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UNITED STATES
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20549
FORM 10-Q
(Mark One)
[0 QUARTERLY REPORT UNDER SECTION 13 OR 15(d) OF THE SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934
For the quarterly period ended March 31, 2015

[l TRANSITION REPORT UNDER SECTION 13 OR 15(d) OF THE EXCHANGE ACT

For the transition period from to

Commission file number 02-69494

GLOBAL GOLD CORPORATION
(Exact name of small business issuer in its charter

DELAWARE 13-3025550
(State or other jurisdiction of (IRS Employer
incorporation or organization) Identification No.)

555 Theodore Fremd Avenue, Rye, NY 10580
(Address of principal executive offices)

(914) 9250020

(Issuer's telephone number)

Not applicable
(Former name, former address and former fiscal, yeelhanged since last report)

Indicate by check mark whether the registrantif@jifall reports required to be filed by Sectionak3.5(d) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934
during the preceding 12 months (or for such shqréeiod that the registrant was required to filebsteports), and (2) has been subject to suchyfilin
requirements for the past 90 days. Yes Noll

Indicate by check mark whether the registrant ldsrstted electronically and posted on its corpok&eb site, if any, every Interactive Data File
required to be submitted and posted pursuant te R of Regulation S-T (8232.405 of this chapderjng the preceding 12 months (or for such
shorter period that the registrant was requiresutamit and post such files). Yes Noll

Indicate by check mark whether the registrantlarge accelerated filer, an accelerated filer, a-accelerated filer, or a smaller reporting
company. See definitions of “large acceleratk fi “accelerated filer” and “smaller reportingropany” in Rule 12b-2 of the Exchange Act.

Large accelerated filer 0 Accelerated filer 0
Non-accelerated filer [1 (Do not check if smaller reporting company) Seraeporting company 0
Indicate by check mark whether the registrantsbell company (as defined in Rule 12b-2 of the Exge Act). Yes]  Noll

As of May 19, 2015 there were 90,130,475 shargékeofssuer's Common Stock outstanding.
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PART | - FINANCIAL INFORMATION

Item 1. Financial Statements.

GLOBAL GOLD CORPORATION AND SUBSIDIARIES

CONDENSED CONSOLIDATED BALANCE SHEETS

March 31, December 31,
2015 2014
(Unaudited)
ASSETS
CURRENT ASSETS:
Cash $ 937 $ 10,78:
Inventories 567,15¢ 566,42¢
Tax refunds receivable 92,58: 92,58:
Receivable from sale, net of impairment of $16,888, - -
Other current assets 82,97¢ 82,167
TOTAL CURRENT ASSETS 743,65t 751,95t
LICENSES, net of accumulated amortization of $3,498 and $3,035,918, respectively 99,43¢ 174,01¢
DEPOSITS ON CONTRACTS AND EQUIPMENT 1,678,43 1,570,62!
PROPERTY, PLANT AND EQUIPMENT, net of accumulategbdeciation of $2,852,720 and
$2,802,160, respectively 570,88« 597,50(
$ 3,092,411 $ 3,094,09!
LIABILITIES AND STOCKHOLDERS' DEFICIT
CURRENT LIABILITIES:
Accounts payable and accrued expenses $ 5,728,40. $ 5,141,38.
Wages payable 1,946,86! 1,805,87
Employee loans 140,52: 142,14:
Advance from customer 87,02( 87,02(
Secured line of credit - short term portion - 128,01¢
Current portion of mine owners debt facilities 3,294,69: 3,075,971
Convertible note payable 1,500,001 1,500,001
Advances payable Consolidated Resources - relaiey p 394,24 394,24
Current portion of note payable to Directors 2,310,12 2,201,12
TOTAL CURRENT LIABILITIES 15,401,86 14,475,78
Commitments and contingencies - -
DEFICIT:
GLOBAL GOLD CORPORATION STOCKHOLDERS' DEFICIT:
Common stock $0.001 par, 100,000,000 shares am#thr87,882,97at March 31, 2015 and Decem
31, 2014, shares issued and outstanding 87,88: 87,88
Additional paid-in-capital 44,938,08 44911,74
Accumulated deficit (55,821,44) (55,433,90)
Accumulated other comprehensive income 1,297,63! 1,445,75!
TOTAL GLOBAL GOLD CORPORATION STOCKHOLDERS' DEFICIT (9,497,83) (8,988,51)
NONCONTROLLING INTEREST (2,811,61) (2,393,16)
TOTAL DEFICIT (12,309,45) (11,381,68)
TOTAL LIABILITIES AND EQUITY $ 309241 $ 3,094,09

The accompanying notes are an integral part oktheaudited condensed consolidated financial staitsn




GLOBAL GOLD CORPORATION AND SUBSIDIARIES

CONDENSED CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF OPERATIONS AND COMPREHENSIVE LOSS

(Unaudited)
For the three months ended
March 31, 2015 March 31, 2014
OPERATING EXPENSES:
General and administrative $ 435,78: $ 386,64(
Mining and exploration costs - 109,53¢
Amortization and depreciation 107,38: 105,32¢
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 543,16¢ 601,50:
Operating Loss (543,16¢) (601,507
OTHER EXPENSES:
Interest expense 120,50: 77,94¢
Total Other Expenses 120,50: 77,94"
Net Loss (663,66 (679,449
Less: Net loss applicable to noncontrolling interes (276,129 (203,03
Net loss applicable to Global Gold Corporation Casnrshareholder (387,539 (476,419
Foreign currency translation adjustment (290,439 (295,57()
Comprehensive Net Loss (677,97) (771,98)
Less: Comprehensive net loss applicable to noneliinty interest 142,31! 144,82¢
Comprehensive Net Loss applicable to Global Gadrporation Common Shareholders $ (535,66 $ (627,156
NET LOSS PER SHARI- BASIC AND DILUTED $ (0.00 $ (0.09)
WEIGHTED AVERAGE SHARES OUTSTANDING - BASIC AND DIUTED 87,882,97 87,272,97

The accompanying notes are an integral part ottbheaudited condensed consolidated financial staitsn




GLOBAL GOLD CORPORATION AND SUBSIDIARIES

CONDENSED CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF CASH FLOWS

(Unaudited)

OPERATING ACTIVITIES:

Net loss

Adjustments to reconcile net loss to net cash usegerating activities:
Amortization of unearned compensation
Amortization expense
Depreciation expense

Changes in operating assets and liabilities:
Other current and non current assets
Accounts payable and accrued expenses
Accrued interest
Wages payable

NET CASH FLOWS PROVIDED BY (USED IN) OPERATING ACVITIES
INVESTING ACTIVITIES:
FINANCING ACTIVITIES:
Repayment of secured line of credit
Proceeds from mine owners debt facilities
Proceeds from note payable to Directors
NET CASH FLOWS PROVIDED BY FINANCING ACTIVITIES
EFFECT OF EXCHANGE RATE ON CASH
NET DECREASE IN CASH
CASH AND CASH EQUIVALENTS - beginning of period

CASH AND CASH EQUIVALENTS - end of period

SUPPLEMENTAL CASH FLOW INFORMATION
Income taxes paid

Interest paid

Noncash Investing and Financing Transacti

Purchase of equipment through mine owners delitfaci

For the three months ended

March 31, 2015

March 31, 2014

$ (663,66) $ (679,445
26,34« 43,53
74,57¢ 74,57¢
32,80: 30,75(

(22,240 (71,769

473,46 5,697

111,93( 51,23

140,98: 126,55

174,20 (418,87)

(128,019 (166,249

131,60( 284,02

109,00 553,00

112,58 670,77

(296,62 (275,561

(9,844) (23,669

10,78: 26,34¢

$ 937 $ 2,68¢
$ - $ -
$ 377: $ 24,91¢
$ 87,11 $ :

The accompanying notes are an integral part oetheaudited condensed consolidated financial stxitsn




GLOBAL GOLD CORPORATION AND SUBSIDIARIES
Notes to Unaudited Condensed Consolidated Financi8tatements
March 31, 2015
1. ORGANIZATION, DESCRIPTION OF BUSINESS, AND BASFEOR PRESENTATION
BASIS OF ACCOUNTING:

The accompanying condensed consolidated finantitdraents are unaudited. In the opinion of manageraé necessary adjustments (which include
only normal recurring adjustments) have been magedsent fairly the financial position, resultsoperations and cash flows for the periods
presented. Certain information and footnote disglesiormally included in financial statements pregan accordance with accounting principles
generally accepted in the United States of Ameraae been condensed or omitted. However, the Coyripalieves that the disclosures are adequi
make the information presented not misleading. & hegmudited condensed consolidated financial setsshould be read in conjunction with the
consolidated financial statements and notes thémetoded in the December 31, 2014 annual repofam 10-K. The results of operations for the
three month period ended March 31, 2015 are nasseeily indicative of the operating results teekpected for the full year ended December 31,
2015. The Company operates in a single segmemtioftg, namely the acquisition of certain minepabperty, mining rights, and their subsequent
development.

GOING CONCERN MATTERS:

The accompanying unaudited condensed consolidataddial statements were prepared on a going corzasis, which contemplated the realization
of assets and satisfaction of liabilities in themal course of business. During the three montde@mMarch 31, 2015 and 2014, the Company has
incurred net losses of $663,667 and $679,448, ctigply, has working capital deficit (current lidibes exceed current assets) of approximately
$14,658,000 and stock holder deficit of approxinya$®,498,000. Management pursued additional itoresand lending institutions interested in
financing the Company's projects. However, therisissurance that the Company will obtain thenfiireg that it requires or will achieve profitable
operations. The Company expected to incur additimsaes for the near term until such time as itldaerive substantial revenues from the Arme
mining interests acquired by it or other futurejpcts. These matters raised substantial doubt aheu@ompany's ability to continue as a going
concern. The accompanying unaudited condensed lidetsal financial statements were prepared on aggooncern basis, which contemplated the
realization of assets and satisfaction of lialgifitin the normal course of business. The accompgmyiaudited condensed consolidated financial
statements at March 31, 2015 and 2014 and forehiegs then ended did not include any adjustmdésaiisrhight be necessary should the Company be
unable to continue as a going concern.

ORGANIZATION:

The Company is engaged in exploration for, as aelievelopment and mining of, gold, silver, anapthinerals in Armenia, Canada and Chile. Until
March 31, 2011, the Company's headquarters weatddén Greenwich, Connecticut and as of Aprildl2the Company’s headquarters are in Rye,
NY. Its subsidiaries and staff maintain officesviarevan, Armenia, and Santiago, Chile. The Compeay incorporated as Triad Energy Corpora

in the State of Delaware on February 21, 1980 andligcted other business prior to January 1, 1998nD 1995, the Company changed its name
Triad Energy Corporation to Global Gold Corporattorpursue certain gold and copper mining righthaformer Soviet Republics of Armenia and
Georgia. The Company has not established proveparimhble reserves in accordance with SEC Ind@&tige 7 at any of its properties. The
Company's stock is publicly traded. The Companyleygpapproximately 20 people globally on a yeamabasis. In the past, the Company has
employed up to an additional 200 people on a sedd@sis, but the Company’s engagement of a mingaxor to run mining operations is expected
to reduce the number of employees directly empldyethe Company on a seasonal basis.

In Armenia, the Compang’focus is on the exploration, development andyxctidn of gold at the Toukhmanuk property in thatidCentral Armenia
Belt and the Marjan and an expanded Marjan Nortpgnty. In addition, the Company is exploring aeyeloping other sites in Armenia, includ
the Getik property. The Company also holds royaitg participation rights in other locations in tieaintry through affiliates and subsidiaries.




In Chile, the Company is engaged in identifyingcdgekploration and production opportunities andGeenpany’s Vice President maintains an office in
Santiago.

In Canada, the Company had engaged in uranium o activities in the provinces of Newfoundlaamtl Labrador, but has phased out this acti
retaining a royalty interest in the Cochrane Poroperty in Newfoundland.

The Company also assesses exploration and produagijoortunities in other countries.
The subsidiaries of the Company are as follows:

On August 18, 2003, the Company formed Global Guidenia LLC ("GGA"), as a wholly owned subsidiawhich in turn formed Global Gold
Mining, LLC ("GGM"), as a wholly owned subsidiayoth in the State of Delaware. GGM was qualifiedadusiness as a branch operation in
Armenia and owns assets, royalty and participdtiterests, as well as shares of operating compami&smenia.

On December 21, 2003, GGM acquired 100% of the Ararelimited liability company SHA, LLC (renameddblal Gold Hankavan, LLC ("GGH")
of July 21, 2006), which held the license to thenkkvan and Marjan properties in Armenia. On Decanil8, 2009, the Company entered into an
agreement with Caldera Resources Inc. (“Caldenatljrong the terms of a joint venture on the CompgamMarjan property in Armenia (“Marjan

JV”). On March 12, 2010, GGH transferred the riglitle and interest for the Marjan property torfda Mining Company LLC, a limited liability
company incorporated under the laws of the Repwblisrmenia (“Marjan RA”) which is a wholly ownedibsidiary of GGM. On October 7, 2010,
the Company terminated the Marjan JV. The Armefaanrt of Cassation in a final, non-appealable sleni issued and effective February 8, 2012,
ruled that the registration and assumption of @bty Caldera through unilateral charter changeb®Marjan Mine and Marjan RA were illegal and
that 100% ownership rests fully with GGM. On Ma&% 2012, Justice Herman Cahn, who was appointédhited States District Court Judge
Hellerstein as the sole arbitrator in an Americahit#ation Association arbitration between the Campand Caldera, ruled in the Companfgdvor on
the issue of the J¥'termination ordering that the Marjan propertylb8% owned by the Company effective April 29, 20I2dge Karas of the Unit
States Federal District Court confirmed Judge Caldetision. On November 10, 2014, a Final AwarthenxCompany'’s favor ruled that Caldera had
no interest whatsoever in Marjan RA or the Marjaogerty. See Legal Proceedings for more informadionthe Marjan JV.

On August 1, 2005, GGM acquired 51% of the Armenliamited liability company Megdsold, LLC ("Mego"), which is the licensee for -
Toukhmanuk mining property and seven surroundirgogation sites. On August 2, 2006, GGM acquitee temaining 49% interest of Meg@anld,
LLC, leaving GGM as the owner of 100% of Mego-GdldC. See Agreements for more information on M&gmlel, LLC.

On January 31, 2006, GGM closed a transaction tpiee 80% of the Armenian company, Athelea InvestisieCJSC (renamed "Getik Mini
Company, LLC") and its approximately 27 square rkikter Getik gold/uranium exploration license anmedhie northeast Geghargunik province
Armenia. As of May 30, 2007, GGM acquired the rarimg 20% interest in Getik Mining Company, LLCaléng GGM as the owner of 100%
Getik Mining Company, LLC. See Agreements for miofermation on Getik Mining Company, LLC.

On January 5, 2007, the Company formed Global Gddgnium, LLC ("Global Gold Uranium"), as a whollyoed subsidiary, in the State
Delaware, to operate the Company's uranium expdoraictivities in Canada.

On September 23, 2011, Global Gold Consolidatecb&ess Limited (“GGCRL"was incorporated in Jersey as a 51% subsidiarpeClompan
pursuant to the April 27, 2011 Joint Venture Agreainwith Consolidated Resources. See AgreememtioSdor more information on Consolida
Resources agreements.

On November 8, 2011, GGCR Mining, LLC (“GGCR Minthgwas formed in Delaware as a 100%, wholly ownedsslidry of GGCRL. O
September 26, 2012, the Company conditionally feared 100% of the shares of Mego and Getik Min@gmpany, LLC to GGCR Minin
Consolidated Resources failed to meet the conditidrthe transfer.




2. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES

Cash and Cash Equivalents - Cash and cash equivalemsist of all cash balances and highly liqniestments with a remaining maturity of three
months or less when purchased and are carried a&fae.

Use of Estimates - The preparation of financiatesteents in conformity with accounting principlesigeally accepted in the United States of America
requires management to make estimates and assas it affect the reported amounts of assetsiabitities at the date of the financial statements
and the reported amounts of revenues and expenseg the reporting period. Actual results coultfetifrom those estimates.

Fair Value of Financial Instruments - The Compadggied FASB ASC 820-Fair Value Measurements andl@ssres, for assets and liabilities
measured at fair value on a recurring basis. ASCe&2ablishes a common definition for fair valudeéoapplied to existing generally accepted
accounting principles that require the use of¥alue measurements establishes a framework foruriegdair value and expands disclosure about
such fair value measurements. The adoption of ASTdd not have an impact on the Comparfiiancial position or operating results, but eighant
certain disclosures.

ASC 820 defines fair value as the price that wdaddeceived to sell an asset or paid to transliabdity in an orderly transaction between market
participants at the measurement date. AdditionAI§C 820 requires the use of valuation technighasraximize the use of observable inputs and
minimize the use of unobservable inputs. Thesetmarte prioritized below:

Level 1: Observable inputs such as quoted marees in active markets for identical assetBatnilities

Level 2: Observable market-based inputsnmbservable inputs that are corroborated by maddet

Level 3: Unobservable inputs for which #hés little or no market data, which require the o§the reporting entity’s own
assumptions.

The Company did not have any Level 2 or Level @sar liabilities as of March 31, 2015 and Decendie 2014.

The Company discloses the estimated fair valuealfdinancial instruments for which it is practide to estimate fair value. As of March 31, 2018 an
December 31, 2014, the fair value short-term fingrinstruments including cash, receivables, armbants payable and accrued expenses,
approximates book value due to their short-ternatiom.

Cash and cash equivalents include money marketigseswand commercial paper that are considerdmttbighly liquid and easily tradable. These
securities are valued using inputs observabletinemarkets for identical securities and are tfeeeclassified as Level 1 within the fair value
hierarchy.

In addition, the Financial Accounting Standards Ba@FASB”) issued, “The Fair Value Option for Fimeial Assets and Financial Liabilities,”
effective for January 1, 2008. This guidance expargportunities to use fair value measurementmantial reporting and permits entities to choa
measure many financial instruments and certainrdtis at fair value. The Company did not eleetféir value option for any of its qualifying
financial instruments.




Inventories - Inventories consists of the followeigMarch 31, 2015 and December 31, 2014:

March 31, December 31,
2015 2014
Ore $ 451,56¢ $ 451,56¢
Concentrate 11,34z 11,34z
Materials, supplies and other 104,24¢ 103,51¢
Total Inventories $ 567,15¢ $ 566,42¢

Ore inventory consists of unprocessed ore at thtkfmanuk mining site in Armenia. The concentraté amprocessed ore are stated at the lower of
cost or market. The Company is currently reportiagnventory at cost which is still less than therent market value so recent fluctuations in gold
prices have no effect on our carrying value of imteey. The Ore inventory is pledged as collatevalthie mine ownes debt facility and secured line
credit.

Deposits on Contracts and Equipment - The Compasyniade several deposits for purchases, the nyapdnithich is for the potential acquisition of
new properties, and the remainder for the purcb&sgning equipment.

Tax Refunds ReceivableThe Company is subject to Value Added Tax ("VAT'Jaon all expenditures in Armenia at the rate d¥%@he Company i
entitled to a credit against this tax towards aalgson which it collects VAT tax. The Companyasrging a tax refund receivable based on the value
of its in-process inventory which it intends onliggl in the next twelve months, at which time tiveill collect 20% VAT tax from the purchaser which
the Company will be entitled to keep and apply asfaits credit.

Net Loss Per Shar- Basic net loss per share is based on the weightadge number of common and common equivalent slwartstanding. Potent
common shares includable in the computation of/fdiluted per share results are not presentederctimsolidated financial statements as their ¢
would be antidilutive. The total number of options that arereigable at March 31, 2015 and 2014 was 2,954, TB&re were no warrants outstanc
at March 31, 2015 and 2014.

Stock Based Compensation - The Company periodicgglyes shares of common stock for services redaegrfor financing costs. Such shares are
valued based on the market price on the transadtiten The Company periodically issues stock agtend warrants to employees and eamployee:
in non-capital raising transactions for serviced m financing costs.

The Company accounts for the grant of stock andam#s awards in accordance with ASC Topic 718, Gamaation — Stock Compensation (ASC
718). ASC 718 requires companies to recognizhérstatement of operations the grant-date fairevafuvarrants and stock options and other equity
based compensation.

The Black-Scholes option valuation model was dgwediofor use in estimating the fair value of tradetions that have no vesting restrictions and are
fully transferable. In addition, option valuatiorodels require the input of highly subjective asstioms including the expected stock price volatility

For the three months ended March 31, 2015 and 2@t4g9ss and loss per share include the actuaiatiet for stock-based compensation expense.
The total stock-based compensation expense fdhtee months ended March 31, 2015 and 2014 wa842&nd $43,531, respectively. The expense
for stock-based compensation is a non-cash expemse

Comprehensive Income - The Company has adopted AR 220, “Comprehensive Income.” Comprehensim®ine is comprised of net income
(loss) and all changes to stockholders' equityi¢difexcept those related to investments by dtotders, changes in paid-in capital and distributm
owners.




The following table summarizes the computation®neding net loss applicable to Global Gold Corgima Common Shareholders to comprehensive
loss for the three months ended March 31, 20152844

Three Months Ending March 31,

2015 2014
Net loss applicable to Global Gold Corporation $hafders $ (387,539 $ (476,41%)
Foreign currency translation adjustment $ (148,129 $ (150,741
Comprehensive loss $ (535,667 $ (627,156

Income Taxes - Income taxes are accounted fordardance with the provisions of FASB ASC 740, Aaaiing for Income Taxes. Deferred tax assets
and liabilities are recognized for the future taxsequences attributable to differences betweefirthecial statement carrying amounts of existing
assets and liabilities and their respective taxebaBeferred tax assets and liabilities are medausimg enacted tax rates expected to apply tdtaxa
income in the years in which those temporary diffiees are expected to be recovered or settledeffdt on deferred tax assets and liabilities of a
change in tax rates is recognized in income irpréod that includes the enactment date. Valualtmwances are established, when necessary, to
reduce deferred tax assets to the amounts expecbedrealized.

Acquisition, Exploration and Development Costs nbtal property acquisition costs are capitalizeddifionally, mine development costs incurred
either to develop new ore deposits and constructawvg facilities are capitalized until operationsrenence. All such capitalized costs are amortized
using a straight-line basis on a range from 1-Irg,ebased on the minimum original license teracquisition, but do not exceed the useful lifehaf t
capitalized costs. Upon commercial developmeminodre body, the applicable capitalized costs wihed be amortized using the units-of-production
method. Exploration costs, costs incurred to na@incurrent production or to maintain assets otaadby basis are charged to operations. Costs of
abandoned projects are charged to operations Ugordanment. The Company evaluates, at least glyattee carrying value of capitalized mining
costs and related property, plant and equipmenscibsiny, to determine if these costs are in esa# their net realizable value and if a permanent
impairment needs to be recorded. The periodicuetiain of carrying value of capitalized costs any eelated property, plant and equipment costs are
based upon expected cash flows and/or estimatedggal/alue in accordance with ASC Topic 360, "Acttimg for the Impairment or Disposal of
Long-Lived Assets."

Foreign Currency Translation - The Company'’s repgrturrency is the U.S. Dollar. All transactiongiated in foreign currencies are translated into
U.S. dollars in accordance with ASC Topic 830 “kgmeCurrency Matters” and the related rate fludtrabn transactions is included the unaudited
condensed consolidated statements of operations.

The functional currency of the Company's Armeniabsidiaries is the local currency. For foreign @piens with the local currency as the functional
currency, assets and liabilities are translatechftive local currencies into U.S. dollars at thehexge rate prevailing at the balance sheet date and
equity is translated at historical rates. Reveramgsexpenses are translated at the average excltaeder the period to approximate translatiothat
exchange rate prevailing at the dates those elenagatrecognized in the financial statements. Tatioa adjustments resulting from the process of
translating the local currency financial statemémis U.S. dollars are included in determining coel@nsive loss. As of March 31, 2015 and 2014, the
exchange rate for the Armenian Dram (AMD) was $ARED and $413 AMD for $1.00 U.S.

Principles of Consolidation - Our consolidated fioml statements have been prepared in accordaitft@eecounting principles generally accepted in

the United States of America, and include the aetaf the Company and more-than-50%-owned subgdithat it controls. Inter-company
balances and transactions have been eliminateshsotidation.
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Depreciation, Depletion and Amortization - Capitell costs are depreciated or depleted using thigistdine method over the shorter of estimated
productive lives of such facilities or the usefig lof the individual assets. Productive lives rafiggm 1 to 20 years, but do not exceed the usiégubf
the individual asset. Determination of expecteduldives for amortization calculations are madeaoproperty-by-property or asset-by-asset basis at
least annually.

Impairment of Long-Lived Assets - Management red@amd evaluates the net carrying value of allitées], including idle facilities, for impairment at
least annually, or upon the occurrence of othentsver changes in circumstances that indicatetligatelated carrying amounts may not be
recoverable. We estimate the net realizable valeach property based on the estimated undiscodiatee cash flows that will be generated from
operations at each property, the estimated salvalge of the surface plant and equipment and theevassociated with property interests. All asaéts
an operating segment are evaluated together fpogas of estimating future cash flows.

Licenses - Licenses are capitalized at cost andrametized on a straight-line basis on a range ftaim 10 years, but do not exceed the useful fife o
the individual license. During the three monthdezhMarch 31, 2015 and 2014, amortization expestaéet $74,579.

Reclamation and Remediation Costs (Asset Retire@bligations) - Costs of future expenditures foviemnmental remediation are not discounted to
their present value unless subject to a contrdgtobligated fixed payment schedule. Such costdased on management's current estimate of
amounts to be incurred when the remediation wogerormed within current laws and regulations. Twenpany has paid towards it environmental
costs and has no amounts owed as of March 31, @0d®ecember 31, 2014.

It is possible that, due to uncertainties assodiatiéh defining the nature and extent of environtaknontamination and the application of laws and
regulations by regulatory authorities and changegélamation or remediation technology, the ultenzost of reclamation and remediation could
change in the future.

Noncontrolling Interest- Noncontrolling interests in our subsidiaries greorded in accordance with the provisions of A3G,8Consolidation” and
are reported as a component of equity, separatetfie parent company’s equity. Purchase or sadgoity interests that do not result in a change of
control are accounted for as equity transactid®assults of operations attributable to the non-ailiig interests are included in our consolidated
results of operations and, upon loss of contra@,itkerest sold, as well as interest retainedyyf avill be reported at fair value with any gainloss
recognized in earnings.

Revenue Recognition - Sales will be recognizedramdnues will be recorded when title transfers taedrights and obligations of ownership pass to
the customer. The majority of the company's maiatentrates will be sold under pricing arrangemesisre final prices will be determined by quc
market prices in a period subsequent to the dasalef In these circumstances, revenues will berded at the times of sale based on forward prices
for the expected date of the final settlement.

New Accounting Standard

In April 2015, the Financial Accounting StandardsaBd ("FASB") issued Accounting Standards UpdafsSU”) No. 2015-03, Interestlmputation ol
Interest (Subtopic 835-30): Simplifying the Presd¢ion of Debt Issuance Costs. The amendmentssnAtBU require that debt issuance costs related tc
a recognized debt liability be presented in theihed sheet as a direct deduction from the carngunt of that debt liability, consistent with debt
discounts. The recognition and measurement guid@natebt issuance costs are not affected by trendments in this ASU. The amendments are
effective for financial statements issued for flsears, and interim periods within those fiscahnge beginning after December 15, 2015. The
amendments are to be applied on a retrospectivig, baterein the balance sheet of each individuebgdepresented is adjusted to reflect the period-
specific effects of applying the new guidance. VWdendt expect the adoption of ASU 2015-03 to hawgaterial effect on our financial position, results
of operations or cash flows.
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In February 2015, the FASB issued ASU No. 2015 solidation (Topic 810): Amendments to the Coidspion Analysis, which is intended to
improve targeted areas of consolidation guidancéefgal entities such as limited partnerships, teatiliability corporations, and securitization
structures (collateralized debt obligations, celatized loan obligations, and mortgage-backedrggdtansactions). The ASU focuses on the
consolidation evaluation for reporting organizatidhat are required to evaluate whether they shoardolidate certain legal entities. In addition to
reducing the number of consolidation models froor fio two, the new standard simplifies the FASB dwtting Standards Codification and improves
current U.S. GAAP by placing more emphasis on oisloss when determining a controlling financiaeirest, reducing the frequency of the applice
of related-party guidance when determining a cdlimgpfinancial interest in a variable interestign{“VIE”), and changing consolidation conclusions
for companies in several industries that typicaillgke use of limited partnerships or VIEs. The ASU be effective for fiscal years, and interim
periods within those fiscal years, beginning allecember 15, 2015. Early adoption is permitteduitiog adoption in an interim period. We do not
expect the adoption of ASU 2015-02 to have a melteffect on our financial position, results of cgt&ns or cash flows.

In January 2015, the FASB issued ASU No. 2015-0igdime Statement - Extraordinary and Unusual ItEubtopic 225-20): Simplifying Income
Statement Presentation by Eliminating the Concepfixtraordinary Items.” This ASU eliminates from3J.GAAP the concept of extraordinary items.
ASU 2015-01 is effective for fiscal years, and iimteperiods within those fiscal years, beginninggaDecember 15, 2015. A reporting entity may
apply the amendments prospectively. We do not eéxpecadoption of ASU 2015-01 to have a materigdatfon our financial position, results of
operations or cash flows.

In November 2014, the FASB issued ASU No. 2014*Bidsiness Combinations (Topic 805): Pushdown Actiog’ This ASU provides an acquired
entity with an option to apply pushdown accouniim@s separate financial statements upon occuerefi@n event in which an acquirer obtains control
of the acquired entity. An acquired entity may etée option to apply pushdown accounting in th@réng period in which the change-in-control
event occurs. If pushdown accounting is appliedrtéandividual change-in-control event, that electi®irrevocable. ASU 2014-17 was effective on
November 18, 2014. The adoption of ASU 2-17 did not have any effect on our financial paesifiresults of operations or cash flows.

In November 2014, the FASB issued ASU 2014-16, Nadives and Hedging (Topic 815).” ASU 2014-16 atdes whether the host contract in a
hybrid financial instrument issued in the form ataare should be accounted for as debt or equyl 201416 is effective for fiscal years, and inte
periods within those fiscal years, beginning allecember 15, 2015. We do not currently have issuadare we investors in, hybrid financial
instruments. Accordingly, we do not expect the didopof ASU 2014-16 to have any effect on our ficiahposition, results of operations or cash
flows.

In August 2014, the FASB issued ASU No. 2014-15e8Bntation of Financial Statements - Going Con¢8ubtopic 205-40)". ASU 20145 provide
guidance related to management's responsibiligvétuate whether there is substantial doubt abhoenéty's ability to continue as a going conceand

to provide related footnote disclosure. ASU 2014slé&ffective for annual periods ending after Debenil5, 2016, and for interim and annual periods
thereafter. Early application is permitted. We @b expect the adoption of ASU 2014-15 to have aenmlteffect on our financial position, results of
operations or cash flows.

In June 2014, the FASB issued ASU No. 2014-12, “Gensation — Stock Compensation (Topic 718): Acdagrfbr ShareBased Payments When 1
Terms of an Award Provide That a Performance Tatgeld Be Achieved after the Requisite ServicedetiThis ASU requires that a performance
target that affects vesting and that could be aehiafter the requisite service period be treatea performance condition. ASU 2014-12 is effective
for fiscal years, and interim periods within thdiseal years, beginning after December 15, 2015.d&/eot expect the adoption of ASU 2014-12 to
have a material effect on our financial positia@sults of operations or cash flows.

In May 2014, the FASB issued ASU No. 2014-09, “Rexefrom Contracts with Customers (Topic 606).” A3 4-09 affects any entity using U.S.
GAAP that either enters into contracts with custmsrie transfer goods or services or enters intdraots for the transfer of nonfinancial assets ssle
those contracts are within the scope of other statsd(e.g., insurance contracts or lease contra®) 2014-09 is effective for fiscal years, and
interim periods within those fiscal years, begimnafter December 15, 2016. We do not expect thetamoof ASU No. 2014-09 to have a material
effect on our financial position, results of op@as or cash flows.
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In April 2014, the FASB issued ASU No. 2014-08,é8entation of Financial Statements (Topic 205)Rmgerty, Plant, and Equipment (Topic 360)
and Reporting Discontinued Operations and Discksof Disposals of Components of an Entity." ASU4208 amends the definition for what types
of asset disposals are to be considered discowrtioperations, as well as amending the requiredadisces for discontinued operations and assets held
for sale. ASU 2014-08 is effective for fiscal yeaaad interim periods within those fiscal yeargibaing on or after December 15, 2014. The adoption
of ASU 2014-08 did not have any effect on our ficiahposition, results of operations or cash flows.

Management does not believe that any other recestlyed, but not yet effective, accounting stansladild have a material effect on the
accompanying consolidated financial statementsevg accounting pronouncements are issued, the Gompidl adopt those that are applicable ur
the circumstances.

A variety of proposed or otherwise potential acemgnstandards are currently under study by stahsetting organizations and various regulatory
agencies. Due to the tentative and preliminaryneatfithose proposed standards, management hdgteomined whether implementation of such
proposed standards would be material to our cafest@ld financial statements.

3. PROPERTY, PLANT AND EQUIPMENT

The following table illustrates the capitalized tless accumulated depreciation arriving at thecaatying value on our books at March 31, 2015 and
December 31, 2014.

March 31, December 31,
2015 2014

Plant $ 569,42( $ 569,42(
Machinery and equipment 2,553,47! 2,529,53:
Computer 116,071 116,071
Office equipment 20,73¢ 20,73¢
Vehicles 163,89¢ 163,89¢
Total $ 3,423,60: $ 3,399,66(
Less accumulated depreciation (2,852,72() (2,802,160

$ 570,88 $ 597,50(

The Company had depreciation expense for the theghs ended March 31, 2015 and 2014 of $32,803%38¢750, respectively.

13




4. RECEIVABLE FROM SALE

On June 26, 2014, the International Centre for QtisgResolution delivered a Final Award in the mradteGlobal Gold Corporation vs. Amarant
Mining LTD and Alluvia Mining, Ltd. awarding Globa&bold $16,800,000 USD plus $68,570USD in interess$ts, and fees, with post-award interest
on unpaid amounts accruing at 9%. This award ereariedm Global Gold’s 2011 sale of Chilean gold imjnassets and the buyers’ repeated failures
to pay and misrepresentations as described in filil@ys and summarized below. In addition, theblinal’'s June 26, 2014 Award provided the
following injunctive relief: “ Per my previous ordein this matter, each of Amarant and Alluvia lirmting its officers and agents individually
(including without limitation Johan Ulander), isrdmued to be enjoined, directly and indirectlyrfr alienating any assets, from transferring or
consenting to the transfer of any shares, or paifay or entering any transactions which would higneeffect of alienating assets pending payment to
Global Gold; Each of Amarant and Alluvia, includiitg officers and agents (including without limitat Johan Ulander) will provide within 5 busine
days all contracts, draft agreements, emails, dscof financial transactions, financial statemeats] all other documents in connection with their
business affairs for purposes of determining whelesspondents have complied with the July 29, 20iBsubsequent orders, have diverted funds
which could have been used to pay Global Gold,taradd Global Gold in collection. Respondents ksépecifically provide all documents related to
Gulf Resource Capital, Amarant Finance, the IGEOReses stock sale and related transactions asawelbcuments related to the institutions from
which Respondents have represented payment wauld iacluding but not limited to: Mangold, Swedédhalool Capital, Skandinavska Bank, Credit
Suisse, HSBC, Volksbank, Loyal Bank, DanskebanlkB®Sthe “offtaker,” and Clifford Chance escrow asob Respondents shall execute any
documents reasonably necessary or required bymatiyution to give Claimant access to this inforimatand documents.”

As of March 31, 2015 and December 31, 2014, theg2zom was owed principal amounts (excluding persgliigerest, and additional payments) of
$16,868,570 from Amarant from the sale of 100%hef Company'’s interest in the Compania Minera Gléell Valdivia S.C.M. company (“GGV”)
(and the June 26, 2014 arbitral final award), wiield the Pureo mining assets in Chile and 100%est in its wholly owned subsidiaries Global Oro
LLC and Global Plata LLC which are each 50% owraéslinera Global Chile Limitada, all as part of tamended agreement closed on December 2,
2011. The Company wrote down principal amount$1d,868,570 and $1,282,398 as of December 31, @0d£2013, respectively, as impairment as
Amarant has made partial payments but has yetytahgafull principal amounts due in full. Amardrds reportedly assigned its interest to Alluvia
Mining Limited, a public limited liability companincorporated under the laws of Jersey (“Alluviaiy, assignment which the Company conditionally
consented as of June 15, 2012, but as of Decembh@034 and April 14, 2015, the conditions werebegn met by any of Conventus, Amarant or Mr.
Ulander. Amarant and Alluvia further entered ingmeements with Gulf Resources Capital and othdrgsawhich the Company is researching to
determine any of their liabilities. For detaiéfer to Note 14 - Agreement and Commitment pardg@gnventus/Amarant Agreement.
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5. ACCOUNTS PAYABLE AND ACCRUED EXPENSES

As of March 31, 2015 and December 31, 2014, thewtds payable and accrued expenses consisted fafilihweing:

March 31, December 31,
2015 2014
Drilling work payable $ 154,50¢ $ 87,991
Accounts payable 4,788,71: 4,443 23
Interest payable 785,181 610,151
$ 5728,40. $ 5,141,38:

6. MINE OWNERS DEBT FACILITIES

On July 5, 2013, GGCRL, GGCR Mining, and Mego caded a fifteen year mine operating agreement wiitiné. as the operator along with an
$8,800,000 debt facilities agreement to fund fupneduction at the central section of the Toukhnkagid-silver open pit mine in Armenia. The debt
facility includes interest at LIBOR plus 8%, ane thperator, Linne, has an incentive based comgengabdel, to be paid approved costs plus 10% of
the actual sales of gold, granting share optionsiicto 10% in GGCRL or the subsidiary project campin Armenia to Jacero Holdings Limited, a
limited liability company incorporated in the Reflialof Cyprus (“Jacero”)and extending the existing offtake agreement vithuhtil the end of 202
The loan may be pre-paid. The Company and GGC signed as a Guarantor on the debt facility agreenidre debt is secured by the Getik license
as well as a subordinated security interest to ABBlego shares, the Toukhmanuk mining and explondicenses, ore stockpile included in the
Company’s Inventory and Mego property. The minerafoe has procured a plant for expansion and bewilization to restart production. The
balance due on the debt facilities as of March2®15 and December 31, 2014 was $3,294,691, and®$3,16, respectively. As of March 31, 2015
and December 31, 2014, the Company has accruedshte $249,232 and $179,729, respectively, andhbt facility.
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7. CONVERTIBLE NOTE PAYABLE

On December 29, 2011, the Company and CRA sigrigidding Term sheet for a convertible note facifity not less than $2,000,000 with a cash
coupon of 3% per annum and a guaranteed minimumolRIB% at a “Liquidity Event” (the “Convertible Nes"). The Convertible Notes were
guaranteed by GGC until the execution of the shaeesfer agreements, which occurred on Septenhe2@3. On January 17, 2012, the Company
signed an “Instrumenttovering the Convertible Notes supplementing theebeber 29, 2011 Binding Term sheet. The Instrumambved the 3% p
annum cash coupon and provided that the Conveftibtes could be prepaid at any time prior to aitlijy event at par, defining a Liquidity Event as
“an initial public offering of the Company’s ordiryashares on a stock exchange or a Change of Carfittte Company or any of its subsidiaries. A
Change of Control was defined as “a change of 5@ #ore of a beneficial ownership of the legal aedeficial ownership of the Company or the
relevant subsidiary except in the case of an irptiglic offering.” On February 19, 2012, the CompaGGC, CRA and their respective subsidiaries
signed a series of additional agreements whichiapgmbGGM as the interim manager of the businedsraquired reimbursement of its budgeted and
other cost. In April and May 2012, notices of lmfeaf those February 2012 agreements were issukdamages claims were asserted, then the
outstanding issues were resolved in documentsesalutions executed on September 19, 2012. Ore®éer 19, 2012, repayment of the Convertible
Notes was extended to the sooner of Septembel018, 2 Public Listing, or a financing of the Compavith interest payable at 4% per annum.
joint venture was closed on October 26, 2012 withregistration of the Mego and Getik share trarefeeements. On November 22, 2013,
Company, GGC, CRA, and other parties agreed thattdtanding GGCRL group debt including the Cotitér Notes will be audited and agreed tl
assumed by Signature Gold as part of the mergesdrdion. The November 22, 2013 agreement alsadedthat a repayment schedule of all debt
will be determined once the audit is complete.e November 22, 2013 agreement did not trigger a [BIoprovision because it does not constitute a
Liquidity Event until the merged companies sharespablicly listed and is not a change of continte the beneficial ownership does not change by
50.1%.

On January 20, 2012, March 8, 2012, and March @822the Company signed and approved Convertibtes\zertificates each in the amount of
$500,000 and totaling $1,500,000 and is carryigdh a liability, though the Company does not pttgs liability for fraud and offsetting amounts
caused by damage and non performance as well esretisons. The November 22, 2013 agreement wiastsigned both by CRA and GGCRL
waives any demand on GGCRL for repayment of thesiother than through the Signature transactioreadd process. In addition, GGCRL and the
Company have received contradictory representatisris the identity of the true owner of the fuadsanced from Messrs Borkowski and Premraj.
The Convertible Notes themselves also provide doiaktreatment, “coinvestment” of funds paid by @@mpany to GGCRL (Qualifying advances
under the Convertible Notes require approval bp% 6f the GGCRL board.) On September 19, 2012CRA representative to the GGCRL board
consented to an extension for the repayment oflabyto CRA until the sooner of September 19, 2@1@,blic listing of GGCRL, or a financing of
GGCRL. In April 2013, the Company had indirecthceived an informal notice from a purported repnegese of CRA alleging a default under the
Convertible Notes. On June 18, 2013, GGC and GGARictly received a notice from the same purpo@&A representative, Joseph Borkowski.
June 25, 2013, GGC, in a written response enddrgddir. Premraj, refuted (without dispute) the netltased on communications with CRA affiliated
directors, lack of corporate authentication andi@atictory corporate constitutional documentatidriakl would prohibit GGC from recognizing Mr.
Borkowski or Rasia FZE as in control of CRA. OnyJl) 2013, GGC received written confirmation frordigector of Consolidated Minerals Pte. Ltd.
confirming that Consolidated Minerals Pte. Ltd. lianded the Convertible Notes to GGCRL, is the ffieiz owner of those Notes, and reserves all
legal rights to these Convertible Notes, not CRAe Bwner, Mr. Premraj, and the representative oACRffrey Marvin, signed the November 22,
2013 Merger Agreement with Signature Gold Limiteldeh provided that repayment of the Convertibledécand other GGCRL debt “will be audited
and agreed then assumed by Signature Gold asfghis onerger transaction. The assumption by SigeaGold of the audited Debt and Liabilities of
the GGCRL Group is capped at US $8 million and wiilly occur following satisfactory audit and aceemte by Signature Gold. Following the
assumption of any Debt and Liabilities of GGCRL Gudy Signature Gold, each lender, vendor, creditod employee will have the option of
converting their respective Debt and Liabilitieoicommon shares in Signature Gold at the Isswge PA repayment schedule of all debt remaining
following any conversion elections will be determihonce the audit is complete and a reasonabledyerdt to exceed 30 days, has been allowed for
the election of conversions”.
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Thus, while including certain amounts claimed teéhbeen advanced in its financial statements twobservative, the Company has taken the position
that the claims to repayment of the Notes are witleerit. Mr. Borkowski purportedly on behalf of @Riled a lawsuit in the Royal Court of Jersey in
attempt to enforce the Notes, but on June 18, 20@®4Royal Court of Jersey denied CRA's claim faledault judgment on the Notes and held the
matter over. Refer to Legal Proceedings for thpudis related to outstanding amount payable on GtibleeNotes and advance payable matters.

On March 26, 2015, the Court of Appeals of therldlaf Jersey ruled in the Company’s favor in stgyafi proceedings and referring the claims
initiated by Joseph Borkowski, purportedly on b&b&ICRA to the contracted dispute resolution prhaes in New York City. On the same day, the
Court of Appeals also granted the Company its castsfees for the entire proceedings with CRA.

8. ADVANCES PAYABLE CONSOLIDATED RESOURCES

In addition to the $1,500,000 received under the@ped Convertible Notes, as describe in Note Tabihe Company received additional advance
$394,244 which it is carrying this as a liabilithpugh the Company reserves the right to contéstietbility for fraud and offsetting amounts caddsy
damage and non performance as well as other rea3dwse is no written agreement on these AdvaRegable Consolidated Resources and the
Company has not accrued any interest on them aogtydRefer to Note 15 - Legal Proceedings for digpute related to outstanding amount payable
on convertible note and advance payable

9. NOTES PAYABLE — short and long term portion simted of the following:

March 31, December 31,
2015 2014
Secured line of credit, 14% per annum, due Marc2005 $ - % 128,01¢
Less: current portion - (128,019
Long term portion $ - $ -

On March 26, 2010, the Company, through its whoWgned subsidiary Mego Gold, LLC (“Mego”) enteredbim credit line agreement for 1 billion
Armenian Drams (approximately $2,500,000) with Atsimessbank Close Joint Stock Company (“ABB”) irré@n, Armenia. The credit line
includes a grace period on repayment of principél &pril 20, 2011, is not revolving, may be prégat any time, and is to be drawn down towards
equipment purchases, construction, and expansithredxisting plant and operations to increaseymtion capacity to 300,000 tonnes of ore per year
at Mego’s Toukhmanuk property in Armenia. The l@afor a period of 5 years through March 20, 20dégars interest at 14% for amounts borrowed,
and bears interest at 2% for amount available bubarrowed. The loan has been fully repaid adglafch 31, 2015. The loan is made and payable in
local AMD currency. As security, 100% of the Megjftares and the mining right certified by the Minlrigense Agreement #287 with Purpose of Sub-
Surface Exploitation and Mining License #HA-L-14635sued on August 5, 2005. The balance owed atiM2l, 2015 and December 31, 2014 was
$0 and $128,019, respectively. There was no addrierest owed as of March 31, 2015 and Decembe?@®14. See Subsequent Events for an update
on the ABB loan.
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10. NONCONTROLLING INTEREST IN JOINT VENTURE

Formation of joint venture

On April 27, 2011, the Company entered into a Jgerture Agreement with CR. Pursuant to the agre¢ntiee Company received $5,000,000 and
agreed to transfer 100% interests in Mego and Qditiling Company, LLC into the Joint Venture Compaifijile Company recorded this transactio
accordance with the provisions of ASC 810, “Cordation.”

Transfer of interest

On September 26, 2012, the Company conditionadlysierred 100% interests in Mego and Getik Minilngnpany, LLC at carrying value into the
joint venture in accordance with ASC &50-30. According to ASC 805-580, when accounting for a transfer of assets betweéties under commi
control, the entity that receives the net assedfl stitially measure assets and liabilities traeéd at their carrying amounts at the date ofsfiem

Consolidation of Joint Venture Company

The Company consolidates the Joint Venture Compaagcordance with ASC 810 based on the deternoimahiat it controls the Joint Venture
Company due to its 51% ownership interest and diotythe following characteristics:

° The noncontrolling interest lacks participatiaghts in significant decisions made in the ordineoyrse of business; and

° The noncontrolling interest does not have thétalto dissolve the Joint Venture Company
Recognize and measure noncontrolling interest
Changes in a parestownership interest while retaining its contrdajliinancial interest are accounted for as an edtdtysaction. The carrying amot
of the noncontrolling interest is adjusted to refflithe change in its ownership interest in the glidny. The difference between the fair value @& th
consideration received and the amount by whictireontrolling interest is adjusted is recognize@quity attributable to the parent. Further, the
carrying amount of the accumulated other comprétieriscome is adjusted to reflect the change inotvaership interest in the subsidiary through a

corresponding charge to equity attributable topaeent.

The following table summarizes the changes in Nontflling Interest for the three months ended Mat, 2015.

Balance, December 31, 2014 $ (2,393,169
Net loss attributable to the n-controlling interest (276,129
Foreign currency translation loss (142,31%
Balance, March 31, 2015 $ (2,811,61))

11. SEGMENT REPORTING BY GEOGRAPHIC AREA

The Company sells its products primarily to one@orer in Europe. The Company performs ongoing teadiluations on its customers and generally
does not require collateral. The Company operatessingle industry segment, production of gold atier precious metals including royalties from
other non-affiliated Companies production of gahdl @ther precious metals.

For the three months ending March 31, 2015 and 20&4Company did not have any revenue.
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The following summarizes identifiable assets bygyaphic area:

March 31, December 31,
2015 2014
Armenia $ 3,068,83: $ 3,065,27°
United States 23,582 28,822
$ 3,092,41! $ 3,094,09¢
The following summarizes operating losses befoogipion for income tax:
Net Loss table
March 31, March 31,
2015 2014
Armenia $ 324,47 $ 343,637
United States 339,19/ 335,811
$ 663,661 $ 679,44¢

12. CONCENTRATION RISK

Financial instruments which potentially subject @@mpany to concentrations of credit risk consisigipally of cash. The Company places its cash
with high credit quality financial institutions the United States and Armenia. Bank depositserithited States did not exceed federally insured
limits as of March 31, 2015 and December 31, 2044 of March 31, 2015 and December 31, 2014, thag2my had approximately $470 and $5,460,
respectively, in Armenian bank deposits which mat/be insured. The Company has not experiencedbasgs in such accounts through March 31,
2015 and as of the date of this filing.

The majority of the Company's present activitiesiarArmenia. As with all types of internationaldiness operations, currency fluctuations, exchange
controls, restrictions on foreign investment, chemntp tax regimes, political action and politicatability could impair the value of the Company's
investments.

13. CERTAIN RELATIONSHIPS AND RELATED PARTY TRANSATONS

The Company values shares issued to officers ubmépir value of common shares on grant date.

Mr. Krikorian’s employment agreement was extendedah additional 3 year term from July 1, 2009 tiglo June 30, 2012 with an annual salary of
$225,000 and Mr. Krikorian was granted 1,050,004&reh of restricted common stock which will veseéqual semannual installments over the terrr

his employment agreement.

Mr. Boghossian’s employment agreement was extefategh additional 3 year term from July 1, 2009thgh June 30, 2012 with an annual salary of

$72,000 and Mr. Boghossian was granted 337,50@slwdrestricted common stock which will vest imialgsemi-annual installments over the term of
his employment agreement.
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Mr. Dulman’s employment agreement was extendediicadditional 3 year term from August 1, 2009 tigtoduly 31, 2012 with an annual salary of
$150,000 and Mr. Dulman was granted 225,000 stadnesstricted common stock which will vest in eqeamiannual installments over the term of
employment agreement. Mr. Dulman was also grastigek options to purchase 225,000 shares of conatomk of the Company at $0.14 per share
(based on the closing price at his renewal) vestiregjual quarterly installments over the term isfédmployment agreement.

Effective July 1, 2012, the Company entered empkaynagreement extensions with Ashot BoghossiarVamdKrikorian, and effective August 1,
2012, with Jan Dulman as recommended by the Comp&vompensation Committee and approved by the Bofdrectors on June 15, 2012. The
agreements are extended for an additional threes yealer the same terms except for Mr. Dulman whiaeceive an annual salary of $165,000,
which constitutes a $15,000 raise per year, aratlditional 25,000 restricted shares of the Comma@@mmon Stock annually in lieu of the option
grants in his prior contract beginning August 112@vhen the extension begins for Mr. Dulman. Abses issued under these extensions will vest in
equal semi-annual installments over the term okthployment agreements. All shares were issutdraharket value and are amortized over the
term of the employment agreements. In July 2012 Gbmpany issued 2,437,500 shares of common staabninection with these extensions.

On July 1, 2012 the Company granted performanceetedtion bonus awards of restricted shares o€tirapany’s Common Stock to Van Krikorian
(500,000 shares) and Jan Dulman (250,000 sharest@simended by the Company’s Compensation Conevattd approved by the Board of
Directors on June 15, 2012. All shares issuecutids bonus award will vest in equal semi-anmnostiallments over the next two years through June
30, 2014. All shares were issued at fair mark&tevand are amortized in accordance with the vggteriod.

On May 16, 2014, the Company issued as directees fo each of the six directors (Nicholas Aynili@arury J. Gallagher, Harry Gilmore, lan Hague,
Lester Caesar and Van Z. Krikorian) 50,000 restidcthares of the Company’s Common Stock at $0.4$hzee for a total value of $33,000. The
shares were issued pursuant to the Board’s AprieQ64 decision from which date the shares wengedhl

On May 16, 2014, the Company declared a stock btmesployees in Armenia 260,000 restricted shaféise Company’s Common Stock at $0.11
per share for a total value of $28,600. The sharre issued pursuant to the Board’s April 16, 20&dision from which date the shares were valued.

On June 20, 2014, the Company declared a stocksttondr. W.E.S. Urquhart in Chile of 50,000 reg#&it shares of the CompasyCommon Stock
$0.10 per share for a total value of $5,000. Allrsls issued will vest in equal quarterly installisesver two years through June 30, 2016.

On June 20, 2014, the CompasyCompensation Committee granted retention bontaskt. Krikorian of $55,000, Mr. Dulman of $45,0@Hd Mr
Boghossian of $35,000 to be payable upon the reoéfpinding from the Chile sale.

On June 20, 2014, the Company’s independent cormpensommittee and the board of directors autledriemployment amendments and extensions
to Messrs. Krikorian, Boghossian, Dulman, and Caesder the same terms of their prior 2012 agreé¢snen

The amount of total deferred compensation amortiaethe three months ended March 31, 2015 and 2@#4$26,344 and $43,531, respectively.

20




On January 22, 2014, the Company received loans Boury Gallagher and lan Hague, Directors of tleen@any, in the amounts of $373,000 and
$127,000, respectively, which carry at an annu@l 089%. As of March 31, 2015, these amounts reraapaid and the Company has accrued interest
of $53,384.

As of March 31, 2015 and December 31, 2014, thegzom owed Drury Gallagher, the Company’s Directut @reasurer, $4,127 for expense
reimbursement which bears no interest and whiclainenmpaid as of the date of this filing.

As of March 31, 2015 and December 31, 2014, orikedCompany's Directors, Drury Gallagher, was o#&&06,000 and $1,697,000, respectively,
from interest free loans which remain unpaid athefdate of this filing.

As of March 31, 2015 and December 31, 2014, the gzmm owes unpaid wages of approximately $1,250s0@0$1,152,000, respectively, to
management including approximately $615,000 an®&&®, respectively to Mr. Van Krikorian and $43m&nd $409,000, respectively, to Mr. Jan
Dulman. The Company is accruing interest at aiahrate of 9% on the net of taxes wages owed twagement. March 31, 2015 and December 31,
2014, the Company had accrued interest of apprdzi;n$258,000 and $238,000, respectively. The Campas also accrued the contingent bonus
payable to the management for $270,000 as of Mat¢cR015 and December 31, 2014.

As of March 31, 2015 and December 31, 2014, thef2om had interest free loans due to employeestimefira of approximately $141,000 and
$142,000, respectively.
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14. AGREEMENTS AND COMMITMENTS

Industrial Minerals/Linne/Jacero Agreements

On March 24, 2009, the Company signed a supplyrachagreement with Industrial Minerals SA (“IMg,Swiss Company. The agreement is for IM
to purchase all of the gold and silver concentpateluced at the Company's Toukhmanuk facility &8&85 LBMA less certain treatment and refining
charges.

On February 25, 2010, the Company, through its lytmned subsidiary Mego entered into an agreeméhtIM to provide Mego with an advance
$450,000 from IM against future sales of gold aihdbs concentrate (the “Advance”). The Advancesvpaovided by IM on February 26, 2010. The
Company owed $87,020 from the Advance as of Madgt2815 and December 31, 2014.

Key terms include; that Mego provides IM with arckesive off-take agreement for its gold and sileencentrate in Armenia through December 31,
2012; for 2009 and until February 25, 2010, thegtM paid Mego for gold and silver concentrate walsulated based on 85% of the London AM.
Gold Fixation and London Silver Spot (“London R&}esntil Mego delivers 2,250 metric tons of contrate the 85% is reduced to 80%, after 2,250
metric tons have been delivered the price will ret@85% of London Rates; Mego provides IM withegurity interest in its current ore stockpile in
Armenia; and the Company provides for a corporasgantee for repayment of the Advance.

On July 5, 2013, the Company through its majorityned subsidiary Global Gold Consolidated Resoukdmited, a Jersey Island private limited
liability company (“GGCRL"), and GGCRL wholly owneslibsidiaries GGCR Mining, LLC, a Delaware limitebility company (“GGCR Mining”),
and Mego-Gold, LLC, a limited liability company ioiporated in the Republic of Armenia (“Mego”), ctuted a fifteen year mine operating
agreement, all as further described in Exhibit 2@élow, with Linne Mining LLC, a limited liabilitgompany incorporated in the Republic of Arme
(“Linne”), as the operator along with an $8,800,@@®t facilities agreement to fund future producidt the central section of the Toukhmanuk gold-
silver open pit mine in Armenia. The debt facilitgludes interest at LIBOR plus 8%, and the operadtimne, has an incentive based compensation
model, to be paid approved costs plus 10% of theahsales of gold, all as further described iniBitt10.63 below. The Company has signed as a
Guarantor on the debt facility agreement. The mimerator has begun mobilization to restart produactinis year.

The existing offtake agreement with Industrial Mide, SA was also extended until the end of 20R3Asaurther described in Exhibit 10.64 below,
share options for up to 10% in GGCRL or the subsidproject company in Armenia were also grantectiated agreements with Jacero Holdings
Limited, a limited liability company incorporated ihe Republic of Cyprus (“*Jacero”), all as furtdescribed in Exhibit 10.65 below.

Viking Investment/CREO Adreements

On July 5, 2013, GGCRL, and its wholly owned adfitis Mego, and Getik Mining Company, a limited ilighcompany incorporated in the Reput
of Armenia (“Getik”),also finalized an agreement effective June 20, 2Gif3 Creo Design (Pty) Limited, a company incomged in the Republic

South Africa (“CREQO”), and Viking Investment Limdea company incorporated in the Hong Kong (“Viking'he agreement is for CREO to man
the technical work with local employees and contecleading to feasibility studies at the Getibperty in Armenia as well as at the 50 plus sc
kilometer exploration license area surrounding teatral section of the Toukhmanuk mine. The Arizengovernment recently extended

exploration license to July 2, 2016 and the Engéiell Armenian of the current license have beeneposh the Global Gold website. The agreel
also calls for Viking to finance the initial budgétexpenses until GGCRL is publicly listed at arghaof costs plus 10%, all as further describe
Exhibit 10.66 below.

As of March 31, 2015, Viking and CREO have failedreet their obligations and are in material breafctine contract. The Company is reviewing
options with respect to the breaches of contradttampreserve the Getik licenses.
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Caldera Agreements

On November 10, 2014, the International Centrebigspute Resolution Final Award, with retired Justiderman Cahn as the sole arbitrator, ruled in
favor of Global Gold on damages and a range ofraibtstanding issues. The total damage award 888403113 with interest at 9% and penalties
continuing to accrue if Caldera does not comphhwiite equitable relief granted. Of the total damagard, $3 million is compensation and $1 million
is punitive damages for the defamatory publication£aldera's principal Vasilios Bill Mavridis agat Global Gold and its principals. This Final
Award terminates the arbitration proceedings wiGiafdera instituted against Global Gold in 2010.4&ldGold prevailed in the first, liability phase of
the arbitration and four prior court cases, as sanmad and reported in April 2013. A full copy bEt42 page Final Award as well as the other rulings
is available at the Global Gold website: www.glgudticorp.com. Previous rulings in this matter imigdd that Montreal based Caldera Resources, led
by the brothers John Mauvridis and Bill Mavridisiléd to make agreed payments to Global Gold desiténg raised almost $5 million, failed to issue
stock due, misrepresented the approval of the TorStock Exchange of the parties' contract, andretise breached the joint venture agreement.
Caldera through its Biomine, LLC subsidiary alsquioed a "Marjan West" license area which it claimeas adjacent to Marjan but in fact overlapped
with Marjan. Armenian Courts at three levels fouhat Caldera had deceptively and illegally regesdefull control over the Marjan Mining Company
to itself without the signatures or authorizatidrGéobal Gold, and a U.S. Federal Court confirmeg phase 1 arbitration findings while rejecting
Caldera's arguments to vacate the award. The Noxehih 2014 Final Award resolved all other outstagdssues with the following specific findings
and rulings requiring Caldera to:

1. turn over to Global Gold at its offices in Rjdgw York all books, records, contracts, commuricet, and property related in any way to the
Marjan property in Armenia and the Marjan Miningr@many, including specifically the Armenian Marjarnnihg Company seal, and shall
pay Global Gold $50,000 plus $250 per day for eway following issuance of this Final Award thatBumaterials are not delivered,;

2. turn over to Global Gold at its offices in Rjdew York communications Caldera and/or Mr. Mawillas had with third parties concerning
Global Gold its officers, agents, directors anditess... Without limitation, the following shall albe turned over to Global Gold: all direct
and indirect (for example through a translatorgerd) communications with the following individuaad organizations: Azat Vartanian,
Petros Vartanian, ..., Joseph Borkowski, Jeffrey Marv. Prem Premraj..., Rasia FZE, Johan Ulander, EcolTom Prutzman, ...,
Stockhouse, Investor's Hub, shareholders of GlGlnéd, and any governmental or regulatory authariti€aldera shall pay Global Gold $1
per day for every day following issuance of thisdtiAward that such materials are not delivered,;

3. issue a press release correcting the AprieB03 Caldera release ...stating that the originels is retracted with all property books and
records (including all exploration data) relatedie Marjan property transferred to Global Gold #mat neither Caldera nor its successors
retain rights to the Marjan mine in Armenia andlspay Global Gold $50,000 plus $100 per day foerwday following issuance of this
Final Award that such correcting release is natgss

4. Caldera did not spend the minimum $1 millioretihold necessary to be eligible for an NSR Royiatgrest and therefore Caldera has no
NSR Royalty or any other interest in the Marjanpanay;

5. the $150,000 which Caldera paid to Global Geédd not pursuant to the JV Agreement (which didosaiome effective) but pursuant to the
December 2009 Agreement therefore Global Gold ihbgated to make any payments to Caldera;

6. pay Global Gold $115,000 for Caldera’s rafts turn over 500,000 shares of stock in 2010;

7. pay Global Gold $3,174,209 for Caldera'kifaito make agreed payments to Global Gold;
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8. pay Global Gold $577,174 for legacy governmidighilities concerning the Marjan property andilindemnify and hold Global Gold
harmless (including attorney fees) from any govesntal claims or liabilities associated with thedithey control the seal of the Marjan
Mining Company;

9. pay Global Gold $967,345 for violating Paragraphd(fithe Final Partial Award requiring turnovergrbperty and [for] interference in Glok
Gold's development of Marjan and shall relinquish portions of the Marjan West license which oyedain any way impinge on Marjan;

10. Calderais liable for defamation and tortiouserference with contractual and business relatigith regard to Global Gold and its related
personnel and so shall (i) pay Global Gold $3 wrillin compensatory damages..., (ii) pay Global Gdldrifllion in punitive or exemplary
damages..., (iii) remove all the materials and welssibntrolled in any way by them which were adrditie exhibits on defamatory
publications in this case from the internet andeothcations, (iv) remove and be permanently eejodifrom using Global Gold's trading
symbol without permission; (v) not share those miaewith others or arrange to have them posteshymously or otherwise- (vi)
independently, ... Global Gold and those who havenlmeened by Caldera and Bill Mavridis in the adnditéxhibits on defamatory
publications as well as their attorneys [are grdjntiee authority to contact internet service previ search engine firms, social media sites,
stock discussion boards (including but not limitedsoogle, Yahoo, Facebook, Twitter, Stockhousegstor's Hub and Bing) to use this Fi
Award to remove the material as defamatory;

11. for the breaches of the Confidentiality Stitidns and Orders in this case, ...all publication&onfidential" or attorney eyes only material
[shall] be removed from the internet and any otbeations and that their substance not be repuddisind ...Global Gold and its attorneys
[are granted] the authority to contact internetiser providers, search engine firms, social meilés sstock discussions board (including but
not limited to Google, Yahoo, Facebook, Twittepckhouse, Investor's Hub and Bing) to use thisIFAwaard to remove the material--
Caldera shall pay Global Gold for $100 per day gday that persons associated with Caldera rematiolation of the Confidentiality
Stipulation and Order following the issuance o$thinal Award including for each day until full dissure of all emails and other
communications with third parties that the inforiroatwas shared with or discussed;

12. pay $1,822,416 for attorney fees and costs;
13. reimburse Global Gold $88,269 paid to théteation association and for the compensationexquenses of the arbitrator.

The Final Award was certified for purposes of Agitof the United Nations New York Convention ¢ tRecognition and Enforcement of Foreign
Arbitral Awards and for purposes of the Federalikattion Act.

On December 18, 2009, the Company entered insgerement with Caldera Resources Inc. (“Calderatlrong the terms for a joint venture on the
Company’s Marjan property in Armenia (“Marjan JV”).

Key terms included that Caldera shall, subjecetmt and conditions, earn a 55% interest in thgaviagold-Silver-Polymetallic Project after
completing a bankable feasibility study on the @cbjr spending US$3.0M on the property.

As additional consideration, Caldera made a nonnddble US$50,000 deposit by December 30, 2009sandd 500,000 shares of the company on a
post-consolidated basis. Caldera was also to makgment of US$100,000 no later than March 30, 281@efinitive agreement was to be signed as
soon as possible, upon completion of due diligeaueew, respective board approvals and any regylapproval that may be required. The Comg
received the US$50,000 deposit on December 29,,20@B(after March 31, 2010) the $100,000 payment.
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On March 24, 2010, the Company entered into aneageat with Caldera establishing the terms for iatjegénture on the Company’s Marjan property
in Armenia (“Marjan JV”) which amended the termgioé December 18, 2009 agreement.

Key terms included that Caldera would own 55% efshares of a newly created joint venture compl@gome the operator of the project, and be
responsible for all expenses. To maintain its 5584rest, Caldera was obligated to spend up to 88%0,000 on the Property, and issue 500,000
shares of Caldera to the Company. The joint venbaard would have two Caldera representative®aadslobal Gold representative. However,
certain actions including adoption of the annuarafing and capital budgets require unanimous cinsghould Caldera not perform in accordance
with the terms of the Marjan JV, then Global Golduld have 100% interest of the Marjan JV transfebrack and Caldera will receive a Net Smelter
Royalty (“ NSR “) on the Marjan property equal 584 for each tranche of US$ 1,000,000 up to a maxii8R of 3% without any prorating.

Also under the terminated joint venture agreemeiti€ra would own 100% in the Marjan Gold-SilverjBecb by making quarterly payments totaling
US$ 2,850,000, starting September 30, 2010. Id€al missed one of its quarterly payments basets dailure to raise funds from capital markets, it
was entitled to an automatic 30 day extension feaich quarterly payment; if Caldera defaulted omxdanded payment then Caldera would forfeit its
shares of the Marjan JV, be relieved of its investhcommitment, but still be liable for the paynsettt Global Gold which would accrue interest at
10%, and possibly retain a royalty interest as ilesd above. If Caldera made its payments and pteted its obligations, Global Gold would retain a
1.5% NSR on all production on the Central zone@a2db% NSR on all production on the Northern zoBaldera could prepay the payments, fulfill
investment commitment, and take 100% interest®fJi¥ at any time.

The agreement was subject to approval by the TSxuWe Exchange and the Board of Directors of tispeetive companies. As of April 30, 2010,
Caldera paid the Company $100,000. Caldera fuitfiermed the Company that it received TSX Ventirehange approval on the transaction, wl
subsequently proved to be untrue. On October X0 2he Company terminated the Marjan JV for Caldenon-payment and ngrerformance as we
as Caldera’s illegal registrations in Armenia afttteo actions. In October 2010, Caldera filed fidnitaation in New York City. In September 2010, at
Caldera’s invitation, the Company filed to revetise illegal registration in Armenia. That litigati and the New York arbitration were subsequently
resolved in favor of the Company, restoring the @any’s 100% ownership of Marjan. The Armenian Gawgent issued a new mining license to the
Company'’s wholly owned subsidiary Marjan Mining Guemy on March 5, 2013.

The arbitration hearing with respect to Global Gelbsts, attorney fees, and counterclaims for dgm#ook place on September 10, 2014 in New
York City.

See Note 15 - Legal Proceedings.

Consolidated Resources Aareement

As of March 17, 2011, the Company entered intagreement (the “Formation Agreement”) with Consaiiédi Resources USA, LLC, a Delaware
company (“CRU") for a joint venture on the Companyoukhmanuk and Getik properties in Armenia (fReoperties”). Upon payment of the initial
consideration as provided below, Global Gold andJGRIl work together for twelve months (the “12 MibnPeriod”) to develop the Properties and
cause the Properties to be contributed to a new yeinture company, whose identity and terms valhfutually agreed, (the “JVC”). Rasia, a Dubai-
based principal advisory company, acted as solesaden the transaction.

Key terms include CRU paying initial consideratimffs5,000,000 as a working capital commitment tolial Gold payable by: a $500,000 advance
immediately following the execution of the Formatidgreement (the “Advance”); $1,400,000 payabléofeing the satisfactory completion of due
diligence by CRU and the execution of definitivedments in 30 days from the date of this Agreemamd; $3,100,000 according to a separate
schedule in advance and payable within 5 businags of the end of every calendar month as needed.
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On April 27, 2011, the Company entered into an eguent with Consolidated Resources Armenia, an ekaopresident Cayman Islands company
(“CRA"); and its affiliate CRU, (hereinafter collgeely referred to as “CR”"), to fund developmentidorm a joint venture on the Properties (the “JV
Agreement”). The JV Agreement was entered purstgaitite Formation Agreement.

CR completed its due diligence with satisfactiard as of the date of the JV Agreement completediuhéing of the required $500,000 Advance.
Upon the terms and subject to the conditions oAgveement, CR will complete the funding of the e#ning $4,500,000 of its $5,000,000 working
capital commitment related to Toukhmanuk and Gatigording to an agreed, restricted funding schedhieh includes $1,400,000 payable following
the execution of the Agreement and the remaining®B000 payable over the next 12 months with paysneccurring within 5 business days of the
end of each calendar month as needed. In addion]effrey Marvin of CR was elected a memberhef Global Gold Board of Directors and atten
the Company's annual meeting on June 10, 2011of Recember 31, 2011, the Company received thesfy000,000 funding from CR. Mr. Marvin
resigned from the Global Gold board on February2®4?2 for personal reasons.

Pursuant to the JV Agreement, Global Gold and CRewmrking together for twelve months (the “12 Moiteriod”) from the date of the JV
Agreement to develop the Properties, improve thanitial performance and enhance shareholder valne JV Agreement enables Global Gold to
complete its current Toukhmanuk production expan&o300,000 tonnes per year and advance explaratidrmenia. Global Gold and CR agree to
form a new Joint Venture Company (“JVQbY be established by CR, subject to terms and tondimutually and reasonably agreed with Globdti¢
provided that JVC shall have no liabilities, obtigas, contingent or not, or commitments, excepspant to a shareholders’ agreement. Global Gold
and CR intend to integrate all of Global Gold’s Kbmanuk and Getik mining and exploration operations the JVC.

The JVC will (i) own, develop and operate Toukhmaaand Getik, (ii) be a company listed on an exclesfiudly admitted to trading or be in the
process of being listed on such exchange andéiie no liabilities, obligations, contingent or @t commitments except pursuant to the shareholder
agreement. The JVC will issue new shares to thegamy such that following any reverse merger drahpublic offering of JVC's shares ("IPO"),
Global Gold shall directly or indirectly hold theegiter of (a) 51% of the equity of JVC, or (b) $4illion in newly issued stock of JVC, calculated
based on the volume weighted average price ("VWAIPYuch shares over the first 30 (thirty) daysradling following the IPO, assuming issuance of
all shares issuable in the IPO, and assuming issuainall shares issuable as management shareoanersion of the Notes issued under the
Instrument (as defined) and all other convertilgleusities and exercise of any warrants or otheuréigs issued in connection with the IPO, suchi if
following any reverse merger or IPO, the value 48.8 million in newly issued shares based on VWABMC shares is greater than the Global Gold's
51% equity ownership in JVC valued as above, neaveshin JVC will be issued to the Global Gold sttt the aggregate value of Global Gold's
ownership in JVC is shares having a value of $4fllon based on VWAP, and the Company shall reniaicontrol of the JVC following the public
listing.

On February 6, 2012, the Company received consent §hareholders representing a majority over 65%s @utstanding Common Stock to tran
the 100% interests in Mego and Getik Mining CompamyC into GGCR Mining, LLC, a Delaware limited bdity company, owned by a joint ventt
company, Global Gold Consolidated Resources Limiéedersey Island private limited company (“‘GGCR¥r the terms of the April 27, 2011 J«
Venture Agreement with Consolidated Resources Aimemn exempt non-resident Cayman Islands compa@RA"). The JVC was to issue ni
shares to the Company such that following any ses/energer or initial public offering of JVC's sh&eIPO"), Global Gold shall directly or indirec
hold the greater of (a) 51% of the equity of JVE(lw) $40.0 million in newly issued stock of JVGleaulated based on the volume weighted ave
price ("VWAP") of such shares over the first 30irft}) days of trading following the IPO, assumirgsuance of all shares issuable in the IPO
assuming issuance of all shares issuable as maeagiesihares and conversion of the Notes issuedruhdelinstrument (as defined) and all o
convertible securities and exercise of any warrantsther securities issued in connection with @, such that if following any reverse merge
IPO, the value of $40.0 million in newly issued sabased on VWAP of JVC shares is greater tha®tbbal Gold's 51% equity ownership in J
valued as above, new shares in JVC will be issoele Global Gold such that the aggregate valuglobal Gold's ownership in JVC is shares ha
a value of $40.0 million based on VWAP, and the @any shall remain in control of the JVC followirtgetpublic listing, all as further describec
exhibit 10.34 below. The Board of Directors of &b Gold Corporation previously approved the samaasaction, discussed above, on Janue
2012.
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Based on the approval of the Board of Director&labal Gold received on January 5, 2012 and oniviegeconsent from its shareholders represer
over a 65% majority of its outstanding Common Stook=ebruary 6, 2012, to transfer the 100% inteérebtego and Getik Mining Company,

LLC into GGCR Mining, LLC, a Delaware limited lidly company (“GGCR Mining”), owned by a joint vame company, Global Gold Consolidated
Resources Limited, a Jersey Island private lim@echpany (“GGCR”), per the terms of the April 2712QJoint Venture Agreement with Consolidated
Resources Armenia, an exempt non-resident Caynfeamdis company (“CRA”), the Company entered in®fitllowing agreements on or about
February 19, 2012 updating previous agreementagdlirther described in the exhibits attachedherfollowing dates:

Shareholders Agreement for GGCR dated Februarg2® (Exhibit 10.36)

Supplemental Letter dated February 19, 2012 (&ixh0.37)

Getik Assignment and Assumption Agreement datdaltrary 19, 2012 (Exhibit 10.38)

MG Assignment and Assumption Agreement datedd=eiprl9, 2012 (Exhibit 10.39)

Guaranty dated February 19, 2012 (by GGC to Cf&hibit 10.40)

Guaranty dated February 19, 2012 (by GGCR MininGRA) (Exhibit 10.41)

Security Agreement dated February 19, 2012 (bf8@&nd GGCR Mining to CRA) (Exhibit 10.42)

Action by Written Consent of the Sole Member @GR Mining, LLC dated February 19, 2012 (Exhibit4Z)
Certificate of Global Gold Corporation dated Rebyy 19, 2012 (Exhibit 10.44)

Global Gold Consolidated Resources Limited Regést Company No 109058 Written resolutions by fathe directors of the Company
(Exhibit 10.45)

e Action by Written Consent of the Board of Managef GGCR Mining, LLC (Exhibit 10.46)

Key terms included that Global Gold will retain 5I#tthe shares of GGCR, which will be a subsidigithe Company, per the terms of the April 27,
2011 Joint Venture Agreement as approved and destebove. The Board of Directors of GGCR Miningd be comprised of Van Krikorian, frc
GGC, Premraj, from CRA, and three non-executigeependent directors to be selected in the futiPending the closing, if any, GGM was
designated as the manager of the Toukhmanuk arkl Beperties, with reasonable costs incurred byMB@th respect thereto being passed through
to GGCRL and GGCR Mining, as applicable, for reimgament. The April 26, 2012 deadline set in thelAQ011 JV Agreement to close the
transaction passed without a closing for seveasans, as previously reported, clarification artlesaent efforts followed.

On September 26, 2012, GGM entered into two Shearster Agreements with GGCR Mining covering tlansfer of all the shares of the Armenian
companies Mego and the Getik Mining Company, LLGolvhiespectively hold the Toukhmanuk and Getik minproperties in Armenia. The Share
Transfer Agreements were concluded in accordanttetiné previously disclosed agreements with Codat#id Resources Armenia and Consolidated
Resources USA, LLC, a Delaware limited liabilityngpany to fund development and form a joint venturéhe Company’s Toukhmanuk and Getik
properties in Armenia. GGCR Mining will (i) ownedelop and operate Toukhmanuk and Getik gold mipiogerties, and be a (ii) be a company
listed on an exchange fully admitted to trading.oASeptember 19, 2012, GGCRL resolved reportestanding issues which had blocked
implementation of the joint venture agreement axetetion of the Share Transfer Agreements. Gl@mdtl's ownership in GGCRL is and shall be
greater value of either 51% or the pro forma vali$40.0 million 30 days after the stock is pubylitiaded. The sole officers of GGCRL as of
September 19, 2012 are: Mr. Van Krikorian, Exe@itBhairman; Mr. Jan Dulman, Financial Controlleil@@Freasurer; and Mr. Ashot Boghossian
Armenia Managing Director, with Ogie€Cerporate Services (Jersey) Limited continuingeasetary of the Company. See attached Exhibis8lénc
10.59.

On October 26, 2012, the shares of Mego and Getile wegistered, subject to terms and conditiorssaed in the transfer documents, with the State
Registry of the Republic of Armenia, as being fulyned by GGCR Mining. The registration was cortggeafter approval was given by ABB which
required Global Gold to guaranty the ABB line oédit payable. CRA failed to meet the terms and itams.

See Note 15 - Legal Proceedings, below.
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Rent Agreements

On April 1, 2011, the Company moved its corporaadyuarters from Greenwich, CT to 555 Theodore Brawenue, Rye, NY 10580. The new le
is for five years and had annual costs of; $63j04fear 1, $64,212 in year 2, $65,380 in year &,%67 in year 4, and $67,715 in year 5.

15. LEGAL PROCEEDINGS
CRA Related

On January 6, 2014, the Company received notiae Wiy. Borkowski that the amount due to CRA in adaorce with the Convertible Notes was
$2,197,453 plus interest $933,942 at 15% neith@rhoch the Company believes is valid and is onlyngag the $1,500,000 in Notes plus the $394

of Advances payable. The January 6, 2014 notiae fvtr. Borkowski acknowledges that amounts abové®1,000 are “uncertificated.” No Company
approval or adequate substantiation for creditirgdifference of $1,894,244 and $2,197,453 as atrdusunder the Convertible Notes or as
Advances has been provided. The Company and GGE€disw raised fraud issues with CR which have aenhlresolved; if unresolved, the fraud
issues would vitiate CR’s rights and create ligie#i. A draft audit report was prepared, but boRAGnd its director Mr. Premraj each failed to atte
two shareholder and board meetings to considedride report. The February 27, 2014 shareholdertarzdd meetings were adjourned in accordance
with the Articles and when the shareholder meetaugpnvened on March 7, 2014 the Company votedajenity shares to approve the draft audit
report. On March 10, 2014, Mr. Borkowski purportedh behalf of CRA received an “Order of Justicatlanjunction from the Royal Court of Jersey
against GGCRL, the Executive Chairman of GGCRL t#wedCompany enjoining it from certain activitiehelorder was applied for and received ol
ex parte basis without giving any of the defendawtice or opportunity to be heard and based oonpdete and fraudulent representations. Neither
Mr. Premraj who was consistently represented aswheer of CRA or Mr. Marvin who signed every agregnon behalf of CRA submitted a sworn
statement in support of CRA or Mr. Borkowski sorthare additional concerns about fraud and missgpitation as well as counterparty risk. GGCRL
matters are subject to a broad arbitration agreeraad the Company has triggered the dispute résolprovisions of the 2011 JVA as well as
subsequent arbitration agreements, and the aibitragreement has been upheld by the Jersey cdheslersey legal action is considered to be a bad
faith tactic, not based in law or fact, and desijorly to extract extra legal advantages agairesCthimpany. On April 2, 2014, the aspects of the ex
parte injunction affecting operations have bededif The Company is still considering its legaliops with respect to CRA as well as the individuals
who have misled the Company, frustrated the GGGt penture as well as the November 2013 mergereagent with Signature, and breached the
relevant agreements. The Company is also awardhd@orkowski has attempted to buy the Mego GoBBAoan from the ABB bank (since repaid
in full), has materially interfered in the Compasigontractual and business affairs and is cooperatith Mr. Mavridis and Caldera Resources in
issuing defamatory material on the internet andvetteere against the Company and its principals.Jdmpany has also received registry documents
showing that in 2012 Mr. Borkowski established enpany with Caldera's representative to Armenia rhthe "Aparan Mining Company." The
Company has also received additional informatiotMonBorkowski’s activities relative to damaging the Company atehapting to misappropriate
assets in Armenia.

In the Jersey legal action, Mr. Borkowski attemptedbtain judgment on the Convertible Notes cl®mCRA, but the court denied that attempt and
held the issue over in a judgment dated June 118};2fe court awarded the Company its costs inndifig the attempt by Mr. Borkowski purportedly
on behalf of CRA.

On March 26, 2015, the Court of Appeals of therldlaf Jersey ruled in the Company'’s favor in stgyati proceedings and referring the claims

initiated by Joseph Borkowski, purportedly on b&b&ICRA to the contracted dispute resolution prhges in New York City. On the same day, the
Court of Appeals also granted the Company its carstisfees for the entire proceedings with CRA.
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Amarant and Alluvia Related

On August 6, 2013, the American Arbitration Asstioia International Centre for Dispute Resolutiosuisd a Partial Final Award in favor of the
Company for $2,512,312 as a liquidated princip&itgdus 12% interest and excluding any additiorzhdges, attorney fees, or costs which will be
discussed at a later time. Additionally, the Amani@rbitration Association enjoined Amarant andu&ll from assigning or alienating any assets or
performing or entering transactions which wouldénéhve effect of alienating its respective assetslipg payment of $2,512,312 to Global Gold.
Amarant and Alluvia have not complied with the &iddiaward to pay, produce records, or, appareetiier transactions pending payment in full to
Global Gold. Subsequent to the arbitral award, Aamtand Alluvia announced on the Amarant websi0ib3 that “[tthe companies have reached an
agreement with a UAE based consortium to sell netparts of their assets. The deal was signedher3®th September in London and consists of
three parts. The first stage consists of the s#lése shares in Mineral Invest and Alluvia that ptedged as security for various bridge financing
solutions and short term financing. In a secondestae consortium will provide the operational camigs MIl and Alluvia with necessary funding to
start the operations and settle off short termslaht obligations in Alluvia and Mineral Investlunding, but not limited to, legal fees to the SO/
firm, license fees, funds owed to Global Gold redbto the purchase of the Valdevia, Chile propanty remaining payments against NSR
commitments in connection with the Huakan deal. flis¢ two stages are expected to be completedéend of 2013.” Global Gold was contacted by
Mr. Ulander and separately by the former ChairmiAlloivia, Mr. Thomas Dalton, as the representatif¢he consortium, Gulf Resource Capital,
referenced in the Amarant/Alluvia announcemengttiesthe arbitration award and despite the expiectaf payments, no payments were made by
December 31, 2013 and the parties have not reacHetinitive agreement. There can be no assuréaté&siulf Resource Capital will pay on behalf of
Amarant and Alluvia, Global Gold will continue teek enforcement of the arbitral award to the futeat as well as pursue its claims of additional
damages in the ongoing arbitration.

On June 26, 2014, the International Center for GtisgResolution International Arbitration Tribunalidered a Final Award in the matter of Global
Gold Corporation vs. Amarant Mining LTD and AlluMidining, Ltd. awarding Global Gold $16,800,000 UBDs $68,570.25 USD in interest, costs,
and fess, with post-award interest on unpaid ansoacdruing at 9%. In addition, the Tribunal proddke following injunctive relief: “ Per my
previous orders in this matter, each of Amarant/Alhavia, including its officers and agents indivially (including without limitation Johan Ulander),
is continued to be enjoined, directly and indingclfom alienating any assets, from transferringamsenting to the transfer of any shares, or
performing or entering any transactions which wdudgte the effect of alienating assets pending paytoeGlobal Gold; each of Amarant and Alluv
including its officers and agents (including withdimitation Johan Ulander) will provide within Subiness days all contracts, draft agreements, gmail
records of financial transactions, financial statets, and all other documents in connection widirthusiness affairs for purposes of determining
whether Respondents have complied with the Jul2@93 and subsequent orders, have diverted fundhwbuld have been used to pay Global G
and to aid Global Gold in collection. Respondehtisspecifically provide of all documents relatedsulf Resource Capital, Amarant Finance, the
IGE Resources stock sale and related transact®onglhas documents related to the institutionsmfwehich Respondents have represented payment
would issue including but not limited to: Mango&lyedebank, Jool Capital, Skandinavska Bank, C&dgse, HSBC, Volksbank, Loyal Bank,
Danskebank, NSBO, the “offtakeighd Clifford Chance escrow account. Respondentsestecute any documents reasonably necessaryjoireel by
any institution to give Claimant access to thiiniation and documents” all as more particulartyosg in Exhibit 10.68.

The Company is actively pursuing worldwide enforeaiof the monetary award and injunctive reliefngeal.
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Hankavan Related

In 2006, GGH, which was the license holder forktakavan and Marjan properties, was the subjecowfipt and improper demands and threats
the now former Minister of the Ministry of Envirorant and Natural Resources of Armenia, Vardan AyaraZlhe Company reported this situation to
the appropriate authorities in Armenia and in thmétéd States. Although the Minister took the positthat the licenses at Hankavan and Marjan were
terminated, other Armenian governmental officisdswed the Company to the contrary and Armeniatigrdrords confirmed the continuing validity
of the licenses. The Company received indepenégal bpinions that all of its licenses were vahd amained in full force and effect, continued to
work at those properties, and engaged internatiaméllocal counsel to pursue prosecution of tiegdl and corrupt practices directed against the
subsidiary, including international arbitration. ®obvember 7, 2006, the Company initiated the thildy good faith negotiating period (which is a
prerequisite to filing for international arbitratiainder the 2003 SHA, LLC Share Purchase Agreemtitlthe three named shareholders and one
previously undisclosed principal, Mr. Ayvazian. eEf@ompany filed for arbitration under the rulesemithe International Chamber of Commerce,
headquartered in Paris, France ("ICC"), on Decer@BeR006. On September 25, 2008, the Federali@i§tourt for the Southern District of New
York ruled that Mr. Ayvazian was required to appasia respondent in the ICC arbitration. On Sepgers, 2008, the ICC International Court of
Arbitration ruled that Mr. Ayvazian shall be a pait accordance with the decision rendered on Sepee 25, 2008 by the Federal District Court for
the Southern District of New York. SubsequentiyDiecember 2011 the ICC Tribunal decided to procesy with the three named shareholders; in
March 2012, GGM filed an action in Federal Dist@urt pursuant to that Court’s decisions for daesaagainst Ayvazian and/or to conform the ICC
Tribunal to the precedents, and on July 11, 20&Z#deral Court entered judgment in favor of then@any, which was not appealed and became
final. Based on the evidence of the damages sdfas a result of Ayvazyan’s actions, the final,$37,978.02 federal court judgment in favor of
GGM is comprised of $27,152,244.50 in compensatiamages plus $10,385,734.52 of interest at 9% 2088. The Company has notified the ICC
that the pending arbitration against the otheretlstgareholders should be terminated as moot, emnirgidthe final judgment against Ayvazian. The
ICC has complied with the Company’s request anthiteated that proceeding. On September 6, 2012 tiiled States Marshal Service for the
Southern District of New York filed for service arl\of Execution to be enforced against Mr. Vardeyvazyan in favor of GGM. The Writ of
Execution was issued by the United States Dis@auirt for the Southern District of New York follomg the order and judgment of Judge J. Paul
Oetken and final entry of that judgment (No. 12A26 The terms of the Writ of Execution and therfihSeven Million Five Hundred Thirty Seven
Thousand Nine Hundred Seventy Eight dollars and Gemds ($37,537,978.02) amount of the judgmenawoif of GGM are more particularly
described in Exhibit 10.56 below. On November 2113 the Company received from its attorneys thigfout prejudice” ruling of the Judge J. Paul
Oetken of United States District Court for the $@uh District of New York which vacated the $37.Blion default judgment which the Company
obtained against former Armenian Minister of Enmimeent Vartan Ayvazian solely on jurisdictional gnos. The ruling is expressly “without
prejudice” to Global Gold's right to re-file or ctimue to pursue the case. The court did not roléhe corruption charges or damage amount caused b
Ayvazian’s actions, basing its findings on AyvaZ&general insufficient contacts with New York. ©aof the shareholders of the Armenian party to
the agreement under which the Company broughtgaiinst Ayvazian identified him as the undiscloggdcipal who controlled the transaction and
divided the funds paid by Global Gold. The Novem®®r2013 court ruling also did not address thasest This ruling has no effect on the Company’
financial statements as this judgment was neverded on the Company’s books. The United Statest@d Appeals for the Second Circuit in New
York subsequently confirmed the dismissal “withptajudice” to the Company, and the Company is @#sig its options.

In addition, and based on the US Armenia Bilatbraéstment Treaty, GGM filed a request for arbitnatagainst the Republic of Armenia for the
actions of the former Minister of Environment andtidal Resources with the International CentreSkettlement of Investment Disputes, which is a
component agency of the World Bank in Washingtog.[§"ICSID"), on January 29, 2007. On August 31072, the Government of Armenia and
GGM jointly issued the following statement, "[thggintly announce that they have suspended theDG®bitration pending conclusion of a detailed
settlement agreement. The parties have reachedfideotial agreement in principle, and anticipdtattthe final settlement agreement will be reached
within 10 days of this announcement." The Compaaxylearned from public records that GeoProMinirgy Lthrough an affiliate, has become the sole
shareholder of an Armenian Company, Golden Ore,,Mddich was granted a license for Hankavan. Geolfriolg Ltd. is subject to the 20%
obligations as successor to Sterlite Resources, Atdof February 25, 2008, GGM entered into a d@ohl, confidential settlement agreement with
the Government of the Republic of Armenia to digoare the ICSID arbitration proceedings, which weiscontinued as of May 2, 2008. This
agreement did not affect the ICC arbitration agéition involving similar subject matter.
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Marjan Related

Based on a false representation by Caldera, on1Jyr2010, Global Gold Corporation and its subsidi&GM, LLC (collectively “Global”) and

Caldera Resources, Inc. (“Caldera”) announced TSagproval of their March 24, 2010 joint ventureesgnent to explore and bring the Marjan
property into commercial production. As previousported, the property is held with a twenty-fisgar “special mining license,” effective April 22,
2008, and expiring April 22, 2033, which expandeel prior license term and substantially increabeditense area. The license required payments o
annual governmental fees and the performance df atthe property as submitted and approved imtiméng plan, which includes mining of 50,000
tonnes of mineralized rock per year, as well asagafion work to have additional reserves approweder Armenian Law in order to maintain the
licenses in good standing. Caldera advised Glababell as governmental authorities that it wowdle complying with the work requirements wh
prompted 90 day termination notices from the gomemt and the October 7, 2010 joint venture ternonatotice from Global, which Global had
agreed to keep the termination notice confidetigil October 15, 2010.

The joint venture agreement provided that Caldevaltvbe solely responsible for license complianm@ eonducting the approved mining plan, and
that “[i]n the event that Caldera does not, ortfeeowise unable to, pursue this project and paylaial Gold the amounts provided for hereunder,
Caldera’s rights to the Property and the sharddasfan-Caldera Mining LLC shall be forfeited angbi@ced by a Net Smelter Royalty (the “NSR”).”
Caldera did not meet the threshold to earn any Ni&fer the agreement, and its notice of licenseawnpliance as well as its failure to pay resulte
an automatic termination of its rights by operatidithe agreement. The agreement provided thate€alould deliver 500,000 of its shares to Glc
“subject to final approvals of this agreement by 18X Venture Exchange.” Caldera advised that th¥ Venture Exchange approval was issued in
June 2010 and Caldera failed to deliver the shaBeshject to a 30 day extension if it could noseathe funds in capital markets, Caldera agreed to
make a $300,000 payment to the Company on Septe3fb@010 and December 31, 2010; $250,000 on Ma0d¢R011, September 30, 2011,
September 30, 2011, December 30, 2011, March 3@, Zeptember 30, 2012, and September 30, 2012%0®J000 on December 31, 2012. Cal
raised sufficient funds, but did not make thesenpats.

The agreement was subject to approval by the TSXWufe Exchange and the Board of Directors of tispeetive companies. Caldera further infor
the Company that it received TSX Venture Exchanggr@val on the transaction, which subsequently @dow be untrue. On October 7, 2010,
Company terminated the Marjan JV for Caldera’s pagment and non-performance as well as Calddliggal registrations in Armenia and ot
actions. In October 2010, Caldera filed for adiitm in New York City. In September 2010, at @aliks invitation, the Company filed to reverse
illegal registration in Armenia. That litigatiome the New York arbitration were subsequently neswlin favor of the Company, restoring
Company’s 100% ownership of Marjan.

In a final, non-appealable decision issued andctffe February 8, 2012, the Armenian Court of Cssaffirmed the July 29, 2011 Armenian trial
court and December 12, 2012 Court of Appeals datésivhich ruled that Caldera's registration andmassion of control through unilateral charter
changes of the Marjan Mine and Marjan Mining Compar C were illegal and that ownership rests fullith GGM. The official versions of the
Armenian Court decisions are available through:Htmvw.datalex.and , with English translations available on the Compamebsite.

On March 29, 2012, in the independent New York @ityitration case Global Gold received a favorableg in its arbitration proceeding in New
York with Caldera which is available on the Companyebsite, see Exhibit 10.48. The arbitrator idsu®artial Final Award which orders the Marjan
Property in Armenia to revert to GGM based on the failures to meet conditions precedent to thedi&4, 2010 agreement. First, Caldera failed
and refused to deliver the 500,000 shares to Gl&=dond, Caldera did not submit the final jointtuee agreement to the TSXfor approval until th
middle of the arbitration proceedings, insteadingyon superseded versions in its regulatory susiotis and submitting “Form 5Cs” to the TSX-V
which were false representations of Caldera’s aliligs to Global.

The Partial Award states “By misrepresenting itgrpant obligations to the TSX-V, Caldera paintedlad financial picture to the TSX-V and the

investing public.” In addition, the arbitrator fiodi that had he not come to the conclusions ab@@ldera and its officers effectively breached e J
Agreement and the terms of the Limited LiabilityrAgment” in multiple ways, including Caldera’s ta# to make quarterly payments to Global.
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The Partial Award orders reversion of the Marjaoperty to Global, return of amounts paid to GldbalCaldera returned as the JV Agreement did not
go into effect, an Net Smelter Royalty to Caldefr@.6% for each tranche of $1 million actually spen the property, and further proceedings on
Global's claims for damages with additional heasiegrrently set to begin July 11, 2012. As presipueported, Global’'s records establish that
Caldera did not spend $1 million on the Marjan jertyp Additionally, tax returns filed by CalderaArmenia report less than $400,000 spent on the
property. The parties' arbitration agreement grgrovides that the award “shall be final and appealable” and for the award of attorney fees,
arbitrator’s fees, and other costs. In accordavittethe Arbitrator's order and the JV agreememob@l Gold has filed to confirm the Partial Final
Award in Federal Court. Caldera is opposing theficmation. The amounts paid to Global by Caldetal $150,000 and is included in the
Company'’s accounts payable, although they are tégpand offset by damages and other amounts d@alolera to the Company.

In an Opinion and Order signed on April 15, 2018 egleased on April 17, 2013, U.S. Federal Judgenkth M. Karas of the Southern District of N
York confirmed the March 29, 2012 American Arbitoat Association arbitration award issued by retidedtice Herman Cahn which, among ¢
things, stated that “[tlhe property should revert[Global Gold] within thirty (30) days from the t@a[of the arbitration award by April 29,
2012]. Obviously, [Global Gold] may cause the agpiate governmental bodies in Armenia to regisiterproperty in [Global Gold’s] nameAll as
further described in the exhibit 10.61 below.

The Company has reestablished control of Marjanimdi€ompany which is the license holder of the Margproperty. A new mining license, valid
until April 22, 2033, has been issued to the Comgparhe Company's control has not been establiekedcertain property, records, financial and tax
information, or other assets maintained by Calderd as warehouse and drill core as Caldera Has taiturn over such property despite being
ordered to do so. The Company is proceeding withspto mine in compliance with the mining licensed implement additional exploration to the
best of its ability. The Company is also takingdeaction to protect its rights in an adjacentitery indentified as “Marjan West” for which Calde

has publicly claimed to have a license but accgrtiinpublic, on-line government records, the comydasiding the license is 100% owned by another
person.

Caldera has also publicly claimed that it contintzelsave rights to the Marjan property based omptiréies’ December 2009 agreement, but that
agreement to agree was merged into the March 2E@ment, called for completion of payments by €aldy the end of 2012, and included other
terms which Caldera cannot meet. Caldera’s attéongatise this issue in the arbitral proceedindiefong the March 29, 2012 decision in Global
Gold’s favor has not succeeded. Caldera andfiteo$ and agents have also continued a defamagonpaign of harassment and filing of false claims
over the internet and elsewhere against the Comaadyts officials which may be pursued during daenages phase of the arbitration.

On November 10, 2014, the International Centrebigpute Resolution Final Award, with retired Justiderman Cahn as the sole arbitrator, ruled in
favor of Global Gold on damages and a range ofraibstanding issues to finally resolve all outdiag issues. The total damage award is
$10,844,413 with interest at 9% and penalties oaiig to accrue if Caldera does not comply withehaitable relief granted. Of the total damage
award, $3 million is compensation and $1 milliopisitive damages for the defamatory publication€hldera’s principal Vasilios Bill Mavridis
against Global Gold and its principals. This FiAalard terminates the arbitration proceedings wiiaidera instituted against Global Gold in 2010.
Global Gold prevailed in the first, liability phaséthe arbitration and four prior court casessasimarized and reported in April 2013. A full cagdy
the 42 page Final Award as well as the other rgliscgavailable at the Global Gold website: www.gligloldcorp.com. Previous rulings in this matter
included that Montreal based Caldera Resourcedyede brothers John Mavridis and Bill Mavridiailéd to make agreed payments to Global Gold
despite having raised almost $5 million, failedssue stock due, misrepresented the approval dfdéhento Stock Exchange of the parties' contract,
and otherwise breached the joint venture agreer@atdera through its Biomine, LLC subsidiary alsguared a "Marjan West" license area which it
claimed was adjacent to Marjan but in fact overtappith Marjan. Armenian Courts at three levelsidthat Caldera had deceptively and illegally
registered full control over the Marjan Mining Coamy to itself without the signatures or authorizatof Global Gold, and a U.S. Federal Court
confirmed the phase 1 arbitration findings whilgcéing Caldera's arguments to vacate the awarel Nidvember 10, 2014 Final Award resolved all
other outstanding issues with the following spedifidings and rulings requiring Caldera to:

1. turn over to Global Gold at its offices in Rjdgw York all books, records, contracts, commuricet, and property related in any way to the

Marjan property in Armenia and the Marjan Miningr@many, including specifically the Armenian Marjannihg Company seal, and shall
pay Global Gold $50,000 plus $250 per day for eway following issuance of this Final Award thatBumaterials are not delivered,;
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10.

turn over to Global Gold at its offices in Rjdgw York communications Caldera and/or Mr. Mawitlas had with third parties concerning
Global Gold its officers, agents, directors anditess... Without limitation, the following shall albe turned over to Global Gold: all direct
and indirect (for example through a translatorgerd) communications with the following individuaad organizations: Azat Vartanian,
Petros Vartanian, ..., Joseph Borkowski, Jeffrey Marv. Prem Premraj..., Rasia FZE, Johan Ulander, EcolTom Prutzman, ...,
Stockhouse, Investor's Hub, shareholders of GlGlmddl, and any governmental or regulatory authaiti€aldera shall pay Global Gold $1
per day for every day following issuance of thigdtiAward that such materials are not delivered,;

issue a press release correcting the AprieB03 Caldera release ...stating that the originakasd is retracted with all property books and
records (including all exploration data) relatedie Marjan property transferred to Global Gold #mat neither Caldera nor its successors
retain rights to the Marjan mine in Armenia andlspay Global Gold $50,000 plus $100 per day foerwday following issuance of this
Final Award that such correcting release is natgss

Caldera did not spend the minimum $1 millioretfhold necessary to be eligible for an NSR Royiatgrest and therefore Caldera has no
NSR Royalty or any other interest in the Marjanpanay;

the $150,000 which Caldera paid to Global Gradd not pursuant to the JV Agreement (which didbemtome effective) but pursuant to the
December 2009 Agreement therefore Global Gold ihbgated to make any payments to Caldera;

pay Global Gold $115,000 for Caldera's reffts turn over 500,000 shares of stock in 2010;
pay Global Gold $3,174,209 for Caldera'kifaito make agreed payments to Global Gold,;

pay Global Gold $577,174 for legacy governmidighilities concerning the Marjan property andgblindemnify and hold Global Gold
harmless (including attorney fees) from any govesntal claims or liabilities associated with thedithey control the seal of the Marjan
Mining Company;

pay Global Gold $967,345 for violating Paragraphdfithe Final Partial Award requiring turnoverpgrbperty and [for] interference in Glok
Gold's development of Marjan and shall relinquish portions of the Marjan West license which oyedain any way impinge on Marjan;

Caldera is liable for defamation and tortiouierference with contractual and business relatigith regard to Global Gold and its related
personnel and so shall (i) pay Global Gold $3 warillin compensatory damages..., (ii) pay Global Gdldrifllion in punitive or exemplary
damages..., (iii) remove all the materials and welssibntrolled in any way by them which were adrditie exhibits on defamatory
publications in this case from the internet andeothcations, (iv) remove and be permanently eejdifrom using Global Gold's trading
symbol without permission; (v) not share those maewith others or arrange to have them posteshamously or otherwise- (vi)
independently, ... Global Gold and those who havenlmeened by Caldera and Bill Mavridis in the adnditéxhibits on defamatory
publications as well as their attorneys [are grdjntiee authority to contact internet service prevg] search engine firms, social media sites,
stock discussion boards (including but not limitedsoogle, Yahoo, Facebook, Twitter, Stockhousegditor's Hub and Bing) to use this Fi
Award to remove the material as defamatory;
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11. for the breaches of the Confidentiality Stitidns and Orders in this case, ...all publication&onfidential" or attorney eyes only material
[shall] be removed from the internet and any otbeations and that their substance not be repuddisind ...Global Gold and its attorneys
[are granted] the authority to contact internetiser providers, search engine firms, social meifés sstock discussions board (including but
not limited to Google, Yahoo, Facebook, Twittepckhouse, Investor's Hub and Bing) to use thisIFAmaard to remove the material--
Caldera shall pay Global Gold for $100 per day gday that persons associated with Caldera rematiolation of the Confidentiality
Stipulation and Order following the issuance o$thinal Award including for each day until full dissure of all emails and other
communications with third parties that the inforiroatwas shared with or discussed;

12. pay $1,822,416 for attorney fees and costs;

13. reimburse Global Gold $88,269 paid to théteation association and for the compensationequenses of the arbitrator.
The Final Award was certified for purposes of Agitof the United Nations New York Convention ¢ tRecognition and Enforcement of Foreign
Arbitral Awards and for purposes of the Federalitkattion Act. The Company is actively pursuing ecment of the monetary damages and

injunctive relief granted.

Armenian Tax Authority Related

On January 12, 2012, the Armenian Court of Cassatmfirmed prior trial and appellate court rulimggecting a proposed tax assessment against the
Company’s Mego-Gold subsidiary by the Armenian&Réevenue Agency related to an incorrect claim eomog gold production at Toukhmanuk as
well as incorrect applications of relevant law.bSequently, the State Revenue agency has continvestigations and intimated that it is investigg
and may make further claims against the Compangdias the same matters previously adjudicatederCbmpany’s favor as well as based on claims
initiated and related to Caldera Resources arafisits during and after legal proceedings in wttiehCompany prevailed against Caldera.

Independent legal counsel has been engaged s& thatters, and the Company considers that it ddialilities in connection with allegations noted
to date. The Company has alerted Armenian auibstid the evidence of corruption in connectiorhwiite purported investigation and the role of
Caldera and its agentsAs a part of operating in the country, the Compiaagularly has to deal with tax claims by authositieone of which rise to tt
level of materiality. The Company also learned tilatBorkowski purportedly of CRA met with Armeniaax officials in attempt to gain leverage for
his claims against the Company, with no tax conseqe to the Company as well as exoneration fofatlse claims.

General

The Company is subject to various legal proceedimgkclaims that arise in the ordinary course aif®ss or which constitute nuisance claims. In the
opinion of management, the amount of any ultimiteility with respect to these actions will not midally affect the Companyg’consolidated financi
statements or results of operations. The Compasybhen brought to court by several disgruntlesiéoremployees and contractors for unpaid sal
and invoices, respectively, as well as some peasditr nonpayment which totals approximately $280,0The Company has recorded a liability for
the actual unpaid amounts due to these individefadgproximately $158,000 as of March 31, 2015 twedCompany has depleted the approximately
$25,000 previously deposited at the Armenian Mdlsteavice as security for the claims. The Compangurrently, and will continue to, vigorously
defending its position in courts against thesews$athat are without merit. The Company is alsotiating directly with these individuals outside of
the courts in attempt to settle based on the arsafrihe actual amounts due as recorded by the @ayrip exchange for prompt and full payment.
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16. SUBSEQUENT EVENTS

In accordance with ASC 855, “Subsequent Event®'Gbmpany evaluated subsequent events after thedeasheet date of March 31, 2015 through
the date of the unaudited condensed consolidateddial statements were available to be issued.

As of April 11, 2015, ABB bank has released alitefsecurity interests on the Company's propemtidsmenia.

On May 5, 2015, the Company executed employmermesagent extensions effective July 1, 2015, with A8aghossian and Van Krikorian, and
effective August 1, 2015, with Jan Dulman as recemded by the Company’s Compensation Committee ppbaed by the Board of Directors on
June 20, 2014. The agreements are extended fditional three years under the same terms. haltess issued under these extensions will vest in
equal semi-annual installments over the term okthployment agreements. All shares were issutdraharket value and are amortized over the
term of the employment agreements. On May 8, 205Company issued 1,687,500 shares of common Btaxnection with these extensions.

On May 8, 2015, the Company issued as directoes fe each of the six directors (Nicholas AyniliBnyry J. Gallagher, Harry Gilmore, lan Hague,
Lester Caesar and Van Z. Krikorian) 50,000 residcthares of the Company’s Common Stock at $0.04hzee for a total value of $3,000. The
shares were issued pursuant to the Board’s ApriQT5 decision from which date the shares wengedhl

On May 8, 2015, the Company declared a stock btmamployees in Armenia 260,000 restricted shaféseoCompanys Common Stock at $0.01 |
share for a total value of $2,600. The shares vgsteed pursuant to the Board’s April 27, 2015 denifrom which date the shares were valued.
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ITEM 2. MANAGEMENT'S DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS OR PLA N OF OPERATION.
F ORWARD L OOKING S TATEMENTS

This quarterly report on Form 10-Q and other repbied by Global Gold Corp. (“we,” “us,” “our,” athe “Company”)from time to time with the SE
contain or may contain forwaldeking statements and information that are basgonubeliefs of, and information currently availalite the
Company’s management as well as estimates and pgenmimade by Comparg/management. Readers are cautioned not to plaltes ualiance c
these forward looking statements, which are onbdfmtions and speak only as of the date hereof.nNIsed in the filings, the words “anticipate,
“believe,” “estimate,” “expect,” “future,” “intend,“plan,” or the negative of these terms and similar expoessas they relate to the Company ol
Company’s management identify forwdabking statements. Such statements reflect theotuview of the Company with respect to futurerggean:
are subject to risks, uncertainties, assumptiams ogher factors. Should one or more of these skecertainties materialize, or should the undeg

assumptions prove incorrect, actual results magrdsignificantly from those anticipated, believedtimated, expected, intended, or planned.

”ow ”ow

Although the Company believes that the expectatiefiscted in the forwartboking statements are reasonable, the Companytauarantee futu
results, levels of activity, performance, or ackiments. Except as required by applicable law, dioly the securities laws of the United States
Company does not intend to update any of the fati@oking statements to conform these statemerdsttaal results.

Our unaudited condensed financial statements amaped in accordance with accounting principleegaly accepted in the United States (“GAAP”).

These accounting principles require us to makeateréstimates, judgments, and assumptions. We vieelieat the estimates, judgments
assumptions upon which we rely are reasonable hgsedl information available to us at the time tiaise estimates, judgments, and assumptiol
made. These estimates, judgments, and assumptonaffect the reported amounts of assets anditiebilas of the date of the unaudited conde
financial statements as well as the reported ansoohtrevenues and expenses during the periods nteeseOur unaudited condensed finar
statements would be affected to the extent thezenzaterial differences between these estimates discussion and analysis should be re:
conjunction with the Company’'unaudited condensed financial statements andrgeznoying notes to the unaudited condensed finastagments fi
the three months ended March 31, 2015.

When used in this discussion, the words "expect(Bel(s)", "believe(s)", "will", "may", "anticip@(s)" and similar expressions are intended totifie
forward{ooking statements. Such statements are subjecgrtain risks and uncertainties, which could caasteal results to differ materially frc
those projected. Readers are cautioned not to pladee reliance on these forwdobking statements, and are urged to carefullyessnvénd considi
the various disclosures elsewhere in this FornQ10-he provision of Section 27A of the Securitiest Af 1933 and Section 21 of the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934 shall apply to any forwardkiog information in this Form 10-Q.

RECENT UPDATES
As of April 11, 2015, ABB bank has released alitefsecurity interests on the Company's propemtidsmenia.

On May 5, 2015, the Company executed employmergesigent extensions effective July 1, 2015, with AdBoghossian and Van Krikorian, &
effective August 1, 2015, with Jan Dulman as recemded by the Compars/Compensation Committee and approved by the BafaBirectors o
June 20, 2014. The agreements are extended fadditional three years under the same terms. htes issued under these extensions will ve
equal semannual installments over the term of the employnsgreements. All shares were issued at fair marklete and are amortized over
term of the employment agreements. On May 8, 205Company issued 1,687,500 shares of common stadnection with these extensions.

On May 8, 2015, the Company issued as direcfees to each of the six directors (Nicholas Aymili®rury J. Gallagher, Harry Gilmore, lan Hag
Lester Caesar and Van Z. Krikorian) 50,000 restdcshares of the CompasyCommon Stock at $0.01 per share for a total vafu3,000. Th
shares were issued pursuant to the Board’s ApriQT5 decision from which date the shares wengedhl

On May 8, 2015, the Company declared a stock btmamployees in Armenia 260,000 restricted shaf#iseoCompanys Common Stock at $0.01 |
share for a total value of $2,600. The shares vgsted pursuant to the Board’s April 27, 2015 denisrom which date the shares were valued.
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RESULTS OF OPERATIONS
THREE MONTHS ENDED MARCH 31, 2015 AND 2014

During the three month period ended March 31, 2012014, the Company did not have any revenue. |adk of revenue is attributable to no sales
of gold concentrate from the Toukhmanuk propertyaose of operational funding delays, needing atadings damn, and the status and funding of
the Consolidated Resources joint venture.

During the three month period ended March 31, 266 Company's administrative and other expenses $435,784 which represented an increa
$49,144 from $386,640 in the same period last yEae.expense increase was primarily attributabledmeased legal expenses of $20,163,
compensation expense of $33,651 and insurance sepef $11,267 offset by a decrease of stock cosapien of $17,187.

During the three month period ended March 31, 2@i&Company did not have any mine explorationscastich represented a decrease of $109,534
from $109,534 in the same period last year. Theeese increase was attributable to the decreasieityeat the Toukhmanuk Property of $109,534.

During the three month period ended March 31, 2@ Company's amortization and depreciation exgengre $107,382 which represented an
increase of $2,053 from $105,329 in the same pdaisidyear. The expense increase was attributalde tncrease in depreciation expense of $2,053.

During the three month period ended March 31, 2@ Company had interest expense of $120,501 whjatesented an increase of $42,556 from
$77,945 in the same period last year. The expesease was attributable to an increase of intesgsense of $5,297 on wages payable, an increase
of $55,654 on mine owners debt facilities, andrammdase of $2,709 on note payable to Directorebffg a decrease in interest expense of $21,147 on
a secured line of credit due principal paymentsenad

Deposits on contracts and equipment increased 8Y,811 at March 31, 2015 from $1,570,625 due tgtirehase of equipment.
Current liabilities increased by $926,078 as of dliad1, 2015 due to increases in accounts payal#ib&#,020, wages payable of $140,983, mine

owners debt facility of $218,715 and note payablditector of $109,000 offset by a decrease in egg® loans of $1,621 and secured line of credit —
short term portion of $128,019.
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LIQUIDITY AND CAPITAL RESOURCES

The Company continues to experience liquidity araies.

As of March 31, 2015 the Company's total assete %81092,415, of which $937 consisted of cash sh eguivalents.
The Company's expected plan of operation for thendar year 2015 is:

(a) To complete construction of the plant expansimplement the mining plan and to recommence dpgy@xpanded mining operations at
Toukhmanuk in accordance with the mine operatagproved plan, and to continue to explore thip@rty to confirm and develop historical report
explore and develop the Getik property in Armenia;

(b) To mine, develop, and explore at the Marjarpprty in Armenia;

(c) To pursue enforcement of the International &ebion awards and court judgments against CRA(€al Resources, and
Conventus/Alluvia/Amarant;

(d) To review and acquire additional mineral begupnoperties in Chile, Armenia, and other counirés
(e) Pursue additional financing through privatecptaents, debt and/or joint ventures.

On July 5, 2013, the Company concluded a fifteear pperating agreement with Linne Mining, LLC (“bie”) as the operator along with an
$8,800,000 debt facilities agreement to fund fupneduction at Toukhmanuk. On June 30, 2014, thmeliian government issued the tailings dam
permit (available on the Company’s website) for Toekhmanuk property to which the Company was ledtiand was a prerequisite to processing ore.
Equipment for the plant upgrades has been delivieréte mine site for assembly and operation. The@any continues to work with the mine
contractor, Linne, in accordance with the appropeth and to construct the new tailings dam, andi#gggn and construction of a new upgraded plant
to be completed and operational for productiondhZ

The Company may engage in research and developelated to exploration and processing during 2@h8l, may purchase additional equipment
mining assets to expand production.

The Company has received a going concern opiniom fits independent public accounting firm. Thisame that our auditors believe that thel
doubt that we can continue as angming business for the next twelve months unlessaige additional capital to pay our bills. Tréshiecause tl
Company has not generated any substantial reventles.Company has been able to continue based itgpoeceipt of funds from the issuance
equity securities and by acquiring assets or pagikmenses by issuing stock, debt, or sale of asEeesCompany's continued existence is depe
upon its continued ability to raise funds througie issuance of securities. Management's plansisnrédgard are to obtain other financing
profitable operation and positive cash flow areieodd and maintained.

Besides the funding from agreements with Linnerefage no firm commitments from third parties toyide additional financing, and the Company
needs additional funds in order to conduct anwagtiining development and production operatiorthéforeseeable future. The Company is in
discussion to acquire additional financing, but¢hean be no assurance that any financing for osuagerations, acquisitions or future projects Wwél
available for such purposes or that such finandfreyailable, would be on terms favorable or atabfe to the Company.

Net Cash Provided by (Used in) Operating Activi

Net cash provided by operating activities was $20%4 for the three months ended March 31, 2015papared to net cash used of $(418,871) fo
three months ended March 31, 2014. The decread®89®,072 was primarily due to an increase in actsopayable and accrued expenses of $467
increase in accrued interest of $60,693, increasepges payable of $14,432 and decrease in othentwand non-current assets of $49,528.

Net Cash Used in Investing Activiti

Net cash used in investing activities was $0 ferttiree months ended March 31, 2015 and 2

Net Cash Provided by Financing Activiti

During the three months ended March 31, 2015 cambided by financing activities decreased by $598,fo $112,581 compared to $670,774 fol
three months ended March 31, 2014, primarily dudeitrease in the proceeds from notes payable exzDis.

Off-Balance Sheet Arrangements

We do not have any off-balance sheet arrangemieatiave, or are reasonably likely to have, a otiwe future effect on our financial
condition, changes in financial condition, revenaesxpenses, results or operations, liquidity jteapxpenditures or capital resources that is nete



to investors.
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Critical Accounting Policies and Estimates

There have been no material changes to our craimabunting policies and estimates from the infaromaprovided in Item 7, "Management's
Discussion and Analysis of Financial Condition &ebults of Operations", included in our Annual Répa Form 10-K for the fiscal year ended
December 31, 2014.

Recent Accounting Pronouncements

Please see Note 2 of the Notes to Unaudited Cordebsnsolidated Financial Statements in this qugnteport concerning new accounting
standards.

Inflation

We believe that inflation has not had, and is xpieeted to have, a material effect on our operation

Climate Change

We believe that neither climate change, nor govemtal regulations related to climate change, haek br are expected to have, any mat
effect on our operations.

Item 3. Quantitative and Qualitative Disclosures Alout Market Risk.

The Company does not hold any market risk sensitisuments nor does it have any foreign currenahange agreements. The Company main
an inventory of unprocessed ore and gold concenivhich are carried on the balance sheet at $49566 $11,342, respectively, as of March 31,
2015 and December 31, 2014 with our Armenian sidrsidlego-Gold LLC. The Company carries and valzesinprocessed ore and gold
concentrate inventory at the lower of cost or marReriodically, and no less than on an annuakb#se Company compares the carrying value of its
inventory to current market prices to determinigsitarrying value should be adjusted. The Compgamyrrently reporting its inventory at cost whis
still less than the current market value so reflentuations in gold prices have no effect on canrging value of inventory. The Company does not
maintain any commodity hedges or futures arrangésneith respect to this unprocessed ore.

Financial instruments which potentially subject @@mpany to concentrations of credit risk consisigipally of cash. The Company places its cash
with high credit quality financial institutions the United States and Armenia. Bank depositsérithited States did not exceed federally insured
limits as of March 31, 2015 and December 31, 2044 of March 31, 2015 and December 31, 2014, thagamy had approximately $470 and $5,460,
respectively, in Armenian bank deposits which may/le insured. The Company has not experiencedbasgs in such accounts through March 31,
2015 and as of the date of this filing.

The majority of the Company's present activitiesiarArmenia. As with all types of internationaldiness operations, currency fluctuations, exchange

controls, restrictions on foreign investment, chemntp tax regimes, political action and politicatability could impair the value of the Company's
investments.
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Item 4. Controls and Procedures.
Evaluation of Disclosure Controls and Procedures

Under the supervision and with the participatiomof management, including our principal executffeeer and principal financial officer, we
conducted an evaluation of our disclosure contral$ procedures, as such term is defined under Ralel5(e) and Rule 15d-15(e) promulgated under
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amendextfihge Act"), as of March 31, 2015. Based ondhisuation, our principal executive officer and
principal financial officer have concluded that disclosure controls and procedures are effectivensure that information required to be discldsed
us in the reports we file or submit under the ExgfeeAct is recorded, processed, summarized, ammitezpwithin the time periods specified in the
Securities and Exchange Commission's rules andsfarnd that our disclosure and controls are desitmedsure that information required to be
disclosed by us in the reports that we file or sitlumder the Exchange Act is accumulated and conieated to our management, including our
principal executive officer and principal financ@ficer, or persons performing similar functioas, appropriate to allow timely decisions regarding
required disclosure.

Management's internal control report over finantéglorting was not subject to attestation by then@any's independent registered public accounting
firm pursuant to temporary rules of the Securitiad Exchange Commission that permit the Compapydeide only management's report.

Changes in Internal Control over Financial Reporting
There were no changes in our internal control éwancial reporting that occurred during our mastently completed fiscal quarter that has matgr

affected, or is reasonably likely to materiallyeaft, our internal control over financial reportiexcept raw material and work in process physical
inventories are being performed at the end of egelnter.
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PART Il - OTHER INFORMATION
Item 1. Legal Proceedings.
CRA Related

On January 6, 2014, the Company received notiae Wiy. Borkowski that the amount due to CRA in adaorce with the Convertible Notes was
$2,197,453 plus interest $933,942 at 15% neith@rhoch the Company believes is valid and is onlydag the $1,500,000 in Notes plus the $394

of Advances payable. The January 6, 2014 notiaa fvtr. Borkowski acknowledges that amounts abové®1,000 are “uncertificated.” No Company
approval or adequate substantiation for creditirgdifference of $1,894,244 and $2,197,453 as atrdusunder the Convertible Notes or as
Advances has been provided. The Company and GGE€disw raised fraud issues with CR which have aenhlresolved; if unresolved, the fraud
issues would vitiate CR’s rights and create ligib#i. A draft audit report was prepared, but boRACnd its director Mr. Premraj each failed to adte
two shareholder and board meetings to considedrie report. The February 27, 2014 shareholdertaradd meetings were adjourned in accordance
with the Articles and when the shareholder meetadogpnvened on March 7, 2014 the Company votedajenity shares to approve the draft audit
report. On March 10, 2014, Mr. Borkowski purportedh behalf of CRA received an “Order of Justicatlanjunction from the Royal Court of Jersey
against GGCRL, the Executive Chairman of GGCRL t#wedCompany enjoining it from certain activitiehelorder was applied for and received ol
ex parte basis without giving any of the defendawtice or opportunity to be heard and based oonpdete and fraudulent representations. Neither
Mr. Premraj who was consistently represented aswheer of CRA or Mr. Marvin who signed every agresnon behalf of CRA submitted a sworn
statement in support of CRA or Mr. Borkowski sorthare additional concerns about fraud and missgpitation as well as counterparty risk. GGCRL
matters are subject to a broad arbitration agreeraad the Company has triggered the dispute résolprovisions of the 2011 JVA as well as
subsequent arbitration agreements, and the aibitragreement has been upheld by the Jersey cdheslersey legal action is considered to be a bad
faith tactic, not based in law or fact, and destjoely to extract extra legal advantages agairs€©bmpany. On April 2, 2014, the aspects of the ex
parte injunction affecting operations have bedwdif The Company is still considering its legaliops with respect to CRA as well as the individuals
who have misled the Company, frustrated the GGGHRit pyenture as well as the November 2013 mergezesgent with Signature, and breached the
relevant agreements. The Company is also award/th&orkowski has attempted to buy the Mego GoBBAoan from the ABB bank (since repaid
in full), has materially interfered in the Compasigontractual and business affairs and is cooperatith Mr. Mavridis and Caldera Resources in
issuing defamatory material on the internet andvetteere against the Company and its principals.Jdmpany has also received registry documents
showing that in 2012 Mr. Borkowski established enpany with Caldera's representative to Armenia rhthe "Aparan Mining Company.” The
Company has also received additional informatiotMonBorkowski’s activities relative to damaging the Company atehapting to misappropriate
assets in Armenia.

In the Jersey legal action, Mr. Borkowski attempitedbtain judgment on the Convertible Notes cl&dmCRA, but the court denied that attempt and
held the issue over in a judgment dated June 18};28e court awarded the Company its costs inmdifg the attempt by Mr. Borkowski purportedly
on behalf of CRA.

On March 26, 2015, the Court of Appeals of therldlaf Jersey ruled in the Company'’s favor in stgyati proceedings and referring the claims

initiated by Joseph Borkowski, purportedly on b&b&ICRA to the contracted dispute resolution prhges in New York City. On the same day, the
Court of Appeals also granted the Company its carstisfees for the entire proceedings with CRA.
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Amarant and Alluvia Related

On August 6, 2013, the American Arbitration Asstioia International Centre for Dispute Resolutiosuisd a Partial Final Award in favor of the
Company for $2,512,312 as a liquidated princip&itgdus 12% interest and excluding any additiorzhdges, attorney fees, or costs which will be
discussed at a later time. Additionally, the Amani@rbitration Association enjoined Amarant andu&ll from assigning or alienating any assets or
performing or entering transactions which wouldénéhve effect of alienating its respective assetslipg payment of $2,512,312 to Global Gold.
Amarant and Alluvia have not complied with the &iddiaward to pay, produce records, or, appareetiier transactions pending payment in full to
Global Gold. Subsequent to the arbitral award, Aamtand Alluvia announced on the Amarant websi0ib3 that “[tthe companies have reached an
agreement with a UAE based consortium to sell netparts of their assets. The deal was signedher3®th September in London and consists of
three parts. The first stage consists of the s#lése shares in Mineral Invest and Alluvia that ptedged as security for various bridge financing
solutions and short term financing. In a secondestae consortium will provide the operational camigs MIl and Alluvia with necessary funding to
start the operations and settle off short termslaht obligations in Alluvia and Mineral Investlunding, but not limited to, legal fees to the SO/
firm, license fees, funds owed to Global Gold redbto the purchase of the Valdevia, Chile propanty remaining payments against NSR
commitments in connection with the Huakan deal. flis¢ two stages are expected to be completedéend of 2013.” Global Gold was contacted by
Mr. Ulander and separately by the former ChairmiAlloivia, Mr. Thomas Dalton, as the representatif¢he consortium, Gulf Resource Capital,
referenced in the Amarant/Alluvia announcemengttiesthe arbitration award and despite the expiectaf payments, no payments were made by
December 31, 2013 and the parties have not reacHetinitive agreement. There can be no assuréaté&siulf Resource Capital will pay on behalf of
Amarant and Alluvia, Global Gold will continue teek enforcement of the arbitral award to the futeat as well as pursue its claims of additional
damages in the ongoing arbitration.

On June 26, 2014, the International Center for GtisgResolution International Arbitration Tribunalidered a Final Award in the matter of Global
Gold Corporation vs. Amarant Mining LTD and AlluMidining, Ltd. awarding Global Gold $16,800,000 UBDs $68,570.25 USD in interest, costs,
and fess, with post-award interest on unpaid ansoacdruing at 9%. In addition, the Tribunal proddke following injunctive relief: “ Per my
previous orders in this matter, each of Amarant/Alhavia, including its officers and agents indivially (including without limitation Johan Ulander),
is continued to be enjoined, directly and indingclfom alienating any assets, from transferringamsenting to the transfer of any shares, or
performing or entering any transactions which wdudgte the effect of alienating assets pending paytoeGlobal Gold; each of Amarant and Alluv
including its officers and agents (including withdimitation Johan Ulander) will provide within Subiness days all contracts, draft agreements, gmail
records of financial transactions, financial statets, and all other documents in connection widirthusiness affairs for purposes of determining
whether Respondents have complied with the Jul2@93 and subsequent orders, have diverted fundhwbuld have been used to pay Global G
and to aid Global Gold in collection. Respondehtisspecifically provide of all documents relatedsulf Resource Capital, Amarant Finance, the
IGE Resources stock sale and related transact®onglhas documents related to the institutionsmfwehich Respondents have represented payment
would issue including but not limited to: Mango&lyedebank, Jool Capital, Skandinavska Bank, C&dgse, HSBC, Volksbank, Loyal Bank,
Danskebank, NSBO, the “offtakeighd Clifford Chance escrow account. Respondentsestecute any documents reasonably necessaryjoireel by
any institution to give Claimant access to thiiniation and documents” all as more particulartyosg in Exhibit 10.68.

The Company is actively pursuing worldwide enforeaiof the monetary award and injunctive reliefngeal.
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Hankavan Related

In 2006, GGH, which was the license holder forktakavan and Marjan properties, was the subjecowfipt and improper demands and threats
the now former Minister of the Ministry of Envirorant and Natural Resources of Armenia, Vardan AyaraZlhe Company reported this situation to
the appropriate authorities in Armenia and in thmétéd States. Although the Minister took the positthat the licenses at Hankavan and Marjan were
terminated, other Armenian governmental officisdswed the Company to the contrary and Armeniatigrdrords confirmed the continuing validity
of the licenses. The Company received indepenégal bpinions that all of its licenses were vahd amained in full force and effect, continued to
work at those properties, and engaged internatiaméllocal counsel to pursue prosecution of tiegdl and corrupt practices directed against the
subsidiary, including international arbitration. ®obvember 7, 2006, the Company initiated the thildy good faith negotiating period (which is a
prerequisite to filing for international arbitratiainder the 2003 SHA, LLC Share Purchase Agreemtitlthe three named shareholders and one
previously undisclosed principal, Mr. Ayvazian. eEf@ompany filed for arbitration under the rulesemithe International Chamber of Commerce,
headquartered in Paris, France ("ICC"), on Decer@BeR006. On September 25, 2008, the Federali@i§tourt for the Southern District of New
York ruled that Mr. Ayvazian was required to appasia respondent in the ICC arbitration. On Sepgers, 2008, the ICC International Court of
Arbitration ruled that Mr. Ayvazian shall be a pait accordance with the decision rendered on Sepee 25, 2008 by the Federal District Court for
the Southern District of New York. SubsequentiyDiecember 2011 the ICC Tribunal decided to procesy with the three named shareholders; in
March 2012, GGM filed an action in Federal Dist@urt pursuant to that Court’s decisions for daesaagainst Ayvazian and/or to conform the ICC
Tribunal to the precedents, and on July 11, 20&Z#deral Court entered judgment in favor of then@any, which was not appealed and became
final. Based on the evidence of the damages sdfas a result of Ayvazyan’s actions, the final,$37,978.02 federal court judgment in favor of
GGM is comprised of $27,152,244.50 in compensatiamages plus $10,385,734.52 of interest at 9% 2088. The Company has notified the ICC
that the pending arbitration against the otheretlstgareholders should be terminated as moot, emnirgidthe final judgment against Ayvazian. The
ICC has complied with the Company’s request anthiteated that proceeding. On September 6, 2012 tiiled States Marshal Service for the
Southern District of New York filed for service arl\of Execution to be enforced against Mr. Vardeyvazyan in favor of GGM. The Writ of
Execution was issued by the United States Dis@auirt for the Southern District of New York follomg the order and judgment of Judge J. Paul
Oetken and final entry of that judgment (No. 12A26 The terms of the Writ of Execution and therfihSeven Million Five Hundred Thirty Seven
Thousand Nine Hundred Seventy Eight dollars and Gemds ($37,537,978.02) amount of the judgmenawoif of GGM are more particularly
described in Exhibit 10.56 below. On November 2113 the Company received from its attorneys thigfout prejudice” ruling of the Judge J. Paul
Oetken of United States District Court for the $@uh District of New York which vacated the $37.Blion default judgment which the Company
obtained against former Armenian Minister of Enmimeent Vartan Ayvazian solely on jurisdictional gnos. The ruling is expressly “without
prejudice” to Global Gold's right to re-file or ctimue to pursue the case. The court did not roléhe corruption charges or damage amount caused b
Ayvazian’s actions, basing its findings on AyvaZ&general insufficient contacts with New York. ©aof the shareholders of the Armenian party to
the agreement under which the Company broughtgaiinst Ayvazian identified him as the undiscloggdcipal who controlled the transaction and
divided the funds paid by Global Gold. The Novem®®r2013 court ruling also did not address thasest This ruling has no effect on the Company’
financial statements as this judgment was neverded on the Company’s books. The United Statest@d Appeals for the Second Circuit in New
York subsequently confirmed the dismissal “withptajudice” to the Company, and the Company is @#sig its options.

In addition, and based on the US Armenia Bilatbraéstment Treaty, GGM filed a request for arbitnatagainst the Republic of Armenia for the
actions of the former Minister of Environment andtidal Resources with the International CentreSkettlement of Investment Disputes, which is a
component agency of the World Bank in Washingtog.[§"ICSID"), on January 29, 2007. On August 31072, the Government of Armenia and
GGM jointly issued the following statement, "[thggintly announce that they have suspended theDG®bitration pending conclusion of a detailed
settlement agreement. The parties have reachedfideotial agreement in principle, and anticipdtattthe final settlement agreement will be reached
within 10 days of this announcement." The Compaaxylearned from public records that GeoProMinirgy Lthrough an affiliate, has become the sole
shareholder of an Armenian Company, Golden Ore,,Mddich was granted a license for Hankavan. Geolfriolg Ltd. is subject to the 20%
obligations as successor to Sterlite Resources, Atdof February 25, 2008, GGM entered into a d@ohl, confidential settlement agreement with
the Government of the Republic of Armenia to digoare the ICSID arbitration proceedings, which weiscontinued as of May 2, 2008. This
agreement did not affect the ICC arbitration agéition involving similar subject matter.
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Marjan Related

Based on a false representation by Caldera, on1Jyr2010, Global Gold Corporation and its subsidi&GM, LLC (collectively “Global”) and

Caldera Resources, Inc. (“Caldera”) announced TSagproval of their March 24, 2010 joint ventureesgnent to explore and bring the Marjan
property into commercial production. As previousported, the property is held with a twenty-fisgar “special mining license,” effective April 22,
2008, and expiring April 22, 2033, which expandeel prior license term and substantially increabeditense area. The license required payments o
annual governmental fees and the performance df atthe property as submitted and approved imtiméng plan, which includes mining of 50,000
tonnes of mineralized rock per year, as well asagafion work to have additional reserves approweder Armenian Law in order to maintain the
licenses in good standing. Caldera advised Glababell as governmental authorities that it wowdle complying with the work requirements wh
prompted 90 day termination notices from the gomemt and the October 7, 2010 joint venture ternonatotice from Global, which Global had
agreed to keep the termination notice confidetigil October 15, 2010.

The joint venture agreement provided that Caldevaltvbe solely responsible for license complianm@ eonducting the approved mining plan, and
that “[i]n the event that Caldera does not, ortfeeowise unable to, pursue this project and paylaial Gold the amounts provided for hereunder,
Caldera’s rights to the Property and the sharddasfan-Caldera Mining LLC shall be forfeited angbi@ced by a Net Smelter Royalty (the “NSR”).”
Caldera did not meet the threshold to earn any Ni&fer the agreement, and its notice of licenseawnpliance as well as its failure to pay resulte
an automatic termination of its rights by operatidithe agreement. The agreement provided thate€alould deliver 500,000 of its shares to Glc
“subject to final approvals of this agreement by 18X Venture Exchange.” Caldera advised that th¥ Venture Exchange approval was issued in
June 2010 and Caldera failed to deliver the shaBeshject to a 30 day extension if it could noseathe funds in capital markets, Caldera agreed to
make a $300,000 payment to the Company on Septe3fb@010 and December 31, 2010; $250,000 on Ma0d¢R011, September 30, 2011,
September 30, 2011, December 30, 2011, March 3@, Zeptember 30, 2012, and September 30, 2012%0®J000 on December 31, 2012. Cal
raised sufficient funds, but did not make thesenpats.

The agreement was subject to approval by the TSXWufe Exchange and the Board of Directors of tispeetive companies. Caldera further infor
the Company that it received TSX Venture Exchanggr@val on the transaction, which subsequently @dow be untrue. On October 7, 2010,
Company terminated the Marjan JV for Caldera’s pagment and non-performance as well as Calddliggal registrations in Armenia and ot
actions. In October 2010, Caldera filed for adiitm in New York City. In September 2010, at @aliks invitation, the Company filed to reverse
illegal registration in Armenia. That litigatiome the New York arbitration were subsequently neswlin favor of the Company, restoring
Company’s 100% ownership of Marjan.

In a final, non-appealable decision issued andctffe February 8, 2012, the Armenian Court of Cssaffirmed the July 29, 2011 Armenian trial
court and December 12, 2012 Court of Appeals datésivhich ruled that Caldera's registration andmassion of control through unilateral charter
changes of the Marjan Mine and Marjan Mining Compar C were illegal and that ownership rests fullith GGM. The official versions of the
Armenian Court decisions are available through:Htmvw.datalex.and , with English translations available on the Compamebsite.

On March 29, 2012, in the independent New York @ityitration case Global Gold received a favorableg in its arbitration proceeding in New
York with Caldera which is available on the Companyebsite, see Exhibit 10.48. The arbitrator idsu®artial Final Award which orders the Marjan
Property in Armenia to revert to GGM based on the failures to meet conditions precedent to thedi&4, 2010 agreement. First, Caldera failed
and refused to deliver the 500,000 shares to Gl&=dond, Caldera did not submit the final jointtuee agreement to the TSXfor approval until th
middle of the arbitration proceedings, insteadingyon superseded versions in its regulatory susiotis and submitting “Form 5Cs” to the TSX-V
which were false representations of Caldera’s aliligs to Global.

The Partial Award states “By misrepresenting itgrpant obligations to the TSX-V, Caldera paintedlad financial picture to the TSX-V and the

investing public.” In addition, the arbitrator fiodi that had he not come to the conclusions ab@@ldera and its officers effectively breached e J
Agreement and the terms of the Limited LiabilityrAgment” in multiple ways, including Caldera’s ta# to make quarterly payments to Global.

44




The Partial Award orders reversion of the Marjaoperty to Global, return of amounts paid to GldbalCaldera returned as the JV Agreement did not
go into effect, an Net Smelter Royalty to Caldefr@.6% for each tranche of $1 million actually spen the property, and further proceedings on
Global's claims for damages with additional heasiegrrently set to begin July 11, 2012. As presipueported, Global’'s records establish that
Caldera did not spend $1 million on the Marjan jertyp Additionally, tax returns filed by CalderaArmenia report less than $400,000 spent on the
property. The parties' arbitration agreement grgrovides that the award “shall be final and appealable” and for the award of attorney fees,
arbitrator’s fees, and other costs. In accordavittethe Arbitrator's order and the JV agreememob@l Gold has filed to confirm the Partial Final
Award in Federal Court. Caldera is opposing theficmation. The amounts paid to Global by Caldetal $150,000 and is included in the
Company'’s accounts payable, although they are tégpand offset by damages and other amounts d@alolera to the Company.

In an Opinion and Order signed on April 15, 2018 egleased on April 17, 2013, U.S. Federal Judgenkth M. Karas of the Southern District of N
York confirmed the March 29, 2012 American Arbitoat Association arbitration award issued by retidedtice Herman Cahn which, among ¢
things, stated that “[tlhe property should revert[Global Gold] within thirty (30) days from the t@a[of the arbitration award by April 29,
2012]. Obviously, [Global Gold] may cause the agpiate governmental bodies in Armenia to regisiterproperty in [Global Gold’s] nameAll as
further described in the exhibit 10.61 below.

The Company has reestablished control of Marjanimdi€ompany which is the license holder of the Margproperty. A new mining license, valid
until April 22, 2033, has been issued to the Comgparhe Company's control has not been establiekedcertain property, records, financial and tax
information, or other assets maintained by Calderd as warehouse and drill core as Caldera Has taiturn over such property despite being
ordered to do so. The Company is proceeding withspto mine in compliance with the mining licensed implement additional exploration to the
best of its ability. The Company is also takingdeaction to protect its rights in an adjacentitery indentified as “Marjan West” for which Calde

has publicly claimed to have a license but accgrtiinpublic, on-line government records, the comydasiding the license is 100% owned by another
person.

Caldera has also publicly claimed that it contintzelsave rights to the Marjan property based omptiréies’ December 2009 agreement, but that
agreement to agree was merged into the March 2E@ment, called for completion of payments by €aldy the end of 2012, and included other
terms which Caldera cannot meet. Caldera’s attéongatise this issue in the arbitral proceedindiefong the March 29, 2012 decision in Global
Gold’s favor has not succeeded. Caldera andfiteo$ and agents have also continued a defamagonpaign of harassment and filing of false claims
over the internet and elsewhere against the Comaadyts officials which may be pursued during daenages phase of the arbitration.

On November 10, 2014, the International Centrebigpute Resolution Final Award, with retired Justiderman Cahn as the sole arbitrator, ruled in
favor of Global Gold on damages and a range ofraibstanding issues to finally resolve all outdiag issues. The total damage award is
$10,844,413 with interest at 9% and penalties oaiig to accrue if Caldera does not comply withehaitable relief granted. Of the total damage
award, $3 million is compensation and $1 milliopisitive damages for the defamatory publication€hldera’s principal Vasilios Bill Mavridis
against Global Gold and its principals. This FiAalard terminates the arbitration proceedings wiiaidera instituted against Global Gold in 2010.
Global Gold prevailed in the first, liability phaséthe arbitration and four prior court casessasimarized and reported in April 2013. A full cagdy
the 42 page Final Award as well as the other rgliscgavailable at the Global Gold website: www.gligloldcorp.com. Previous rulings in this matter
included that Montreal based Caldera Resourcedyede brothers John Mavridis and Bill Mavridiailéd to make agreed payments to Global Gold
despite having raised almost $5 million, failedssue stock due, misrepresented the approval dfdéhento Stock Exchange of the parties' contract,
and otherwise breached the joint venture agreer@atdera through its Biomine, LLC subsidiary alsguared a "Marjan West" license area which it
claimed was adjacent to Marjan but in fact overtappith Marjan. Armenian Courts at three levelsidthat Caldera had deceptively and illegally
registered full control over the Marjan Mining Coamy to itself without the signatures or authorizatof Global Gold, and a U.S. Federal Court
confirmed the phase 1 arbitration findings whilgcéing Caldera's arguments to vacate the awarel Nidvember 10, 2014 Final Award resolved all
other outstanding issues with the following spedifidings and rulings requiring Caldera to:

1. turn over to Global Gold at its offices in Rjdgw York all books, records, contracts, commuricet, and property related in any way to the

Marjan property in Armenia and the Marjan Miningr@many, including specifically the Armenian Marjannihg Company seal, and shall
pay Global Gold $50,000 plus $250 per day for eway following issuance of this Final Award thatBumaterials are not delivered,;
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10.

turn over to Global Gold at its offices in Rjdgw York communications Caldera and/or Mr. Mawitlas had with third parties concerning
Global Gold its officers, agents, directors anditess... Without limitation, the following shall albe turned over to Global Gold: all direct
and indirect (for example through a translatorgerd) communications with the following individuaad organizations: Azat Vartanian,
Petros Vartanian, ..., Joseph Borkowski, Jeffrey Marv. Prem Premraj..., Rasia FZE, Johan Ulander, EcolTom Prutzman, ...,
Stockhouse, Investor's Hub, shareholders of GlGlmddl, and any governmental or regulatory authaiti€aldera shall pay Global Gold $1
per day for every day following issuance of thigdtiAward that such materials are not delivered,;

issue a press release correcting the AprieB03 Caldera release ...stating that the originakasd is retracted with all property books and
records (including all exploration data) relatedie Marjan property transferred to Global Gold #mat neither Caldera nor its successors
retain rights to the Marjan mine in Armenia andlspay Global Gold $50,000 plus $100 per day foerwday following issuance of this
Final Award that such correcting release is natgss

Caldera did not spend the minimum $1 millioretfhold necessary to be eligible for an NSR Royiatgrest and therefore Caldera has no
NSR Royalty or any other interest in the Marjanpanay;

the $150,000 which Caldera paid to Global Gradd not pursuant to the JV Agreement (which didbemtome effective) but pursuant to the
December 2009 Agreement therefore Global Gold ihbgated to make any payments to Caldera;

pay Global Gold $115,000 for Caldera's reffts turn over 500,000 shares of stock in 2010;
pay Global Gold $3,174,209 for Caldera'kifaito make agreed payments to Global Gold,;

pay Global Gold $577,174 for legacy governmidighilities concerning the Marjan property andgblindemnify and hold Global Gold
harmless (including attorney fees) from any govesntal claims or liabilities associated with thedithey control the seal of the Marjan
Mining Company;

pay Global Gold $967,345 for violating Paragraphdfithe Final Partial Award requiring turnoverpgrbperty and [for] interference in Glok
Gold's development of Marjan and shall relinquish portions of the Marjan West license which oyedain any way impinge on Marjan;

Caldera is liable for defamation and tortiouierference with contractual and business relatigith regard to Global Gold and its related
personnel and so shall (i) pay Global Gold $3 warillin compensatory damages..., (ii) pay Global Gdldrifllion in punitive or exemplary
damages..., (iii) remove all the materials and welssibntrolled in any way by them which were adrditie exhibits on defamatory
publications in this case from the internet andeothcations, (iv) remove and be permanently eejdifrom using Global Gold's trading
symbol without permission; (v) not share those maewith others or arrange to have them posteshamously or otherwise- (vi)
independently, ... Global Gold and those who havenlmeened by Caldera and Bill Mavridis in the adnditéxhibits on defamatory
publications as well as their attorneys [are grdjntiee authority to contact internet service prevg] search engine firms, social media sites,
stock discussion boards (including but not limitedsoogle, Yahoo, Facebook, Twitter, Stockhousegditor's Hub and Bing) to use this Fi
Award to remove the material as defamatory;
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11. for the breaches of the Confidentiality Stitidns and Orders in this case, ...all publication&onfidential" or attorney eyes only material
[shall] be removed from the internet and any otbeations and that their substance not be repuddisind ...Global Gold and its attorneys
[are granted] the authority to contact internetiser providers, search engine firms, social meifés sstock discussions board (including but
not limited to Google, Yahoo, Facebook, Twittepckhouse, Investor's Hub and Bing) to use thisIFAmaard to remove the material--
Caldera shall pay Global Gold for $100 per day gday that persons associated with Caldera rematiolation of the Confidentiality
Stipulation and Order following the issuance o$thinal Award including for each day until full dissure of all emails and other
communications with third parties that the inforiroatwas shared with or discussed;

12. pay $1,822,416 for attorney fees and costs;

13. reimburse Global Gold $88,269 paid to théteation association and for the compensationequenses of the arbitrator.
The Final Award was certified for purposes of Agitof the United Nations New York Convention ¢ tRecognition and Enforcement of Foreign
Arbitral Awards and for purposes of the Federalitkattion Act. The Company is actively pursuing ecment of the monetary damages and

injunctive relief granted.

Armenian Tax Authority Related

On January 12, 2012, the Armenian Court of Cassatmfirmed prior trial and appellate court rulimggecting a proposed tax assessment against the
Company’s Mego-Gold subsidiary by the Armenian&Réevenue Agency related to an incorrect claim eomog gold production at Toukhmanuk as
well as incorrect applications of relevant law.bSequently, the State Revenue agency has continvestigations and intimated that it is investigg
and may make further claims against the Compangdias the same matters previously adjudicatederCbmpany’s favor as well as based on claims
initiated and related to Caldera Resources arafisits during and after legal proceedings in wttiehCompany prevailed against Caldera.

Independent legal counsel has been engaged s& thatters, and the Company considers that it ddialilities in connection with allegations noted
to date. The Company has alerted Armenian auibstid the evidence of corruption in connectiorhwiite purported investigation and the role of
Caldera and its agentsAs a part of operating in the country, the Compiaagularly has to deal with tax claims by authositieone of which rise to tt
level of materiality. The Company also learned tilatBorkowski purportedly of CRA met with Armeniaax officials in attempt to gain leverage for
his claims against the Company, with no tax conseqe to the Company as well as exoneration fofatlse claims.

General

The Company is subject to various legal proceedimgkclaims that arise in the ordinary course aif®ss or which constitute nuisance claims. In the
opinion of management, the amount of any ultimiteility with respect to these actions will not midally affect the Companyg’consolidated financi
statements or results of operations. The Compasybhen brought to court by several disgruntlesiéoremployees and contractors for unpaid sal
and invoices, respectively, as well as some peasditr nonpayment which totals approximately $280,0The Company has recorded a liability for
the actual unpaid amounts due to these individefadgproximately $158,000 as of March 31, 2015 twedCompany has depleted the approximately
$25,000 previously deposited at the Armenian Mdlsteavice as security for the claims. The Compangurrently, and will continue to, vigorously
defending its position in courts against thesews$athat are without merit. The Company is alsotiating directly with these individuals outside of
the courts in attempt to settle based on the arsafrihe actual amounts due as recorded by the @ayrip exchange for prompt and full payment.
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ltem 1A. Risk Factors.

Not Applicable

Item 2. Unregistered Sales of Equity Securities andse of Proceeds.

None

Item 3. Defaults Upon Senior Securities.

None

Item 4. Mine Safety Disclosures.

Not Applicable

Item 5. Other Information.

None
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Item 6. Exhibits.

The following documents are filed as part of tkipart:

Unaudited Condensed Consolidated Financial Stateneéthe Company, including Balance Sheets asatM31, 2015 and as of December 31,
2014; Statements of Operations and Comprehensisg foo the three months ended March 31, 2015 ahd,2hd Statements of Cash Flows for the
three months ended March 31, 2015 and 2014, anéxhibits which are listed on the Exhibit Index

Exhibit 3.1

Exhibit 3.2

Exhibit 10.3

Exhibit 10.4

Exhibit 10.8

Exhibit 10.10

Exhibit 10.11

Exhibit 10.14

Exhibit 10.15

Exhibit 10.16

Exhibit 10.17

Exhibit 10.18

Exhibit 10.19

Exhibit 10.20

Exhibit 10.21

Exhibit 10.22

Exhibit 10.23

Amended and Restated Certificatenobrporation of the Company, effective NovemberZi3. (1)

Amended and Restated Bylaws of then@any, effective November 20, 2003. (2)

Agreement to Acquire Option on Caate Pond Property dated April 12, 2007. (3)

First Amendment of the January ZB)& Share Purchase Agreement (Athelea Investmelatied as of May 30, 2007. (4)
Nominating and Governance Charter dated June 1X,.48)

Commitment to Contribute Mining @assion to a Contractual Mining Company (Unoffi&alglish Translation) dated as of
August 19, 2007. (6)

Contractual Mining Company Agreeingnofficial English Translation) dated as of Gler 29, 2007. (7)
Royalty Agreement on Cochrane PBrmperty, Newfoundland dated as of October 17, 2(%)8
Private Placement Agreement, d&tedember 8, 2008. (9)

Material Contract — Amendment obdl Gold Valdivia Joint Venture Terms, Separatb®roperties and Royalty Agreement
(10)

Employment Agreement, dated as wgdst 11, 2009, by and between Global Gold Corpmratnd Van Krikorian. (11)
Employment Agreement, dated as afusi 11, 2009, by and between GGM, LLC and Asha®ssian. (12)
Employment Agreement, dated as wugdst 11, 2009, by and between Global Gold Corpmratnd Jan Dulman. (13)
Employment Agreement, dated as ogust 11, 2009, by and between Global Gold Corpmratnd Lester Caesar. (14)

Armenian State Natural Resourcesrfy Decision N234 on the Recalculation of Resefwe$oukhmanuk — delivered Friday,
November 13, 200- Partial Unofficial Translation . (15)

Material Contract — Marjan Joint Were Agreement dated as of December 18, 2009. (16)

Material Contract — Mego Gold, LL®I@ Concentrate Supply Contract with Industrial Btials SA dated as of February 25, 2010.
17)
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Exhibit 10.24

Exhibit 10.25

Exhibit 10.26

Exhibit 10.27

Exhibit 10.28

Exhibit 10.29

Exhibit 10.30

Exhibit 10.31

Exhibit 10.32

Exhibit 10.33

Exhibit 10.34

Exhibit 10.35

Exhibit 10.36

Exhibit 10.37

Exhibit 10.38

Exhibit 10.39

Exhibit 10.40

Exhibit 10.41

Exhibit 10.42

Material Contract — Mego Gold, LL@csirity Agreement with Industrial Minerals SA dateslof February 25, 2010. (18)
Material Contract — Global Gold Coration Guarantee to Industrial Minerals SA datedfaFebruary 25, 2010. (19)
Material Contract — Marjan Joint Veme Agreement dated as of March 24, 2010. (20)

Material Contract — (Unofficial Englt Translation) Mego Gold, LLC non revolving crdiie from Armbusinessbank signed
March 26, 2010. (21)

Employment Agreement, dated as afjudsi 19, 2010, by and between Global Gold Corpameaind Drury Gallagher. (22)
Material Agreement — Debt canceblatand restructuring with conversion rights. (23)

Material Agreement — October 27, @8iIgned agreement for the sale of Compania Mi@ohal Gold Valdivia S.C.M. company
to Conventus Ltd. (24)

Material Contract — Global Gold Coration and Consolidated Resources USA, LLC Joamnture Agreement dated as of March
17, 2011 (25)

Material Contract — Global Gold Coration and Consolidated Resources Joint Venturegkgent dated as of April 27, 2011. (26)

Material Contract — December 2, 28lgned agreement for the sale of Compania Miohal Gold Valdivia S.C.M. company to
Conventus Ltd. and Amarant Mining Ltd. (27)

Written Consent of Shareholderkigu of Meeting Pursuant to Section 228(a) of tlen&al Corporation Laws of the State of
Delaware. (28)

Material Agreement — Binding Terime®t — Convertible Note between Global Gold Codstdid Resources Limited and
Consolidated Resources Armenia and affiliates, &8l@wld Corporation guarantor. (29)

Material Agreement — Shareholdegse®ment for GGCR dated February 18, 2012. (30)
Material Agreement — Supplementaiitér dated February 19, 2012. (31)

Material Agreement — Getik Assignthand Assumption Agreement dated February 19, 2322
Material Agreement — MG Assignmant Assumption Agreement dated February 19, 2@R). (
Material Agreement — Guaranty datetiruary 19, 2012 (by GGC to CRA). (34)

Material Agreement — Guaranty datetruary 19, 2012 (by GGCR Mining to CRA). (35)

Material Agreement — Security Agremt dated February 19, 2012 (by GGCR and GGCRrigito CRA). (36)
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Exhibit 10.43

Exhibit 10.44

Exhibit 10.45

Exhibit 10.46

Exhibit 10.47

Exhibit 10.48

Exhibit 10.49

Exhibit 10.50

Exhibit 10.51

Exhibit 10.52

Exhibit 10.53

Exhibit 10.54

Exhibit 10.55

Exhibit 10.56

Exhibit 10.57

Exhibit 10.58

Exhibit 10.59

Exhibit 10.60

Exhibit 10.61

Exhibit 10.62

Material Agreement — Action by Wit Consent of the Sole Member of GGCR Mining, Ldated February 19, 2012. (37)
Material Agreement — Certificate@bbal Gold Corporation dated February 19, 2028) (

Global Gold Consolidated Resouldesited Registered Company No 109058 Written resohs by all of the directors of the
Company. (39)

Action by Written Consent of thedd of Managers of GGCR Mining, LLC. (40)
March 2, 2012 Order of the Arbitrat(41)

Partial Final Award issued by thbitator on March 29, 2012 in arbitration betwé&obal Gold Corporation and Caldera
Resources, Inc. (42)

Material Agreement — Amended Jdilembership Interest Purchase Agreement with Amavining Ltd. (43)
Guarantee Letter from Contenderitéh\B, dated April 13, 2012. (44)
Accountants’ Letter. (45)

Amended and Extended Employmenteagrent, effective July 1, 2012, by and between &lGwld Corporation and Van
Krikorian. (46)

Amended and Extended Employment Agrent, effective July 1, 2012, by and between GGIMG and Ashot Boghossian. (47)

Amended and Extended Employment Agrent, effective August 1, 2012, by and betweerm@I&old Corporation and Jan
Dulman. (48)

Restricted Stock bonus award efiecfiuly 1, 2012 to Van Krikorian. (49)

Restricted Stock bonus award efiecfiuly 1, 2012 to Jan Dulman. (50)

September 5, 2012 Writ of Executiii.)

Material Contract - Getik Mining Cpany, LLC - Share Transfer Agreement dated Septe@®e2012. (52)

Material Contract - Mego-Gold, LLGShare Transfer Agreement dated September 26, 283p.

Material Agreement - November 2812@mended Joint Membership Interest Purchasesefgeat with Amarant Mining Ltd. (54)

US Federal Court Decision on Ap8l 2013 in Favor of Global Gold Corporation agai@atdera Resources Regarding Marjan
Property (55)

Material Agreement - Mine Operatifsgreement with Linne Mining LLC dated July 5, 20(E5)
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Exhibit 10.63

Exhibit 10.64

Exhibit 10.65

Exhibit 10.66

Exhibit 10.67

Exhibit 10.68

Exhibit 10.69

Exhibit 10.70

Exhibit 10.71

Exhibit 10.72

Exhibit 10.73

Exhibit 31.1

Exhibit 31.2

Exhibit 32.1

Exhibit

101.INS*

Exhibit
101.SCH*

Exhibit
101.CAL*

Exhibit
101.DEF*

Material Agreement - $8.8 Million BreFacility Agreement with Linne Mining LLC datedly 5, 2013 (57)
Material Agreement — Addendum N 1he Gold Concentrate Supply Contract with IndaksMinerals, SA (58)
Material Agreement - Option Deedhwiticero Holdings Limited dated July 5, 2013 (59)

Material Agreement — Contractors égment with Creo Design (Pty) Limited and Vikingéstment Limited dated July 5, 2013
(60)

Material Agreement — Heads of Agreeatrcontract to merge Global Gold Consolidated Ress Limited and Signature Gold
Limited (61)

Final Award issued by the arbitratarJune 26, 2014 in arbitration between GlobadGrporation and Amarant Mining Ltd and
Alluvia Mining, Ltd (62)

International Center for InvestmBigpute Resolution Final Award on November 10, 2biBavor of Global Gold Corporation
against Caldera Resources Regarding Marjan Pro&3}y

Amended and Extended Employmenteagrent, effective July 1, 2015, by and between &lGwld Corporation and Van
Krikorian.

Amended and Extended Employment Agrent, effective July 1, 2015, by and between GG and Ashot Boghossian.

Amended and Extended Employment Agrent, effective August 1, 2015, by and betweerb&@I&Gold Corporation and Jan
Dulman.

March 27, 2015 Court of Appealstté tsland of Jersey ruling in Favor of Global GGldrporation against Consolidated Resources

Armenia.
Certification of Chief Executive @fér Pursuant to Rule 13a-14 (a) of the SarbandsyOict of 2002.
Certification of Chief Financial @fér Pursuant to Rule 13a-14 (a) of the SarbandsyOxct of 2002.

Certification of the Chief Executi@ficer and Chief Financial Officer Pursuant tol&.C. Section 1350, as Adopted Pursuant
to Section 906 of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002.

XBRL Instance

XBRL Taxonomy Extension Schema

XBRL Taxonomy Extension Calculation

XBRL Taxonomy Extension Definition
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Exhibit XBRL Taxonomy Extension Labels
101.LAB*

Exhibit XBRL Taxonomy Extension Presentation
101.PRE*

(1) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibittd.the Company's annual report onK8B for the year ended December 31, 2007 filed withSE(
on March 31, 2008.

(2) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibitt®.2he Company's annual report onK8B for the year ended December 31, 2007 filed withSE(
on March 31, 2008.

(3) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibi31i@. the Company's current report on Form 8-K fikdth the SEC on April 13, 2007.

(4) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibi31i@. the Company's current report on Form 8-K fikdth the SEC on May 31, 2007.

(5) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibitt®.the Company's current report on Form 8-K fikath the SEC on June 20, 2007.

(6) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibitd1id. the Company's current report on Form 8-K fikéth the SEC on September 7, 2007.
(7) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit41id. the Company's current report on Form 8-K fikdth the SEC on November 1, 2007.
(8) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibi31td. the Company's current report on Form 8-K fikéth the SEC on October 22, 2008.
(9) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibitl50to the Company’s annual report on Form 10-Kdfikdth the SEC on April 15, 2009.
(10) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibib10 the Company’s current report on Form 8-Kdfileith the SEC on July 29, 2009.

(11) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibitl0Qo the quarterly report on 10-Q for the secgudrter ended June 30, 2009, filed with the SEC on
August 14, 20009.

(12) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibitl1Qto the quarterly report on IDfor the second quarter ended June 30, 2009, iltdthe SEC o
August 14, 20009.

(13) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibitl2Qo the quarterly report on 10-Q for the secgudrter ended June 30, 2009, filed with the SEC on
August 14, 2009.

(14) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibitLBto the quarterly report on 10-Q for the secqudrter ended June 30, 2009, filed with the SEC on
August 14, 2009.

(15) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibiB10 the Company’s current report on Form 8-Kdfileith the SEC on November 19, 2009.
(16) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibiB10 the Company’s current report on Form 8-Kdfileith the SEC on December 22, 2009.
(17) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibiB10 the Company’s current report on Form 8-Kdfileith the SEC on March 2, 2010.

(18) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibig1@ the Company’s current report on Form 8-Kdfileith the SEC on March 2, 2010.
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(19) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibi610 the Company’s current report on Form 8-Kdfileith the SEC on March 2, 2010.
(20) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibiglt® the Company’s current report on Form 8-Kdfileith the SEC on March 25, 2010.
(21) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibiB10 the Company’s current report on Form 8-Kdfileith the SEC on March 30, 2010.

(22) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibitl&Qo the quarterly report on 10-Q for the secgudrter ended June 30, 2010, filed with the SEC on
August 23, 2010.

(23) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibiB10 the Company’s current report on Form 8-Kdfileith the SEC on October 22, 2010.
(24) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibiB10 the Company’s current report on Form 8-Kdfileith the SEC on November 1, 2010.
(25) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibiB10 the Company’s current report on Form 8-Kdfileith the SEC on March 21, 2011.
(26) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibig1t® the Company's current report on Form 8-Kdfilgth the SEC on May 2, 2011.

(27) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibiB10 the Company's current report on Form 8-kdfildth the SEC on December 7, 2011.
(28) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibiB10 the Company's current report on Form 8-kdfilgth the SEC on February 9, 2012.

(29) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibi3s0to the Company’s annual report on FormKLfdr the year ended December 31, 2011 filed
the SEC on April 16, 2012.

(30) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibiB10 the Company's current report on Form 8-kdfilgth the SEC on February 23,2012.
(31) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibi#10 the Company's current report on Form 8-Kdfildth the SEC on February 23, 2012.
(32) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibib10 the Company's current report on Form 8-Kdfiléth the SEC on February 23, 2012.
(33) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibib1i0 the Company's current report on Form 8-Kdfildth the SEC on February 23, 2012.
(34) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibi71i0 the Company's current report on Form 8-Kdfiléth the SEC on February 23, 2012.
(35) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibiB10 the Company's current report on Form 8-Kdfiléth the SEC on February 23, 2012.
(36) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibi®10 the Company's current report on Form 8-kdfilgth the SEC on February 23, 2012.
(37) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibitt0Go the Company's current report on Form 8-&dfilvith the SEC on February 23, 2012.
(38) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibitt1do the Company's current report on Form 8-&dfilvith the SEC on February 23, 2012.
(39) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibitL2do the Company's current report on Form 8-&dfilvith the SEC on February 23, 2012.
(40) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibitLBdo the Company's current report on Form 8-&dfilvith the SEC on February 23, 2012.

(41) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibiB10 the Company's current report on Form 8-Kdfiléth the SEC on March 2, 2012.
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(42) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibiB10 the Company's current report on Form 8-kdfildth the SEC on March 29, 2012.
(43) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibitta® the Company's current report on Form 8-kdfilgth the SEC on April 13, 2012.
(44) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibita® the Company's current report on Form 8-kdfilgth the SEC on April 13, 2012.
(45) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibiB3® the Company's current report on Form 8-Kdfilgth the SEC on April 13, 2012.

(46) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibi61Qo the Company’s quarterly report on Forn@l@er the second quarter ended June 30, 2012,
with the SEC on August 20, 2012.

(47) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibi620o the Company’s quarterly report on Forn@l@r the second quarter ended June 30, 2012,
with the SEC on August 20, 2012.

(48) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibi6Bdo the Company’s quarterly report on Forn@l@r the second quarter ended June 30, 2012,
with the SEC on August 20, 2012.

(49) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibi62o the Company’s quarterly report on Forn@l@er the second quarter ended June 30, 2012,
with the SEC on August 20, 2012.

(50) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibi65to the Company’s quarterly report on Forn@l@er the second quarter ended June 30, 2012,
with the SEC on August 20, 2012.

(51) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibiB10 the Company's current report on Form 8-kdfilgth the SEC on September 11, 2012.
(52) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibitl1#@ the Company's current report on Form 8-Kdfildth the SEC on September 27, 2012.
(53) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibi21i@ the Company's current report on Form 8-Kdfiléth the SEC on September 27, 2012.

(54) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit00to the Company’s annual report on FormKlfdr the year ended December 31, 2012 filed
the SEC on April 16, 2013.

(55) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibitLl1id the Company's current report on Form 8-kKdfildth the SEC on April 22, 2013.

(56) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibitl1i#d the Company's current report on Form 8-Kdfildth the SEC on July 10, 2013.

(57) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibi2l0 the Company's current report on Form 8-kdfilgth the SEC on July 10, 2013.

(58) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibiB10 the Company's current report on Form 8-kdfilgth the SEC on July 10, 2013.

(59) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibigli® the Company's current report on Form 8-kdfilgth the SEC on July 10, 2013.

(60) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibi610 the Company's current report on Form 8-kdfilgth the SEC on July 10, 2013.

(61) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibitL1#d the Company's current report on Form 8-Kdfilgth the SEC on September 10, 2013.
(62) Incorporated herein by reference to Exhibitl9® the Company's current report on Form 8-Kdfildth the SEC on July 1, 2014.

(63) Incorporated herein by reference to ExhibitLl1#d the Company's current report on Form 8-Kdfildth the SEC on November 13, 2014.
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SIGNATURES

Pursuant to the requirements of the Securities &xgh Act of 1934, the registrant has duly caussddéport to be signed on its behalf by the
undersigned, thereunto duly authorized.

GLOBAL GOLD CORPORATION

Date: May 20, 2015 By: /s/ Van Z. Krikorian
Van Z. Krikorian
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer
(Principal Executive Officer)

56



Exhibit 10.70

FIFTH AMENDMENT TO
FEBRUARY 1, 2003
GLOBAL GOLD CORPORATION — VAN Z. KRIKORIAN
EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT

AMENDMENT, entered as of May 5, 2015 and effecta® of the 1stday of July, 2015, between Global Gold Corporatie
Delaware corporation (the “Corporation”), and VanKZikorian (the “Employee”)to the Employment Agreement, dated as of Februa®0@3, a
amended as of January 1, 2005, June 15, 2006, Augu009, and June 30, 2012 (the “Agreementtwben the parties;

WITNESSETHTHAT:

WHEREAS, the Employee currently serves as ChairarahChief Executive Officer, and the General Coljresed the Corporatic
needs to retain the continued active service ofEimployee in light of the Corporatian’obligations, operations, development plans, ankght of
other considerations;

WHEREAS, the Corporation and the Employee desirertter into an amendment of the Agreement on thasteand conditior
hereinafter set forth;

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto agree as follows

1. _EXTENSION OF TERM The term of the Agreement is hereby further edéehuntil June 30, 2018 and Section 2 of the Agesers
hereby amended effective July 1, 2015 to read l&sifs:

“TERM . The term of this Agreement shall commence on Jy2903 and end on June 30, 2018, and shall lbenatically renewed
for consecutive one-year periods thereafter ur{@sterminated on the anniversary of June 30 bheeiparty on 120 days written
notice or (b) sooner terminated as otherwise pexviderein.”




2. _COMPENSATION The Corporation shall maintain the annual sunapbe/to the Employee as base compensation saldsyr time
Agreement to $225,000. In addition, Employee israed as additional base compensation for the terexgended by this amendment 1,050,000
shares vesting in semi-annual installments thralugte 30, 2018, and pursuant to the terms setifottite Restricted Stock Award attached to this
Amendment as Exhibit A. The first two sentenceSe€tion 3(a) of the Agreement are hereby amendedtige July 1, 2015 to read as follows:

“ Base Compensatioin consideration for the services rendered by timplgyee under this Agreement, the Corporation ghetisfe
and deliver to the Employee as base compensatichdderm of this Agreement as amended effective 1, 2015 a total of
1,050,000 shares of its common stock pursuantetéettms of the Restricted Stock Awards attachedtbers Exhibit A, and as set
forth in such Awards (the “Restricted Stock Awanddélivered to the Employee. In addition to theefpring, the Company shall pay
to the Employee, as base compensation, the sur22&f @00 for each 12-month period commencing onadired July 1, 2015 during
the term of this Agreement, as amended effectilye 2015, payable in equal monthly installmerft$ 18,750 on the 1% day of
each month.”

3. _SURVIVAL OF AGREEMENTThis Amendment is limited as specified above arall stot constitute a modification or waiver of any
other provision of the Agreement except as requieterms agreed here. Except as specifically aeebg this Amendment, the Agreement terms
shall remain in full force and effect and all of ferms are hereby ratified, confirmed, and comtimuforce as extended herein.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned have executedAmendment as of the date first above written.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned have executedAmendment as of the date first above written.

GLOBAL GOLD CORPORATION

By

Drury J. Gallagher, Secretary and Treas Van Z. Krikorian
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned have executedAmendment as of the date first above written.

GLOBAL GOLD CORPORATION

By

Drury J. Gallagher, Secretary and Treas Van Z. Krikorian




EXHIBIT A

Global Gold Corporation
555 Theodore Fremd Avenue
Rye, NY 10580

May 5, 2015
Mr. Van Krikorian
5 Frederick Court
Harrison, NY 10528

Re: Restricted Stock Award

Dear Mr. Krikorian:

As consideration for your employment agreemengxsnded May 5, 2015, with Global Gold Corporatfthve “Corporation”)and as an induceme
for your rendering of services to the Corporatiar, hereby grant you One Million Fifty Thousand 8Q00) shares of the Common Stock of Gl
Gold Corporation, evidenced by a certificate ofrekaof our common stock, $.001 par value per sfthee"Shares"), subject to applicable secul
law restrictions and the terms and conditions aehfherein:

1.  For the first six month period commencinty Juy 2015 within which you render the servicesviled herein, you shall becol
fully vested in one sixth of the total Shares gedritereunder. For the next six month periods tlftereeommencing on January 1, 2016 through
30, 2018, you shall become fully vested in an aoitiil one sixth of the total Shares granted hereunthus, if you complete six, twelve, eighte
twenty four, thirty and then thirty six months @frgice as provided hereunder, you shall be vestdd5,000, 350,000, 525,000, 700,000, 875,00C
then 1,050,000 of the Shares granted hereundgectgely.

2. Inthe event of your termination of your dayment on or before the expiration of the inisat month period commencing July
1, 2015 or any subsequent six month period thexedtiring the thirty six month period commencinghaduly 1, 2015 for any reason, you shall forfeit
all right, title and interest in and to any of tBkares granted hereunder which have not becomedviesyou, without any payment by the Company
therefore unless mutually agreed otherwise, exicepie case of a Change in Control. All Sharesl skt upon the occurrence of a Change of Control
(as defined herein) without further action by yauhe Corporation.




3. (a) Any Shares granted hereunder ar¢ransferable and cannot be assigned, pledgeditggated or disposed of in any v
until they become vested, and may be transferrece#titer in accordance with applicable securiti@s testrictions and your shareholder agree
restrictions. Any attempted transfer in violatidrtlee Section shall be null and void.

(b) Notwithstanding anything contained in thigreement to the contrary, after you become vesteghy of the Shar
granted hereunder, no sale, transfer or pledgedhenay be effected without an effective registnatstatement or an opinion of counsel for
Corporation that such registration is not requiieder the Securities Act of 1933, as amended, apdypplicable state securities laws.

4. During the period commencing with the datecbf and prior to your forfeiture of any of thea®ds granted hereunder, you ¢
have all right, title and interest in and to thex®fs granted hereunder, including the right to WteéeShares and receive dividends or other digtaibe
with respect thereto.

5. You shall be solely responsible for any alidcederal, state and local income taxes arisingodyour receipt of the Shares i
your future sale of other disposition of them.

6. This Agreement and the rights of the partiereunder shall be governed by and construeddardance with the laws of t
State of New York, without regard to its conflicflaw principles. All parties hereto (i) agreettaay legal suit, action or proceeding arising @uor
relating to this Agreement shall be instituted oinlya Federal or state court in the City of New K or the State of New York, (ii) waive any object
which they may now or hereafter have to the layofighe venue of any such suit, action or proceedimgl (iii) irrevocably submit to the exclus
jurisdiction of any Federal or state court in thgy©f New York in the State of New York, in anycusuit, action or proceeding, but such conserit
not constitute a general appearance or be availatday other person who is not a party to thisekgnent. All parties hereto agree that the mailif
any process in any suit, action or proceedingattidresses of the parties shown herein shallitdgegpersonal service thereof.

7. If any provision of this Agreement shalltbeld invalid or unenforceable, such invalidity ereaforceability shall attach only
such provision and shall not in any manner affecremder invalid or unenforceable any other seuergovision of this Agreement, and t
Agreement shall be carried out as if any such idval unenforceable provision were not containegtine

8. This Agreement and all the terms and prowmisihereof shall be binding upon and shall inuria¢dbenefit of the parties and tt
respective heirs and successors and, in the cale @forporation, its assigns.




9. This Agreement may not be amended exceptnting signed by all of the parties hereto.

10. Nothing contained herein shall be consttoecteate an employment agreement between theo€dign and you or require t
Corporation to employ or retain you under such rtraet or otherwise.

11. Notwithstanding anything contained this in Agrent to the contrary the Shares shall become W@ted upon your death
upon your becoming disabled, which shall mean yuail have been unable to render all of your duligseason of illness, injury or incapac
(whether physical or mental) for a period of sixgecutive months, determined by an independentigapsselected by the Board of Directors of
Corporation.

12. Notwithstanding anything contained thig\greement to the contrary:

(@) the Shares shall become fully vested uperotcurrence of a Change of Control (as defingdi;nSection 12), which
shall occur upon

(i) () thirty-five percent (35%) or more oftloutstanding voting stock of the Corporation heesrbacquired by
any person (as defined by Section 3 (a) (9) oS&eurities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended) dtiaer directly from the Corporation; (b) there has
been a merger or equivalent combination involvimg €orporation after which 49% or more of the vgttock of the surviving corporation is held by
persons other than former shareholders of the Catipo; (c) twenty percent (20%) or more of the rhens of the Board elected by shareholders are
persons who were not nominated in the then moshtgmoxy statement of the Corporation; or (d)@weporation sells or disposes of all or
substantially all of its assets.

(i) any “person”, as such term is used in #®eci3(d) and 14(d) of the Securities Exchangedd934, as
amended (the “Exchange Act”) or persons actingimcert (other than Drury J. Gallagher, Firebird igloMaster Fund, Ltd., Van Z. Krikorian or any
of their affiliates) become the “beneficial owner“beneficial owners” (as defined in Rule 13d-3lanthe Exchange Act, or any successor rule or
regulation thereto as in effect from time to timgijectly or indirectly, of the Corporation’s settigs representing more than 50% of the combined
voting power of the Corporation’s then outstandiegurities, pursuant to a plan of such person gops to acquire such controlling interest in the
Corporation, whether pursuant to a merger (inclgdinmerger in which the Corporation is the sungvirporation), an acquisition of securities or
otherwise; and

(b) A transaction shall not constitute a Chaof€ontrol if its sole purpose is to change tlaesbf the Corporation’s
incorporation or to create a holding company thifitbe owned in substantially the same proportibpghe persons who held the Corporation’s
securities immediately before such transaction.




(c) The Shares shall become fully vested ugmur geath or upon your becoming disabled, whichi sii@an you shall
have been unable to render all of your duties bgae of illness, injury or incapacity (whether pbgbor mental) for a period of six consecutive
months, determined by an independent physiciarteeldy the Board of Directors of the Corporation.

13. Inthe event of any conflict between thente of this Agreement and of
the Employment Agreement, the provisions containdtlis Agreement shall control.

If this letter accurately reflects our understagdiplease sign the enclosed copy of this letténebottom and return it to us.

Very truly yours,
Global Gold Corporatio

By:
Drury J Gallagher, Secretary and Treas

Agreed:

Van Z. Krikorian



Exhibit 10.71

FIFTH AMENDMENT TO
AUGUST 1, 2003
GLOBAL GOLD — ASHOT BOGHOSSIAN
EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT

AMENDMENT, entered as of May 5, 2015 and effectageof the Bt day of July 2015 between Global GoldiMij, LLC, a
Delaware limited liability company (the “Companygnd Ashot Boghossian (the “Employee”), to the Eoypient Agreement, dated as of August 1,
2003 (the “Agreement”), amended as of January @628s of June, 15 2006, as of August 11, 2009aaraf June 30, 2012 between the parties;

WITNESSETHTHAT:

WHEREAS, the Employee currently serves as Direatat Regional Manager and the Company needs tm tbicontinued active
service of the Employee in light of the Companyidigations, plans, and in light of other consideras;

WHEREAS, the Company and the Employee desire terémto an amendment of the Agreement on the tamdsconditions
hereinafter set forth;

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto agree as follows

1. _EXTENSION OF TERM The term of the Agreement is hereby further edéehuntil June 30, 2018 and Section 2 of the Ageseris
hereby amended to read as follows:

“TERM . The term of this Agreement shall commence on Atudu2003 (or such other date as mutually agrgetidparties) and
end on June 30, 2018, and shall be automaticalgwed for consecutive one-year periods thereaftirss (a) terminated on the
anniversary of June 30 by either party on 120 daytsen notice or (b) sooner terminated as othezvpiovided herein.”




2. _COMPENSATIONEmployee is awarded as additional base compensafiestricted Stock Award of 337,500 shares vestirsgx
semi-annual installments through June 30, 2018 pamsliant to the terms set forth in the Restri@eitk Award attached to this Amendment, and an
annual salary of $72,000. The first two sentendeeation 3(a) of the Agreement are hereby ametaleghd as follows:

“ Base Compensatioin consideration for the services rendered by timplgyee under this Agreement, Global Gold Corporati
shall transfer and deliver to the Employee as basgpensation for the term of this Agreement as amereffective July 1, 2015 a
total of 337,500 shares of its common stock purstathe terms of the Restricted Stock Awards agddhereto as Exhibit A, and as
set forth in such Awards (the “Restricted Stock Aded) delivered to the Employee. In addition to fbeegoing, the Company shall
pay to the Employee, as base compensation, thes@@2,000 for each 12-month period commencingrahadter July 1, 2009
during the term of this Agreement, as amended &ffeduly 1, 2015, payable in equal monthly instalhts of $6,000 on the #6day
of each month.”

3. _SURVIVAL OF AGREEMENTThis Amendment is limited as specified above arall stot constitute a modification or waiver of any
other provision of the Agreement except as requieterms agreed here. Except as specifically aeebg this Amendment, the Agreement terms
shall remain in full force and effect and all of ferms are hereby ratified and confirmed.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned have executedAmendment as of the date first above written.

GLOBAL GOLD MINING, LLC

By
Van Z. Krikorian, Manage Ashot Boghossia




EXHIBIT A

Global Gold Corporation
555 Theodore Fremd Avenue
Rye, NY 10580

May 5, 201!

Mr. Ashot Boghossian
Global Gold Mining LLC
Yerevan, Armenia 375001

Restricted Stock Award

Dear Mr. Boghossian:

As an inducement for your continuing renderingervices to Global Gold Mining LLC a subsidiary ofoBal Gold Corporation (the
“Corporation”) and pursuant to the decisions of @w@npensation Committee and Board of Directorfief@orporation, we hereby grant you 337,500
shares, $0.001 par value per share (the “Sha@sthe Common Stock of the Corporation, evidenced bertificate for such Shares, subject to
applicable securities law restrictions and the teamd conditions set forth herein:

1.  You shall be required to spend at least 85%our business time in connection with the regitity assigned to you (or to be
assigned to you) in connection with the businegb®{Corporation pursuant to your Employment Agreetwith Global Gold Mining, LLC.

2. For each six month period, commencing oy JuR015, you shall become fully vested in 56,3b@res granted hereunder.
Thus, if you complete six, twelve, eighteen, twefotyr, thirty and then thirty six months of serviae provided hereunder, you shall be vested in
56,250, 112,500, 168,750, 225,000, 281,250, and3B&,500 of the Shares granted hereunder, regphcti

3. Inthe event of your termination of your dayment on or before the expiration of the threarygeriod commencing with July
2015 you shall forfeit all right, title and intetés and to any of the Shares granted hereunderhaidve not become vested in you, without any
payment by the Corporation therefor, except indége of a Change in Control. All Shares shall upsh the occurrence of a Change of Control (as
defined herein) without further action by you oe Borporation.

4. (a) Any Shares granted hereunder ar¢ransferable and cannot be assigned, pledgeditggated or disposed in any way
until they become vested, and may be transferreid&fter in accordance with applicable securii@srestrictions. Any attempted transfer in violatio
of the Section shall be null and void.




(b) Notwithstanding anything contained in tAgreement to the contrary, after you become veisteahy of the Shares
granted hereunder, no sale, transfer or pledgedhenay be effected without an effective registmatitatement or an opinion of counsel for the
Corporation that such registration is not requiiader the Securities Act of 1933, as amended, apdypplicable state securities laws.

5.  During the period commencing with the dagesbf and prior to your forfeiture of any of thea®s granted hereunder, you shall
have all right, title and interest in and to thea®&s granted hereunder, including the right to tleeeShares and receive dividends or other digtdbsi
with respect thereto.

6. You shall be solely responsible for any alidrederal, state and local incomes taxes arisuigf your receipt of the Shares and
your future sale of other disposition of them.

7. This Agreement and the rights of the pafttiexeunder shall be governed by and construedciordance with the laws of the
State of New York, without regard to its conflictslaw principles. All parties hereto (i) agreetthay legal suit, action or proceeding arising @fubr
relating to this Agreement shall be instituted anly Federal or state court in the City of New Kor the State of New York, (ii) waive any objectio
which they may now or hereafter have to the layihthe venue of any such suit, action or proceeding (iii) irrevocably submit to the exclusive
jurisdiction of any Federal or state court in thgy@f New York in the State of New York, in anycdusuit, action or proceeding, but such conserit
not constitute a general appearance or be availal@ry other person who is not a party to thise&gnent. All parties hereto agree that ht emailing o
any process in any suit, action or proceedingeagtitdresses or the parties shown herein shallitgagtersonal service thereof.

8. If any provision of the Agreement shall kedhinvalid or unenforceable, such invalidity oremforceability shall attach only to
such provision and shall not in any manner affeceader invalid or unenforceable any other severpiovision of this Agreement, and this
Agreement shall be carried out as if any such idwal unenforceable provision were not containegtine

9. This Agreement and all the terms and prowmsihereof shall be binding upon and shall insoitbé benefit of the parties and
their respective heirs and successors and, inabe af the Corporation, its assigns.

10. This Agreement may not be amended excegptriting signed by all of the parties hereto.

11. Nothing contained herein shall be constitostteate to create an employment agreement betiheeCorporation and you or
require the Corporation to employ or retain youemsglich a contract or otherwise.




12. Notwithstanding anything contained thig\greement to the contrary:

(@) the Shares shall become fully vested uperotcurrence of a Change of Control (as defingdinSection 12), which
shall occur upon

(i) (a) thirty-five percent (35%) or more oftlbutstanding voting stock of the Corporation hesrbacquired by
any person (as defined by Section 3 (a) (9) oS&eurities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended) dliaer directly from the Corporation; (b) there has
been a merger or equivalent combination involvimg €Corporation after which 49% or more of the wpttock of the surviving corporation is held by
persons other than former shareholders of the Catipo; (c) twenty percent (20%) or more of the rbens of the Board elected by shareholders are
persons who were not nominated in the then moshtgmoxy statement of the Corporation; or (d)@weporation sells or disposes of all or
substantially all of its assets.

”

(i) any “person”, as such term is used in Beci3(d) and 14(d) of the Securities Exchange 934, as
amended (the “Exchange Act”) or persons actingimcert (other than Drury J. Gallagher, Firebird ialoMaster Fund, Ltd., Van Z. Krikorian or any
of their affiliates) become the “beneficial owner”“beneficial owners” (as defined in Rule 13d-3lenthe Exchange Act, or any successor rule or
regulation thereto as in effect from time to timgiyectly or indirectly, of the Corporation’s seitigs representing more than 50% of the combined
voting power of the Corporation’s then outstandiegurities, pursuant to a plan of such person imops to acquire such controlling interest in the
Corporation, whether pursuant to a merger (inclgdinmerger in which the Corporation is the sungviorporation), an acquisition of securities or
otherwise; and

(b) A transaction shall not constitute a Chaofy€ontrol if its sole purpose is to change tlaesbf the Corporation’s
incorporation or to create a holding company thifitbe owned in substantially the same proportibpghe persons who held the Corporation’s
securities immediately before such transaction.

(c) The Shares shall become fully vested ugmur geath or upon your becoming disabled, whichi sii@an you shall
have been unable to render all of your duties bgae of illness, injury or incapacity (whether pbgbor mental) for a period of six consecutive
months, determined by an independent physiciarctseldy the Board of Directors of the Corporation.

13. Inthe event of any conflict between thenteof this Agreement and of the Employment Agrertythe provisions contained
this Agreement shall control.




If this letter accurately reflects our understagdiplease sign the enclosed copy of this lettéheabottom and return it to us,
whereupon it shall become agreement binding upempéities.

Very truly yours,

Global Gold Corporation

By:

Van Z. Krikorian
Chairman and CEO

Agreed:

Ashot Boghossian



Exhibit 10.72

THIRD AMENDMENT TO
FEBRUARY 1, 2003
GLOBAL GOLD CORPORATION — JAN DULMAN
EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT

AMENDMENT, entered as of May 5, 2015 and effecta® of the Istday of August, 2015, between Global Gold Corporgti
Delaware corporation (the “Corporation”), and Jarirban (the “Employee”)to the Employment Agreement, dated as of June ®7,2as amended
of August 11, 2009, and June 30, 2012 (the “Agregthebetween the parties;

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the Company has employed the Employeehésf Einancial Officer and needs to retain the oored active service
the Employee in light of the Corporation’s obligatiand in light of other considerations;

WHEREAS, the Corporation and the Employee desirenter into an amendment and extension of the Ageeé on the terms a
conditions hereinafter set forth;

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto agree as follows

1. _CHANGE IN TERM OF AGREEMENT The term of the Agreement is hereby hereby exdénohtil July 31, 2018 and Section 2 of the
Agreement is hereby amended to read as follows:

“TERM . The term of this Agreement, as amended effe&ivgust 1, 2015, shall commence on June 1, 200'€addn July 31,
2018, and shall be automatically renewed for camsez one-year periods thereafter unless (a) teataghby the Employee on 120
days written notice prior to the expiration of théial term hereof, (b) terminated by either pasty 120 days written notice prior to
the expiration of the second year hereof or any ffesreafter or (c) sooner terminated as otherpisgided herein.”




2. _COMPENSATION The Corporation shall maintain the Employee'suahsalary at $165,000 per annum. In addition, Byge is
awarded as additional base compensation a Restfttek Award of 300,000 shares vesting in semisahimstallments through July 31, 2018, and
pursuant to the terms set forth in the RestrictediSAward attached. Effective August 1, 2015, Bec8(a) of the Agreement is hereby amended to
read as follows:

(a) “Base Compensatidm. consideration for the services rendered by tmplByee under this Agreement, as amended May 5,
2015 and effective August 1, 2015, the Company slediver to the Employee as base compensatiotehddThree Hundred
Thousand shares of the common stock of Global Golgboration pursuant to the terms of the RestriGedk Award attached
hereto as Exhibit A (the “Restricted Stock Award?).addition to the foregoing, the Company shail fathe Employee, as base
compensation, the sum of $165,000 for each 12-mpeiod commencing on and after August 1, 2015ndutthe term of this
Agreement, payable in equal monthly installmentshen15t day of each month. In addition and purstmtite decision of the
Compensation Committee, Employee shall be awartheeeTHundred Thousand (300,000) shares of comnock sf Company
vesting in semiannual installments through July2Z11,8 all in accordance with the terms and conaitiabove.”

3. _SURVIVAL OF AGREEMENTThis Amendment is limited as specified above arall stot constitute a modification or waiver of any
other provision of the Agreement except as requieterms agreed here. Except as specifically aetbg this Amendment, the Agreement terms
shall remain in full force and effect and all of ferms are hereby ratified and confirmed.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned have executedAmendment as of the date first above written.

G LOBAL GOLD CORPORATION

By

Van Z. Krikorian, Manage Jan Dulmar




EXHIBIT A

Global Gold Corporation
555 Theodore Fremd Avenue
Rye, NY 10528

May 5, 2015
Mr. Jan Dulman
13 Hickory Place
Livingston, NJ 07039

Re: Restricted Stock Award

Dear Mr. Dulman:

As consideration for your employment agreementexsnded May 5, 2015, with Global Gold Corporat{time “Corporation”)and as a
inducement for your rendering of services to thepBmtion, we hereby grant you Three Hundred Thiodi$800,000) shares of the Common Stoc
Global Gold Corporation, evidenced by a certificafeshares of our common stock, $.001 par valuespare (the "Shares"), subject to applic
securities law restrictions and the terms and ¢@rdi set forth herein:

1. For the first six month period commencinggést 1, 2015 within which you render the servicesvigled herein, you shi
become fully vested in one sixth of the total Skageanted hereunder. For the next six month peribeseafter commencing on February 1, 2
through July 31, 2018, you shall become fully vestean additional one sixth of the total Sharemnggd hereunder. Thus, if you complete six, tw
eighteen, twenty four, thirty and then thirty siomths of service as provided hereunder, you steNdsted in 50,000, 100,000, 150,000, 200
250,000, and then 300,000 of the Shares grantedihéer, respectively.

2. Inthe event of your termination of your dayment on or before the expiration of the inisat month period commencing with
the date hereof or any subsequent six month pénereafter during the thirty six month period conmeiag with August 1, 2015 for any reason, you
shall forfeit all right, title and interest in atolany of the Shares granted hereunder which hat/batome vested in you, without any payment by the
Company therefore unless mutually agreed otherwisegpt in the case of a Change in Control. Allr8sahall vest upon the occurrence of a Change
of Control (as defined herein) without further aatby you or the Corporation.




3. (a) Any Shares granted hereunder ar¢ransferable and cannot be assigned, pledgeditggated or disposed of in any v
until they become vested, and may be transferre#fter in accordance with applicable securit@s flestrictions. Any attempted transfer in viola
of the Section shall be null and void.

(b) Notwithstanding anything contained in thigreement to the contrary, after you become vesteghy of the Shar
granted hereunder, no sale, transfer or pledgedhenay be effected without an effective registnatstatement or an opinion of counsel for
Corporation that such registration is not requiieder the Securities Act of 1933, as amended, apdypplicable state securities laws.

4. During the period commencing with the datecbf and prior to your forfeiture of any of thea®ds granted hereunder, you ¢
have all right, title and interest in and to thex®fs granted hereunder, including the right to WteéeShares and receive dividends or other digtaibe
with respect thereto.

5. You shall be solely responsible for any alidcederal, state and local income taxes arisingodyour receipt of the Shares i
your future sale of other disposition of them.

6. This Agreement and the rights of the partiereunder shall be governed by and construeddardance with the laws of t
State of New York, without regard to its conflicflaw principles. All parties hereto (i) agreettaay legal suit, action or proceeding arising @uor
relating to this Agreement shall be instituted oinlya Federal or state court in the City of New K or the State of New York, (ii) waive any object
which they may now or hereafter have to the layofighe venue of any such suit, action or proceedimgl (iii) irrevocably submit to the exclus
jurisdiction of any Federal or state court in they©f New York in the State of New York, in anycusuit, action oproceeding, but such consent s
not constitute a general appearance or be availatday other person who is not a party to thisekgnent. All parties hereto agree that the mailif
any process in any suit, action or proceedingattidresses of the parties shown herein shallitdgegpersonal service thereof.

7. If any provision of this Agreement shalltbeld invalid or unenforceable, such invalidity ereaforceability shall attach only
such provision and shall not in any manner affecremder invalid or unenforceable any other seuergovision of this Agreement, and t
Agreement shall be carried out as if any such idval unenforceable provision were not containegtine

8. This Agreement and all the terms and prowmisihereof shall be binding upon and shall inuria¢dbenefit of the parties and tt
respective heirs and successors and, in the cale @forporation, its assigns.

9. This Agreement may not be amended exceptariting signed by all of the parties hereto.




10. Nothing contained herein shall be consttoecteate an employment agreement between theo€dign and you or require t
Corporation to employ or retain you under such rtraet or otherwise.

11. Notwithstanding anything contained this in Agreent to the contrary the Shares shall become figlbted upon your death
upon your becoming disabled, which shall mean yoall have been unable to render all of your dubigseason of illness, injury or incapac
(whether physical or mental) for a period of sixgecutive months, determined by an independentighgsselected by the Board of Directors of
Corporation.

12. Notwithstanding anything contained thig\greement to the contrary:

(@) the Shares shall become fully vested uperotcurrence of a Change of Control (as defingdi;nSection 12), which
shall occur upon

(i) () thirty-five percent (35%) or more oftloutstanding voting stock of the Corporation heesrbacquired by
any person (as defined by Section 3 (a) (9) oS&eurities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended) dtiaer directly from the Corporation; (b) there has
been a merger or equivalent combination involvimg €orporation after which 49% or more of the vgttock of the surviving corporation is held by
persons other than former shareholders of the Catipo; (c) twenty percent (20%) or more of the rhens of the Board elected by shareholders are
persons who were not nominated in the then moshtgmoxy statement of the Corporation; or (d)@weporation sells or disposes of all or
substantially all of its assets.

(i) any “person”, as such term is used in #®eci3(d) and 14(d) of the Securities Exchangedd934, as
amended (the “Exchange Act”) or persons actingimcert (other than Drury J. Gallagher, Firebird ligloMaster Fund, Ltd., Van Z. Krikorian or any
of their affiliates) become the “beneficial owner’“beneficial owners” (as defined in Rule 13d-3lanthe Exchange Act, or any successor rule or
regulation thereto as in effect from time to timgijectly or indirectly, of the Corporation’s settigs representing more than 50% of the combined
voting power of the Corporation’s then outstandiegurities, pursuant to a plan of such person mops to acquire such controlling interest in the
Corporation, whether pursuant to a merger (inclgdinmerger in which the Corporation is the sungvirporation), an acquisition of securities or
otherwise; and

(b) A transaction shall not constitute a Chaof€ontrol if its sole purpose is to change tlaesbf the Corporation’s
incorporation or to create a holding company thifitbe owned in substantially the same proportibpghe persons who held the Corporation’s
securities immediately before such transaction.

(c) The Shares shall become fully vested upmr geath or upon your becoming disabled, whichi si@an you shall
have been unable to render all of your duties bgag of illness, injury or incapacity (whether ghgsor mental) for a period of six consecutive
months, determined by an independent physiciartseldy the Board of Directors of the Corporation.




13. In the event of any conflict between thente of this Agreement and tfie Employment Agreement, the provisions contaimethis
Agreement shall control.

If this letter accurately reflects our understagdiplease sign the enclosed copy of this lettéhebottom and return it to us.

Very truly yours,
Global Gold Corporatio

By:
Van Krikorian, Chairmal

Agreed:

Jan Dulman



Exhibit 10.73
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Companies — appeal against the decision of the Commissioner dated 11th September, 2014,
[2015]JCA061

COURT OF APPEAL
(Unknown)

27 March 2015

Before : Sir Hugh Bennett, President;

Sir Richard Collas, and
Anthony George Bompas, Esq, Q.C.

Batiaen Consolidated Resources Armenia Plaintiff

And (1) Global Gold Consolidated Resources Limited Defendants
(2) Mr Van Krikorian

(3) Global Gold Corporation

Advocate A. Kistler for the Plaintiff.

Advocate J. M. P. Gleeson for the Second and Third Defendants.

JUDGMENT
BOMPAS JA:

This is the judgment of the Court.
Introduction

1, This appeal is brought by the Second and Third Defendants (that is Mr Van Z Krikorian ("Mr Krikorian®) and
Global Gold Corporation ("Global Gold™)). Itis argued on their behalf that the Royal Court should have
granted a stay of the proceedings brought by the Plaintiff ({that is Consolidated Resources Armenia
("Consclidated™)). The Appellants contend that they are entitled to a mandatory stay of the proceedings as
regards at least some of the claims raised by Consolidated, this stay being pursuant to pursuant to Article 5
of the Arbitration (Jersey) Law 1998 as amended by the Arbitration (Jersey) (Amendment) Law 1999 and
subsequently renumbered pursuant to the Law Revision (Jersev) Law 2003 ("the Arbitration Law"); and it is
said that the Royal Court was in error in declining the stay in that the Royal Court mistakenly concluded that
under Article 27(2) of the Arbitration Law 1t had a discretion to refuse a stay or alternatvely that it
misdirected itself when exercising such discretion as it had.

2. Thare is a cross-appeal by Consolidated, which challengas the decision of the Royal Court that certain of the
claims put forward by Consolidated are within the scope of an arbitration agreement to which Article 5 of the
Arbitration Law applies.

3 The issues on this appeal, then, are broadly ;-

(i} First, what is the scope of any relevant agreament batween any of the parties, so far as concarns
arbitration? In particular do any and if so which of the claims put forward by Consolidated fall within
the scope of an arbitration agreement betweean it and any of the Defandants?

{ii} Second, should the proceedings, or part of the proceedings, be stayed for arbitration pursuant to any

siich arhitratinn anresmeant?
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The facts

4, The judgment of the Royal Court under appeal (Consolidated Resources-v-Global Geold and Others [2014]
JRC 169) was given on 11 September, 2014, following a hearing on 25 July, 2014, before Commissioner
Clyde-5mith 1A sitting with Jurats Morgan and Liston. Giving the judgment of the Royal Court, Commissioner
Clyde-Smith J& gave a clear and concise summary of the principal facts. Mevertheless it will be convenient
if we highlight certain points, setting them in context.

o, The First Defendant, Global Celd Consolidated Resources Ltd ("the Company"} is 8 company limited by

shares incorporated in Jersey on 26 September, 201,1 under the Companies (Jersey) Law 1991 ("the
Companies Law™). The directors of the Company are Mr Krikorian and & Mr Caralapati Premraj ("Mr

Premraj”}). The shareholders are Consolidated and Global Gold, holding respectively 49% and 51% of the
Coempany’s issued shares.,

6. For reasons which will become clear, although the Company is a defendant to these proceedings, it is taking
no part.
i Tha Campany's constituticn is unremarkable. So, for example, at genaral maetings resolutions are decided

on a show of hands or (if duly demanded) on a poll, with each share giving one vaote cn a pall, and with the
Chairman having a casting vote in the event of equality. The cucrum at general meetings is two members
present in person or by proxy, except that if a meeting has been summoned by the directors and is
adjourned for want of guorum the member or members present at the adjournad meeting will form a
quorum. Directors’ meetings reguire a guorum of at keast two directors (unless the Company has just one
director for the time being). At Directors’ meetings each director has one vote, with the Chairman having a
casting vote.

8. It will be appreciated from the description in the previous paragraph that without a quorum the Company’s
board may be unable to act; and without the assistance of the Court there may be no way in which a
general meeting could resolve this inability, where one of two directors fails to attend any board meeting so
that the directors zre left unable to summon a general meeting.

9. The Company was formed pursuant to a Joint Venture Agreement ("the JVA") dated as of 27 April, 2011,
made between Global Gold and various of its subsidiaries on one side and Consolidated and an affiliate
(Consolidated Resources USA) on the other. The Global Gold subsidiaries included Mege-Gold, LLC ("Mego-
Gold”) and Getik Mining Company, LLC ("Getik Mining™). Mego-Gold has interests in a mining exploration
site at Toukhmanuk, Armenia; Getik Mining has interests in another site in Armenia.

10. The WA recorded that Global Gold is a Delaware corporation and that Consclidated is a Cayman Islands
company. It also recorded that there had previously been a binding agreemeant (refarrad to as “the
Formation Agreement”) dated 17 March, 2011, between the Global Gold companies and Consolidated for the
formation of a joint venture, and that pursuant to this Consolidated had provided a funding advance of
LUS$500,000. In addition the WA incorporated definitions used in the Formation Agreement, but
nevertheless provided that the JVA superseded the Formation Agreement.

11. The WA alse recited the facts, among others, {a) that Global Geld and its subsidiaries were engaged in gold
and silver exploration in Armenia and owned exploration and mining properties there, (b) that Consclidated
and its affiliate were an established worldwide resources company actively seeking strategic investments,
{c) that the Global Gold companies and Consolidated had not long before made an agreement for developing
properties, with Consolidated having made an advance of LUS$500,000, (d) that Consolidated would
"complete the remaining US§4.5 million of its USE5 million working capital commitment”, and {g) that the
two sides would form a joint venture company to be established by Consolidated subject to terms mutually
and reasonably agreed by Global Gold, with tha new company to have no liabilities except pursuant to a
Sharesholders Agresmeant.

12. The WA contained various pravisions caoncerning tha formation of the joint venture company (that is, the
Company), for Consclidatad's side to fund the US$4.5 million, for the "Closing™ of the joint venture (at which
time Mego-Gold and Getik Mining were to be brought under the Company), and for the Consclidated side
thereafter to endeavour to begin having the Company publicly listed. The WA also stipulated that the "the
initial common stock ownership, subfect to an adfustment mechanism ... shall be established at 51% for fthe
Global Gold side]... and 49% for” the Consolidated side. The adjustment mechanism seems to have baen
aimed at providing to Global Gold upwards of US340 million for Mego-Gold and Getik Mining, while at the
same tima a provision was made for Consclidated to be able to provide cash with a view to maintaining its
proportional stake in the Company.

13. By the VA the US34.5 million, referred to above, was to be pad as to US51.4 million immediately and as to
the remaining USs3.1 million by penodic payments over the following year. These sums were fo be used In
large measure to assist in developing Mego-Gold's and Getik Mining's respective propertes. Completion of
this pragramme of payment was to happen before "Closing” of the joint venture (Section 2.3.1 of the IVA).

14, The WA also required, as another of the matters to enable "Closing ™ of the joint venture, the making of "a
mutuafly agreed Sharehoiders Agreement” (Section 2.3.8 of the JVA). This Shareholders Agreement was
(according to Section 2.3.3 of the IWA) to provide for voting rights at sharehelders” meetings to be in
proportion to "the pro forma ownership” of the Company, for each of the Global Gold side and the
Consclidated side to have the right to appoint two directors, and for certain decisions to reguire unanimous
approval by each side’s directors “subfect to anti-deadlock provisions”,
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The WA, by Section 9.10, is expressed to be "governed by, and construed in accordance with, the
substantive laws of the State of New York, regardless of the faws that might otherwise govern under
appficable principles of confiicts of laws thereof”,

Finally, and most materially, Saction 9.12 of the VA deals with "Dispute Resolution”,

{i) This directs first of all that "any dispute, controversy or claim arising out of or relating to this
Agreement, or the bresch, termination or invalidity hereof, or any non-contractual obligations arising
out of or in connection with this Agreement” are to be "settled through consultation, mediation or
arbitration pursuant to this section 8,12,

(ii}  The section then lays down a series of steps a party is to use for resolving a dispute: first, there must
ba an attempt at consultatinn; next there is to be refererce to mediation; and then, if the mediation is
ursuceessful, there is ta be reference to arbitration.

(iti)  The arbitration required by the section is to be in New York City under the Commercial Arbitration
Rules of the American Arbitration Association, including the Optional Rules for Emergency Measures of
Protection.

(i) The Company was incorporated in September 2011, as already mentioned, A Delaware incorporated
company, GGCR Mining LLC ("GGCRM") came to be formed as a wholly-owned subsidiary and, as
matters developed, was to be the holding company for Mego-Gold and Getik Mining.

On 29 December, 2011, an Instrument headed "Binding Term Sheet” was executed on behalf of the
Company, GGCRM, Global Gold and Consolidated Resources. This provided for convertible notes of the
Company of not less than US$2 million to be constituted and then to be subscribed by Consolidated. The
Binding Tarm Sheet contemplated that, with the exception of a small advance, the bulk of the convertible
notes were to be subscribed after "Closing” of the joint venture and were to be for a year's maturity at
most. The Binding Term Sheet slso provided for Global Gold to give a guarantee of the Company's
obligations under the convertible notes, but curiously only until the clesing of the joint venture.

The Binding Term Sheet contains no express statament of any governing law, and has no provision for
dispute resolution,

On 17 January, 2012, the Company executed 2 MNote [nstrument constituting not less than USs2 million of
Interest-free Secured Fixed Rate Convertible Notes., Any Notes were, by the MNote [nstrument and the
conditions of the Notes, to be repayable at par on the first anniversary of their issue. They gave,
alternatively, an early right to repayment at an uplifted amount in the event of a public offering of the
Company's ordinary shares on a stock exchange or a change of control of the Company or its subsidiaries.
The conversion rate is the same (LUS5784,314 for each 1% of the Company’s issued share capital) as the
cash payment right given to Consolidated by the WA, as descrnibed above.

On its face the MNote Instrument has connection with the JVA: it provides by Schedule 1 (that is in the
Conditions of the MNotes thereby constituted) that capitalised terms used in the Note Instrument had, unless
otherwise defined, the meanings given in the W4, Further, that same Schedule provides that if "the
Security [is] to terminate ... pursuant to the Closing of the JV Agreement”, the Company is to extend full
faith and credit to secure repayment of tha Noteholder. (In this context "the Security” is defined as maaning
“the security created pursuant to a guarantee and security agreement” betwean Global Gold and
Consolidated). Further, the Mote Instrument recites the fact that the Company had entered intc the Binding
Term Sheet, and sets out the Binding Term Sheet in its entirety as a Schedule. As mentioned above, the
Binding Tarm Shest provides for a guarantea to be given by Glabal Gold.

The MNote Instrument is exprassed to be governed by Jersey Law, with the Jersey Courts having exclusive
jurisdiction "to settle any dispute arising out of or in connection with this Instrument and/or the Notes
{inciuding a dispute refating to any non-contractual obligations arising out of or in connection with this
Instrument and/or the Notes).”

The form of the Notes to be issued pursuant to the Note Instrument is set out in a schedule to the Note
Instrument. In addition to the provisions mentioned above, the Conditions of the Motes cover such matters
as early repayment, the return to be provided on the Notes, redemption, transfer and so forth., They also
state that "The Notes and any non-contracitual obligations arising out of or in connection with the Notes shall
be governed by Jersey law”. There is no provision in the Conditions of the Notes dealing with dispute
resclution; but as the Notes were issued “subject to and with the bencfit of the provisions of the
Instrument”, there is in the Notes an express submission to the exclusive jurisdiction of the Jersey Courts.

Consolidated has alleged in these proceedings that pursuant to tha Note Instrument it has advanced
LU542,197,453 to the Company, and that between 20 January and 28 March, 2012, the Company issued
three MNotas, each for a nominal amount of US5$500,000. The Appellants agree that the Company issued the
three Motes, but otherwise deny this allegation.

The Shareholders Agreement contemplated by the JVA came to be made between the Company and each of
Global Geld and Consolidated. [t is dated 18 February, 2012, and expressed to be governed by laws of New
York,

In Section 1 the Shareholders Agreement contains definitions of the VA, the Binding Term Sheet and the
Mote Instrument. as well as a definition of "the Letter”: this is cescribed as a side letter to the Bindinag Term
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document referrad te is the Supplemental Letter which we describe later. These four instruments, the JVA,
the Binding Term Sheet, the Note Instrument and the Supplemsantal Letter, all feature in Section 14.11 of the
Sharsholders Agresment, referred to below.

The Shareholders Agreement contains a8 covenant by the Company to be govemed by the terms of the
Shareholders Agreement, and covenants by Global Gold and Consolidated to vote their shares to give effect
to the Shareholders Agreement. It provides for the organisation and management of the Company. [t has
a provision which would give each of Global Gold and Consolidated the right to appoint two directors, and
also the ability, by reason of contractual requirements set for guorums and for the taking of certain
decisions; for one side to bring about & deadlock. There are provisions of a usual kind for share transfers,
pre-emption, accession of new shareholders and so forth. There are confidentiality provisions. And, by
Section 14.15, it is provided that "This Agreement shall be governed by and interpreted and enforced in
accordance with the laws of New York™

Cantral to the issues on this appeal is Section 14.11 of the Shareholders Agreament. This starts as if it
would be a conventional “entire agreement” clausa. However aftar two or thraa lines it becomeas quite
unconventional. It reads as follows:-

“Section 14.11 Entire Agreement

This Agreement constitutes the enlire agreement batween the Parties with respect to
the matters provided for herein and supersedes all prior agreements, understandings,
negofiations and discussions (whether oral or written) of the Parties with respect to the
matters herein, provided however, that in no event shall any of the following be
stperseded hy this Agreement (i) the Joint Venture Agreement dated as of Apal 27, 2011
by and between GGC and certain of its alfiliales, on the one hand, and CRA and certain of
its affilfates, on the other hand, (i) the Binding Temm Sheet for the Convertible Notes
executed on December 29, 2011 by and between GGC and certain of its affiliates, on the
one hand, and CRA and certain of its affffiates, on the other hand, and the Company and
(iii) the Note Instmument creating such Convertible Notes. Should the terms and
provisions of this Shareholder Agreement conflict with any of the terms and provisions of
the Joint Venture Agreement, the Convertible Notes, the Binding Tern Sheef, the Note
Instrument or the Letter, then the ferms and provisions of the Joint Venture Agreement,
the Convertible Notes, the binding Tenm Sheet, the Note Instrument and the Letler (as
applicable) shall prevail. The Joint Venture Agreement, the Convertible notes, the Binding
Term Sheet, the Note Instrument and the Letter are hereby incorporated by reference in
their entirety info this Shareholder Agreement including the Remaining Consideration
Payable to GGC (the "Remalning Consideration”). There are no representations,
warranties, conditions or other agreements, express or implied, collateral, statulory or
otherwise, between the Parties in connection with the subject matter of this Agreement
excepl as specifically set forth herein and none of the Parties has relled or iIs relying on
any other information, discussion or understanding in entering into and completing the
transactions contemplated in this Agreement.”

It will be noted that the proviso in the first sentence of Section 14.11 expressly exempts three instruments
from being superseded by the Shareholders Agreement {namely the WA, the Binding Term Sheet and the
Mote Instrument). This exemption does not mention the Letter; but the second senterce, with its referance
to the thrae instruments as well as to the Letter, must surely be taken to indicate that the Letter also has not
been superseded by the Shareholdars Agreement: its terms are to prevail where inconsistent with the
Sharsholders Agreement.

It will also ba noted that the third sentence of Section 14.11 provides for each of the VA, and the three
other four instruments mentionad in the previcus paragraph, to be “incorporated by reference in their
entirety fnto this Sharehoiders Agreement...” The import of this part of Section 14.11 has been given a
great deal of attention in the argument on this appeal.
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of its obligations under the Motes, this Guarantae being in favour of Consolidated Rescurces, Mo doubt this
was the guarantee required by the Binding Term Sheet and contemplated by the MNote Instrument as
providing security for the Mote holders. The Guarantee is expressed to have been made in MNew York State
and to be governed by, and construed In accordance with, the internal laws (without regard to the conflict of
laws provisions) of the State of New York.

A Supplemertal Letter agreement dated as of 19 February, 2012, was made between Global Gold,
Consolidated, the Company ard GGCR Mining LLC. This Supplemental Letter makes reference to the WA
and the Shareholders Agreement. [t contains several relevant provisions:-

(i) Tha Supplemeantal Letter explains that it has been made in connection with a request for funding from
Consclidatad prior to the closing of the joint venture, the funding being under the MNote Instrument.

{ii} It also explains that the Shareholders Agreement had been ent2red into before closing of the joint
vanture,

(iiiy It contains various immaterial provisions concerning directors of the Company. Materally, howeaver,
it goes on to make a change to the WA, and also to provide that notwithstanding Section 14.11 of the
Sharehclders Agreement two of the provisions of the WA concerning directors’ appointments are to be
superseded by the Sharehclders Agreement so long as it continues.

(iwv)  As to funding, the Supplemental Letter stipulates that "promgtly following the Effective Date,
[Consaolidated] shall resume funding under the [Notes] on the terms and subject to the conditions set
forth in the Instrument and [the Company] shall continue to lssuve such notes to [Consolidated] upon
completion of each subscription and payment therefore”,

fv) It provides that, except as modified by the Supplemental Letter, the JVA and the Shareholders
Agreement are each to remain in full force and effect,

{wi) Itis expressed to be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the State of New
York.

(wii) [mportantly it confirms the application of the dispute resolution provisions, including the arbitration
provizion, in the JVA, This it does by providing that “...any disputes with regard to the subject matter
hereof shall be settled in accordance with Section 9 12 of the [Joint Venture] Agreement...”

An issue on this appeal is the extent to which any of the claims made by Consolidated involve disputes with
regard to the subject matter of the Supplemental Letter, within the meaning of the provision in the
Supplemental Letter we have just referred to.

It seems that there had been difficulties between the parties even before the making of the various
agreements in February 2012, However, in the period which followed the making of all these agreements
Consolidated and Global Gold encountered further difficulties, which came to a head in early 2014, For
instance there was no listing of the Company’s shares, and in September 2013 a proposed takeover of the
Company came to nothing. As explained by Commissioner J& Clyde-Smith in giving the Royal Court’s
judgment, each side blames the other for these set-backs,

As early as June 2012 Consolidated had sent a letter to the Company which enclosed a "proposed derfvative
actlon” against Mr Krikorian in the United States District Court for the Scuthern District of New York, The
draft complaint explained that the alleged responsibility for breach of director’s duties set out in the
complaint "fs separate and distinct from [Global Gold's] responsibility for failure to meet its obligations under
the ferms of the [JVA], which wilf be addressed In a separate forum”. Mr Krikorian responded to this by an
email which, among other things, drew attention to Section 5.12 of the JVA,

On 10 March, 2014, Conscolidated started these proceedings obtaining ex parte interim injunctions against
the Company and the Appellants. What had happened was that in February 2014 Mr Krikorian had issued
notices summeoning a meeting of the Company’s board and purporting to summeon a shareholders’ meeting.
Mr Premraj did not attend the board meeting, and the meetings were without any quorum and ineffective.
These meetings were then adjourned to 7 March, 2014, although of course the shareholders’ meeting had
not been duly summoned in the first place: in the absence of participation by Mr Premraj or Conseolidated the
adjourned mestings would have been ineffective,

The Order of lustice hy which the proceadings were started has an introduction which axplains that the
Company "was fncorporated pursuant to a Joint Venture Agreement ... for the purpose of faking advantage
of apportunities in the gold mining industry fn Armenia”, and that "the infention of the 1WA was to Incorporate
[the Company] and to develop its business until such time as its equity could be offered for sale to the
pubfic”,

After this the Order of Justice falls into two sections, each putting forward gquite distinct bases of claim. The
first section raises contractual claims against the Company and Global Gold. The secend section seeks
statutory relief which the Roval Court is empowered to give by the Companies Law 1991, namely relief
under Articles 141 and 143 where there has been unfaifly prejudicial conduct of a company’s affairs and as
an alternative the winding up relief under Article 155 on the just and equitable ground.

The first of these two sectons of the Order of Justice is itself divided into two parts, headed respectively "the
Loan Note Claims™ and "the Guaranty Claims”. In these parts Consolidated claims payment of the amount
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against the Company as issuer of the Notes and against Giobal Gold as guarantor pursuant to the Guarantea
for sums totalling US$1.67 million.

Quite separately, arising from the first section of the Order of Justice there is a claim for an account for
U545 million said to have been advanced by Consolidated as working capital, The prayer to the Order of
Justice does not limit the allegedly accounting parties to any one or more of the Defendants, so that as
pleaded the claim is against them all.

The pleaded basis of this claim is that: "In the course of the development of the [Company’s] business
[Consolidated] agreed to and did advance the sum of US$E, 000,000 as working capital, The purposes for
which the capital could be used are set out in & Schedule to the JvA". There is a further allegaticn, as a
particular of unfairly prejudicial conduct that the Company “has failed to account to [Consolidated] for the
US$ 5,000,000 investmant made by [Consolidatad]”.

This claim is not one for repayment of money lent. It would appear to b2 a claim on the basjs that the
money provided may not have been applied in accordance with the requirements of the WA, Any claim
relating to this US$5 million would depend upon not only the application of the terms of the Schedule to the
WA, but also Article 1T of the WA, By Articles 2.1.1 and 2.2.3 this provides as follows:-

‘2.1.1 Pror to the Closing, [Consolidated] shall have funded a total of $5 million of
the Initial Consideration, inclusive of the $500 000 Advance already paid, fo be used for
working capilal, [Consolidated] will exercise confrol over the refease and use of all working
capital provided and has agreed on a separate use of proceeds in advance with the
funding scheduled as follows ..."

22.3 The parties shall act as follows ... [Global Gold], in coordination with
[Consolidated], shall employ the Initial Consideration primarily to fund the expansion of the
Toukhmanuk plant fo an ore milling target of 300,000 tons per annum, secondarily to fund
the reduction or elimination of certain lakbilities and expenses ... and thidly to fund the
2011 exploration program al Touvkhmanuk and Geltk and [Giobal Gold] comporate
overhead...”

The second section of the Order of Justice follows under the heading "The Unfair Prejudice Claim”. This
section, and the prayer for relief relevant to it, has been amended since tha Order of Justice was issued and
the interim injunction was obtained,

In its original form the Order of Justice made the assertion that Mr Krikorian and Global Gold are in control
of the Company and that in various ways the affairs of the Company have been conducted in a manner
which is unfairly prejudicial to Consaolidated. Several of the pleaded instances of unfairly prejudicial conduct
invalve in exprass terms breaches of or failures to comply with the JWA. The Crder of Justice also set out
the text of Article 141 of the Companies Law 1991, the provision anabling a company’s member to zpply for
refief under Article 143 on the grounds of urfairly prejudicial conduct; and the relief specified in the prayer
as being requested under Article 143 was "(a) delivery up to [ Consoﬂdared} of the books and records of [the
Company], (b) an audit and valuation and/or (c) payment of damages by the Defendants or each of them™,

In the Order of Justice as onginally formulated thers was, in the prayer, as an alternative to the relief
claimed under Article 143, a claim for an order for the winding up of the Company on the grounds that a
winding up is just and equitable. There was no express reference to the winding up Article in the Companies
Law, Article 155; and there was no express reference to anything which was said to make winding up just
and eguitable.

By amendment the Order of Justice has been corsiderably expanded to support the winding up claim. [t now
sefts out as grounds for this winding up both the instances of conduct alleged to be unfairly prejudicial to
Consclidated, and also a case that the Company is in a2 state of deadlock bacause a consensus between
Consolidated and Global Gold is required, and there cannct be any future prospect of consensus because
trust and confidence between the parties has been dissipated by reason of various actions of Mr Krikorian.

Also by amendment the case for just and equitable winding up is pleaded on the ground that "having regard
to the Joint Venture Agreemernt and the Sharehoiders” Agreement” Consolidated had, and was entitled to
have, a lagitimate expectation that the Company and its business would be operated for the banefit of
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and affirms intentions of those two parties. The claim i1s made that actions of Mr Krikerian arnd Global Gold
have caused the Company to be operated contrary to that expectation.

Consolidated's application for the interim injunction in the unamended Order of Justice was supported by an
affirmation of Mr Borkowski. He explained that be is Consoclidated's sole director. He went on to say that
the Company is "the subject of this case ... and the central allegations are that (i) the [Company] is indebted
to [Consecfidated] in respect of @ number of convertible loan notes; and (i) the corporate governance of the
[Company] has been conducted by [Mr Krikarian] and/or [Giobal Gold] in a manner which is unfairly
prejudicial to [Consolidated]”. Hez exhibited the Company’s Memorandum and Articles of Association, the
MNote Instrument, the Shareholders Agreement, the Supplemzntal Letter and Global Gold’s Guarantee. He
did not, however, exhibit a copy of the JVA.

The Appellants applied, unsuccessfully as it turned out, for orders setting aside the injunctions on the
grounds of materizl non-disclesure and for an order staying the proceedings pending arbitration, this last
being the order now appealad from.

On the other side Consolidated applied for a default judgment against the Company on the ground that the
Company had failed to file an Answer. This application was refusad: at the time the Company was (as it still
is) unrapresanted, as Consolidated has bean maintaining that thera are no attorneys properly appointed to
reprasent the Company in these proceedings. This is because the Company's board is deadlocked (Mr
Premraj not having attended any Directors’ meetings) and by themselves the Appellants have no authority
to represent the Company.

In the course of the various applications numerous and lengthy affirmations and affidavits were made on
each side, by Mr Borkowski for Consolidated and by Mr Krikorian for Globzl Gold. Mr Krikorian's affidavits
were highly critical of the conduct of these proceedings on behalf of Consolidated and of the conduct of
Global Gold, Mr Borkowski and Mr Premraj in general. It is said in the amended Order of Justice that what
nas been alleged is that they "acted fraudulently”. Such allegations, says Consolidated in its amended Order
of Justice, have been repeated by Mr Krikorian in a number of emails to third parties. There is also an
allegation in the amended Order of Justice that Mr Krikorian "has made public allegations of fraud in
statutory filing which is readily available and accessible to the public via United States’ Securities Exchange
website”.

Most of the contracts which have been described above are expressly New York law agreements. This
Includes indeed the Shareholders Agreement, an agreement to which the Company s a2 party and which Is to
be as amongst the Company and its shareholdars the principal instrument governing the Company’s
constitution.

Before the Royal Court there was a document {an opinion from a Steven Kayman) which the Appellants
sought to rely upon as evidence of New York law. Inthe event the Appellants chose rot to pursue an
argument that the document was to be admitted in evidence; and the hearing procesced with the parties
agreeing by their advocates that that for the purposes of the application New York law was to be treated as
not differing materially from Jersey law.

On the appeal the Appellants submitted that the Royal Court "shouwld have applied New York law or
considered that it alone should be applied in determining every issue concerning the dispute” This
submission we have no hesitation in rejecting, in view of the agreement we have just referred to. Further,
the submission fails to take any account of the express choice of Jersey law in relation to the Note
[nstrument. Yet further, thera is no application before us to adduce fresh evidence as to foreign law. The
upshot is that we are procesding on this appeal on the basis that Mew York law is in all material respects the
same as the law of lersey.

Issue 1 - Is there a relevant arbitration agreement?

S5

36.

In the prasent case it is accepted on behalf of Consolidated that Consolidated is party to an arbitration
agreement containad in the JWA and also to one contained in the Supplemental Letter. Nevertheless there
are three questions, First, do these agreements, or does any other arbitration agreement, by its terms
apply to the disputes now being sought to be raised by Consolidated in these proceedings? Second, who are
the parties to any agreements, if there are any, which so apply? Third, are the disputes which any such
agreements require to be referred to arbitraticn capable of being properly referred? The mandatory stay
provisions in Article 5 of the Arbitration Law would not apply if the arbitration agreament were "null and
void, inoperative or incapable of being performed”; but no-one is alleging that that is so.

The Royal Court, in its judgment deliversd by Commissioner Clyde-5mith JA, (Consolidated Resources-v-
Global Gold and Others [2014] JRC 169), held that the arbitration agreement in the W& was drafted in wide
terms and for that reason applied to all disputes arising out of the joirt venture. The Court said (at
paragraph 31):-
“Taking a narrow view, it is true that the Shareholders’ Agreement contains no
dispute resofution provision but paragraph 9.12 of the Joint Venture Agreement is
widely drawn. There is no question that it constitutes an arbitration agreement

binding on the parties and in our view it is wide enough to encompass the unfairly
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now complains. We find that it was the intention of the parties to the Joint Venture
Agreement that all disputes belween them arising out of the joint venture, which
would include their conduct as shareholders in the Joint Venture Company, would
be referred to arbifration unless expressly agreed otherwise.”

In arriving at this conclusion the Royal Court rejected the argument put forward by the Appeliants, that there
was a relevant arbitration agreement contained in the Shareholders Agreement; and the Rovyal Court also
rejected the submission that the Supplemental Letter contaired any arbitration agreement relevant to the
disputes to be determined in these proceedings. The conseguence of the Royal Court’s view Is that so far as
relevant the only arbitration agreement is in the JVA and |s between Consolidated and Global Gold,

We agree with the Rayal Court’s finding expressed in the last sentence we have just guoted from the
judgment delivered by Commissioner Clyde-Smith JA, As appears, we think that it makes no difference that
since the hearing before the Royal Court Conscolidated has amplified its claim for a just and equitable
winding up (that is, for relief under Article 155 of the Companies Law), so that the claim for that relief does
not now feature as a mare after-thought: the dispute which founds that claim is just as much one arising out
of the joint venture which is the subject of the VA as is the claim for unfair prejudice relief. Below we
axplain our reasons in a little greater detail; and this s sufficient to lead to Consolidated's cross-appaal
being dismissed. However, that is not quite the end of the matter.

Before us, and in response to Consolidated's cross-appeal, Global Gold has submitted (as it did before tha
Royal Court) that the arbitration agreament in the VA is incorporated into tha Shareholders Agreement.

The submission is that, by virtue of section 14.11 of the Shareholders Agreement, tha IVA is prasarved in its
antiraty and that it is granted suparior status to the Shareholders Agreement in that any conflict between tha
provisions of the two agreemants is resolved in favour of the JVA.

The Royal Court had rejected that argument on the basis that the several instrumeants listed in saction 14.11
cannot be merged into a single agreement without extensive re-drafting. The Royal Court held that on the
proper interpratation of section 14.11, the several instrumants mentoned, including the WA, remain distinct
agreements but are incorporated into the Shareholders Agreement.

We agree with the Royal Court that the several instruments remain distinct agreements. We disagree,
however, with Consolidated’s submission that as a consequence the Shareholders Agreement contains no
arbitration agreement; and we also conclude that an effect of section 14.11 of the Sharehclders Agreement,
with its incorporation of the JV4, is that as between the other parties to the Shareholders Agreement the
Company has becoma party to the VA, so far as applicable (ircluding as regards the dispute resolution
machinery in section 9.12 of the JWVA).

Section 14.11 provides that in the event of conflict between the terms of the Shareholders Agreement and
any term of one of the other instruments, the latter prevails and the Shareholdars Agreement is subsidiary
toit. The section does not allow for a situation where there is conflict between the terms of the different
instruments listed in section 14.11. The Appellants contend that the VA is the over-arching agreement and
for that reason its terms prevail. Whilst there Is nothing in the language of section 14.11 to state that the
terms of the JVA are to be given precedence over those of the Note Instrument or any of the other
Instruments listed, Advocate Gleeson asked us to respect the submission to arbitration and, when deciding
which provisions shall prevail, to have regard w the commercial centre of the venture. He relied upon a
passage in Mustill & Boyd Commercial Arbitration 1st ed at 76, applied by the Royal Court in Emans v
Jumperiz [2001] JLR 291, stating that where there are conflicting arbitration provisions in different
agreements, the court will try to save the parties’ cheice of submission to arbitration either by reconciling
the two provisions or by applying one to the exclusion of the other save where the differences are such that
the court cannot do so, in which case it will treat the agreements as containing no provision for arbitration.

In deciding whether the conflict could be resolved, he urged us to have regard to the commercial centre of
the transaction on the assumption that commercial parties acting commercially will have intended that those
pravisions apply to the exclusion of others (following UBS AG v Nordbank AG [2009] 1 CLC 934).

For his part, Advocate Kistler for Consolidated agreed with the legal principles governing the interpretation of
contractual provisions, as set out in paragraph 24 of the Royal Court’s judgment. He urged us to consider
objectively what the parties intended, with no presumption in favour of assuming that the parties agreed to
submit their disputes to arbitration.

If section 14.11 did not apply, there would be no corflict betwesn the Shareholders Agresment and the VA
as to how disputes are to be resolved; the Shareholders Agraement would be silent on the matter. Thers is
however conflict between the dispute resclution provisions of two of the instruments purported|y
incarporated into the Shareholders Agreement by section 14.11 that is the JVA and the Note Instrument,
The latter is expressed to be governed by Jersey Law with the Jersey courts having exclusive jurisdiction to
sattle any disputes. The only other relevant instrument that contained an arbitration agreemeant is the
Supplemental Letter which expressly incorporated section 9.12 of the VA,

The proper approach to the construction of arbitration clauses in commercial documents was considered by

the House of Lords in Fili Shipping Co Ltd v Fremium MNafta Products Lid [2007] Bus LR 1719, At paragraph
13 of his speech Lord Hoffman said:-
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“In my opinion the construction of an arbitration clause should start from the
assumption thal the parties, as rational business men, are likely to have intended
any dispute arising out of the relationship into which they have entered or
purported to enter to be decided by the same tribunal. The clause should be
construed in accordance with this presumption unless the language makes it clear
that certain questions were intended to be excluded from the arbitrator's
Jurisdiction.”

Section 9.12 is drafted in wide terms, as the Royal Court correctly concluded. In Makarenko v CIS Emerging
Growth Lid T2001] LR 348, at paragraph 22, Birt DB guoted Bingham L in Ashville Investmernts Ltd v Elmer
Construction Ltd [1989] QB 488 who, when referring to the phiase “in connection with this agreement”,
said “Any dispute or difference unconnected with the parties’ contractual refationship is not
subject to the arbitration agreement. Any other dispute or difference is.” Here, section 9.12 s
even wider in that it extends to any disputes concerning non-contractual obligations arising cut of or in
connaction with the VA,

What we have found in the present case is an extremely widely drafted arbitration agreement in the WA,
being the contract which in our view iz at the commercial centra of the joint venture betwean Consolidated
and Global Gold. The same agreement is expressly included in the Supplemeantal Letter to which the
Company was an additional party 2s to any disputes with regard to the subject matter of the Supplemental
Lattar. In our viaw, the subject mattar includes the Sharaholders Agreement which is menticnad in section
2 of the Lettar. Advocate Kistler submittad that it is only a dispute as to the exacution and delivery of tha
Sharaholders Agresment that would fall within the subject matter of the Supplemental Letter; but in our
view, that cannot ba what the parties intended, having also included the Supplemantal Lettar in tha
instruments listed in section 14.11 of the Shareholders Agreament.

In our judgment, the effect of section 14.11 of the Shareholders Agreement was to incorporate section 9.12
of the WA into the Shareholders Agreement. That is the natural meaning of the words “The Joint Venture
Agreement.....and the [Supplemental] Letter are hereby incorporated by reference in their entirety into this
Shareholder Agreement”. A consequence of that finding is that the Company was party to the same
arbitration agreement as that containad in the JVA; the Company is a party to the Shareholders Agreement
and to the Supplemental Letter whereas it was not a party to the WA, not having been formed at that time.

A further issue we have to consider is the scope of the arbitration agreement and whether the effect of its
incorporation into the Shareholders Agreement was that disputes connected with the |attar would be included
within its scope (assuming that the disputes might not also be connected with the contractual relationship
constituted by WVA). As originally drafted in the VA, section 9.12 applies to disputes arising out of or
relating to “"this Agreement” or non-contractual obligations arising out of or In connection with "this
Agreement”. The referance here to "this Agreement™ is to the WA, However we consider that by
Incarporating the JVA into the Shareholders Acreament, the parties to the Shareholders Agresment must
have intended that disputes cocnnected with the contractual refationship constituted by the Sharsholders
fAgresment would also be referred to arbitration. In other words that "this Agreement”™ would include the
WA and the Shareholders Agreement for the purpcses of the arbitration clause.

As for the conflict between the arbitration clause in the VA and the exclusive jurisdiction clause in the Note
Instrument, we lock to the commercial centre of the transaction which is undoubtedly the WA, Some
support for our conclusion can be found in the fact that the Shareholder Agreement is expressed to be
governad by New York law. The choice of New York law in that agreement undermines, in our view,
Advocate Kistler's contention that the parties had intended to distinguish between, ¢n the cne hand, the
commercial aims of the joint verture and, on the other hand, matters of the internal and corporate
administration and governance of the Company with disputes arising from the former being referred to
arbitration in New York and the |atter being resolved in Jersey.

The only obligations which the parties expressly agreed would be subject to a different form of dispute
resolution are those arising under the Note Instrument which conferred exclusive jurisdiction on the Jersey
courts.

We turn now to the particulars pleaded in the Ameandead Order of Justice which, it is to be noted, now include
detailed particulars of the claim for winding-up on just and equitable grounds and which were not contained
in the original Order of Justice that was before the Roval Court. As we have said, the arbitration agreement
is very wide in its scope. It can be analysed in two parts. The first limb of the agreement applies to any
dispute, controversy or claim arising out of or relating to the JVA (or the Supplemental Letter); and the
second limb concerns any claim arising out of or relating to "any non-contractual obligations " arising out of
or in connection therewith. A number of the particulars in the Order of Justice and the Amended Order of
Justice arise out of or relate directly to the VA and therefore come within the first limb of the agreement.
Others fall to be treated under the second limb.

Those under the first limb include most of the particulars of conduct complained of in support of the unfair
prejudice claim. Particulars 22 (i) to 22 (vi) are all pleaded to be a breach of a term of the WA or to be
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Particulars 22(vil} to (x) allege respectively: wrongful interference by Mr Krikonan in the conduct of an
audit; maintaining two sets of accounts; the unlawful holding of cash by a director of Mego-Gold; neglect in
taking care of the tax liabilites of Mr Krikorian and Global Gold; and the procuning by Mr Krikorian of an
audit whose accuracy could not be accepted due to the lack of independence of the auditor. Those alleged
breaches might be considered to arise from or relate to the obligations In sections 4.1 and 4.2 of the JVA to
maintain all licences and to submit all notifications, consents and approvals required. Alternatively, if they
arise solely from obligations under the Shareholders Agreament, they are referable to arbitration as a
consequence of our finding that the arbitration provisions were incorporated nto that Agreement.

The allegation in particular 22{xi) of failure to account to Consclidated for its investment of U555,000,000
arises directly from the JVA being the agreement which gave nse to the obligation to make the payment.

On the other hand, particulars (xii) and (xiv) are pleaded as breaches of the Nota Instrument, not of the
A, Particular (xv) alleging the improper convening of a shareholders meeting on 27 February, 2014,
arises, it seams to us, from tha Shareholdars Agreement rather than directly from the IVA; but nevertheless
evan in this case it may be said that the Shareholders Agreement was itself legislated for by the WA and is
part of tha joint venture relationship flowing from that agreement.

In conclusion the majority, but not all, the particulars of allegedly prejudicial conduct arise from or ralate to
tarms of the VA and thus fall to be resolved by arbitration under the first part of section 9.12. They are
therefore subject to the mandatory stay provisions in article 5 of the Arbitration Law.

As we have said, under the second part of section 9.12, any dispute relating to non-contractual obligations
arising out of or in ccnnection with the VA is also to be arbitrated. Advocate Kistler conceded that the non-
contractual obligations would include any claim for misreprasentation and, if it were alleged, a trustee or
fiduciary duty arising from the payment of monay. In our view, such obligations could include the obligaticn
not to conduct the affairs of a company in a manner prejudicial to one of its shareholders which does not
derive from the JWA or any other agreement of the parties but from the provision in the Companies Law of a
remedy for a shareholder who alleges he has been subject to unfair prejudicial conduct. We are therefore
of the view that all the particulars of conduct alleged in support of this head of the claim are caught by the
sacond part of section 9.12.

The pleaded particulars of the claim for a just and equitable winding up of the Company which have been
added to the Order of Justice by amendment repeat a2/l the allegations in section 22. Consolidated also
pleaded particulars of deadlock and further particulars of the breakdown of trust and confidence between
the parties which are alleged to ba such that the future operation of the joint venturs Is impossible s the
a:ffalrs DE] the Crompam,r cannot be managed other than by consansus between Consolldated, Global Gold and
omcers ereon.

Certain of the deadlock particulars are pleaded to be breaches of provisions of the Shareholders Agreement
into which, as we have said, the arbitration agreemenrt has been incorporated.  In any event, the
Shareholders &greement contains details of how the Company is to be directed and how decisions are to be
taken but the requirement that certain actions of the Company reguire the unanimous consent of directors
appointed by the two principal shareholders originates from section 2.3.3 of the JVA. Conseguenty, any
dispute in respect of those provisions could be said to be subject to resclution in accordance with the
provisions of the JVA,

Advocate Kistler submitted that the substance of the dispute is the deadlock between the parties caused by
the Second and Third Defendants’ conduct of the Company’s affairs in breach of the Shareholders
Agresment and in breach of Jersey Companies law, Those Defendants’ conduct thwarted the public listing of
the shares in the Company which was a fundamental objective of the WA and is a matter for which no
provision was mads in the JWVA; it anly allowed for terminaticn of the agreemert in accordance with spacific
events set out in section 9. Those Defendants also thwarted a private sale of shares in the Company but
that was a matter which was never envisaged in the WA, Thus, he submitted, the dispute does not arise
from the WA and hence does not fall within the scope of the arbitration agreement,

We cannot accept Advocate Kistler's analysis of the substance of the dispute. The complaint concerns
varicus disputes in relation to the development of the jeint venture contemplated by and constituted
pursuant to the IWA; these disputes concern the deadlock that has arisen and the allegations of a breakdown
of trust and confidence between the parties. The allegation that there is no prespect of the parties working
together in furtherance of the joint ventura is plainly a dispute that arises from or relates to the agreement
under which the parties agreed to be bound together in the joint venture namely from the JVA,

A similar conclusion was reached by Bannister J sitting in the British Virgin Islands Commercial Court in
Artemis Trustees Limited and others v KBC Partners LP (claim no. BVIHC (Con) 137 of 2012), a case
concerning an application for a stay of proceedings of a claim for the winding up and dissolution of, and
appointmant of liguidators to, two limited partnerships. He held that “The parties are bound together
contractually by the Articles of the two Partnerships. The claimants wish them to be unbound.
The defendants disagree. This is a dispute in connection with the articles of the respective
partnerships.” Hers, the parties are bound together by the terms of the JVA; Consolidated wishes to be
unbound; this is a dispute arising from and relating to the terms of the VA,

Consolidated initially raised a further objection to the reference to arbitration of the claims for unfair
prejudice and just and equitable winding-up. It claimed that the relief sought is only available under the
Ccmparlieleaw and cannot be awar:deq by an -arbitl'atc_.lr, _The Roval C:_:-urt, it submitted, elrred by holding
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fcorrectly, in our view) that the complaints that underpin the claims for unfair prejudice relief and for
winding-up on just and eguitable grounds are in themseives capable of arbitration.

In doing so, he did not challenge the Royal Court's acceptance of the rationale of the English Court of Appeal
in EWMMW [2012] 1 All ER 414, The case concerned an unfair prejudice
claim which alleged that the First Respondent wha is the Chairman of the Football Association, the Second
Respondent, had intervened in the negotiations for the transfer of a football player from one club to ancther
to the detriment of the applicant and that the FA had failed to take adequate steps to rectify such
misconduct. The relief sought (under Section 996 of the Companies Act 2006) included the removal of the
First Respondent as Chairman and Director of the Second Respondent but did not seek the winding up of the
Second Respondent. The Respondent sought a stay of the legal proceedings pending arbitration under the
FA's rules, The High Court granted a stay and the appeal was dismissed on the ground that parties are free
to choose how their disputes were to be resolved and that it was not necessary in the public interest to hold
that disputes about the internal management ¢f the company, including allegations thaet the company’s
affairs are being conducted in an unfairly prejudicial manner, could not be resclved under the auspices of an
arbitration agreement.

The application in Fulham was brought under the Arbitration Act 1996, section 1 of which includes the
general principle that "parties should be free to agree how their disputes are resolved, subject only
to such safeguards as are necessary in the public interest”. The lersey Arbitration Law does not
contain an equivalent provision and makes no mention of the “public interest”. However the definition of
an “arbitration agreement” for the purposes of Article 5 "means an agreement in writing ...to submit
to arbitration present or future differences capable of settiement by arbitration” (see article 1{2) -
emphasis added). The Law does not define which disputes are not capable of settlement by arbitration but
they would, in our view, include thosa which by reason of public palicy are reserved to the courts, such as a
claim for a fine ar a tarm of imprisonment or any claim wheare third party rights were engaged which could
not protected by the arbitrator. An example of the latter would be an application for the winding-up of an
Insolvent company where third party creditors would not ba fully repaid. Mo one has suggested that the
Company in the present matter is insolvent; we have assumed it is not and that any debts ard obligations to
third parties would be honoured In full if the Company were to be liguidated.

When interpreting the parties’ int2nticns an over-riding principle is, as the Royal Court said, the Jersay law
maxim that "La convention fait la loi des parties®. In the context of the arbitration agreement in the VA, the
effect of the maxim is the same as the general prirciple in section 1 of the 1996 Act {quoted above). The
parties to any agreement ara free to agrea how their disputes are to be resolved. There is no reason for
the courts to interfere unless the public interest reguires them to do so. If they did otherwise the courts
would not be giving effect to the Mew York Convention, to which Jersey is a signatory, and that would defeat
the cbjective of the Arbitration Law.

Jersey is a signatory o the New York Convention, which we consider in more detail below. The recital to the
Law advises that one of the objectives of the Arbitration Law is to give effect to the Cenvention, the terms of
which are incorporated in Schedule 3 to the Law. The Convention requires contracting states to recognize
an arbitration agreement where the subject matter is capable of settlement by arbitration. The subject
matter of the present dispute, tha substance of it, is the allegation by Consalidated that Global Gold, through
its officers, is seeking to operate the joint venture in a manner that is prejudicial to Consolidated such that
all trust and confidence between tham has been dissipated and the consensus reguired to reach decisions
cannot be obtained. [t is a private dispute; no third party rights are affected. We are led to believe that the
Company is solvent so if it is to be wound-up all third party liabilities will be met. Itis only if it is solvent
that Consolidated has any interest in Its winding up.

There are many good reasons why the shareholders in a company may agres to refer future or present
disagreements to arbitration. They may wish to maintain confidentiality to preserve commercial secrets, or
to avoid tarnishing the public reputation of the company perhaps to protact the price of the company’s
shares on a stock exchange: They may wish to have a method of achieving a speedier resoluticn than
would be achievable through the courts. There is ne public interest in denying parties the opportunity to do
so unless there are third parties rights that cannot be protected in the arbitration. The duty of the courts is
to held the parties to the agreement they have reached,

In Fulham, the English Court of Appeal addressed the question of whether the party seaking relief under the
Companies Act would be deprived of an inalierable statutory right to apply to the courts for relief. In daing
za it considered and overrulad the decision in Exeter City Association Football Club Limited v Football
Conference Limited [2004] £ All ER 1179, Fulham is not binding on us but we accept the rationale of the
decision as the Royal Court also correctly did. We respectfully concur with paragraph 83 of the judgmeant of
Patten L1 in Fulham:-

“I83] It is therefore open fo us to decide whether the provisions of s 994 are to
be construed as restricting the resolution of unfair prefudice disputes to the
exclusive jurisdiction of the court free of any binding authority. | have already set
out my own reasons for preferring the view that disputes of this kind which did not
involve the making of any winding-up order are capable of being arbitrated.
Although not necessary for the resolution of this appeal, | also take the view as
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Austin J did in the ACD Tridon case that the same probably goes for a similar
dispute which is used to ground a peliion under s 122(1)(g) to wind up the
company on just and equitable grounds. In those cases the arbitration agreement
would operate as an agreement not to present a winding-up petition unless and
until the underlying dispute had been defermined in the arbitration, The agreement
could not arrogate to the arbitrator the guestion of whether a winding-up order
should be made. That would remain a matter for the court in any subsequent
proceedings. But the arbitrator could, | think legitimately, decide whether the
complaint of unfair prejudice was made out and whether it would be appropriate for
winding-up proceedings to take place or whether the complainant should be limited
to some lesser remedy. [t would only be in circumstances where the arbitrator
concluded that winding-up proceedings would be justified that a shareholder would
then be entitled to present a petition under s 122(1){(g). In these circumstances the
court could be invited to lift any stay imposed on proceedings imposed under s
94). In much the same way, it would, | think, be open to an arbitrator who
considered that the proper solution fo a dispute between a shareholder and the
company was (o give directions for the conduct of the company's affairs to
authorise the shareholder to seek such relief from the court under s 994. But such
cases are likely to be rare in practice. If the relief sought is of a kind which may
affect other members who are not parties to the existing reference, | can see no
reason in principle why their views could not be canvassed by the arbitrators before
deciding whether to make an award in those terms. Opposition to the grant of such
relief by those persons may be decisive. Similarly if the order sought is one which
cannot take effect without the consent of third parties then the arbitrators’ hands will
be tied.”

We conclude that there is no reason of public pelicy for holding that sither an unfair prejudice claim or a
claim for a just and equitable winding-up are incapabla of arbitration. A reference to arbitration in Mew York
under section 9.12 of the WA would not deny Consolidated the right to apply to the Royal Court for the relief
available under the Companies Law sither in respect of unfair prejudice or for a winding-up on just and
equitable grounds. If the arbitrator, under New York law is unable to make such an award, he can make an
order to the effect of requiring the parties to apply to Jersey courts to obtain whataver relief he has found to
be appropriate.

Consolidated is seeking an accourt of the application of the sum of US$5,000,000 paid by it to the Company
in accordance with the terms of the JVA. That is plainly a dispute arising from the JVA and subject to
resolution under the arbitration agreemeant.

The claim for payment of the sum of US$1,670,033.44 arises from the Note Instrument and is not capable of
arbitration as it is governad by the exclusive jurisdiction clause in favour of the Jersey courts.

Our conclusion is therefore that the disputes between Consolidated and Global Goid (other than under the
Guarantee and hNote Instrument) are referable to arbitration under the VA to which they are both party,
while the same claims (other than under the Guarantee and Mcte Instrument) so far as made as against the
Company are also referable under the Shareholders Agreement (as incorporating the WA and the
Supplemental Letter) to which the Company was an additional party.

On the other hand no case has been made that Mr Krikorian was party to any of the agreements we have
been discussing, and therefore has no entitlement to be a party to an arbitration with any of the other
partias to these proceedings.

Issue 2 - Should there be a stay of proceedings?

96.

Articla 5 of the Arbitration Law is headed “"Mandatory stay of court proceedings where party proves
arbitration agreement™ and is in tha following terms:-

“If any party to an arbifration agreement, or any person claiming through or
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under the party, commences any legal proceedings in any court against any other
party to the agreement, or any person claiming through or under him or her, in
respect of any matter agreed to be referred, any party to those legal proceedings
may at any time before the expiration of a period of 3 weeks from the date on which
the action was placed on the pending list or en prevue apply fo the court to stay the
proceedings; and the court, unless satisfied that the arbitration agreement is null
and void, inoperative or incapable of being performed or that there is not in fact any
dispute between the parties with regard to the matter agreed fo be referred, shall
make an order staying the proceedings.”

In principle, it is clear by Article 5 of the Arbitrabion Law the Royal Court had no choice but to order a stay of
Consolidated’s proceedings, so far as the proceedings include claims agreed to be referred to arbitration,
The stay has been duly applied for. There is no suggestion that any arbitration agreement in the present
case I1s "null and veoid, inoperative or incapable of being performed”, or that there is in truth no
“dispute with regard to the matter agreed to be referred”.

As we have concluded, of the claims put forward in the proceedings the claim against the Company on the
MNotes and against Global Gold on the Guarartee are not subject to any agreement to arbitrate. The same Is
the case as regards any claims against Mr Krikorian. ©On the other hand the claim for an account as against
Global Gold falls squarely within the scope of an agreement to arbitrate, as do the daims for unfair
prejudice relief against Global and for a just and equitable winding up of the Company. In principle these
claims are required to be stayed on Global Gold's application under Article 5, subject to the application of
Article 27 discussed below,

Tha guestion to decide, than, is whethar the Royal Court was correct in concluding that it had nevertheless a
discration to refuse to stay any part of Consolidated’s proceedings; a second question is whather, if the
Royal Court was corract as to the application of Article 27 as conferring on it a discration to refuse a stay, it
was navearthalass in arror in its exercise of that discretion such that this Court can interfere with the Royal
Court's decision. Before dealing with these guestions we need to set out our views as to Article 27.

Article 27 of the Arbitration Law

100.

101.

Article 27 is headed "Power of Court to give relief where arbitrator is not impartial or dispute
involves question of fraud”. The part of Article 27 dealing with cases of partality is to be found in
paragraph (1) of Article 27. This makes it clear that when a party has made an application for the relief on
thie ground of lack of impartality on the part of the arbitrator the application is not to be refused on the
ground that the applicant knew or should have known of the possibility of partiality by reason of the
arbitrators relation to a party or connection with the subject of the arbitration. For present purposes
however the power which is relevant, indeed the only power given by Article 27, is in the remaining
paragraphs, namely paragraphs (2) and (3). These are in the following terms:-
“2)  Where an agreement between any parties provides that disputes which

may arise in the future between them shall be referred to arbifration, and a dfspute

which so arises involves the question whether any such party has been guilty of

fraud, the Court shall, so far as may be necessary to enable that guestion to be

determined by the Court, have power o order that the agreement shall cease to have

effect and power and to give leave to revoke the authority of any arbitrator or umpire

appointed by or by virtue of the agreement.

(3 In any case where, by virtue of this Arficle, the Court has power to order
that an arbitration agreement shall cease 1o have effect or o give leave to revoke the
authority of an arbitrator or umpire, the Court may refuse to stay any action brought
in breach of the agreement.”

Quite apart from previous authority in relation to Article 27 of the Arbitration Law, we would draw attention
to certain important features of paragraphs (2) and (3) of the Article.
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the recognition and enforcement of foreign arbitral awards.” It includes in Schedule 3 the text of this
Convention. Article II({3) of the Convention is as follows (emphasis added): -

“The court of a Contracting State, when sejzed of an action in a matter in
respect of which the parties made an agreernent within the meaning of this article,
shall, at the request of one of the parties, refer the parties to arbitration, unless it
finds that the said agreement is null and void, inoperative or incapable of being
performed.”

103. The published copy of the Arbitration Law, in setting out the text of the Convention we have just quoted,
omits the word “shalfl™, That is an ocbvious mistake., That word appears both in the Convention itself and in
Article 5 of the Arbitration Law, which itself in part borrows from the Convention. The word is directory, not
a parmissive "may™. Also, it should be mentionad, there is nothing in the Convention which resambles, or
which might be =aid to justify an exemption along the lines of, paragraphs (2) and (3) of Article 27 of the
Arbitration Law. Jersey, it should be added, is a contracting party to that Convention.

104, Article 27(2) of the Arbitration Law is expressed as giving to the Court a discretion, in certain circumstances,
to refuse a stay and allow proceedings to cantinue when the continuance of the proceedings involves a
breach of contract, and when allowing the proceedings to continue would be impermissible in accordarce
with the Convention and, indeed, by reference to the terms of Article 5 which otherwise appear to be
exhaustive in describing the cases where a mandatory stay is not required.

105. Further, the power to refuse a stay depends, in the first instance, on the Court exercising a power, given by
Article 27(2) of the Arbitration Law, to “order that the [arbitration ] agreement shall cease to have
effect”, the order being “so far as may be necessary to enable” the Court to determine the “the
gquestion whether any ... party” to the arbitration agreement has been guilty of “fraud”. Even then, that
question must be one which the relevart dispute (that is the dispute to be referred to arbitration)
"involves”,

106. [nthe present case a featura of the JVA is that it Is a New York law agreement between various corporations
incorporated in distant parts of the world and having no obvious connection with Jersey. Only If the
Company is taken to be a party to the relevant arbitration agreement, along with Consolidated and Global
Gold, is there any Jersey connection. Yet Article 27(2) of the Arbitration Law is expressed as empowering
the Court to make an order of apparently internaticnal scope where there is little conrection with Jersey,
and whean the exercise of the power would not be consistent with the New York Convention: by Article 27(2)
a foreign agreament between foreign parties may be directed o cease to have effect, at any rate as o
part. Indeed, if in the present case an arbitration were already procesding in New York between
Consolidated and Global Gold pursuant to the arbitration agreement, Article 27(2) if engaged would
empowsr the Court to "give leave to revoke the authority of " the arbitrator. In other words the power
given by Article 27(2) is apparently unlimited as to territorial scope.

107. In submissions on behalf of Global Gold Advocate Gleeson (who appeared before us but not at the hearing
before the Royal Court) has drawn particular attention to this aspect of the present case, and has submitted
that in the crcumstances the discretionary power given by Article 27(2) should only be exercised in
exceptional circumstances.

108, We agree with this. Whatzver may bz the position as regards purely domestic agreements betwesn parties
In Jersey, it is difficult to imagine that in the context of international agreements and parties, where any
arbitration would take place outside Jersey, the Article 27(2) power should be exercised unless the
circumstances are exceptional: any exercise of the power would ba inconsistent with the New York
Convention, and the Arbitration Law would be wide of its expressed aim of giving effect to that Convenrtion.

109. Article 27(3) of the Arbitration Law follows from the previous paragraph of Article 27. Once the Court has
the powers under Article 27(2) of the Arbitration Law, it may refuse to stay any action brought in breach of
the arbitration agreement. [t would seem from this that in prirciple the stay may be refused under Article
27(2) only so far as necessary to allow the Court to determine the fraud question; but there is a wider
power, once the Article 27(2) discretion has been exercised, also to refuse a stay as regards the entirety of
the disputes properly to be referred to arbitration, even if the fraud gquestion is only a small part of those
disputes, No doubt a reason for exercising the power given by Article 27(3) in such circumstances would be
if the Court concluded that it would be thereby avoiding a multiplicity of proceedings and enabling litigation
between the parties to be concluded without the additional delay which would otherwise be entailed. But,
again, the exercise of the power would be cutting across the parties’ own choice of the appropriata forum for
their dispute.

110. The previous discussion of Article 27 has proceeded without reference to any authority on the provision and
as a matter of first impression from the text of the Arbitration Law. However we have been refarred to the
case of Makarenko v C1S Emerging Growth Ltd [2001] JLR 348 in which the Royal Court (Birt DB with Jurats
Le Breton and Georgelin) granted a stay of proceedings for arbitration. In that case the then Deputy Bailiff,
giving the judgment of the Royal Court, set out principles which were said to have been extractad from the
then repealed sections of the English w concerning the power of the English Courtto
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very similar to Article 27(2) and (3) of the Arbitration Law, However, as the Royal Court observed, the
general provision in the English Act dealing with the English Court’s power to stay proceedings for
arbitration, section 4, only gave a discretion to stay proceedings. Unlike Article 5 of the Law, it did not
reguire a stay unless limited and specific exceptions could be shown to apply. This is Important, as section 4
had as regards English domestic arbitrations a long and venerable history going back long before the 1950
fict. The case of Russell v Russell (1880) 14 Ch. D, 471, referred to by the Royal Court in Makarenko, was
decided on section 11 of the Common Law Procedure Act 1854, that being the section which in due course
became secticn 4 of the Arbitration Act 195C and had first given the English Court a purely discreticnary
power, a8 power it did not previously have, to stay proceedings pending arbitration.

111. Asformulated in Makarenko at para 31, the relevant English law principles were said to be:-

“31 The principles which we derive from the cases can be summarized as
follows:

(a) Before a court will refuse a stay where fraud is alleged, there must be a
concrefe and specific issue of fraud raised by the case. There must be prima facie
evidence to support the allegation, not a mere bandying about of allegations.

(b) Once that threshold is crossed, a discretion then arises as to whether to
refuse a stay on the ground that the dispute involves fraud. However, where the
party against whom fraud is alleged opposes the stay so that he may clear his name
in public before the court, the court will, almast as a matter of course, refuse a stay
so that he has that opportunity.

(c) Where the party alleging fraud opposes a stay, this will not normally be
sufficient of itself, even if the evidence of fraud is strong, for the court fo refuse a
stay. As Bingham, L.J. put it in Cunningham-Reid (3) (J1988] 1 W.L.R. at 689):

“The parties in this case incorporated an agreement to arhitrate in their
contract at a time when they did not know who would be claiming what against
whom and at a time when they no doubt reasonably anticipated there would be no
claim to arbitrate at all; it was an agreement which they made for better or worse, for
richer or poorer, and the ordinary duty of the Court is to give effect to the parties’
own agreement. The desire of a party alleging fraud against another to have a trial
in open Court would not ordinarily amount to a sufficient reason why the matter
should not be referred in accordance with the agreement so as to bring the case
within s4."

The underlying thinking behind this approach was well summed up by Jessel,
M.R. in Russell (6) when he said (14 Ch. D. at 47T):

“Does the party charging the fraud desire [to exclude arbitration] or the party
charged with the fraud desire it? Where the party charged with the fraud desires it, |
can perfectly understand the Court saying, “I will not refer your character against
your will to a private arbitrator,” If seems to me in that case it is almost a matter of
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follows when the publicity is desired by the person charging the fraud. His
character is not at stake, and the other side may say, “The very object that | have in
desiring the arbifration is that the matter shall not become public. It is very easy for
you fo trump up a charge of fraud against me, and damage my character, by an
investigation in public.” There is a very old and familiar proverb about throwing
plenty of mud, which applies very much to these charges made by members of the
same family, or members of the same partnership, against one another in public. It
must be an injury, as a rule, to the person charged with fraud to have it published,
and | must say that | am by no means satisfied that the mere desire of the person
charging the fraud is sufficient reason for the Court refusing to send the case to
arbitration.”

The Royal Court when deciding the Makarenko case appears not to have baen told that the Arbitration Act
1950 had been substantially repealed, or referred to the English Arbitration Act 1996, which had replaced
the relevant provisions of the Arbitration Act 1950, or indeed to the earlier English Arbitration Act 1975 and
some of the relevant legislative history of the 1996 Act.

() Tha 1975 Act by section 1 imposed a mandatory requirement for the English Court to stay
proceadings in the face of any arbitration agreement which was not domestic. In doing this the 1975
Act gave effect to the New York Convention by exempting from the mandatory stay requirement only
the cases whera the agreement is null and veoid, inoperative, or incapable of being performed.

(ii) By the 1996 Act this distinction between domestic and other arbitration was removed, so that the
approach set out in the New York Convention was, by section 9, applicable to all arbitration
agreements: section 85, allowing for a modified approach in relation to domestic arbitrations, has not
been brought into force and is unlikely ever to be brought into foree.

{lil)  Accordingly, by the time of Makarenks English law, in particular by section 9 of the 1996 Act, required
a mandatory stay in the face of an arbitration agreement excapt in the cases identified in Article 11{3)
of the New York Convention (referred to above). The old law on the Arbitration Act 1950 was purely
historic.

Further, there is relevant English authority, not referred to in Makarenko and presumably not drawn to the
attention of tha Deputy Bailiff, as to what might be perceived as the way in which the power once given by
the repealed section 24{2) of the Arbitration Act 1950 ought to have been approached in any case where the
relevant arbitration agreement and parties were not purely domestic and where, further, the primary
provision reguired a stay rather than merely permitting a stay (as did the r:—:-pealed section 4 of the
Arbitration Act 1950).

The first relevant case is i lici ' [ [ iodifusi
[1936] 2 All ER 721. Inthat case the English Court had to consider an application to have proceedings
stayed. At the time there was in force an act, the Arbitration Clauses (Protocol) Act 1924, as amended by
saction 8 of the _meﬂmlm_ﬁ_ﬂ_ﬂ\mm which in effect replaced, as regards certain non-
domestic cases, the traditional discretionary power to stay proceedings (that is the power in the predecessor
of section 4 of the Arbitration Act 1950): in non-domestic cases there was to be a mandatory stay expressed
in much the same terms as Article 5 of the Arbitration Law. However, in 1934 a new Arbitration Act was
passed in England, the Arbitration Act 1934, This contained in section 14 a provision in much the same
terms as sections 24(2) and 24(3) of the Arbitration Act 1950 (and of Article 27(2) and 27(3) of the
Arbitration Law). The case which came before the English Court in Radio Publicity was whether proceedings
should be stayed where there was a Luxembourg law arbitraticn agreement involving a Luxembourg
company and providing for arbitration in Luxembourg. Clauson J assumed, but without deciding, that under
section 14 of the Arbitration Act 1934 he had in fact a discretionary power to order a stay, notwithstanding
the ctherwise mandatory requiremeant to stay proceedings. But he refused to order a stay, stating that, in
the circumstances involving an international agreement with arbitration in a foreign country, he would
hesitate long before holding that he ought to exercise the discretion.

In the second case, Paczy v Haendler & Matermann [1979] FSR 420, & case decidad in relation to a non-
domestic arbitration following the Arbitration Act 1975, with its provision for @ mandatory stay, Whitford )
held, at page 425, that if there were still a discretion given by section 24(2) of the English Arbitration 1950 in
a case involving a non-domestic arbitration agreement, as a matter of principle it was not one which it would
be appropriate to exercise.

In argument on this appeal we were referred to a number of the English autherities which the Royal Court
referred to in the Makarepke case. These included Camilla Cotton Qil Co v Granadex SA [1976] 2 Lioyd's
Rep 10 (HUE)) and Cunningham-Reid v Buchanan-Jarding [1988] 1 WLR 678 {CA). Meither of these dealt
with the casa in which the relevant statute provided for a mandatory stay in the case of a non-domestic
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stay for arbitration has been refused, not even in the case of Russell v Russell which is the foundation for
much of the jurisprudence concerning the refusal of stays incases involving fraud allegations.

In Makarenke the Royal Court concluded that the Cowts in Jersey should not simiply follow the principles
which it perceived to have been developed in England on the repealed English statute. Two reasons were
given, both of which seem to us convincing: -

“fa) The English courts were dealing with a discretionary power to say (s.4 of
the Arbitration Act 1950), whercas art.6 of the 1998 Law provides for a mandatory
stay where there is an arbitration agreement The presumption in favour of granting
a slay would therefore appear o be somewhal stronger than in the cases before the
English courts.

{b) Jersey law places great weight upon the maxim ‘la convention fait fa loi des
parties’. Accordingly, very good reason needs fo be shown why the court should
relieve the parties of the consequences of an arbifration agreement in which they
have entered of their own free will."

Thus, in giving the Royal Court’s judgment in Makarenko, the Deputy Bailiff commented that "the general
principles above”, which we interpose must ba the old English law principles "are equally applicable in
Jersey save that the burden upon the party opposing the stay (whether that be the person
alleging fraud or against whom fraud is alleged) is somewhat higher that it is in England”.

But then, as it seems, the Royal Court directed itself as to the case before the Court by reference to the old
English law principles, it seems on the basis that the Court was dealing with an English law contract: it was
sad "However, we are dealing here with a contract governed by English law and we therefore
approach the matter on the basis of the principles” which we have already quoted. Instead of
considering that the international aspect of the case mandated a higher degree of justification for refusing
the stay, the Royal Court appears to have gone the opposite way. MNevertheless, having done this and in
effect directed itseif in favour of the party resisting the stay, the Royal Court granted the stay. This was
because, the Deputy Bailiff explzined, “"there is no concrete and specific issue of fraud raised by the
pleadings ™, and also because "we see nothing in this case which would justify us departing from
the normal approach referred to in Cunningham-Reid and we can see no good reason why the
plaintiff shouwld not be held to the arbitration agreement into which he freely entered.”

There is, we think, a fundamental difficulty in importing into the law of Jersey as enacted in the Arbitration
Law principles of English law which were developed in large measure by reference to the discretionary
power for the English Court to order a stay (a power finally encapsulated in secticn 4 of the 1950 Act, but
first given a century before) rather than by reference to the limited provision to be found in section 24(2)
and (3) of the 1950 Act (and in Article 27(2) and (3) of the Arbitration Law). We accept that the rationale for
what is in Article 27(2) and 27{3) may be that there are cases where guestions of fraud should be ventilated
in public, notwithstanding the parties’ agreed choice of a forum which would secure privacy for their

dispute. However we find it difficult to see why the Jersey Legislature, in causing a law to be made which is
intended to give effect to the New York Cenvention, should then make a fundamental departure from the
principles of that Convention.

Our conclusion is that in the Makarenko case the Roval Court may have been correct in describing tha
approach to be taken to the exercise of the discretion given by Articles 27(2) & (3) of the Arbitration Law,
where the matter is purely domestic, with a Jersey law arbitration agreement between parties in Jarsey and
with Jersey as the place of the arbitration. However we also conclude that in an international context the
Court should have regard to the fact that to exercise the powers given by Article 27(2) & (32) will be
inconsistent with the international arbitration convention to which the Arbitration Law is aimed at giving
effect; and the Court should only exercise those powers if saticfied that otherwise there will be real injustice
to the party resisting the stay in the face of his agreement to refer the dispute to arbitration. As to this itis
also worth repesting the statement of the Deputy Bailiff in the Makarenko case:-"Jersey faw places great
weight on the maxim 'la convention fait |a loi des parties’™,

We are confirmed in this conclusion by a consideration of the legislative history of the Arbitration Law, which

has been helpfully researched and explained by the Advocates. The Arbitration Law was proposad in its

original form with a clear distinction between domestic and non-domestic arbitration agreements. For non-

domestic arbitrations a stay of proceedings was to be mandatory (subject to the point martioned below), the

relevant provision being what is now Article 5; for domestic arbitrations the Court was to have 3

discrationary power to stay proceedings under a provision in the form of Section 4 of the English Arbitration
. There was to be a power to refuse a stay in fraud cases, this power being in the terms of what is

now Article 27(2) and 27(3); and in the case of non-domestic arbitrations that power given to the Court was
to be capable of being excluded bv aareement between the parties.
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In this proposal for the Arbitration Law “non-domestic” arbitration agreements were to be very broadly
defined, as they had been in the English Arbitration Act 1975: a short-hand, and not entirsly accurate,
description is that a non-domestic arbitration agreement is one which is not purely domestic, either because
it was to include a nen-resident or because it involved a foreign forum. What would be non-domestic could
involve a wide range of agreements: at the one end the connaction with Jersey might be close, while at the
other end the connection might be almoest invisible.

When the Arbitration Law came to be adopted by the States, but before receiving Rovyal Sanction, objection
was raised to legislation which provided in terms for a distinction between domestc and non-domestic
arbitration agreements. For this reason the commencement of the Arbitration Law, following its receiving
the Royal Sanction and being registered in the Royal Court, was deferred pending amendment. The
relevant objection was described as follows in a Report lodged av Greffe on 8 February, 2000, by the
Finance and Economics Committes:

“.. the Home Office became aware that certain provisions of the current United
Kingdom legislation, relating to arbitration and to agreements to exclude certain
disputes from reference to a court of law, discriminated between domestic and
foreign arbifration agreements in contravention of European Union requirements.
These provisions have been followed in Jersey Law..."”

The amendment, made in 1999 by the Arbitration (Amendment) (Jersey] Law 1999, involved the remowval of
the distinction betwesen domestic and non-demestc arbitraticn agreements, the removal of the discretiocnary
power to stay proceedings in the case of domestic arbitrations (so that now the only relevant provision as
regards staying proceesdings is the mandatory one now in Article 5), and remaoving the power in the case of
non-domestic arbitrations to contract out of the “fraud” exception now in Article 27(2) and (3). When the
Arbitration Law was finally brought into operation on 1 March, 2000, it was in its amended form.

Tha short of this, as it seems to us, is that whila now the Arbitration Law has legislated for all types of
arbitration, whether domestic and non-domestic, in exactly the same terms when thera is question of
staying proceedings pursuant to the "fraud” exception in Article 27(2) and (3), it has been left to the Royal
Court to determine the correct approach to be taken as regards the exercise of the discretion expressed to
be given to it; and this discretion must be exercised having regard to the substance or otherwise of the
connection with Jersey. Ina case in which Jersey is not the seat of the arbitration, there must be an almost
overwhelming presumption against exercising the discretion exprassed to be given.

On behall of Global Gold it was submitted by Advocate Gleeson that Article 27(2) and 27(3) had, indeed,
bean "trumped” by Article 5. The submission was that either in a case where the seat of the arbitration was
outside Jersey, or it may be that in the case of any arbitration wherever the seat, Article 27(2) would not be
effective to confer on the Reyal Court any powers to stay proceadings in Jersey o to give save to revoke
the authority of an arbitrator.

Attractive though this submission is, it is ona we cannot accept. While the drafting style is curious, in that
Article 5 does not refar to any gualification to its otherwise mandatory operation, and Article 27(2) does not
refer to the fact that it is to make any such gualification, the Legislature must be taken to have intended
Article 27(2) to have been capable of having some oparation. This is so if one considers the unamended
Arbitration Law, in which it is clear that Article 27(2) could apply both as regards domestic arbitration (to
which the discretionary stay provisions applied) and as regards non-domestic arbitrations (to which the
ctherwise mandatory stay provisions apglied). [tis alse the case if one considers the amendments made to
the Arbitration Law. And if Article 27(2) does have scme operation, notwithstanding the way in which Article
5 is expressed, there is no principle en which Article 27(2) can be construed down so that it applies only in
the case of arbitration with a seat outside Jersey: the language of the Article does not support such a result,
and it is not necessary to imply in the otherwise general language some restriction.

In reaching our conclusion we have not overlooked the heading of Part 2 of the Arbitration Law,
“Arbitration within Jersey”, or the fact that the focus of mast of what is contained in Part 2 is arbitration
in relation to which Jersey is, or is to be, the seat, with the Royal Court being the supervising court.
However, in its original form Part 2 of the Arbitration Law, materially what were Articles 5, 24 and 28 (now
numbered Articles 5, 23 and 27), unguestionably had application also in tha case of arbitrations with a
foreign seat. The amendment made by the Arbitration (Amendment) (Jersey) Law 1999 adjusted this
regime, for example by deleting what had been Article 5 of the Arbitration Law (that i the Article giving 2
purely discrationary power to stay domestic arbitrations) to bring domestic arbitrations into line with non-
domestic ones; but it was not intended to remove zltogether any ability of the Royal Court to make orders
respecting arbitrations with a foreign seat. Indeed, had that happened, what is now Article 5 would not be
applicable at all in the present case, the putative arbitration having a foreign seat; and Makarenko would
have been wronaly decided, as the Royal Court in that case stayed proceedings for a foreign arbitration
pursuant to that Article.

Fraud - is Article 27{2) engaged?

130. The starting point now is for us to decide precisely what must be shown for a dispute, which is otherwise to
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whether a party to the arbitration agreemeant has been guilty of fraud.

As to this, we agres with the submission made by Advocate Gleeson an behalf of Global Gold, that the
expression "frawd™ when used in Article 27(2) has a technical meaning of fraudulent misrepresentaticn;
that is, deceil.

The Arbitration Law gives no express guidance as to the meaning to be given to the expression. However
one of the cases referred to by the Royal Court in Makarenko, the English case of Ashville Investments v
Elmer Ltd [1989] 1 QB 488 (CA), is clear authority for the same expression used in section 24(2) of the
English Arbitration Act 1950 having its usual English law technical meaning: at p.517G-H Bingham L)
axplained that “Fraud means deceit, and section 24(2) cannot be invoked simply because (as
freguently happens) the proceedings involve allegations of unconscionable conduct.™ In ancther
English case, Watson v Prager [1991] 1 WLR 726 at 752 Scott ] expressed the same view.

Bearing in mind that Article 27(2) is inconsistent with the New York Convention, is giving the Court sanction
to set aside parties’ lawful and otherwise binding contracts, and is directly at odds with the otherwise clear
and mandatary terms of Article 5, our conclusion is that the Legislature must have intended the ward to
have the exprassion "fraud” to have the same meaning as in the equivalent provision in the repealed
English Act; that is, its usual technical meaning of deceit (or, in other words, fraudulert misrepresantation).
The expression does not, we think include any more generalised meaning of dishonest conduct, much less
conduct which is reprehensible without being dishanest,

There has been argument before us as to the guality of the fraud case which will make Article 27(2)
applicable at all. In particular attention has been directed at the proposition set cut in paragraph 31{a) of
the judgment in Makarenko, that there must be & “concrete and specific issue of fraud raised by the
case” and that there must be "prima facie evidence to support the allegation, not a mere bandying
about of allegations”™,

Unquestionably Mr Krikorian has bean strident in his allegations of dishonest behaviour an the part of
Consolidated and Mr Borkowski. Curiously the submissions before us made by the Appellants” Advocate
have sought in effect to disown these allegations, emphasising instead the assertions made in responss by
Ceonsolidated and its representatives that the allegaticns of dishonest behaviour are vague, generalised and
lacking in substance. We place most of them on one side for the different reason, that they do not involve
ary question of “fravd ™.

MNevertheless we reject the Appellants’ submission that the disputes within the scope of the arbitration
agreement between Consclidated and Global Gold invelve no guestion at all of "fraud™ of either party or
that there Is no sufficient case in fraud to meet the threshold requirement in Article 27(2). On the contrary,
the case has been put forward in evidence on bahalf of the Appellants that the joint venturs transactions and
subseguent agreements were induced by dishonest and false representations that Mr Premraj and a Mr
Martin controlled Corsclidated, and that Mr Borkowsk: had no operative role in Consolidated and did not
control it. Apart from an affidavit made by Mr Krikorian on 20 June, 2014, clearly setting cut this case,

three further affidavits were filed containing evidence from cther deponents to support this case: these were
namely the affidavits of Messrs Gallagher, Hague and Dulman made in June 2014,

When the Royal Court gave the judgment now under appeal, there had been no Answer to the Order of
Justice filed on behalf of the Appellants. This, of course, was only to he expected, bearing in mind that the
Appellants were seeking to have the proceedings stayed. Yet as the Royal Court recorded in its judgment,
at the hearing “Mr Swart [Advocate for the Appellants] informed us that any answer filed by the
[Appeliants] in these proceedings would raise” defences centring around the allegedly fraudulent
activities of Mr Borkowski, and also noted that "Global Gold has apparently been advised by its US
lawyers that it will be entitled to set aside all of the arrangements that have been entered into
with Conselidated...”.

Following the hearing before the Roval Court the Appellants did indeed file an Answer. This included the
following (emphasis added): "It is admitted that that (sic) references to allegations of fraud have
been made in affidavits filed on behalf of the Defendants to date. ... Pending discovery the
Defendants are not in a position to particularise all of their concerns; but, under New York law

Whatever view one might have as to the quality of this as a pleading of fraud, the intention of the Appellants
in putting it forward is perfectly clear. The case is being made that the JWA, the Shareholders Agreement
and the Mote Instrument were induced by deceit on the part of Consolidated.

Subseguently, at the end of January 2015, the Appellants have indicated an intention to delete the text we
have underlined. However, we think that deletion unimportant. The fact of the making of the fraud claim in
the unamended Answer sufficiently confirms the conclusion reached by the Royal Court.  If any part of this
matter goes to arbitration in New York (as presumably it will, if a stay is granted on the Appellant's
application) it is reascnably to be expected that Global Gold will hope to put forward its case of fraudulant
misrepresentation in that arbitration as an answer. If, on the other hand, there is no stay of the present
proceedings, it may be expectad that the case in fraud will be again be sought to be put forward before the
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We are further confirmed in the view that the case in fraud will feature, as the liigation progresses, as
Consolidated itseif relies in its amended Crder of Justice on the making of what itclaims to be unjustified
allegations of fraud as a foundation for its case that the joint venture should be dissclved and the Company
wound up. The fraud in guestion, that is the fraud said to have been the subject of unjustified allegations,
will mo doukt include the alleged making of fraudulent misrepresentations as to the ownership and control of
Consolidated. As the Appellants seem unlikely to resile from the case that the allegations made have in fact
been justified, the truth of the allegations will need to be gore into.

In the circumstances, we cannot accept that Global Gold's case in fraud is to be characterised by us, at the
invitation of Global Gold's Advocate, as a “mere bandying about of alfegations” or as otherwise insufficient to
meet the threshold requirement of Article 27(2). We ncte that even before us Global Geld's Advocate was
not in a pasition to confirm, much |ass to undertake, to us that the fraud case would not be pursued
hereaftar,

Articles 27(2) and 27(3) — the exercise of the discretion to stay proceedings

143
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Tha Royal Court cencluded that the dispute to be submitted to arbitration involved a question of fraud.
Having reached this conclusion, the Royal Court’s decision was that not only should the guestion of fraud be
allowed to continue (that is, in exercisa of tha power of in Article 27{2) of the Arbitration Law), but so also
should all the claims in the preceadings which would otharwise be required to be arbitrated, so that thera
was to be no stay as to any of tha claims.

The reasoning of the Royal Court was succinct and was as follows: “Accepting that the burden upon
Consolidated ... under Jersey law is somewhat higher than it may be in England, it is the party against whom
fraud is alleged and it requires to clear its name and that of its sole director in public before the Court. The
Court should not refer their character against their will to a private arbitration and will therefore exercise our
discretion in favour of Consolidated ..."

On behalf of Global Gold it has been argued that the Royal Court’s exercise of the discretion was flawed in a
number of respects. First, it is submitted that the threshold for the exercise of the discretion was placed too
low, the Royal Court having either misdirected itself as to the applicable standard in a case such as the
oresent with little connection with Jersey (a point discussed above) or having failed to attach sufficient
weight to the absence of a real Jersey connection. Second, it is submitted that there was no evidence
before the Court that Consolidated has any wish to clear its name, much less any requirement to do so.
Third, it is submitted that the wishes ar requirements of Mr Borkowski are irrelevant. Besides these poirts
there were a number of other mattars which, it was submitted by Advocate Gleeson, were overlooked by
the Royal Court; but for reasons which will become apparent it is unnecessary for us to give these any
further attention.

We have been reminded by Advocate Andreas Kistler, Consolidated’s advocate, of the principles to be
applied when this Court is being asked o review tha exercise of a discretion given to the Royal Court, and
have been referred to United Capital Corporation v Bender [2006] ILR 259. The principles are familiar. We
can only substitute our own exercise of the discretion for that of the Royal Court if we have first been
satisfied that the Royal Court misdirected itself, or that the Royal Court’s decision fell outside the ambit of
any reasonable exercise of the discretion given. Advocate Kistler also pointed out that where the direction
concerned what might be regarded as purely a case management matter the ambit of what could be a
reasonable exercise of the discretion would be a genercus one.

Nevertheless, we consider the present case one in which the Royal Court’s exercise of its discretion was
flawed. Perhaps because Consclidated’s reliance on Article 27{2) of the Arbitration Law as a ground for
resisting a stay of its proceedings was almost an after-thought, so that argument on the relevant principles
and facts was truncated, the Royal Court appears to have bean left in a pesition in which the threshold
which, as it directed itself, had to be reached for Global Geld's Article 5 entitlemeant to a stay to be displaced,
was set too low.

For reasons we have explained, we are satisfied that the threshold, in a case such as the present with no
real connection with Jersey, for the exercise of any discretion under Article 27(2) is very much higher than
that suggested by the Royal Court in Makarenko. In particular it is not enough for the person oppaosing a
stay simply to show that Article 27 has been engaged because there is a question of fraud involved in the
dispute. That is only the condition which has to be met if Article 27(2) of the Arbitration Law 1s even to be in
point, And it is not automatic that, because the fraud is alleged against the party opposing the stay, the stay
should be granted. Article 27(2) certainly does not prescribe such a rasult. All that has been shown, if fraud
is alleged against the party opposing the stay, is that the Article 27(2) discretion is available.

We are satisfied that the Royal Court was, unfortunately, allowed to approach the matter on the basis that in
principle a stay is to be granted, if the conditions in Article 27(2) are met, unless perhaps the person
resisting the stay is the person raising the guestion of fraud as against the party applying for a stay. But,
for reasons explained above, we think that once the conditions in Article 27{2) have been met, in the
context of international agreements and an international arbitration to which the Mew York Convention
applies the person opposing the stay must go much further than this and put forward genuinely convincing
reasons why he will suffer an injustice if the stay is refused and why, therefore, the Court should abrogate
the agreement.

In summary, the parson opposing the stay in such clreumstances must show someathing which makes the
case exceptional; and this was not how the matter proceeded In the present case.
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In particular, as regards the Royal Court’s understanding that Consolidated "reguires to clear its name”,
there was no evidence put before the Royal Court of any need, nor even of any wish, for Consclidated to be
released from its contractual cbligation to have its claims against Global Gold submitted to arbitration. This
was accepted by Advocate Kister. He nevertheless submitted that the fact that Consclidated was opposing
the stay sought by Global Gold sufficiently evidenced a wish on the part of Consclidated to have itself
vindicated in public in respect of the fraud allegations against it, and that this could have been a matter
supporting the exercise of discretion in its favour. This submission we reject unhesitatingly.  All that is to
be inferred from the fact that Consclidated was resisting the stay is that Consolidated had perceived an
advantage of some kind in pursuing the relevant claims against Global Gold before the Royal Court in Jersey
rather than in arbitration in Mew York. There could be many reasons for this. One might be that it could
combine into one set of proceedings both the claims on the Notes and Guarantee and also the unfair
orejudice and winding up claims. It is possible to think of others. But one thing is clear: as a corporation
Consolidated will not have any personal feelings which might be hurt if it is denied a public forum for
litigation against Global Gold.

Finally, we do not see why it would be relevant to the exercise of the Article 27(2) discretion that Mr
Borkowski might wish to have a day in court in proceedings to which he is not a party. And, again, it is
notable that although Mr Borkowski made four affirmations, he did not put in any evidence saying that he
did wish to have such a day in court, or to explain why it might ke impertant to him {or, more relevantly, to
Consolidated) that he should do so, On the contrary, in his fourth affirmation Mr Borkowski appeared to
contend that in reality it was unlikely that there was a case in fraud which would come to be ventilated in the
proceedings in Jersey, and that it was a matter of indifference where the allegations might be gone into.
Among other things he said "...the allegations against [Consolidated], which in the absence of cogent
evidence can only be described as frivolous, cannot be relevant to the location or tribunal at which these
disputes shouwid be determined”.

In the circumstances it is open to us to re-exercise the Article 27(2) discration and to decide whether ar not
to withhold a stay of proceedings in exercise of the powers in that provision.

Our conclusion is that there should be a stay of the claims which Consolidated has agreed to have
arbitrated. These are the claims against the Company and Global Gold for unfair prejudice and winding up
under Articles 143 and 155 of the Companies Law, and agairst the same parties for an account. Our reason
far this conclusion is simple. Consolidated has not satisfied us that justice reguires the stay to be refused.
There is nothing exceptional about the case. In particular, we have not been shown any reason, yet alone
any cogent reason, why the resclution of the guestion of fraud cannot appropriately be left for disposal in
the arbitration to which Consolidated agreed.

Remaining claims

155.

156,

157.

This leaves us with the question whether the remaining claims should be stayed as well. These are the
claims against the Company on the Notes and against Global Gold on the Guarantee. Finally thare are the
chaims against Mr Krikarian.

There is no doubt that the Cowrt has inherant jurisdiction to stay preceedings, where the ends of justice so
reguire. In the present case the Royal Court has, by a judgment given on 18 June, 2014, concluded that the
claims against the Company are bound up with the dispute between its sharehclders, Consolidated and
Global Geld, and that Consclidated should not be able to proceed for the time being against the Company an
its claim on the Motes without the shareholder dispute being resolved. We have been told that the claim
against Global Gold on the Guarantee is intimately bound up with the claim against the Company on the
MNotes, and are of the view that that claim should be treated in the same way.

In the case of Mr Krikorian we think, provisionally, that the proceadings should be stayed pending the
arbitration between Consclidated and Global Gold. Thera is no independent basis of claim properly put
ferward against him, so far as we can see; indeed it is not clear why hie has been joined as a party at all.
We will hear further argument on the disposition of the case on giving this judgment. Our present view,
however, is that should the time come when Consolidated considers that the stay should be lifted, so far as
concerns Mr Knkerian alone, any application should be made to the Royal Court, which may then decide
whether the stay should be continued, varied or liftad in the circumstances then obtaining.

Disposition

158.
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In the result the claim for an account against Global Gold and the Company, and the claims for unfair
prejudice relief or a winding up, wil be stayed pursuant to Article 5 of the Arbitration Law.

On the other hand the claims against the Company on the MNotes as well as the claim against Global Gold on
the Guarantee, will not be the subject of a stay under the Arbitration Law, neither will the claims against Mr

Krikorian, These claims will be stayed under the Court's inherent jurisdiction. Any application to vary or lift
the stay, and indeed the Article 5 stay, should be made to the Royal Court.

BEMNMETT JA:-1 agree.

COLLAS JA:- | agree.
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Exhibit 31.1
CERTIFICATIONS
I, Van Z. Krikorian, certify that:
1) I have reviewed this Quarterly Report on Forrfd0f Global Gold Corporation for the period endéarch 31, 2015;

2) Based on my knowledge, this Quarterly Reporsdua# contain any untrue statement of a matergldaomit to state a material fact necessary to
make the statements made, in light of the circuntgta under which such statements were made, nigtadisg with respect to the period covered by
this Quarterly Report;

3) Based on my knowledge, the financial statememtd,other financial information included in this&terly Report, fairly present in all material
respects the financial condition, results of operstand cash flows of the registrant as of, angtfe periods presented in this Quarterly Report;

4) The registrant's other certifying officers araré responsible for establishing and maintainisgldsure controls and procedures (as defined in
Exchange Act Rules 13a-15(e) and 15d-15(e)) arairiat control over financial reporting (as definedxchange Act Rules 13a-15(f) and 15(d)-15
(b)) for the registrant and have:

a) Designed such disclosure controls and procedaresiused such disclosure controls and procedoifes designed under our supervision, to ensure
that material information relating to the registrancluding its consolidated subsidiaries, is mkdewn to us by others within those entities,
particularly during the period in which this QualyeReport is being prepared;

b) Designed such internal control over financiglarting, or caused such internal control over faiahreporting to be designed under our supervision
to provide reasonable assurance regarding théilélieof financial reporting and the preparatiofifimancial statements for external purposes in
accordance with generally accepted accounting iptes

c) Evaluated the effectiveness of the registratisslosure controls and procedures and presentdisiQuarterly Report our conclusions about the
effectiveness of the disclosure controls and proes] as of the end of the period covered by thiar@rly Report based on such evaluation; and

d) Disclosed in this Quarterly Report any changthéregistrant's internal control over financigpbaorting that occurred during the registrant's most
recent fiscal quarter that has materially affecteds reasonably likely to materially affect, tregistrant's internal control over financial rejrogt

5) The registrant's other certifying officers artthve disclosed, based on our most recent evatuatimternal control over financial reporting,ttee
registrant's auditors and the audit committee efrégistrant's board of directors (or persons peiiftg the equivalent functions):

a) All significant deficiencies and material weagses in the design or operation of internal comtvelr financial reporting which are reasonablylike
to adversely affect the registrant's ability toorel; process, summarize and report financial inédrom; and

b) Any fraud, whether or not material, that invaweanagement or other employees who have a sigmifiole in the registrant's internal control over
financial reporting.

Date: May 20, 2015 /sl Van Z. Krikorian
Van. Z. Krikorian
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer
(Principal Executive Officer)




Exhibit 31.2
CERTIFICATIONS
[, Jan E. Dulman, certify that:
1) I have reviewed this Quarterly Report on Forrrd0f Global Gold Corporation for the quarter endiéarch 31, 2015;

2) Based on my knowledge, this Quarterly Reporsdua# contain any untrue statement of a matergldaomit to state a material fact necessary to
make the statements made, in light of the circuntgta under which such statements were made, nigtadisg with respect to the period covered by
this Quarterly Report;

3) Based on my knowledge, the financial statememtd,other financial information included in this&terly Report, fairly present in all material
respects the financial condition, results of operstand cash flows of the registrant as of, amngtfe periods presented in this Quarterly Report;

4) The registrant's other certifying officers araré responsible for establishing and maintainisgldsure controls and procedures (as defined in
Exchange Act Rules 13a-15(e) and 15d-15(e)) armairiat control over financial reporting (as definedxchange Act Rules 13a-15(f) and 15(d)-15
(b)) for the registrant and have:

a) Designed such disclosure controls and procedaresiused such disclosure controls and procedoifes designed under our supervision, to ensure
that material information relating to the registrancluding its consolidated subsidiaries, is mkdewn to us by others within those entities,
particularly during the period in which this QualyeReport is being prepared;

b) Designed such internal control over financiglarting, or caused such internal control over fiahreporting to be designed under our supervision
to provide reasonable assurance regarding théilélieof financial reporting and the preparatiofifimancial statements for external purposes in
accordance with generally accepted accounting iptes

c) Evaluated the effectiveness of the registratisslosure controls and procedures and presentisiQuarterly Report our conclusions about the
effectiveness of the disclosure controls and proes] as of the end of the period covered by thiar@rly Report based on such evaluation; and

d) Disclosed in this Quarterly Report any changthéregistrant's internal control over financigpbaorting that occurred during the registrant's most
recent fiscal quarter that has materially affecteds reasonably likely to materially affect, tregistrant's internal control over financial refrogt

5) The registrant's other certifying officers arfthve disclosed, based on our most recent evatuatimternal control over financial reporting,ttee
registrant's auditors and the audit committee efrégistrant's board of directors (or persons peiiftg the equivalent functions):

a) All significant deficiencies and material weagses in the design or operation of internal comtvelr financial reporting which are reasonablylike
to adversely affect the registrant's ability toorel; process, summarize and report financial inédrom; and

b) Any fraud, whether or not material, that invaweanagement or other employees who have a sigmifiole in the registrant's internal control over
financial reporting.

Date: May 20, 2015 /s/ Jan E. Dulman
Jan E. Dulman
Chief Financial Officer
(Principal Financial and Accounting Officer)




Exhibit 32.1
CERTIFICATION OF PERIODIC REPORT

Each of the undersigned, in his capacity as aceafidf Global Gold Corporation (the "Company”), éley certifies, pursuant to Section 906 of the
Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 (18 U.S.C. 1350), that:

(1) the Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q of the Conypfan the period ended March 31, 2015 fully compleith the requirements of Section 13(a) or
15(d) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15.3. 78m or 780(d)); and

(2) the information contained in the Report faphesents, in all material respects, the finan@aldition and results of operations of the Company.

Date: May 20, 2015 /sl Van Z. Krikorian
Van Z. Krikorian
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer
(Principal Executive Officer)

Date: May 20, 2015 /s/ Jan E. Dulman
Jan E. Dulman
Chief Financial Officer
(Principal Financial and Accounting Officer)

A signed original of this written statement reqdit®y Section 906 has been provided to the Compadyél be retained by the Company and
furnished to the Securities and Exchange Commigsiats staff upon request.



