TARGUM - Verdict —Suzana Vexler Lawsuit
Decision by Judge Rami Nasser on Tuesday, 12 December 2017

Below is an ASCII-type-written text of the ruling made by Judge Rami Nasser on Tuesday, 12
December 2017 at the Acco Magistrate Court House ( 1pya ni7wn vown na ):
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Here is a Google Translation of the above text:

Case 26667-05-17 Vexler v. Laham

External Portfolio:

To the Honorable Chief Registrar Rami Nasser

Plaintiff: Susanna Vexler
versus
Defendant: Elana Laham

Judgment

1. | have before me a small claim filed by the plaintiff against the defendant for monetary
compensation of NIS 1,900 for damage caused, according to the plaintiff, to the door of the
plaintiff's apartment, due to a hammer hit by the defendant.

2. The plaintiff attached to the claim a price proposal that includes an amendment of NIS 1,900
and a one-sided coating of NIS 650.

3. Inits defense, the Defendant denied the Plaintiff's contention, claiming that it did not cause
the alleged damages. The defense argued that the plaintiff's friend was the one who attacked
the defendant at home and because of his threats and actions was very frightened and ran
away to her apartment. The Defendant also denied the alleged damages in the statement of
claim.

4. In accordance with the provisions of Requlation 15(b) of the Judgments in Small
Claims (Rules of Procedure) Requlations, 5736-1976, the judgment will be concisely
explained and given immediately after the hearing in the absence of the parties.

5. In a preliminary comment | will note that in the background we are dealing with an ongoing
dispute between the parties that are neighbors, in respect of various events, which led to
additional legal proceedings, mainly complaints to the police and the Prevention of Threatening
Harassment Order received by the Defendant against Mr. Vitaly Tsitzkov (the Plaintiff's current
partner) on 3 April 2017, in the framework of Case Number 5390-04-10 (Magistrate Court in
Akko).
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6. In the hearing before me today, the defendant arrived without an interpreter despite my
explicit decision of November 11. At the same time, after some hesitation, | decided to hold the
discussion in Hebrew and English because | was impressed that the defendant understood the
Hebrew language to a certain extent, and so she testified before me. In any event, | received
the consent of both parties for the purpose of conducting the discussion in the manner
described, thus saving further discussion of the case.

7. ltis true that we are dealing with small claims in which the court makes the requirements of
the law and the law more flexible. At the same time, each plaintiff still has a duty to prove his
claim, in the sense that he "takes out his friend on the evidence." In other words, the plaintiff
must prove the facts that serve as the basis for his claim. l.e., the event that is the subject of
the claim, the facts that constitute the event, the damage caused as a result thereof, and the
circumstantial connection between the alleged damage and the actions or omissions of the
defendant.

The requirement in civil law is to lift the burden of proof to more than 50% according to the
balance of probabilities, and therefore it is necessary to submit evidence of excessive weight, in
order to reach a convincing level of 51%.

8. After reviewing the statements of arguments of the parties and the evidence presented to
me, including the pictures that were presented to me by the defendant on the door of the
plaintiff's apartment, and after | heard the litigants during the hearing before me today and |
discussed the circumstances of the claim and the alleged damages, | found that the claim
should be rejected, [with] the proof she is given.

9. The plaintiff pointed out before me that she did not photocopy or document the alleged event
regarding the Defendant of December 31, 2016. | was not impressed by the prosecutor's
testimony that she had indeed seen the defendant knock a hammer on the door of her
apartment. | did not hear from the Plaintiff that she was outside the apartment during the
alleged incident. In addition, according to the Plaintiff's version, the knocking was when the
door was closed and it was known that the Plaintiff was at the time inside the apartment and not
outside it.

In addition, | noted that this was a new door, but was installed in the plaintiff's apartment seven
years ago, according to her version. | was also not impressed by the pictures that were
presented to me by the Defendant rather than the Plaintiff that these were serious damages or
signs identified with hammer injuries. In addition, the Plaintiff did not repair the door, but
attached a very general price proposal that includes elements that do not belong at all to the
alleged [claim of damage.]

10. In view of all of the above, and taking into account the defendant's version and the
additional legal proceedings that were conducted between the parties, and in view of the
burden of proof imposed on the plaintiff as stated above, | reached the conclusion that the claim
should be dismissed and therefore [this court] rejects the claim.

11. At the same time, and under the circumstances, | did not see an order for expenses.
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12. The parties have the right to submit an appeal to the District Court within 15 days
from the date of receipt of the judgment.

13. The Secretariat shall deliver the judgment to the parties.

[Given] today, December 12, 2017, in the absence of the parties, immediately after the hearing.

Rami Nasser, Senior Registrar
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