
UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

-----------------------------------------------------------------x 

: 

In re  : Chapter 11 

: 

Gawker Media LLC, et al.,1  : Case No. 16-11700 (SMB) 

: 

Debtors.  : (Jointly Administered) 

-----------------------------------------------------------------x 

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE 

I, Michael Callo, depose and say that I am employed by Prime Clerk LLC (“Prime 

Clerk”), the claims and noticing agent for the Debtors in the above-captioned chapter 11 cases. 

On April 18, 2017, at my direction and under my supervision, employees of Prime Clerk 

caused the following documents to be served via Email on the Master Email Service List 

attached hereto as Exhibit A: 

 Post-Confirmation Order in Connection with Local Rule 3021-1 [Docket No. 865] (the

“Post-Confirmation Order”)

 Notice of Presentment of Proposed Order Granting Debtors’ Objection to the Claims of

Aladar Baldauf (Claim Nos. 326 and 332) [Docket No. 868] (the “Notice of

Presentment”)

On April 18, 2017, at my direction and under my supervision, employees of Prime Clerk

caused the following documents, along with the Post-Confirmation Order and Notice of 

Presentment, to be served via First Class Mail on the Master First Class Mail Service List 

attached hereto as Exhibit B: 

 Certified English Translation of the Budapest Court Judgment Dated September 30,

2015, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit C. (the “September Translation”)

 Certified English Translation of the Judgment of the Budapest Court of Appeals Dated

April 26, 2016, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit D. (the “April

Translation”)

1 The last four digits of the taxpayer identification number of the debtors are: Gawker Media LLC (0492); Gawker 

Media Group, Inc. (3231); and Gawker Hungary Kft. (f/k/a Kinja Kft.) (5056). Gawker Media LLC and Gawker 

Media Group, Inc.’s mailing addresses are c/o Opportune LLP, Attn: William D. Holden, Chief Restructuring 

Officer, 10 East 53rd Street, 33rd Floor, New York, NY 10022. Gawker Hungary Kft.’s mailing address is c/o 

Opportune LLP, Attn: William D. Holden, 10 East 53rd Street, 33rd Floor, New York, NY 10022. 
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Exhibit A
Master Email Service List

Served via Email

DESCRIPTION NAME ADDRESS EMAIL

Counsel to Fastly, Inc. Bialson, Bergen & Schwab, PC

Attn:  Lawrence M. Schwab, Esq. & Thomas M. Gaa, Esq.
633 Menlo Avenue
Suite 100
Menlo Park CA 94025

Tgaa@bbslaw.com
tom@bbslaw.com

Counsel to Terry Gene Bollea Binder & Schwartz, LLP

Attn:  Eric B. Fisher, Esq. & Jessica L. Jimenez, Esq.
366 Madison Avenue
6th Floor
New York NY 10017

efisher@binderschwartz.com
jjimenez@binderschwartz.com

Counsel to Superdry Wholesale, LLC and Superdry Retail, LLC Brown Rudnick, LLP

Attn:  Andrew P. Strehle, Esq., & Jill C. Wexler, Esq.
One Financial Center
Boston MA 02111

astrehle@brownrudnick.com
jwexler@brownrudnick.com

Counsel to Harder Mirell & Abrams LLP and Charles J.Harder, Esq Chadbourne & Parke LLP

Attn: Samuel S. Kohn & James A. Copeland
1301 Avenue of the Americas
New York NY 10019‐6022

skohn@chadbourne.com
jcopeland@chadbourne.com

Counsel to Mitchell Williams Chiesa Shahinian & Giantomasi, PC

Attn:  Robert E. Nies, Esq. & Michael R. Caruso, Esq.
One Boland Drive
West Orange NJ 07052

rnies@csglaw.com
mcaruso@csglaw.com

Counsel to Mail Media Clare Locke, LLP

Attn:  Joseph R. Oliveri
902 Prince Street
Alexandria VA 22314 joe@clarelocke.com

Counsel to Terry G. Bollea Cohen & Gresser, LLP

Attn:  Daniel H. Tabak, Esq. & Mark Spatz, Esq.
800 Third Avenue
New York NY 10022

dtabak@cohengresser.com
mspatz@cohengresser.com

Counsel to unnamed claimants Emery Celli Brinckerhoff & Abady, LLP

Attn:  Andrew G. Celli, Jr., Esq.
600 Fifth Avenue
10th Floor
New York NY 10020 acelli@ecbalaw.com

Counsel to Terry Gene Bollea (Top 50 Creditor) Harder Mirell & Abrams

Attn:  Charles J. Harder, Esq.
132 S Rodeo Dr.
Ste 301
Beverley Hills CA 90212 charder@hmafirm.com

Counsel to 114 Fifth Avenue Owner LLC Haynes and Boone, LLP

Attn:  Trevor Hoffmann, Esq.
30 Rockefeller Plaza
26th Floor
New York NY 10112 trevor.hoffmann@haynesboone.com

Investment Banker to the Debtors Houlihan Lokey, Inc.

Attn:  Reid Snellenbarger
111 South Wacker Dr.
37th Floor
Chicago IL 60606 RSnellenbarger@HL.com 

IRS Insolvency Section Internal Revenue Service

Attn:  Centralized Insolvency Operation
2970 Market St.
Philadelphia PA 19104‐5016 Mimi.M.Wong@irscounsel.treas.gov

IRS Insolvency Section Internal Revenue Service

Attn:  Centralized Insolvency Operation
P.O. Box 7346
Philadelphia PA 19101‐7346 Mimi.M.Wong@irscounsel.treas.gov

Counsel to US VC Partners, LP Latham & Watkins, LLP

Attn:  David S. Heller, Esq.
330 North Wabash Avenue
Suite 2800
Chicago IL 60611 david.heller@lw.com

In re Gawker Media LLC, et al.
Case No. 16‐11700 (SMB) Page 1 of 4
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Master Email Service List

Served via Email

DESCRIPTION NAME ADDRESS EMAIL

Counsel to US VC Partners, LP Latham & Watkins, LLP

Attn:  Keith A. Simon, Esq.
885 Third Avenue
New York NY 10022 keith.simon@lw.com

Counsel to Univision Communications, Inc. Latham & Watkins, LLP

Attn:  Marc A. Zelina, Esq.
885 Third Avenue
New York NY 10022‐4834 Marc.Zelina@lw.com

Counsel to Starcom Worldwide, Inc. Locke Lord, LLP

Attn:  Casey B. Howard
Brookfield Place, 200 Vesey Street
20th Floor
New York NY 10281 choward@lockelord.com

Counsel to Starcom Worldwide, Inc. Locke Lord, LLP

Attn:  Jonathan W. Young
111 Huntington Avenue
Boston MA 02199 jonathan.young@lockelord.com

Counsel to Starcom Worldwide, Inc. Locke Lord, LLP

Attn:  Michael B. Kind
111 S. Wacker Drive
Chicago IL 60606‐4410 michael.kind@lockelord.com

Missouri Department of Revenue, Bankruptcy Unit
Missouri Department of Revenue, 
Bankruptcy Unit

Attn:  Steven A. Ginther
PO Box 475
Jefferson City MO 65105‐0475 sdnyecf@dor.mo.gov

Counsel to Morrison Cohen LLP (Top 50 Creditor) Morrison Cohen, LLP

Attn:  Joseph T. Moldovan, Esq. & Robert K. Dakis, Esq.
909 Third Avenue
New York NY 10022‐4784

bankruptcy@morrisoncohen.com
rdakis@morrisoncohen.com

Counsel to 204‐210 Elizabeth Street, LLC Pollack & Sharan, LLP

Attn:  Adam Paul Pollack, Esq.
15 Maiden Lane
Suite 1400
New York NY 10038 adam@pollacksharan.com

Counsel to Ian Fette Pryor & Mandelup, LLP

Attn:  A. Scott Mandelup, Esq.
J. Logan Rappaport, Esq.
675 Old Country Road
Westbury NY 11590

asm@pryormandelup.com
lr@pryormandelup.com

Counsel for St. Paul Fire & Marine Insurance Co. (“Travelers”) Putney, Twombly, Hall & Hirson, LLP

Attn:  Thomas A. Martin, Esq.
Barbara M. Maisto, Esq.
521 Fifth Avenue
New York NY 10175

tmartin@putneylaw.com
bmaisto@putneylaw.com

Counsel to Charles C. Johnson and Got News, LLC Randazza Legal Group, PLLC

Attn:  Jay M. Wolman, Esq.
100 Pearl Street
14th Floor
Hartford CT 06103 ecf@randazza.com

Counsel to Silicon Valley Bank Riemer & Braunstein, LLP

Attn:  Alexander Rheaume, Esq.
3 Center Plaza
Boston MA 02108 arheaume@riemerlaw.com

Counsel to Silicon Valley Bank Riemer & Braunstein, LLP

Attn:  Steven E. Fox, Esq.
Times Square Tower
Seven Times Square, Suite 2506
New York NY 10036 sfox@riemerlaw.com

Counsel to unnamed claimants Saul Ewing, LLP

Attn:  Sharon L. Levine, Esq. & Dipesh Patel, Esq.
1037 Raymond Blvd.
Suite 1520
Newark NJ 07102

slevine@saul.com
dpatel@saul.com

In re Gawker Media LLC, et al.
Case No. 16‐11700 (SMB) Page 2 of 4
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Counsel to Cerberus Business Finance, LLC (DIP Lender) Schulte Roth & Zabel, LLP

Attn:  Frederic Ragucci, Esq. & Adam Harris, Esq.
919 Third Avenue
New York NY 10022

adam.harris@srz.com
frederic.ragucci@srz.com

Securities and Exchange Commission ‐ Headquarters Securities & Exchange Commission

Attn:  Secretary of the Treasury
100 F St., NE
Washington DC 20549

secbankruptcy@sec.gov
NYROBankruptcy@sec.gov
SECBankruptcy‐OGC‐ADO@SEC.GOV

Securities and Exchange Commission ‐ Regional Office
Securities & Exchange Commission – NY 
Office

Attn:  Bankruptcy Dept.
Brookfield Place
200 Vesey St., Ste. 400
New York NY 10281‐1022 bankruptcynoticeschr@sec.gov

Counsel to UnitedHealthcare Insurance Company of New York and 
Unimerica Life Insurance Company of New York Shipman & Goodwin, LLP

Attn:  Eric S. Goldstein, Esq.
One Constitution Plaza
Hartford CT 06103‐1919

egoldstein@goodwin.com
bankruptcy@goodwin.com
bankruptcyparalegal@goodwin.com

Prepetiton Lender/First Lien Lender Silicon Valley Bank

Attn:  Jocelyn Hartmann
275 Grove Street
Suite 2‐200
Newton MA 02466 jhartmann@svb.com

Counsel to Peter Thiel Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom, LLP

Attn:  Anthony W. Clark, Robert A. Weber
One Rodney Square
920 N. King Street
Wilmington DE 19801

Robert.Weber@skadden.com
Anthony.Clark@skadden.com

Counsel to Thiel Capital, LLC Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom, LLP

Attn:  Anthony W. Clark, Robert A. Weber
One Rodney Square
920 N. King Street
Wilmington DE 19801

Robert.Weber@skadden.com
Anthony.Clark@skadden.com

Counsel to Peter Thiel Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom, LLP

Attn:  Shana A. Elberg
Four Times Square
New York NY 10036 Shana.Elberg@skadden.com

Counsel to Thiel Capital, LLC Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom, LLP

Attn:  Shana A. Elberg
Four Times Square
New York NY 10036 Shana.Elberg@skadden.com

Counsel to the New York State Department of Taxation & Finance Special Bankruptcy Counsel

Attn:  Enid Nagler Stuart
120 Broadway 
24th Floor
New York NY 10271 Enid.Stuart@ag.ny.gov

Counsel to ZDGM LLC (Stalking Horse Bidder) Sullivan & Cromwell, LLP

Attn:  Michael H. Torkin, Esq., Brian D. Glueckstein, Esq., & Alexa J. Kranzley, Esq.
125 Broad Street
New York NY 10004

torkinm@sullcrom.com
gluecksteinb@sullcrom.com
kranzleya@sullcrom.com

United States Trustee Southern District of New York United States Trustee William K. Harrington

Attn:  Greg M. Zipes, Esq. & Susan Arbeit, Esq.
US Federal Office Building
201 Varick St., Room 1006
New York NY 10014

susan.arbeit@usdoj.gov
greg.zipes@usdoj.gov

United States Attorney's Office for the Southern District of New York
US Attorney for Southern District of New 
York

Attn:  Bankruptcy Division
86 Chambers St.
3rd Fl
New York NY 10007

David.Jones6@usdoj.gov
Jeffrey.Oestericher@usdoj.gov
Joseph.Cordaro@usdoj.gov
Carina.Schoenberger@usdoj.gov

In re Gawker Media LLC, et al.
Case No. 16‐11700 (SMB) Page 3 of 4
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Postpetiton Lender/Second Lien Lender US VC Partners, LP

Attn:  Mr. A. Jung
90 Third Avenue
19th Floor
New York NY 10022 ajung@columbusnova.com

Writers Guild of America East, Inc., Union Writers Guild of America East, Inc.

Attn:  Ann Burdick, Esq.
250 Hudson Street
Ste 700
New York NY 10013 aburdick@wgaeast.org

In re Gawker Media LLC, et al.
Case No. 16‐11700 (SMB) Page 4 of 4
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United States Bankruptcy Court for the Southern District of New York

United States Bankruptcy Court for the 

Southern District of New York

Honorable Stuart M. Bernstein

One Bowling Green

Room 723

New York NY 10004

United States Trustee Southern District of New York United States Trustee William K. Harrington

Attn:  Greg M. Zipes, Esq. & Susan Arbeit, Esq.

US Federal Office Building

201 Varick St., Room 1006

New York NY 10014

In re Gawker Media LLC, et al .

Case No. 16-11700 (SMB) Page 1 of 1
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TRANSPERFECT 

City of New York, State of New York, County of New York 

I, Wendy Poon, hereby certify that the document "Judgment of the Budapest Court dated 

September 30, 2015" is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, a true and accurate 

translation from Hungarian into English. 

' 

Wendy Poon, Project Assistant 

Sworn to before me this 
April17,2017 

Signature, Notary Public 

,,,,1111111111,,, ,,,,,,._\c;ELA. 11,,1 
,, �s· ········ l.o /'/,,, ·," /�OTA!fj.:•. � 
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//1111111111111' 

Stamp, Notary Public 

THREE PARK AVENUE, 39TH FLOOR, NEW YORK, NY 10016 l T 212.689.5555 l F 212.689.1059 l WWW.TRANSPERFECT.COM 

OFFICES IN 90 CITIES WORLDWIDE 
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NOV 04, 2015 
1 

Budapest Court 
70.P.22.409/2015/11

[emblem] 

In the proceedings regarding the exercise of right to likeness, 

initiated by plaintiff Aladár Baldauf (1052 Budapest, Semmelweis u. 5), 

represented by the Dr. Gerbár and Dr. Kálmán Law Firm (1119 Budapest, Fehérvári út 84/a), 

against first defendant atlatszo.hu Public Interest Non-Profit LLC (1084 Budapest, Déri Miksa u. 
10.IV/9),

represented by lawyer Dr. Csaba Tordai (1054 Budapest, Vécsey u. 4.III/4), 

and second defendant Kinja LLC (1124 Budapest, Csörsz u. 40), 

represented by lawyer Dr. László Bodolai (2040 Budaörs, Tárogató u. 26), 

the Budapest Court hereby issues the following 

JUDGEMENT: 

The Court has found that the first defendant infringed the plaintiff’s personality right regarding the 
protection of likeness by using the plaintiff’s likeness without his consent, placing it next to the article 
entitled “Former Party Leader Attacks with Fake US Hair Stylist Diploma”, published on April 13, 2015 
in the atlatszo.hu online media product, issued by the first defendant. 

The Court has found that the second defendant infringed the plaintiff’s personality right regarding the 
protection of likeness by using the plaintiff’s likeness without his consent, placing it next to the article 
entitled “We’ve found the Hungarian Zelig”, published on April 13, 2015 in the cink.hu online media 
product issued by the second defendant. 

The Court hereby orders the first defendant to remove the plaintiff’s likeness from next to the 
aforementioned article in the atlatszo.hu online media product issued by him. 

The Court hereby orders the second defendant to remove the plaintiff’s likeness from next to the 
aforementioned article in the cink.hu online media product issued by him. 

The Court hereby restrains the defendants from further infringement. 

The Court hereby orders the first defendant and the second defendant to pay the plaintiff HUF 12,700 
(twelve thousand and seven hundred forints) each, for litigation costs. 
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Budapest Court 
70.P.22.409/2015/11  2 

The Court hereby orders the first defendant and the second defendant to pay the State a non-imposed fee 
of HUF 18,000 (eighteen thousand forints) each, upon specific request. 

An appeal may be filed against this Judgement within 15 days of receipt, which shall be submitted in 
writing to the Budapest Court, in 4 copies, addressed to the Budapest Court of Appeals. 

In case of an appeal, legal representation before the Budapest Court of Appeals is mandatory. 

Before the expiry of the deadline for appeal, the parties to the proceedings may request that the court of 
second instance rule on the appeal without holding a hearing. 

If the appeal concerns only the amount or payment of litigation costs, the obligation to pay interest, the 
amount of the interest, the period of completion, or the payment of expenses advanced by the State, or if 
the appeal relates only to the Particulars of the Judgement, the court of second instance may rule on it 
without holding a hearing, unless the appellant requests a hearing in his/her appeal, or the other party 
requests a hearing at the invitation of the court of second instance. 

PARTICULARS 

On April 13, 2015, the atlatszo.hu online media product issued by the first defendant and the cink.hu 
online media product issued by the second defendant published articles in connection with the plaintiff, 
entitled “Former Party Leader Attacks with a Fake US Hair Stylist Diploma” and “We’ve Found the 
Hungarian Zelig by Accident”, respectively. As an illustration for the article, the atlatszo.hu website used 
a photo showing the plaintiff with his birthday cake, whereas the photo published on the cink.hu website 
showed the plaintiff sitting on a sofa in an apartment. The media products downloaded the photos used as 
illustrations from the plaintiff’s Facebook page. 

In a letter mailed on April 23, 2013, the plaintiff – and the Pallaus University referred to in the articles – 
stated that the articles published by the defendants contained numerous misstatements, and hence 
requested correction of the articles, adequate compensation and restoration of the situation preceding the 
infringement. 

In a letter dated May 7, 2015, the plaintiff asked the defendants to remove the infringing photos from the 
websites within 48 hours. He demanded adequate compensation and restoration of the situation preceding 
the infringement. The letter of formal notice was received by the first defendant on May 22, 2015 and by 
the second defendant on May 20, 2015. 

In his action, received on June 5, 2015, the plaintiff requested that the Court establish that the first 
defendant and the second defendant had infringed the plaintiff’s personality rights by using the photos 
without his consent, order the defendants to discontinue the infringement and restore the situation 
preceding the infringement by removing the photos from the websites; furthermore, he requested that the 
court restrain the defendants from further infringement. The plaintiff based his action on the provisions of 
Chapter XXI/A of Act III of 1952 on the Code of Civil Procedure (hereinafter: CCP). He stated that the 
defendants had used his photos depicting personal life events, published on Facebook, without the 
plaintiff’s knowledge. He became aware of that after one of his colleagues had brought it to his attention 
on April 23, 2015, when 
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Budapest Court 
70.P.22.409/2015/11  3 

he immediately sent a letter of formal notice to the defendants because the article’s content represented an 
infringement of personality rights. The plaintiff underlined that he was not considered a public figure. 

In their substantive defense, the defendants requested that the action be dismissed. First of all, they argued 
that the plaintiff had not complied with the 30-day deadline for sending a letter of formal notice prior to 
filing an action, contesting the facts regarding the date for which the plaintiff claimed he had become 
aware of the articles. They argued that if the plaintiff was not able to prove unequivocally the date when 
he had become aware of the articles and the Court simply accepted the plaintiff’s statement in this regard, 
it would basically render the legal deadline meaningless. They substantively stated that the plaintiff was 
considered a public figure, which was supported by the information published by the plaintiff on his 
Facebook profile. They added that the provisions of Article 2:44 of Act V of 2013 on the Civil Code (new 
CC) were a general clause that provided for the weighing of the infringement of the given personality
right against the exercise of the fundamental right to freedom of expression, within the framework of
assessment of proportionality, in case of any personality right of a public figure. The contested photos
were used as illustrations for articles dealing with public affairs. The defendants underlined that the
photos used had been published by the plaintiff himself, on his Facebook page accessible to anyone. The
first defendant also argued that pursuant to Section 2.4 of Facebook’s Terms of Service, accepted by the
plaintiff, if someone published content or information using the Public setting, he/she allowed everyone
to access and use that information and to associate the information with the relevant person (for example,
his/her name and profile picture). In view of the above, by sharing the photo using the Public setting, the
plaintiff consented to the use of the photo by third parties.

The plaintiff’s action is well founded. 

Pursuant to Article 346/A(1) of the CCP, if a person’s likeness or recorded voice is produced or used 
without that person’s consent, such person may send a written request for remedy of infringement within 
thirty days of becoming aware of such production or use, asking the producer or user to discontinue the 
infringement, provide adequate compensation and ensure adequate publicity for it at his/her own expense, 
remedy the infringement situation, restore the situation preceding the infringement and destroy the 
product of the infringement or eliminate its infringing quality. 

Pursuant to Article 346/B (1), if the producer or user of the likeness or recorded voice fails to comply 
with the request for remedy of infringement within the deadline specified in days, the party submitting the 
request may file an action against such producer or user, according to the provisions of this Chapter. In 
this action, the plaintiff may demand the application of points a)-d) of Article 2:51(1) of the CC. A 
separate action may be filed to demand the application of other sanctions for infringement of personality 
rights. Pursuant to paragraph (3), the action shall be filed within 15 days of the last day of the deadline 
indicated for compliance with the request for remedy of infringement. 

Article 346/A (1) of the CCP provides for a subjective deadline for submitting requests with regard to a 
likeness, meaning that the plaintiff may send a letter of formal notice to the user within 30 days of 
becoming aware of the publication of the likeness, not within 30 days of the actual publication. Logically, 
it is extremely difficult to prove the date when the plaintiff became aware of the above; on the other hand, 
the defendants are also not able to verify the plaintiff’s statement in this regard. In view of the above, the 
Court was satisfied with the plaintiff’s showing probability of the date of becoming aware of the 
information, for which the testimony of Veronika Gosztonyi Baldaufné and the letters of formal notice 
enclosed under reference number 5 were sufficient. Considering the above, the Court has accepted that 
the plaintiff sent a notice to the defendants regarding the likeness within the required deadline prior to 
filing an action. 
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The law does not provide for a deadline for complying with the plaintiff’s formal notice, leaving it up to 
the plaintiff. In his formal notice, the plaintiff indicated that the deadline for complying with his notice 
was 48 hours, i.e. two days. It can be established that the plaintiff filed an action within 15 days of the 
expiry of the said deadline. 

Considering that pursuant to Article 346/A (1), the infringement on which these special actions are based 
is the unauthorized production or use of a likeness or recorded voice, the ruling on the legality of such 
production or use is logically governed by the provisions of the new CC applicable to the protection of 
likeness and recorded voice. Pursuant to Article 2:48(1) of the new CC, the consent of the person affected 
shall be required for producing or using his/her likeness or recorded voice. Pursuant to paragraph (2), the 
consent of the relevant person is not required for recording his/her likeness or voice, and for the use of 
such recording if made of a crowd or in a public event. 

The first defendant argued that by publishing his photos on Facebook, thus making them accessible to 
anyone – in the light of the Terms of Service – the plaintiff had consented to the reproduction of the 
photos. Conversely, the Court underlines that the cited provision of Facebook’s Terms of Service only 
warns the user that others may use his/her photos if they are shared with the Public setting, and it does not 
provide for anything else. The fact that a person publishes a photo of himself/herself on an online 
platform used for such purpose does not mean that by doing so, he/she consents to others using the given 
photo for their own purposes, without asking for permission. The consent preventing infringement of 
personality rights shall be express, and it may not be interpreted extensively at the expense of the holder 
of the right. (BH.2002.7). 

Pursuant to Article 2:48(2) of the new CC, consent is not required for recording a likeness or voice, and 
for the use of such recording in a public event. Considering that both photos published by the defendants 
clearly depict personal life events, this condition does not apply. Therefore, the Court did not even 
investigate whether the plaintiff was considered a public figure, as the establishment of such fact alone 
does not exclude the infringement. 

Based on the above, pursuant to Article 346/B (1) of the CCP and Article 2:51(1), points a), b) and d) of 
the new CC, the Court has established that there was an infringement, ordered the defendants to remove 
the photos and restrained the defendants from further infringement. 

The Court notes that it did not have any reason not to consider it acceptable that the plaintiff was suing 
the publishers of the media products. Article 346/B (3) of the CCP stipulates that if the person considered 
to be the producer or user of the likeness is not a natural person, such person shall act as a party even if 
he/she has no trial capacity. However, given that the law does not specify which organization may or shall 
be considered the user of the likeness and hence the defendant, the Court considered the action against the 
publishers appropriate. 

Pursuant to Article 3(3) of Decree 32/2003 (VIII.22) of the Minister of Justice, the Court has established 
that the fee of the lawyer representing the plaintiff, including VAT, shall be HUF 25,400, and ordered that 
each defendant shall pay half of this amount according to Article 78(1) of the CC. The plaintiff’s legal 
representative was present in the hearing for three started hours, and the Court accepted one additional 
hour for the drafting of the application to initiate proceedings. The Court has ordered that each defendant 
pay half of the duties pursuant to Article 78(1) of the CCP and Article 13(2) of Decree 6/1986 (VI.26) of 
the Minister of Justice. 

16-11700-smb    Doc 881    Filed 04/21/17    Entered 04/21/17 18:59:51    Main Document  
    Pg 15 of 35



Budapest Court 
70.P.22.409/2015/11                           5 

The right to appeal against this Judgement is defined under Article 233(1) of the CCP. 

Budapest, September 30, 2015 

Certified true copy: 
[initials] 
[stamp:] BUDAPEST COURT, 15, BUDAPEST 

Sgd. Dr. Csilla Szabó 
Judge 
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Foviirosi Tiirvenyszek 
70.P.22.409/2015/11.

A Foviirosi Tiirvenyszek 

2015 NOV O 4. 

1 

a Dr. Gerbar es Dr. Kalman Ugyvedi Iroda (1119 Budapest, Feherviiri ut 84/A.) altal kepviselt 

BaldaufAladar (1052 Budapest, Semmelweis u. 5.) felperesnek 

a dr. Tordai Csaba ugyved (I 054 Budapest, V ecsey u. 4. III/4.) iiltal kepviselt 

Atlatszo.hu Kiizhaszmi Nonprofit Kft. (1084 Budapest, Deri Miksa u. 10. IV/9.) I.r. alperes es 

a dr. Bodolai Laszlo ugyved (2040 Budaors, Tarogat6 u. 26.) altal kepviselt 

Kinja Kft. (1124 Budapest, Csiirsz u. 40.) II.r. itlperes ellen 

- . 

kepmiishoz val6 jog ervenyesitese irant inditott pereben meghozta a kovetkezo 

iTELETET: 

A bir6sag megallapitja, hogy az I.r. alperes megsertette a felperes kepmas vedehnehez filzodo 
szemelyisegi jogat azzal, hogy az altala kiadott atlatszo.hu intemetes sajt6termekben 2015. apirlis 
13-iin megjelent ,,Amerikai kamu-fodraszdiplomaval tamad az ex-partvezeto" cimii cikk mellett
engedely nelkul felhaszniilta a felperes kepmasat. .

A bir6sag megallapitja, hogy a II.r. alperes megsertette a felperes kepmas vedelmehez filzodo 
szemelyisegi jogat azzal, hogy az altala kiadott cink.hu intemetes sajt6termekben 2015. aprilis 13-
iin megjelent ,,V eletlenul megtaliiltak a magyar Zeliget" cimii cikk mellett engedely nelkiil 
felhasznalta a felperes kepmasat. 

A bir6sag kotelezi az Lr. alperest, hogy az iiltala kiadott atlatszo.hu intemetes sajt6termekb61 a fenti 
cikk mellol a felperes kepmasat tavolitsa el. 

A bir6sag kotelezi a ILr. alperest, hogy az altala kiadott cink.hu intemetes sajt6termekb61 a fenti 
cikk mellol a felperes kepmasat tavolitsa el. 

A bir6sag az alpereseket a tovabbi jogsertestol eltiltja. 

A bir6sag kotelezi az Lr. es ILr. alperest, kulon - kulon fizessenek meg a felperes reszere 12. 700 -
12.700 (tizenketezer-hetszaz -tizenketezer-hetszaz) forint perkoltseget. 
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A bfr6sag kotelezi az Lr. es II.r. alperest, killon felbfvasra fizessenek meg az allam javara fejenkent 
18.000 - 18.000 (tizennyolcezer -tizennyolcezer) forint le nem r6tt illeteket. 

Az ftelet ellen a kezhezveteltol szamftott 15 napon beliil fellebbezesnek van helye, melyet a 
Fovarosi ftelotablanak cfrnezve, a Fovarosi Torvenyszeken kell 4 peldanyban frasban eloterjeszteni. 

Fellebbezes eseten a Fovarosi itelotabla elott a jogi kepviselet kotelezo. 

A fellebbezesi hatarido lejarta elott a peres felek kerhetik, hogy a fellebbezest a masodfokti bfr6sag 
targyalason kfviil bfralja el. 

Ha a fellebbezes csak a perkoltseg nagysagara vagy viselesere, a kamatfizetesi kotelezettsegre, a 
kamat mertekere, teljesftesi hataridore vagy az allam altal elolegezett koltseg viselesere vonatkozik, 
illetoleg ha a fellebbezes csak az itelet indokolasa ellen iranyul, akkor azt a masodfoku bir6sag 
targyalason kfviil is elbfralhatja, kiveve, ha a fellebbezo a fellebbezeseben, vagy a masik fel a 
masodfokti bfr6sag felbivasara targyalas tartasat keri. 

INDOKOLAS 

Az Lr. alperes altal kiadott atlatszo.hu es a 11.r. alperes altal kiadott cink.hu intemetes sajt6termek _ 
2015. aprilis 13-an ,,Amerikai kamu-fodraszdiplomaval tamad az ex-partvezeto" dmmel es 
,,Veletleniil megtalaltnk a magyar Zeliget!" cfmrnel a felperessel kapcsolatban ujsagcikket tett 
kozze. Az atlatszo.hu oldalon a cikk illusztraci6jakent egy olyan fenykep szerepel, ahol a felperes 
az altala kapott sziiletesnapi tortaval lathat6, a cink.hu oldalon kozzetett fenykepen pedig a felperes 
egy lakasban egy kanapen iil. A sajt6termekek az illusztraci6kent hasznalt fenykepeket a felperes 
Facebook oldalar61 toltottek le. 

A felperes - es a cikkben erintetett Pallaus Egyetem - 2013. aprilis 23-an postara adott Jeveleben 
kozolte, hogy az alperesek altal kozzetett cikkek szamos val6tlansagot tartalmaznak, erre tekintettel 
a cikkek helyreigazftasat, megfelelo elegtetelt, valamint a jogsertest megelozo allapot helyreallftasat 
kerik. 

A felperes 2015. majus 7-en kelt leveleben felhfvta az alpereseket, hogy a jogserto fenykepeket 48 
6ran beliil tavolitsak el a honlapr61. Kovetelte megfelelo elegtetel adasat, illetve a jogsertest 
megelozo illapot helyreillftasat. A felsz6lft6 levelet az Lr. alperes 2015. majus 22-en, a ILr. alperes 
2015. majus 20-an atvette. 

A felperes 2015. junius 5-en erkezett kereseteben kerte, hogy a bfr6sag allapitsa meg, hogy az Lr. es 
II.r. alperesek megsertettek a felperes szemelyhez filzodo jogait a fenykepek hozzajarulas nelkiili 
felhasznalasaval, kerte, hogy kotelezze az alpereseket a jogsertes abbahagyasara, illetve a jogsertest 
megelozo allapot helyreallftasara olyan m6don, hogy a fenykepfelveteleket tavolftsak el az 
oldalakr61, es kerte tovabba, hogy a bfr6sag az alpereseket a tovabbi jogsertestol tiltsa el. A felperes 
a keresetet a Polgari perrendtartasr61 sz616 1952. evi III. torveny (Pp.) XXI/A, fejezeteben foglalt 
rendelkezesekre alapftotta. Eloadta, hogy az alperesek a felperes tudta nelkiil hasznaltak fel a 
Facebookon kozzetett, maganeleti esemenyeket megorokfto felveteleit. Errol 2015. aprilis 23-an 
egy kollegaja figyelemfelbfvasa alapjan szerzett tudomast, amikor az alpereseknek haladektalanul 
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felsz6lit6 levelet kiildott a cikk szemelyisegi jogsertest megval6sft6 tartalma miatt. A felperes 
kiemelte, hogy nem minosiil kozszereplonek. 

Az alperesek erdemi ellenkerelmiikben a kereset elutasftasat kertek. Elsodlegesen arra hivatkoztak, 
hogy a felperes a pert megelozo felsz61it6 level kikuldesere vonatkoz6 30 napos hataridot nem 
tartotta be, vitattak a felperes tudomasszerzes idopontja kapcsan tett tenyeloadasat. Arra 
hivatkoztak, hogy amennyiben a felperes a tudomasszerzes idopontjat ketseget kizar6an nem tudja 
igazolni, akkor azzal, ha a bfr6sag ezzel kapcsolatban pusztan a felperes allftasat fogadja el, a 
torvenyben frt hataridot val6jaban kii.iresfti. Erdemben eloadtak, hogy a felperes kozszereplonek 
minosiil, ezt a felperes altal a Facebook profiljan megadott adatok is alatamasztjak. A Polgari 
Torvenykonyvrol sz616 2013. evi V. torveny (uj Ptk.) 2:44. §-aban foglalt rendelkezes pedig olyan 
generalklauzula, amely kozeleti szereplok vonatkozasaban valamennyi szemelyisegi jog eseten 
sziiksegesse tesz az adott szemelyisegi jogi jogserelem es a velemenynyilvanftas szabadsagahoz 
fiiz6d6 alapveto jog ervenyesiilesenek az aranyossagi merlegeles kereteben torten6 osszeveteset. A 
kifogasolt kepek olyan cikkek illusztraci6jakent jelentek meg, amelyek kozugyekkel foglalkoztak. 
Az alperesek kiemeltek, hogy a felhasznalt fenykepeket a felperes maga tette kozze a barki szamara 
hozzaferheto Facebook oldalan. Az I.r. alperes hivatkozott arra is, hogy a Facebook felperes altal is 
elfogadott felhasznalasi feltetelei 2. pont 4. alpontja szerint ha valaki a nyilvanos beallftas 
hasznalataval tartalmat vagy informaci6t tesz kozze, azzal barkit kepesse tesz arra, hogy 
hozzaferjen az adott informaci6hoz, es azt felhasznalja, valamint hogy az informaci6t hozza tarsitsa 
(peldaul a nevet es a profilkepet). Erre tekintettel a felperes a ,,nyilvanos" megosztasi beallitassal 
hozzajarult ahhoz, hogy harmadik szemelyek a fenykepet felhasznaljak. 

A felperes keresete megalapozott. 

A Pp. 346/A. § (1) bekezdese szerint akirol hozzajarulasa nelkiil kepmas vagy hangfelvetel kesziil, 
illetve keriil felhasznalasra, a keszitesrol, illetve ii · felhasznalasr61 tortent tudomasszerzes 
id6pontjat61 szamitott harminc napon beliil irasban a serelem orvoslasa iranti kerelmeben kerheti a 
keszft6t61, illetve a felhaszna16t61 a jogsertes abbahagyasat, azt, hogy adjon megfelel6 elegtetelt, es 
ennek biztosftson sajat koltsegen megfelelo nyilvanossagot, a serelmes helyzet megsziinteteset, a 
jogsertest megel6z6 allapot helyreallftasat es a jogsertessel eloallitott dolog megsemmisiteset vagy 
jogserto mivoltat61 val6 megfosztasat. 

A Pp. 346/B. § (I) bekezdese alapjan ha a kepmas vagy hangfelvetel keszftoje, illetve felhasznal6ja 
a serelem orvoslasa iranti kerelemben foglaltakat nem teljesiti az arra biztositott, napokban 
megallapitott hataridoben, a kerelmet el6terjeszt6 fel ellene az e fejezetben foglaltak szerint 
keresetet indithat. A keresetben a felperes a Ptk. 2:51. § (1) bekezdes a)-d) pontjaban foglaltak 
alkalmazasat kerheti. A szemelyisegi jogok megsertese egyeb szankci6inak alkalmazasa irant kiilon 
per indfthat6. A (3) bekezdes szerint a keresetet a serelem orvoslasa iranti kerelemben foglaltak 
teljesftesere rendelkezesre all6 hatarido utols6 napjat61 szamftott tizenot nap alatt kell meginditani. 

A Pp. 346/A. § (!) bekezdese a kepmassal kapcsolatban el6terjeszthet6 igenyek kozlesere 
szubjektfv hataridot fr elo, azaz a felperes a felsz61it6 levelet nem a kepmas megjelenesetol, hanem 
az arr61 va16 tudomasszerzestol szarnitott 30 napon beliil jogosult megkiildeni a felhasznal6 reszere. 
Ertelemszeriien a felperesi tudomasszerzes kapcsan rendkiviil nehez bizonyftast folytatni, 
ugyanakkor az alperesek sincsenek abban a helyzetben, hogy az ezzel kapcsolatos felperesi eloadast 
ellenorizni tudjak. Erre val6 tekintettel a bir6sag megelegedett azzal, hogy a felperes a 
tudomasszerzes idopontjat val6szfniisitse, amire Baldaufne Gosztonyi Veronika tanu vallomasa es 
az 5. sorszam alatt csatolt felsz6lit6 levelek elegsegesek voltak. Erre val6 tekintettel a bir6sag 
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elfogadta, hogy a felperes a perinditast megel6z6en megfelelo hataridoben kozolte a kepmassal 
kapcsolatos felsz6Htast az alperesekkel. 

A jogszabaly nem hataroz meg hataridot a felperes felhlvasanak teljesitesere, ezt a felperesre bizza. 
A felperesa felsz6Htasban 48 6rat, azaz ket napot jelolt meg a kerehne teljesitesenek hataridejekent. 
Megallapithat6, hogy a felperes ezen hatarid6 leteltet61 szarnitott 15 napon beliil benyujtotta a 
keresetlevelet. 

Leven, hogy a Pp. 346/ A. § (1) bekezdese szerint ezen specialis perek alapjaul szolgal6 jogsertes a 
kepmas - vagy hangfelvetel - hozzajarulas nelk:iili e!keszitese, illetve felhasznalasa, a keszites, 
illetve felhasznalas jogszeriisegenek megite!ese soran ertelemszeriien az uj Ptk kepmas es 
hangfelvetel vedehnere vonatkoz6 szabalyai az iranyad6k. Az uj Ptk. 2:48. § (1) bekezdese szerint 
kepmas vagy hangfelvetel elkeszitesehez es felhasznalasahoz az erintett szemely hozzajarulasa 
sziikseges. A (2) bekezdes alapjan nines sziikseg az erintett hozzajarulasara a felvetel elkeszitesehez 
es az elkeszitett felvetel felhasznalasahoz tomegfelvetel es nyilvanos kozeleti szereplesrol kesziilt 
felvetel eseten. 

Az Lr. alperes hivatkozott arra, hogy a felperes azzal, hogy a Facebookon a barki szarnara elerhet6 
m6don kozzetette a r6la kesziilt felveteleket - figyelemmel a fe!hasznalasi szabalyzatban 
foglaltakra is - hozzajarult a fenykep tovabbi felhasznalasahoz. Ezzel szemben a bir6sag kiemeli, 
hogy a Facebook felhasznalasi felteteleinek felhivott rendelkezese csak figyelmezteti a felhasznal6t, 
hogy nyilvanos megosztas eseten a kepei felhasznalhat6kka valnak mas szemely szarnara, ennel 
tobbet nem tartalmaz. Az, hogy egy szemely egy erre alkalmas intemetes feliileten kepet_te�zkozze __ _ 
magar61, nem jelenti azt, hogy ezzel hozzajarulasat adna ahhoz, hogy masok az adott felvetelt a · 
sajat celjaikra a megkerdezese nelk:iil felhasznaljak. A szemelyhez filz6d6 jogok megserteset kizar6 
hozzajarulasnak kifejezettnek kell lennie, azt nem lehet a jogosult terhere kiterjesztoen ertehnezni 
(BH.2002.7.). 

Az uj Ptk. 2:48. § (2) bekezdese alapjan engedely hianyaban el lehet kesziteni, illetve fel lehet 
hasznalni nyilvanos kozeleti szereplesr61 kesziilt felvetelt. Tekintettel arra, hogy az alperesek altal 
kozzetett mindket felvetel egyertehniien maganeleti esemenyt orokit meg, ezen feltetel nem all 
fenn. Ezert a bir6sag nem is vizsgalta, hogy a felperes kozszerepl6nek minosiil-e, !even, hogy ennek 
megallapitasa onmagaban a jogsertest nem zarja ki. 

A fentiek alapjan a bir6sag a Pp. 346/B. § (1) bekezdese es az uj Ptk. 2:51. § (1) bekezdes a), b) es 
d) pontja alapjan a jogsertest megallapitotta, kotelezte az alpereseket a fenykep eltavoHtasara es az
alpereseket a tovabbi jogsertest61 eltiltotta.

A bir6sag megjegyzi, hogy nem volt oka arra, hogy ne tartsa elfogadhat6nak, hogy a felperes a 
sajt6termekek kiad6it perelte. A Pp. 346/B. § (3) bekezdese akkent rendelkezik, hogy ha az, aki a 
kepmas keszitojenek vagy felhasznal6janak minosiil, nem terrneszetes szemely, fe!kent jar el akkor 
is, ha nines perbeli jogkepessege. Azonban rniutan a jogszabaly nem utal arra, hogy mely 
szervezetet lehet vagy kell alpereskent a kepmas felhasznal6janalc tekinteni, ezert a bir6sag a kiad6 
per!eset megfelelonek tala1ta. 

A bir6sag a felperesi kepviselo afaval novelt iigyved munkadijat 25.400 Ft-ban allapitotta meg a 
32/2003. (VIII.22.) IM rendelet 3. § (3) bekezdese alapjan, es ennek megfizetesere az alpereseket 
fele-fele aranyban kotelezte a Pp. 78. § (!) bekezdese alapjan. A felperes jogi kepviseloje 
targyalason harom megkezdett 6rat volt jelen, es a bir6sag a keresetlevel elkeszitesere tovabbi egy 
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munka6rat fogadott el. A bir6sag a Pp. 78. § (1) bekezdese es a 6/1986. (VI.26.) IM rendelet 13. § 
(2) bekezdese alapjan fe!e-fele aranyban kotelezte az alpereseket az illetek megfizetesere.

Az ftelet elleni fellebbezesi jogot a Pp. 233. § (1) bekezdese biztositja. 

Budapest, 2015. szeptember 30. 

A kiadmany hiteleiil: 

(G�� 

dr. Szabo Csilla s.k. 
bir6 
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City of New York, State of New York, County of New York 

I, Wendy Poon, hereby certify that the document "Judgment of the Budapest Court of 

Appeals dated April 26, 2016" is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, a true and 

accurate translation from Hungarian into English. 

mject Assistant 

Sworn to before me this 
April 17, 2017 

Stamp, Notary Public 
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JUNE 14, 2016 [handwritten:] 154 ’SZ’ 
Budapest Court of Appeals 
1.Pf.21.458/2015/4/11

 [emblem] 

In the appeal proceedings initiated by the first defendant under reference number 12 against Judgement 
number 70.P.22.409/2015/11 issued by the Budapest Court on September 30, 2015 in the action regarding the 
infringement of the right to likeness, initiated by plaintiff Aladár Baldauf (1052 Budapest, Semmelweis utca 
5), represented by the Dr. Gerbár and Dr. Kálmán Law Firm (1114 Budapest, Fehérvári út 84/a, person 
assigned to the case: lawyer Dr. Szilvia Gerbár) against first defendant atlatszo.hu Public Interest Non-Profit 
LLC (1084 Budapest, Déri Miksa utca 10), represented by lawyer Dr. Csaba Tordai (1054 Budapest, Vécsey 
utca 4), and second defendant Kinja LLC (1123 Budapest, Csörsz utca 40), represented by lawyer Dr. László 
Bodolai (2040 Budaörs, Tárogató utca 26), the Budapest Court of Appeals hereby issues the following  

Judgement: 

The Budapest Court of Appeals does not affect the non-contested part of the Judgement of the court of first 
instance, and it upholds the appealed provisions of the Judgement. 

It orders the first defendant to pay the plaintiff HUF 19,050 (nineteen thousand and fifty forints) for the costs 
of the appellate proceedings within 15 days. 

The non-imposed appeal fee of HUF 48,000 (forty-eight thousand forints) shall be borne by the State. 

No appeal may be filed against this Judgement. 

Part iculars 

On April 13, 2015, the atlatszo.hu online media product issued by the first defendant and the cink.hu online 
media product issued by the second defendant published articles in connection with the plaintiff, entitled 
“Former Party Leader Attacks with a Fake US Hair Stylist Diploma” and “We’ve Found the Hungarian Zelig 
by Accident”, respectively. A photo of the plaintiff downloaded from his Facebook page was used as 
illustration for the articles. In a letter dated May 7, 2015, the plaintiff asked the defendants to remove the 
infringing photo from the websites within 48 hours, demanded compensation and restoration of the situation 
preceding the infringement. The letter of formal notice was received by the first defendant on May 22, 2015 
and by the second defendant on May 20, 2015, but they failed to comply with it. 

In the action filed on June 5, 2015, the plaintiff requested the establishment of the fact that the first defendant 
and the second defendant infringed the plaintiff’s personality rights by using the photos without his consent. 
He requested that the Court order the defendants to discontinue the infringement and restore the situation 
preceding the infringement by removing the photos from the websites. In addition, he requested that the Court 
restrain the defendants from further infringement. 

In their substantive defense, the first defendant and second defendant requested that the action be dismissed. 

BUDAPEST COURT 53 
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In its Judgement, the court of first instance established that the first defendant had infringed the plaintiff’s 
personality right regarding the protection of likeness by using the plaintiff’s likeness without his consent, 
placing it next to the article entitled “Former Party Leader Attacks with a Fake US Hair Stylist Diploma”, 
published on April 13, 2015 in the atlatszo.hu online media product issued by the first defendant. The court 
established that the second defendant had infringed on the plaintiff’s personality right regarding the protection 
of likeness by using the plaintiff’s likeness without his consent, placing it next to the article entitled “We’ve 
Found the Hungarian Zelig by Accident”, published on April 13, 2015 in the cink.hu online media product 
issued by the second defendant. 
The court ordered the first defendant and the second defendant to remove the plaintiff’s likeness from next to 
the aforementioned articles published in the atlatszo.hu and cink.hu online media products. In addition, it 
restrained the defendants from further infringement. 
It ordered that the first defendant and the second defendant pay the plaintiff HUF 12,700 each for litigation 
costs. It ordered that the first defendant and the second defendant pay the State a non-imposed fee of HUF 
18,000 each, upon specific request. 
The court accepted that prior to filing an action, the plaintiff sent to the defendants a letter of formal notice 
regarding the likeness within the required deadline. Namely, the law does not provide for a deadline for 
complying with the plaintiff’s formal notice, leaving it up to the plaintiff. In his formal notice, the plaintiff 
indicated that the deadline for complying with his notice was 48 hours, i.e. two days. It can be established that 
the plaintiff filed an action within 15 days of the expiry of the said deadline.  
He indicated that pursuant to Article 2:48(1) of the Civil Code, the consent of the person affected shall be 
required for using his/her likeness. He underlined that the cited provision of Facebook’s Terms of Service 
only warns the user that his/her publicly shared photos might be used by others, but it does not provide for 
anything else. The fact that a person publishes a photo of himself/herself on an online platform used for such 
purpose does not mean that by doing so, he/she consents to others using the given photo for their own 
purposes, without asking for permission. The consent preventing infringement of personality rights shall be 
express, and it may not be interpreted extensively at the expense of the holder of the right. Considering that 
both photos published by the defendants clearly depict personal life events, Article 2:48(2) of the Civil Code 
does not apply. The court did not investigate whether the plaintiff was considered a public figure, as the 
establishment of such fact alone does not exclude the infringement. Based on the above, pursuant to Article 
346/B (1) of the Code of Civil Procedure and Article 2:51(1), points a), b) and d) of the new Civil Code, the 
court established that there had been an infringement, ordered the defendants to remove the photo and 
restrained them from further infringement. Based on Article 346/B (3), the court of first instance deemed that 
suing the publisher was appropriate. 

The first defendant filed an appeal against the above Judgement. In his appeal, he requested that the Budapest 
Court of Appeals amend the Judgement of the court of first instance, dismiss the action and order the plaintiff 
to pay the litigation costs. Following citation of Article 2:44 of the Civil Code, he indicated that according to 
the case-law of the Constitutional Court, the freedom of expression and freedom of press defined under 
Article IX (1) and (2) of the Fundamental Law shall apply also to photos published by the press, in connection 
with the right to likeness, hence it should be investigated in each specific case whether restriction of the 
freedom of press is justified by the protection of the right to human dignity. 
According to the first defendant, Article 2:44 of the Civil Code applies also in connection with personality 
rights and hence the right to likeness, so an action regarding the infringement of the right to likeness may be 
dismissed not only in cases when the plaintiff gave consent and the cases defined under Article 2:48(2), but 
infringement of the right to likeness cannot be established either if the use is in line with Article 2:44. 
The plaintiff’s public Facebook page, which is accessible to anyone without logging in, attached to the 
proceedings, provides extensive information on the plaintiff’s public engagement. In this context, he refers to 
himself as “journalist, reporter and policy-maker”. He claims that he “contributes to the steering of the 
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country’s chariot not only as a businessman”, giving a long list of his various public roles. According to the 
defendant, in his public appearances the plaintiff thus demands a public role, and is hence considered a public 
figure according to the case decision published under reference number BDT1999.4 
The article was dealing with public affairs, presenting a network of companies that can be tied to the plaintiff. 
Accordingly, the defendant’s actions fall within the most protected scope of freedom of expression. The 
published photo of the plaintiff was shared by the plaintiff himself, who posted it with so called „Public” 
setting, meaning that its use does not infringe the right to human dignity, as it cannot be assumed that 
someone would deliberately share with the general public a photo violating his/her human dignity. 
He cited Article XXVIII of the Fundamental Law and AB Decision 28/2014 (IX.29) of the Constitutional 
Court. He did so to support the argument that the plaintiff had deliberately stepped out of the private sector 
and decided on his own that the contested photo appropriately represented the public manifestation of his 
personality. That is why, in the light of the prohibition of abuse of right defined under Article 1:5(1) of the 
Civil Code, the plaintiff is not entitled to seek legal protection in connection with the reproduction of a photo 
that he himself had made public, as it would be in conflict with the purpose of the law. 

In his defense on appeal, the plaintiff requested that the Judgement of the court of first instance be upheld. He 
underlined that by publishing the photos on Facebook, the plaintiff had not consented to their use by others. 
Acceptance of Facebook’s Terms of Service cannot be interpreted as consent to the use of the photo. He 
disagreed that the plaintiff was a public figure, noting that the photos had been taken in and depicted personal 
life situations, hence they were not subject to free use even if the plaintiff had been considered a public figure. 
He cited Curia Decision Number Pf.IV.21.553/2204. 

The appeal is unfounded. 

The court of first instance reviewed the relevant evidence presented by the parties, established the facts 
correctly based on the available data, fully cited the laws governing the ruling on the action, and issued a 
founded Judgement on the merits of the case, following proper application of such laws. With regard to the 
first defendant’s arguments for appeal, the Budapest Court of Appeals indicates as follows. 

Pursuant to Article 2:48(1) of the Civil Code, the consent of the person affected shall be required for 
producing or using his/her likeness or recorded voice. Pursuant to paragraph (2), the consent of the relevant 
person is not required for recording his/her likeness or voice, and for the use of such recording if made of a 
crowd or in a public event. Pursuant to Article 2:44, exercising the fundamental rights relating to the free 
debate of public affairs may diminish the protection of the personality rights of public figures, to the extent 
necessary and proportionate, without prejudice to human dignity. 

There is no doubt that the photos depicting the plaintiff and used by the first defendant and the second 
defendant were also published by the plaintiff himself, on the Facebook page registered under his name. 
However, this can absolutely not be interpreted in a way that they can be subsequently published by anyone, 
anywhere, in connection with any topic, even if Facebook’s Terms of Service technically provide for such an 
option. Namely, provision of consent to publish shall be reviewed not generally, but on a case by case basis, 
and the depicted person shall be entitled to decide who can use his/her likeness, in what way, in what scope, 
and in connection with what kind of messages it can be used as illustration. 
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Article 2:44 of the Civil Code does not provide either for an authorization to use the plaintiff’s likeness 
subject to litigation. According to the applicable law, the likeness of a person assuming a public role recorded 
during his/her public appearance may be used without the relevant person’s consent only in connection with 
his/her public appearance, within the scope defined by and for the purpose of presenting his/her public 
expressions. Contrary to the first defendant’s position, the likeness of public figures is not subject to free use, 
and photos taken of their personal life events shall not be used as illustrations for various ways of thinking or 
opinions that are independent of the specific expressions of the public figure. The fact that the plaintiff used to 
assume a public role in the past alone does not give the press the right to reproduce any likeness of the 
plaintiff depicting his personal life events, without his consent, for any purpose. Therefore, the photos 
depicting the plaintiff were published without the plaintiff’s consent, in an arbitrary manner, resulting in the 
infringement of the plaintiff’s personality rights. 

In the light of the above, pursuant to Article 253(2) of the Code of Civil Procedure, the Budapest Court of 
Appeals has upheld the decision of the court of first instance, which was made on the merits of the case and 
based on the right causes. Considering that the first defendant is the losing party in the appeal proceedings in 
connection with his appeal, the Court of Appeals has ruled on the appeal proceedings costs pursuant to Article 
78(1) of the Code of Civil Procedure. Accordingly, the first defendant shall reimburse the plaintiff for the 
costs of the appeal proceedings defined under Article 3(2), (5) and (6) of Decree 32/2003 (VIII.22) of the 
Minister of Justice, to be paid based on Article 4/A. Pursuant to Article 5(1) d) of Act XCIII of 1990, the first 
defendant is exempt from duties, thus the non-imposed appeal fee shall be borne by the State. 

Budapest, April 26, 2016 

Sgd. Dr. Zita Polák Fermanné 
Head of Panel 

Sgd. Dr. Zsuzsanna Szabó Véghné 
Judge Rapporteur 

Sgd. Dr. Mária Hegedűs 
Judge 

Certified true copy: [initials] 
Dr. Zsuzsanna Horváth, Court Reporter 
[stamp:] BUDAPEST COURT OF APPEALS 
        74, BUDAPEST 
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2016 JON 1 4. 

fovarosi iteloti\bla 
1.Pf.21.458/2015/4/II.

A Fclvarosi ltelotabla a Dr. Gcrbar es Dr. Kalman Ogyvccli Iroda (1114 Budapest, Fehervari t'1t 84/a., 
tigyintezo: cir. Gerb6r Szilvia Ugyvecl) altal kepviselt Baldauf Alnclar (1052 Budapest, Semmclweis utca 
5 .) feJperesnck, a cir. Tordai Csaba Ugyved (1054 Budapest, V ecsey utca 4.) altal kepviselt atlatszo.hu 
Kcizhasz11(1 Nonprofit Kft. (l 084 Budapest, Deri l'vliksa utca I 0.) T. rend(\, a cir. Boclolai Laszlo iigyved 
(2040 Bud8ors, Tarogat6 utca 26.) {1ltal kepviselt Kinja Kft. (1123 Budapest, Csorsz utca 40.) II. rend(\ 
alpcresck ellen kepmashoz val6 jog rnegsertesenek megallapitasa in'mt inclitott pereben a Fovaros.i 
T6rv6nyszck 2015. szeptember 30. napj{m mcghozott 70.P.22.409/2015/11. szam(1 itelete ellen az I. 
rendi'i aJperes rcszerol 12. sorsz,1111 alatt el6te1jesztctt fellebbezes folytt111 mcghozta a ki.hetkezo 

ite l e tet : 

A Fovarosi ftelbtabla az elsofoki.'1 bfr6sag ftcletenek nem fcJlebbezett reszet nem erinli, fellebbezett 
l·encldkezeseit helybenlrngyja. 

Kotelezi az T. rend(\ a!pcrest, hogy 15 napon bc!Cil fizessen meg a felperestiek 19.050 (Tizenkilencezer
otven) forint masodfoki'.1 perkoltseget. 

A le nem r6tt 48.000 (Ncgyvcnnyolcezcr) forint fellebbezesi illeteket c1z al 1nm viseli. 

Az ftelet ell en fellebbezesnek nines lielye. 

Indo k o l a s 

Az r. renc!C1 alperes altal kiaclott atlalszo.liu, es II. renclt'.'t alperes altal kiadott cink.hu internctes 
sajt6termek 2015. :1prilis lJ-an ,,Amerikai karnu-focln1szclip.lo111aval tamacl az ex-partvezet6" cfmmcl es 
,,VCletlentil mcgtalaltuk a magyar Zeliget!" cimmcl a fclpercssel kapcsolatban t'1jsagcikket tett kozze. A

cikk illusztraci6jnkent a felperes Facebook olclalar6J lctoltott foJperest abrazol6 fenykep szercpel. 
Felpercs 2015. majus 7-en kelt lcvelben felhivta az alpcreseket, hogy a jogserto fenykepeket 48 6nh1
beHil tavolitsak el a honlapr61, kl)vetelte megfelelo elegtetel ada.sat, illetve a jogscrtest megeloz6 allapot 
helyre,\llftasM. A fe1sz6lit6 levelet T. rend(\ alpcres 2015. rnajus 22-en, IL rendfl alperes 2015. 1m1jus 20-
an atvette, annak nern tettek elcget. 

Felperes 20 l 5. jrmius 5-cn erkezett kereseteben annak megalJapitasat k6rte, hogy az I. es H. rencl(i 
alpercsek megsertettek a fclperes szcmelyhez f(\zocl6 jogait a fenykepck hozzc1jarnlas nelkUli 
felhasznalas{lval. Kcrte, hogy kotelezzc a bir6sag az alpcreseket a jogsertcs abbahagyasarn, illetve a 
jogsertest megelc\zo allapot helyre,1llit{1s{1ra oly m6don, hogy a fenykepfelveteleket tavolits{tk el az 
t)lclalr61. Kcrte tovabb11, bogy a bir6sag az alperescket a tovabbi jogsertcst61 tiltsa el.

I. cs IL rcndi.\ alperesek erclerni ellenkerelmlikben a keresct elntasft{1sat inditvanyozt,1k.
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Az els6fokt'1 bir6s{1g iteletevel .megallapftolta, hogy az I. rend(\ alperes megsertetle a f'eJperes keprnas 
vedelmehez ff1z6d6 szernelyisegi jogat azzal, hogy az altala kiaclott atlatszo.hu internetes sajt6terrnekben 
2015. aprilis 13. napjan megjelent ,,Amerikai kamu-fodraszdiplomaval tamad az ex-partvezeto" cimC1 
cikk mellett engedely nelkOI felhasznalta a felperes kepmasat. lvfegallapftotta, hogy a IL rendi'1 alperes 
megsertette cl folperes kepmas vedelmehez fftz6cl6 szernelyisegi jogat azzcll, hogy az altala kiadott 
cink.hu internetes sajt6termekben 2015. aprilis 13-an megjelenl ,,VeletlenUI megtalalt11k a rnagyar 
Zeliget!" cirn(J cikk rneIIett cngedely nelki.il felhasznalta a fclperes kepmasat. 
Kotelezte az I. es II. rendi'.\ alperest, hogy az atlcltszo.hu es cl cink.hu internctes sajt6termekbol a fenti 
cikk mcl!ol a felperes keprnasat tavolftsa el. Egybcn az alpereseket a tovabbi jogsertest61 eltiltotla. 
Klitclezte az I. cs IL rend(\ alperest, hogy klilon-kiilon fizessenek meg n felperes rcszcrc 12.700-12.700 
fori nt perklil tseget. Kotclezte az I. es a II. t·end(\ nl perest, hogy kiilon fel h iv11sra fizessenek meg az {ill am 
javara fejenkent 18.000-18.000 forint le ncm r6tt illeteket. 
Elfogadta, hogy a felperes a perinditast megeloz6en megfelel6 lrntc1ridoben k6zolte a kepm{tssal 
kapcsolatos folsz61ft,\st az alperesekkel. A jogszab,1ly nern hat{troz ugyanis meg hataric16t a fclperes 
lelhiv,1s{mak tcljcsitcsere, ezt a felperesre bizza. A Celperes a felsz6lft{1sban 48 6rM, azclz kct napot jclolt 
rncg a kerelrne teljesitesenek hataridejekent. Megallapfthat6, hogy a felperes ezen hat{iriclo le!eltet61 
sz{trnitott l 5 napon bellil beny{1jtotta a kcrese!levelet. 
Ramutatott, hogy a Ptk. 2:48. § (1) bekezdese szerint a keprnas feJhasznalasahoz az crintetl szcmcly 
hozzajarulasa sziikseges. Kiemelte, hogy a Facebook fellrnsznalasi feltetelcinek felhfvott renclelkezesc 
csak figyclmcztcti a fellrnszn{tl6t, hogy nyilvanos mcgosztas cscten a kepei felhasznalhat6kka v{dnak 
mc1s szemely szamarn, ennel tobbet azonban nem tartalmaz. Az, hogy egy szemely egy erre alkalnrns 
interneles feHileten kepet tesz kl)zze magfa61, nem jelenti azt, hogy ezzel hozziti,1rulast adna ahhoz, hogy 
rnasok az altala adott felvetelt sajat celjaikra megkerclezes nelkLil felhaszm1lji-1k. A szernelyhez ff1z6cl6 
jogok megscrteset kizai-6 hozz,�arulasnak kifejezettnek kell lennie, azt 'ne;ll lehct a jogosult terhere 
kite1jeszt6en ertelmczni. Tckintettel arra, hogy az alperes nltal kozzetctt mindket felvetel egyertclm(1e11 
rnag{meleti esemenyt orokit meg, a Ptk. 2:,!8. § (2) bckezclese sem alkalrnazhat6. 1\ bfr6s,\g nem 
vizsgcl!ta, hogy a felperes kozszereplonek minos(il-e, mert ennek rneg,1llapHitsa 01u1rngabm1 a jogsertest 
nem za1:ja ki. A fentiek alapjan n bir6sag a Pp. 346/B. § (I ) bekezdese es az t'.1j Ptk. 2:51. § (I ) bekezcles 
a), b) es cl) pontja alapjan a jogsertest megallapftotta, kotelczte az alperesekct a fenykep eltavoJft{lsarn es
oket a tovM-ibi jogscrtestol cltiltotta. Az els6fokt'1 bfr6sag a kiad6 perlesct a Pp. 346/B. § (3) bekezdcse 
alapjan rnegfelelonek fogadta el. 

Az itelettel szembcn L rendf1 alpercs te1:jesztelt elo fellebbezest. Ebben azt kerte, hogy a F6vMosi 
itelot{1bla az els6fokt'.1 bir6sag iteletet valtoztassa mcg, a kcrcsetet utasitsa el, felpercst pcclig rnaraszt<1lja 
pcrkoltscgben. A Ptk. 2:44. § felbiv11sat kcivet6en dmrntatott, hogy az Alkotm{mybfr6sag gyakorlata 
szerint a sajt6 t'.1tj�\n kozzetctt fcnykcpfelvetelek eseteben n keprn11shoz val6 joggal osszefUggesbcn is 
alkalmazni kell az AlapWrveny IX. cikkeben a velernenynyilv{inft11s szabacls,1gat es a sajt6szabads{1got 
elismero (1) es (2) bekezclest, fgy minden cgyes konkret Ligyben meg kell vizsg�1lni, hogy a 
sajt6szabads{1g ervenyesUlesenek korlMozasat inclokolja-c az ernberi melt6sc1g vedclrnehez vn16 jog. 
Az I. rendC1 alperes allaspontja szerint n szcmelyisegi joggal, igy a keprnashoz val6 joggal 
osszcfiiggesben is alkalmazancl6 a Ptk. 2:44. §-a, igy nem pusztan az v.ezct a kcpmashoz val6 jog 
rncgsertcsere iranyul6 kercset elutasitasara, ha a felperes bozzajr\rulast ad, vagy a Ptk. 2:48. § (2) 
bekezdesenek esetei allnak fenn, hanem a keprnashoz val6 jog rnegsertese akkor sem allapftha!6 meg, lrn 
a fellrnszn{tl{1s megf'elel a 2:44. §-aban· fogla[taknak. 
f'dperes nyilv{rnos, bejclcntkezes nelklil barki szamarn elerhet6, az eljaras soran csatolt Facebook olclala 
hosszasan foglalkozik a felperes k6zeleti szcrepvfrl lalasaval. Ennek keretebcn 6nmagat ,,(ljsagir6, 
riportcr, szakpo Ii ti kus" megjeW lesekkel illcti. K ijelenli, hogy ,,nem csak mint lizletember scgf ti az 
ors:;,ag s7.ekerenck iranyit{isat", illetve hosszasan sorolja ki.'ilonbi5z6 k6zeleti szerepvallalasait. Az alperesi 
all,\spont szerint erre tekintettel a felperes a nyilv{inossag e16tt a kozszereples igcnycvel lcp fel, fgy a 
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BDT 1999. 4. sz.{1111011 kozzetett eseti dontes szerint kozelcti szercplonek rninostil. 
A cikk koztiggyel foglalkozott, egy felpereshez kotheto ceghal6zatot mutatott be. Az alperesi 111agatart,1s 
ennek 111egfclel6en a velernenynyilvanftas szabacls{1ganak legin.kabb veclett klirebe tartozik. A fclperesrol 
ki:izi:ilt felvetelt felperes maga osztotta meg, 11gy11evezctt ,,Public" beallitassal kozzetette, ebbol az 
kovctkezik, hogy az emberi melt6sagot ennek felhasznMasa nem serti, hiszen nem feltetelezhet6, hogy 
tudatosnn i:inmagar61 bfo'ki a rnelt6s{1gat serlo fenykepet oszt meg a szeles nyilvanossaggal. 
Felbivta az Alaptbrveny XXVIIr. cikket, az Alkotrnanybfr6s{1g 28/2014. (TX. 29.) szarn11 AB hat{1rozatat. 
Ezzel k.iv,1nta azt az ervdest al{1tarnasztm1i, miszcrint a felperes cinkent maga lepctt ki a maganszfcrab61, 
rnaga lrnt{1rozott (1gy, hogy a kifog{1solt tenykepfelvetcl megfeleloen kifejezi a szerneJyjsegenek a 
kiilvil{1g lcle val6 rnegnyilvanul{1sal. tppen ezert a Ptk. 1 :5. § (I) bekezclese szcrint joggal val6 
visszaclcs tilalm{1ra is figyelemmel a felperes nem keresbet jogvedclmet az altala nyilvanossagra hozott 
fenykep utankozlesevel kapcsolatban, mert az elszakadna a jog celjat61. 

Fclpercs l'cllebbezesi ellenkerelmeben az elsofokl't bir6sag fteletenek helybenhagyasat indftvanyozta. 
Hangst'1lyozta, hogy a felperes a fenykepek Faccbook-on vat6 kozzetetelevel a masok altal va16 
felhasznal{1shoz nern j{1rult hozz{1. A Facebook szab{1lyzat elfogad,:1sa a fenykepfelvetel felhasznalas{1hoz 
val6 bozza_j:!trulaskent nem 6rtelmezhet6. Yitatta, hogy a felpcres kozszereplo, a fclvetelek egyebkcnt is 
magfo1eleti szituaci6kban kesz(iltek, azt abl"c\zolj{tk, ezcrt meg akkor sem kcpez.ik szabd felhaszn{llas 
t,frgyat, ha a felpercs kozcleti szereplc\nek rninosi.ilne. felhfvta a lGll"ia Pf.IV.21.553/2004. szaml'.1 
don lcsel. 

A fellebbezes alaptalrm. 

Az elsofokt'.1 bfr6s{1g a felek altal felajanlo!t es relevanciaval bir6 bizonyftast lefolytatta, a rendelkezesrc 
Ml6 adatok ,alapjan a tenyallast helyesen {dlapftotta meg, a kcreset clbirah:1sa szempontjab61 iranyad6 
jogszabitlyokat 1narnclektalannl felhivtc1, nrnjd c1zok hclytall6 alkalmazas,11 ki:ivctocn megalapozoH erdcmi 
dc;ntest hozott. Az T. rendO alperes follcbbezesi ervelescvel osszcfHggesben a Fov,1rosi ftelotabla az 
alabbiakrn nrntat di. 

A Ptk. 2:48. § (1) bekczclese szerint keprnas vagy hangfelvetel elk6szftcsehez es fellrnsznal{1sc1hoz az 
erintctt szernely hozz{�jarulasa sziikseges. A (2) bckezdcs szerint nines sziikseg az erintett 
hozzaj,1rul,1sarn, a felvctel clkeszitcsehez es az elkeszitett felvetel fclhasznftlasahoz, tornegfelvetel es 
nyilv{mos kozeleti szcreplcsrol kesziilt felv6tel cseten. A 2:44. § szerint a kozi.igyck szabad vitatasat 
biztosftt'i alapjogok gyakorl{1sc1 a ki)zeleti szerepk\ szernelyisegi jogainak vedclmet sziikseges es aranyos 
mertckben, 8Z cmberi 111e]t6s,1g sere]me ne[kiil kor]{\(oz]rntja. 

Kctscgtelcn, hogy a felperesl {1bn1zol6 cs I. cs IL rend('1 alperes· a Ital fcJlrnsznalt fclvctclckel a felpcres az 
{tltalc1 regisztralt Facebook olclalon nrnga is nyilvanossagra hozta. Ez azonban scmmikeppcn nern 
ertelrnezhct6 akkcnt, hogy azokat czt k.ovetoen barki, b{irbol, lx\rmilyen tc1rn1val osszcfiiggesben 
kozolheti, abban az esetbcn sem, ha errc a Facebook felhasznalasi feltetelci szcrint technikailc1g 
Jehet6scg van. A nyilv,1110ss{1grn hozatalhoz val6 hozzajMulas megadasa ugyanis nem altalanossagban, 
hanem minclen esetben kiilon-kiilon vizsgalancl6, az abrazolt szemely jogosult annak meghataroz,1sara, 
hogy kcpnu1sat ki, rnilyen 1116don es korben, milyen mondanival6 illusztraci6jakent hasznalja fel. 

Nem ad felhatalmazitst a Celpercs kepmas{1nak perbeli felhasztullasara a Ptk. 2:44. § sem. Az 
alkalmazand6 jogszabalyok. szerint a kozeleti szcrepet v,1llal6 szernelyek kozeleti szercplcse alkalmaval 
keszlill kepmasn csak kozszercpleslikkel osszefoggesben, a kozeleti megnyilvanul{1sai alt,d 
rneghatarozotl korben, nnnak bcmutat,1sara hasznMhat<'i fol az erintelt hozz,\jaru!asa nclkiil. I. rend(\ 
alperes all,1spontj{1val ellentetben czert a ki:izelct resztvev6inek kepm{isa ncm szabacl felhasznalas targya, 
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Fov11rosi ftelo1<:1blE1 
1. P f.2 I .458/2015/4/IT. 4 

mag,1neleti esemcnyekrol kcszO!t f'elvetelek nem szolgalhatnak ktilonbi:iz6, a kozszereplo konkrct 
mcgnyilvanulasE1it6! ftiggctlen gonclolati tartnlmak, velcmcnyck illusztralas{trn. Onmag,1ban az a 
kor[ilmeny, hogy a fclperes korabban kozelcti szcrepet vallcdt, a sajtot nem jogosftja fel arm, hogy a 
felpcres nrnganeleti esemenyeit rnegori:ikito keprnasnt hozz,1jarulasa nelkOl ut6bb ln1rrnilye11 celb6l 
fellrnszn{dja. A felperest abrazol6 fenykepek kozzetetcle ezert folpcres hozz{1jarulasa nelki.il, onkenyesen 
torten!, azaz a felperes szemelyisegi joga serelrncvcl j{irt. 

A fentiekre tekintettel az els6foki.'1 bir6sag crc!embcn es inclokainal fogva is helytc1116 clonteset a F6v{1rosi 
ftelotabln a Pp. 253. § (2) bekezclese alapjan helybenhagyta. rvlivel a masoclfokt.'1 eljaras soran I. rend(\ 
alperes fellebbezeset illetoen pcrvcsztes, a m{1sodfok(1 perkoltsegrol az ftelot,1bla a Pp. 78. § (l) bekczdcs 
alapjan hatarozolt. Ennek megfelelocn I. rcnch\ alperes lsotcJes mcgfizetni fclperes javarn a 32/2003.

(VIII. 22.) IM renclelet 3. § (2), (5) es (6) bekczcleseben foglalt es a 4/A. § alapjan jar6 masoclfok(t 
perkciltseget. I. rcnd(i a[peres az 1990. evi XCIII. torveny 5. § (I) bekezdes cl) pontja alapjan 
ii lctekrnentes, a le ncrn r6tt fellebbezesi i lleteket e7.ert az allmn vise! i. 

Budapest, 2016. clprilis 26. 

Veghne cir. Szabo Zsuzsannn s.k. 
eload6 bfr6 

/ :·\-.0:.,i/1 /, ,, 
/ :,,.·:· '('. . 

1; ') ' ' . \ 

A kiaclmany hit.elci.il: -ff�::) 
cir. I:forvath Zst\z,sannp frqok '' 

\ . ' . / 
\' '. '· t/_. 

Ferrnanne dr. Polak Zita s.k. 
a tanacs elni:>ke 

cir. Hegedfis M{iria s.k. 
bir6 
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DJ 
TRANSPERFECT 

City ofNew York, State of New York, County of New York 

I, Casey Dianni, hereby certify that the .. K&H Bank Zrt." document is, to the best of my 

knowledge and belief and within the given parameters, a true and accurate translation 

from Hungarian into English. 

Sworn to before me this 

April 17, 2017 

� dd......,_____ 

t - -- t 

THREE PARK AVENUE, 39TH FLOOR, NEW YORK, NY 10016 I T 2 12.689.5555 I F 212.689.1059 I WWW.TRANSPERFECT.COM 

OFFICES IN 90 CITIES WORLDWIDE 
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K&H Bank Zrt. [logo:] K&H 

1095 Budapest, Lechner Ödön fasor 9. 

Tel: (06 1) 328 9000  

Fax: (06 1) 328 9696  

Budapest 1851  

www kh.hu • bank@kh hu 

Transaction data 

Transaction type Bank wire – electronic, outside of bank 

Accounting amount -12,700 HUF Settlement amount -12,700 HUF

Accounting value date 07/20/2016 

Originator’s name Kinja Kft. 

Originator’s account 

number 

HU77 1040 1093 0002 

7539 0000 0002 

Originator bank K&H BANK ZRT 

Transaction ID Comment Aladár Baldauf legal costs 

Unique ID: NOTPROVIDED 

Date of settlement 07/20/2016 

Transaction value date Transaction date 07/20/2016 

Other data 

Originator’s ID Partner’s ID 

Originator’s type Partner’s type 

Originator’s country code  HU Partner’s country code 

Originator’s ID type Partner’s ID type 

Statistics code Organization ID 

Wire transfer authorization 

category 

Wire transfer authorization 

Actual originator Actual partner 

Actual originator’s ID Actual partner’s ID 

Actual originator’s ID type Actual partner’s ID type 

Actual originator Actual partner 

Actual originator’s type Actual partner’s type 

[logo:] 

K&H - 

THE BANK OF THE HUNGARIAN PARALYMPIC TEAM 

Member of the KBC Group 

Company registry number: Cg. 01-10-041043  Registrar: Company Registry Court of Budapest Capital Regional 

Court 
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K&H Bank Zrt.

1095 Budapest, Lechner Ödön fasor 9.
telefon: (06 1) 328 9000
fax: (06 1) 328 9696
Budapest 1851
www.kh.hu • bank@kh.hu

tranzakció adatai
tranzakció típus Átutalás -elektronikus bankon kívül

könyvelt összeg -12,700 HUF elszámolás összege -12,700 HUF

könyvelés értéknapja 2016.07.20 tranzakció összege

megbízó neve Kinja Kft.

megbízó számlaszáma HU77 1040 1093 0002 7539 0000
0002

megbízó bank K&H BANK ZRT

tranzakció azonosító

egyedi azonosító NOTPROVIDED

elszámolás napja 2016.07.20

tranzakció értéknapja

közlemény Baldauf Aladár perköltség

tranzakció dátuma 2016.07.20

egyéb adatok
megbízó azonosítója partner azonosítója

megbízó típusa partner típusa

megbízó országkódja HU partner országkódja

megbízó azonosító
típusa

partner azonosító típusa

statisztikai kód szervezetazonosító

átutalás jogcímeátutalás jogcím
kategóriája

tényleges megbízó tényleges partner
tényleges partner
azonosítója

tényleges megbízó
azonosítója
tényleges megbízó
azonosító típusa
tényleges megbízó

tényleges megbízó
típusa

tényleges partner
azonosító típusa
tényleges partner

tényleges partner típusa
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