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1 |likely. I think it probably just doesn't work. But --

2 |that's why | say less than 1. If you run a device that

3 | doesn't produce excess heat, you do have a COP of |ess than
4 | 1.

5 Q Now -- but at that time, did you have any

6 | objection to reporting to investors that it had produced a
7 | COP of 1.3?

8 A Yes. See |'ve nentioned that. | nentioned the

9 | 1.3 tines COP test; but if you feel we should phrase it in
10 | a better way, |let nme know, neani ng nore caveats.

11 So clearly that was being discussed. And | don't
12 | know for certain if that was the draft that went to

13 | investors or not. | don't know. So if that was ultimately
14 | comunicated to investors, again, it's not |ike Tom was

15 | communi cating something gravely positive. |t was nore or
16 | less a negative. Right?

17 | mean, we -- we thought that this thing was

18 | sinple and easy and that you woul d have a nmuch hi gher COP
19 | than that. So it was a -- it was not a -- even though it's
20 | reporting an over 1 COP, it was overall a negative
21 | communi cation, as you can tell fromreading.
22 Q Go going back for just a nmonent to the validation
23 |test carried out in Ferrara, Italy, on or about April 30 or
24 | the beginning of May 2013, that's referenced in this update
25 | as well fromJuly 2013. And | would direct you under the
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1 | Industrial Heat update July 2013, the second paragraph,

2 | about halfway through, it says [as read]: During the test,
3 | we operated 37 different reactors for periods ranging from
4 | 24 hours to a few hours and the results were good. CQur

5 | engineer and the independent engineer operating the test

6 | reported that the nmachi nes produced far nore energy than

7 | they required to operate, nearly 11 tinmes as nuch in sone
8 | instances, versus our test requirenents of 6 tines during
9 | the 24-hour test.

10 Do you see that?

11 A | see that.

12 Q Was that the update that you provided to

13 | investors?

14 A | image that some formof this update went out.
15 | And this may be a final draft. |'mnot sure. But, again,
16 |it's -- the context there is that broadly we were feeling
17 | positive at the tinme and we didn't know what we didn't

18 | know.

19 And, frankly, we weren't as sophisticated in the
20 | -- in the neasurenent of heat, heat flows and calorinetry
21 | as we should have been. So |I think that is apparent in

22 | later updates. Anyway.

23 Q So at the tine you had no question whatsoever as
24 | to those results?

25 MR BELL: Objection to form
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