 50 of 

FHI’s shares unencumbered by the economic preferences of the Preferred Shares; plus (ii) 100% 
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of the management fee earned by FHI from EWG pursuant to the management agreement between 

the two (i.e., 2% of EWG’s annual gross worldwide revenue); and (iii) the value of 50% of the 

Preferred Shares.  

AS AND FOR A SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Fraudulent Concealment – Defendant Scaglia) 

100. Each of the foregoing paragraphs is repeated, re-alleged and incorporated by 

reference as if set forth fully herein. 

101. When Scaglia asked Haart to become EWG’s CEO in 2019, the two discussed 

compensation structures and the terms and conditions of her employment.  At the time of these 

discussions, Scaglia and Haart were engaged to be married.  Based on that soon-to-be marital 

relationship, Haart and Scaglia were in a confidential relationship of trust and Haart placed trust 

in Scaglia and what he told her. 

102. To induce Haart to serve as EWG’s chief executive officer without a salary and 

without an employment contract, Scaglia proposed to transfer Haart 50% of his ownership and 

control of FHI, which was the sole owner of EWG.  He and Haart would be perfectly equal 

shareholders in FHI.  Under this arrangement, Scaglia represented that Haart would have a 

voting/blocking position equal to that of Scaglia in any decision to terminate her as EWG’s CEO. 

103. Scaglia also cited the proposed transfer of 50% of his ownership in FHI as a reason 

why Haart should not take a salary for her services as EWG’s CEO.  Scaglia proposed that instead 

of paying Haart a salary, EWG would pay FHI an annual consulting fee.  As the 50% owner of 

FHI, Haart would be entitled to 50% of that management fee in dividends.   

104. At the time Scaglia made the afore-mentioned statements to Haart, Scaglia was 

aware that he had previously issued himself 123,665 Preferred Shares.  Despite his confidential 
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relationship with Haart and his special insider knowledge of the Preferred Shares, Scaglia failed 

to disclose and instead concealed this fact from Haart. 

105. At the time Scaglia made the aforementioned statements to Haart, Scaglia was 

aware that the Preferred Shares had an issuance price of $1,000 per share.  Despite his confidential 

relationship with Haart and his special insider knowledge of the Preferred Shares, Scaglia failed 

to disclose and concealed this fact from Haart. 

106. At the time Scaglia made the aforementioned statements to Haart, Scaglia was 

aware that his 123,665 Preferred Shares were entitled to a preferred compounding dividend of 4% 

per annum of (i) $123,665,000, plus (ii) any accrued but unpaid dividends.  Scaglia had actual 

and/or constructive knowledge that on an annual basis, his Preferred Shares were entitled to receive 

$4.95 million in preferred dividends before any dividends could be paid to the holders of common 

shares.  Despite his confidential relationship with Haart and his special insider knowledge of the 

Preferred Shares, Scaglia failed to disclose this fact to Haart. 

107. At the time Scaglia made the aforementioned statements to Haart, Scaglia was 

aware that his 125,655 Preferred Shares had voting rights far in excess of the 50 common shares 

he proposed transferring to Haart.  Despite his confidential relationship with Haart and his special 

insider knowledge of the Preferred Shares, Scaglia failed to disclose this fact to Haart. 

108. Scaglia’s knowledge of his Preferred Shares, if disclosed to Haart, would have 

made evident to Haart that Scaglia’s proposal for Haart to control her fate as CEO and also to 

receive a portion of the management fee were illusory.  

109. Scaglia’s 123,655 Preferred Shares gave him an overwhelming voting majority in 

FHI – contrary to what he had led Haart to believe: that she would have voting equality with her 

him. 
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110. Scaglia’s entitlement to annual preferred dividends gave him a swamping position 

as to Haart’s so-called “salary.”  Because the management fee would come into FHI as unrestricted 

cash, it would first have to be used to pay Scaglia’s preferred dividends prior to paying dividends 

to mere common shareholders such as Haart.  The outsize nearly $5 million in required preferred 

dividends to Scaglia all but ensured that there would never be sufficient cash available to pay 

common stock dividends to Haart.  Scaglia had devised a clever scheme whereby his wife’s work 

would fund his own preferred dividends. 

111. Had Haart been apprised of Scaglia’s Preferred Shares and their priority over the 

common shares, she would not have proceeded to function as EWG’s CEO with no salary and no 

employment contract.   

112. In reliance on Scaglia’s representations that Haart would have equal ownership and 

control of FHI, and unaware of Scaglia’s omission of material facts, including that Scaglia had 

secretly issued Preferred Shares of FHI to himself which gave him sole control over FHI, Haart 

made the decision to accept the role of EWG’s CEO and to work without any defined salary, 

benefits or other protections. 

113. As the direct and proximate result of Scaglia’s omissions, Plaintiff has suffered 

damages in an amount to be determined at trial, but potentially measured as (i) the value of 50 of 

FHI’s shares unencumbered by the economic preferences of the Preferred Shares; plus (ii) 100% 

of the management fee earned by FHI from EWG pursuant to the management agreement between 

the two (i.e., 2% of EWG’s annual gross worldwide revenue); and (iii) the value of 50% of the 

Preferred Shares. 
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AS AND FOR A THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Aiding and Abetting Fraud – Defendants Barbieri and Feinman) 

 

114. Each of the foregoing paragraphs is repeated, re-alleged and incorporated by 

reference as if set forth fully herein. 

115. At all relevant times, Barbieri was the CEO of Elite Model World, prior to its 

“conversion” into EWG. 

116. At all relevant times, Feinman was a principal of DDK, the accounting form that 

serviced Scaglia and his U.S. entities. 

117. Barbieri and Feinman consulted with Scaglia to devise the corporate structure that 

would result in EWG being wholly-owned by FHI, with Scaglia as the initial sole shareholder. 

118. Barbieri and Feinman were aware of the Preferred Shares, and assisted Scaglia in 

amending FHI’s certificate of incorporation to permit the issuance of the Preferred Shares. 

119. Barbieri and Feinman were aware that Scaglia had not disclosed his Preferred Shares 

to Haart and that Haart believed that she was a full 50% owner of FHI. 

120. Barbieri created documents on behalf of EWG/FHI and sent them to Haart in a 

concerted effort with Scaglia to lull Haart into believing that she was a true 50% owner of 

FHI/EWG.  For example, in late 2020, Barbieri prepared and delivered to Haart a questionnaire in 

connection with the companies’ application for D&O insurance.  In that questionnaire, Barbieri 

answered that Haart and Scaglia “ultimately control the shareholding entity – Silvio Scaglia 50% 

- Julia Haart 50%.”  Barbieri further answered the question “Total number of membership interest 

beneficially owned by you?” on behalf of Scaglia (under the caption “Voting Membership 

Interests”) with: “50%.”  Barbieri then sent the completed questionnaire to counsel, with a copy to 

Haart, stating: “Please find attached Silvio’s D&O questionnaire draft (he checked it and is fine 

with it.”  Similarly, Barbieri completed and sent to Haart a special Declaration of Beneficial Owner 
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required by the European Parliament that identified Haart and Scaglia each as the 50% owners of 

FHI.  

121. Feinman created documents on behalf of Scaglia and sent them to Haart in a 

concerted effort with Scaglia to lull Haart into believing that she was a true 50% owner of 

FHI/EWG.  For example, when Haart learned of the Preferred Shares, she asked Scaglia to retain 

an attorney to prepare the documents transferring 50% of the Preferred Shares to her.  Scaglia 

insisted on using Feinman instead, who prepared not only the ERA but also the 2020 Stock Power, 

which transferred almost (but not quite) 50% of the Preferred Shares to Haart. 

122. Feinman aided Scaglia’s continued fraud by assuring Haart – as the company’s 

accountant – that she was a full 50% owner.  For example, in January of 2021, Haart text messaged 

Feinman a copy of the Stock Power: 

 

When Haart later inquired as to the missing half-share not explicitly transferred by the 2020 Stock 

Power, Feinman told her not to worry, as the ERA ensured that she truly did own half of 

everything.  Feinman later changed his story when testifying in Delaware – saying that the ERA 
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did not in fact make Haart a full 50% partner in the Preferred Shares.  But as late as February 7, 

2022, Feinman was confirming to potential lenders that Haart and Scaglia were equal owners of 

FHI: 

 

123. Barbieri and Feinman were aware of Scaglia’s fraud upon Haart and actively assisted 

Scaglia to perpetuate his fraud on Haart and to conceal his fraud from her. 

124. As a result of Barbieri’s and Feinman’s actions, Haart has been damaged in an 

amount to be determined at trial, but potentially measured as (i) the value of 50 of FHI’s shares 

unencumbered by the economic preferences of the Preferred Shares; plus (ii) 100% of the 

management fee earned by FHI from EWG pursuant to the management agreement between the 

two (i.e., 2% of EWG’s annual gross worldwide revenue); and (iii) the value of 50% of the 

Preferred Shares. 

AS AND FOR A FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Aiding and Abetting Breach of Fiduciary Duty – Defendants Barbieri and Feinman) 

 

125. Each of the foregoing paragraphs is repeated, re-alleged and incorporated by 

reference as if set forth fully herein. 

126. As a director of FHI, Scaglia owes fiduciary duties to FHI and its shareholders. 

127. As set forth above, Scaglia has violated his fiduciary duties to FHI and by extension 

its wholly-owned subsidiaries. 

128. As set forth above, Scaglia has violated his fiduciary duties to FHI’s 50% 

shareholder, Haart. 
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129. Many of Scaglia’s actions were motivated by an intent to confer an improper benefit 

upon himself personally, at the expense of FHI and its shareholders. 

130. Many of Scaglia’s more recent actions were motivated by animus towards his soon-

to-be ex-wife Haart and not by the exercise of his independent business judgment. 

131. At all relevant times, Barbieri and Feinman were aware of Scaglia’s fiduciary duties 

to FHI and to its shareholder Haart.   

132. As set forth above, Barbieri (as a high-level executive) and Feinman (as FHI’s 

outside accountant) knowingly participated in and provided substantial assistance to Scaglia in 

breaching his fiduciary duties to FHI and to Haart.  Among other items, Barbieri and Feinman: 

created and administered the expense allocation system that allowed Scalia to “charge” his 

personal expenses to EGG and FHI, with no legitimate business purpose to the companies; 

prepared tax and other financial filings in an attempt to “legitimize” Scaglia’s improper expenses; 

and advised Scaglia and prepared documents “permitting” Scaglia to terminate Haart as EWG’s 

CEO, knowing that this action was motivated solely by Scaglia’s animus. 

133. As a result of Barbieri and Feinman’s actions, Haart has been damaged in an 

amount to be determined at trial, but believed to exceed $257 million ($257,000,000.00).  

AS AND FOR A FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Unjust Enrichment / Constructive Trust – Defendant Scaglia) 

134. Each of the foregoing paragraphs is repeated, re-alleged and incorporated by 

reference as if set forth fully herein. 

135. Scaglia has benefitted from Haart’s years of uncompensated work for EWG, which 

has and will result in management fees payable from EWG to FHI. 
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136. Scaglia has and will take preferred distributions from FHI relating to his preferred 

shares.  Those dividends will be funded, in whole or in part, but the management fee paid to FHI 

from EWG. 

137. Scaglia induced Haart to forego taking her own salary from EWG in favor of a 

management fee payable from EWG to FHI, with the misrepresentation that there would be no 

impediment to Haart taking her “salary” in the form of dividends from FHI.  This was untrue as 

Scaglia knew (indeed designed the arrangement) that the annual dividends on his Preferred Shares 

would make it impossible for FHI to distribute dividends to its common stock holders such as 

Haart. 

138. Scaglia and Haart were in a confidential relationship as fiancé/fiancée at the time 

Scaglia induced Haart to forgo her salary.  

139. It is against equity and good conscience for Scaglia to receive and retain his 

Preferred Shares dividends.    

140. It is against equity and good conscience for Scaglia to retain 50% of his Preferred 

Shares, as his secreting the existence of those shares from Haart is what has damaged Haart.  

141. The Court should impose a constructive trust for the benefit of Haart upon: (a) 

Scaglia’s distributions relating to the Preferred Shares; and (b) 50% of Scaglia’s Preferred Shares 

and upon such imposition, direct Scaglia to deliver those distributions and percentage of Preferred 

Shares to Haart.  

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully prays for Judgment as follows: 

A. On the First Cause of Action, money damages in an amount to be determined at trial, 

but measured as (i) the value of 50 of FHI’s shares unencumbered by the economic 
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preferences of the Preferred Shares; plus (ii) 100% of the management fee earned by 

FHI from EWG pursuant to the management agreement between the two (i.e., 2% of 

EWG’s annual gross worldwide revenue); and (iii) the value of 50% of the Preferred 

Shares..  

B. On the Second Cause of Action, money damages in an amount to be determined at 

trial, but measured as (i) the value of 50 of FHI’s shares unencumbered by the 

economic preferences of the Preferred Shares; plus (ii) 100% of the management fee 

earned by FHI from EWG pursuant to the management agreement between the two 

(i.e., 2% of EWG’s annual gross worldwide revenue); and (iii) the value of 50% of 

the Preferred Shares..  

C. On the Third Cause of Action against Barbieri and Feinman jointly and severally, 

money damages in an amount to be determined at trial, but measured as (i) the value 

of 50 of FHI’s shares unencumbered by the economic preferences of the Preferred 

Shares; plus (ii) 100% of the management fee earned by FHI from EWG pursuant to 

the management agreement between the two (i.e., 2% of EWG’s annual gross 

worldwide revenue) and (iii) the value of 50% of the Preferred Shares.  

D. On the Fourth Cause of Action against Barbieri and Feinman jointly and severally, an 

award of money damages in an amount to be determined at trial, but believed to exceed 

two hundred and fifteen million dollars ($257,000,000.00). 

E. On the Fifth Cause of Action, the imposition of a constructive trust for the benefit of 

Haart upon: (a) Scaglia’s distributions relating to the Preferred Shares up to the amount 

of the management fee payable by EWG to FHI for the years that Haart served as 

EWG’s CEO; and (b) 50% of Scaglia’s Preferred Shares; and upon such imposition, a 
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direction to Scaglia to deliver those distributions and percentage of Preferred Shares to 

Haart.  

F. Awarding Haart pre-judgment and post-judgment interest of not less than 9%;  

G. Awarding Haart her reasonable costs, expenses and attorneys’ fees incurred in this 

action, and 

H. Awarding Haart such other relief as this Court may deem just and proper under the 

circumstances. 

Dated: New York, New York 

July 8, 2022 

      RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, 
       
 

MORRISON COHEN LLP 

 

 

 

      By:__________________________________ 

    Christopher Milito, Esq. 

               Erika Shapiro, Esq. 

   909 Third Avenue 

      New York, New York 10022 

      (212) 735-8769 

      Counsel for Plaintiff 
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