Kavina Chawez * [INHE S .

e — 2 98 1
] Ml

United States of Amenca
before the

Sccunhes and Exchiange Commission
o

Secunthies Excharﬂc Ack ot P134
Release No. \01272/ cctpler 13,2024

Admin Prec. File No. 2- 21011
In the Mater of kKanna Chawez

I am pmceeo\..,{q prose, wis axiomahe Hhat pose Hmss should be
hh?ra“\/ conshued. See Evickson v Rudus, 551 Us .89 ,94(2c03). YT

Pvach‘?; s ibera) construchion allows couvts fo vecagnize claims despite
vanous formal deticiencies | such ae wowert lalads o lack ot cited
(esal authovty." Wall v. Rasnick , 42 F. 44 R4, 208 (At 2022)

I am denying all allegerhons a\eja.ns'srw\c Wi Hhe Ovder to Show
COMSC, s response or failure o file an answe v & because T
Wewr received Commissions ovaders datd Nowmber &,2023, and
March (3, 2024 and to the Division of Enfoicement’s ﬁlcqﬂls dated
Felbuany 2024, and April 12,2024, unhl T =qan my Sontence
at Victomlle Caw!p FCl Med, I' T was served TVere on Octoler 2024
(due process issue).

The substance of e Divisions moton {vrsa‘n::hohs and supplementz\

{"‘ﬂmﬁs . Lam dcny.,,lﬁ, I was hired by Airbit | Avbitciub t2 promole

thewr product, I was viever an execuhve ov had any de"‘“"ﬂé with {he
fMinchons of  Aivbit, AlHoHrC(ub) T dealt with Hhem at arme (e@ﬂn.
L was paid loy Avbit, Avbiclule for my sewices Hhat T provided o
Hhem via wire hransters bom Aot ) At;’{o'sh:lulo, I had no authontthva
vole n the Company ynor made any execuhre detioons for the ‘
company, an athvahve defense to the allegrhove alleged aﬂamsf
me ( except to the extont T ve \\/ eon an cs-\'oppe\ ov statutee §-
limitahone detense) . ‘ )

My proposed answer to be accepteat f Hhe Commission does
not enter a default aﬂa(m+ me should be the Ic\‘o((owwmj

o



I NC

Summanry Jugment 1S appropriate i my aase where " Hhere 15 ViD e
dispute as to any matevcd fack and the movant 15 entitled o judq mentt as
A matter of law.” Fed. R.Civ. P_56(a). Brven if Hhe parhes disagree over
the {ac*s, " the vequire ment 1S Hhat there be o 3cnu|né ssue of mateiia!
tact.” Andecn v Likerty Looloy, Inc., 47F U.s. 342, 24%-8 | 10S.CH 2605,
+910,41 L .Ed. 24 202(1980). A fact will be delermined 1o ke matevial "€

it can hiave an npact on the outrome ot Hhe lawsuik and qenuine i+ a
party based on

loay Consubznls

vationa | Juvy could find 1 favor of Hhe non-movin
the evidéice presevied . New Mexien Gnceloay & Hemd

. v. Presleytenan Healthcare Sevices, Aa4 € B Wb, ITH (1ot Civ . 2020).
L have made a show that there & no ﬂmumé Aispuie ot matevial

{:ad) as T was hired by A\vloﬂ—) Aavbiteluils ‘o promote Hhewr product,

I was never an execuhve ov ha’d any deal with the functons of

Awbit, Ac?lj;#c(u\o, whicin e an atfivmahre defense do the a(lcﬂa-h&ms
a\\csc:d against me . See Sec. & Exchange’ Commn v, GenAudio (nc.,?ﬂ.

F. 4t qoz,q20(\lotv Gy, 2022). This Commissici can dc’ccrmmg; if Hhere
1S a 3€sﬂu|né lesue, Which tere s net as T was hired 4o Proimote
the prduct. Sce Tolan y. Cotton , 6F2 U.5.5%0,0650, |24 S. Ct.

l%(a() ISeY, 188 L.EL. 2d 845 (2014 ). There 1s no actual avitrondy

Apparcnt auH"Ovﬂ\/ ; and vahficahor, W vy wle with Aivit : Avbitelido,
Hhere EC'c) this Commission should finad 1n my favor and de not

enler a default againct me .
L attest under nNe W"‘(‘H'Y O‘L[bju'y Hiak the contents ok Hae

Pieadmg are bue and covrect. (See McElyea v Pabdoit, 823 F.2d 4w,
g3 (qt gy (Ol&"f)', John v. Meltzey, 124 F ad 1213, 1299- 1400 (atvCu.
1998 )} Schvoeder v McDonald, 55 F. 24 454 1 10 (ath Giv 14aS)
Plcad\nﬂs Ceunts as “venbied " i F dvaler ctates under penalty of
perjuny Hhat contents are hue and cowreck ).
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