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Plaintiff Shera Bechurd's (“Bechard™) arguments ovpnosing Defendant Michael J. Avenatti’s

?{“Avenatti"} Special Molion lo Strike {the “Motion™) must be rejected. Bechard fails to negate the
central arguments in the Molion, Bechard’s claims must be stricken for at least the following reasons: |

Firsi, Bechard's claims are subject to the anti-SLADPP slatule because they target speech
concerning 18sucs of public interest, Her claims are also subject to the anti-SLAPP statute because they
tarpel cvents that relate to Avenatti’s representation of his ¢lient Stephanie Clifford (*Clifford™) in
litigation. For the same reason, Avenatti 18 immune under the litipation privilege doctrine.

Second, Hechard's claims fail because they are utterly unsupported by admissible cvidence. _
Third, Bechard’s claims against Avenatl: Fail because he did not know that his actions would =|

induce a breach of any contract or would interfere with prospective economie relations.

Fourth, Bechard's claims fail because Avenatti cannot bo the cause of Bechard’s injury.j

: Defendant Elligtt Broidy (“Broidy™) stopped making payments to Bechard because of the alleged
=dis¢1ﬂsure af a non-disclosure and settlement agreement (the “Settlement Apresment™) to Avenatti by
Bechard’s atinrney, defendani Keith Davidson (“Davidson™}. Further, other individuals had already

disclosed the Settlement Agreement hefore Avenatti ever spake to Davidsen. Moreaover, the actual

cause of harm to Broidy to compel him ta stop paying Bechard was the outing of his identity and details

of the Settlement Agreement. This was done by the Fall Stree? Jowrnal, not Avenatti, who did nol !

disclose the identities of Bechard or Broidy in his tweets and did not provide information to the Journal

Fifth, Bechard cannot prevail on her tortious interterence with contract cause of action unless she

can establish that there was a valid contract that was breached. She still has not done so, j

Sixth, Bechard’s interference with prospective economic advantage claim is redundant. !
i Seventh, Avenatii cannot be Hable for conspiracy to commit breach of fiduciary duty because he '
|

did not have any agreement with Davidson and does not owe Rechard a fiduciary duty.

| Finally, Bechard has failed to meet the burden required to obtain leave to conduct discovery.

II. ARGUMENT

A Bechard’s Claims Against Avenatti are Subject to the Anti-SLLAPF Statute,

1. Bechard's Claims FTarget Speech Canccrning Issues of 'ublic Interest, i

ote
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‘l Beehard contends that her claims against Avenatti have nothing to do with his tweets at ali. This

is simply irrcconcilable with her Complaint. Bechard devotes an entire section and al least seven!

| paragraphs discussing the (weets. [Complaint 4 7, 38, 39, 43, 73, 97.] There is simply no other I?

] plausible interpretation of her claims. Broidy's justification for stopping payments under the Settlement

!| Agreement cannot possibly be for a private disclosare in which his identity and the details of the

|! Settlement Agresment were kept private. Broidy is obviously upset that he and Rechard, along with the
 Settlement Agreement terms, were outed, Avenatli, however, had nothing to do with that and Bechard
I does not claim otherwise, Moreover, in Bechard’s conspiracy to commit breach of fiduciary duty canse
i of action, Bechard claims that “Avenatti, moreover, desired to assist the exposure and public promotion

of the Seitlement Agreement because he claimed entitlement to and hoped to receive attribution as the

first sgurce of public information ahput it.” [Complaint 1 73 (emphasis added).]

i Regardiess, even if Avenatti's tweet is in and of itself not the tarpet of Bechard's causes of -

i’
| action, Avenatii’s communications with Davidson are plainty protected by Code of Civil Procedure

scetion 425.16(e%4}. “[Protection under section 423,16 for statements in connection with a public issue :

ar an issue of public interest is not dependent on those statements having been made tn a public forum, §

Rather, subdivision (e¥4) applies to private communications concerning issucs of public interest”

i'.HailsIune v, Martinez {2008) 169 Cal.App.dth 728, 736, Dcchard does not deny this.  Accordingly,

Avenatti can prevail as long 25 Avenatti’s conversalion with Davidson pertained to an issue of public

: interest.  Moieover, the anti-SLAT'P protection extends te pathering information that subsequently is

used in a publication about a public issue. Sec Lisherman v. KCOP Television, Ing. {2003) 110 Cal.

App. 4th 156, 166 {“Because the surrcptitious recordings here were in aid of and were incorporated into |
:a broadeast in connection of a public issue, we conclude that {the plaintiff’s] complaint fell within the :

J scope of section 425.16.™) Therefore Avenatti is slse protected by the anti-SLAPP statute because the

| information he obtained from Davidson formed the basis of his tweet about an issue of public interest, |

Bechard arpues the anti-SLAPP statute does not apply to “unethically and iliepaltly persuading an
“attorney an attorncy to reveal confidential information ef his client.” [Opposition at 8] As a

| preliminary matter, other than conglusory and incomprebensible assertions of wrongdoing, Bechard is

' purposefully vague in deseribing what she is accusing Avenatti of doing that constituted a legal wrong,

2
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| Avenatti presented evidence that Davidson provided the information to Avenatti unprompted. At the

: very worst, Avenatti merely persuaded [Davidson to tell a secret that he should not have told. Avenatti is
|

| not to blame; Davidson, the attorney with & duty to his client, iz the wrongdoer.

I Morgover, where “either the defendant concedes, or the cvidence conclusively establishes, that

ihe asseriedly protected speech or petition activity was iilegal as 2 matter of law, the defendant is

| prectuded from using the anti-SLAPP statete to strike the plaintiff's action.” Flatley v. Mauro (2006) 39
; Cal4th 299, 320 (uncontroverted evidence showed that defendant’s conduct constituted criminal

extoriion as a matter of law). “[T]he Supreme Court's use of the phrase “illegal’ was intended te mean

| criminal, and not mercly violative of a statute.” Mendaza v. ADP Screening & Selegtion Scrvices, Ine.

(2010) 182 Cal App.dth 1644, 1654; see also G.R. v. Intelligator {2010} 185 Cal.App.4th 606, 616. “[A]
!

| plaintifl's complaint always alleges a defendant engaged in illegal conduet in that it violated some
" common law standard of conduct or statutory prehibition, giving rise to liability™ and an alternative rule

would allow plaintitts to easily eviscerate the anti-SLAPP statute, Mendoen 182 Cal.App.dth at 1654,

! not in any way conceded that he has violated any criminal laws, and in fact has supplied a declaration,

|| uncontradicted by admissible evidence, establishing that that he in fact did not even commit the torts he

| statute is inapplicable here. Bechard relies heavily on Gerbgsi v. Gaims, Weil, West & Fpstein, LLF,
but that case does not hold otherwise, (2011) 193 Cal App.dith 435, 445, There, the claims against a law

| firm for wiretapping were not protected by the anti-SLAPP statute because where a complaint “alleges

eriminal conduct, there 1s no protected activity as defined by the anti-SLAPP statute,” [d,

Bechard argues that Bechard's alfair with Broidy wus not an issue ol public interest. But the
affair iy less significant than the cover-up, A prominent Republican donor’s affair would in itself be

coverad by the anti-SLAPP statute due (o its political implications. See Sipple v, Foundation For Nat.

Prograss (1999) 71 Cal.App.Hth 226, 239 {domestic abuse allegations against a media strategist for
| numerous Republican political campaigns were found 10 concern issucs of “public interest.™) However,

! the primary reasen the atfalr and Settlement Aprecment are matters of public interest is because Broidy

| was represented in connection with the agreement by President Donald Trump's personal attorney and

-3

Here, Bechard does not allege that Averatti vielaled any cnminal laws. Moreover, Avenatti has !

is accused ol. {Avenatti Decl. ) 3-3.] Therefore, any criminal conduct exeeptien to the anti-SLAPP
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1 |, fixer Michac] Cohen—the same man who also assisted with at least two other hush meney deals shortly

2 || before the 2016 clection for women claiming affaits with Trump (ie., Karen MeDougal and Stephanie |
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| relates ta the substantive issucs in the litigation and is directed o persons having some interest in the

{ [1d. at Ex. 1] 'The breach of fiduciary duty sction against Davidson and Cohen is strengthened by

27| .
| evidence that Cohen and Davidson coliuded to act in the interests of Cehen's client Teump, It is much

Clifford aka Stormy Daniels), a detai] that has featured heavily in coverage of the affair in the Wall;
| Street Jouwrnal and clsewhere. {Avenatti Decl, Ex. 4.] The conversation with Davidson atso occured
. Just days afier the FBT raided Coben's office as part of an extensive investigation. [1d.]
| Bechard only offers an absurd straw man argumncnt: *“That a lawyer has a famous client does not

( mean his activities with his other clients are ones of public interest.” [Opposition at 9] Few lawyers

| have served as the personal attorney to the President of the Uniled Stales. Fewer still are known to have |

armanged hush money deals to cover up affairs shortly before an election and then been raided by the |
FBIL. Cohen did not represent Broidy in an innocuous transaction, such as reviewing a contract to buy a

house. Not only did he provide the same service that he performed for Trump, i.e, covering up an affair

with another hush money deal, but ne provided it to a prominent Republizan danor, Broidy's status as a |

_i prominent Republican paying to cover up an affair mirrered Trump and made public interest inevitable,

! 2. Avenatti’s Communications with Davidson and Tweet Were Made in
| Connection with Ongoing and Angicipated Litigution.

“[A] statement s ‘in connection with® ltigation under section 425.16, subdivision {e}{2) if it

litigation,” Neville v, Chudacoll’ (2008} 160 Cal. App.4th 1255, 1266, This includes “statemens tni

persons who are not parties or potential parties 1o litigation, provided such statements are made ‘in |

I
_connection with’ pending or anticipated litigation.” JummerfGeld v, Randplph (2011} 201 Cal.App.4th

127, 136, Bechwd claims that *[t]he Settlement Agrecment {und Avcnatti’s tortiously obtaining its

polential lawsuit against Davidson.” {Oppoesition at 11.] This argument is devoid of merit, The matters 1
; at issue clearly relale to the breach of fiduciary duty claims apgaingt Davidsen and the aiding and abetting |

f
breach of fiduciary duty claim against Cohen, [Avenatl Decl. Ex. 3] Tt also clearly raises serious

i questions in the declaratory relief action against Trump and Cehen's company, Essential Consultants.

mare plausible that Davidson would act in concert with Cohen if he in [act regularly dealt with Cohen, |

4
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| forfeit arpuments that the causes of action are subject to anti-SLAPP “by choosing to controvert the

| factual basis of [the plaintiff's] claims in connection with the second prong of the anti-SLAPP

| {inadmissible) evidentiary support Bechard now rclics on makes clear, she is arguing that Avenatti

| demanded that Davidson “reveal any other communications or deals he had with Mr. Cohen in other

(| he had, he would have been obtaining information relevant 1o Clifford’s litigation. |

|| this motion as a *summary-judgment-like procedure.” [d. However, there is onc crucial distinction:

I . - ” . . . |
| previcusly warned that “Bechard mwst prove each elemenl ol each of her claims against Avenatri, |

! The more hush money agreements the two were invelved in, the more compelling the case becomes. !

Bechard herself cites other Cohen-Davidson dealings in her Complaint. [Complaint 49 35-36.]

; procedure. A contrary rule would place an unfair burden on a defendant filing an anti-SLAPP moticn

Bechard argues, without citing any authority, thut becsuse Avena'll denies specificalty asking for

information frem Cohen, he is somehow unable to rely on the anti-SLAPT starute,  Plaintiffs do not

when the complaint alleges protected conduct but the defendant disputes the facteal underpinnings of the

plaintiffs claims, Bel Air Interpet, LLC v, Motales (2018%) 20 Cal Apn.Sth 924, 939 As the

cases; e,g., that did not involve Stormy Daniels.” [Martin Decl, 4 7.] While Avenauti did not do that, if
B. Rechard Cannot Prevail on ey Claimsg, i
i. Bechard Has Failed to Submit Admissible Evidence.

|
After the defendant has established that the plaintiff's claims are subject to the anti-SLAPP)
statute, “the burden shifts to the plaintiff to demonstrate the menit of the claim by establishing a:

probability of success.” Baral | Cat 5th at 384 (citation amitted). The Supreme Court has charaeterized

unlike an anti-SLAPP motion, a motion for summary judgment “places the initial burden of production

on the moving defendant to demaenstrate the apposing plainiff cannot eslablizsh one or more clemenls of §
i
his or her causes of action,” Tuchscher Development interprises, Inc. v. San Diego Unified Pon 't

Dist. (2003) 106 Cab.App.dth 1219, 1239 (explaining that plaintiff was wrong to believe that the |
defendant had any (nitial burden other than to show that claims were covered by 425.16).  Avenatti
[Motion at 7] Bechard has disregarded this warning and has failed to submit any admussible evidence
on three critical topics: the cxistence and contents of the Settlement Agreement {or the Davidson

Engagement Letter), Avenatti’s conversation with Davidson, and why Tiroidy stepped paying Bechard.

5
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{| Strangely, Bechard has failed to cven file a declaration establishing basic elements of her case, such as

| Broidy's attorneys and Davidson do not fall within any hearsay exception. For cxample, they are not an

| Cal App.dth 1255, 1269, Even purporledly unethical or illegal conduct is protected by the litigation

her damages. The abscnce of adrmissible evidence on even one of these topics is fatal to her case,

I First, Bechard has failed to establish the existence of and terms of the Settlement Agrecment ar

the Davidson Engagement Letter. This has deprived Avenatti of any ability to rely on the specific ;
If |

i language of the contracts in his Motion, Maregver, Bechard has failed to produce and authenticate

; either contract. See Evid, Code, §§ 1400, 1401, N-.;n' can Bechard stmply rely on declaraticns or other ;
| forms of oral testimony 1o establish the contents of the two contracts, See Evid, Code, § 1523. .
i Second, Bechard's “evidence”™ consists of & declaration from her attorney recounting (1) a;JI
; discussion in which Davidson explained why he told Avenatti about the Seftlement Agreement and {2]1g
ihis communications with Broidy’s counsel indieating that Broidy regarded the disclosure of the !’
| Sertlement Apreement To Avenatti as a justificalion for ceasing payment. [Martin Deel. 19 4-8.] But

these portions of the Mariin Declaralion are clearly hearsay, Sceg Ewid. Code, § 1200, Statements by

admission by a party opponent, See Evid. Code, § 1220, Nor can Bechard rely on a Wall Street Journal

Article to establish why Broidy stopped his payments to Bechard [Complaint ¥ 43], because newspaper

|
I articles are hearsay. See Christian Research Institute v. Adnar (2007} 148 Cal. App.4th 71, 83. i
|

2. Avenalti is Protected by the Litigation Privilege,
The anti-SLAPP stutute “contemplates consideration of the substantive merits of the plaintiff's
complaint, as well as all available delenses 1o it, including, but not limated to constitutional defenses.”
*I'raditional Cac Assn,. Inc. v. Gligreath (2004) 118 Cal App.4th 392, 398, Bechard must overcome

|
i Avenatti’s liigation privilepe defense, but has no admissible evidence to do so. Avenatti is entitled to

substantive immunity under the Htigation privilege doctrine fur the same reasons thal the claims against

him fall under Code of Civil Procedure section 423.16(e)2). Ses Neville v. Chudacoff (2008) 160

' privilege. See Kashian v, Harriman (2002} 98 Cal App.4th 892, 920, ;

3 Bechard’s  Allegations Against Avematti Do Not  Constitute Tortiausl
Interference With Contract or Prospective Economic Advantage. !

a} Avenatti Did Not Intend to Induce a Breach of Any Contraets o
Disrupt an Economic Relationship. l“

6
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| intcrfercnee is certain or substantially certain to occur as a result of his action, The rule applies, in other |

i| him to be a necessary consequence of his action.” Quelimane Co. v. Stewart Title Guaranty Co. (1598)

; essenlially the same. See Korea Supply Co. v, Lockheed Martin Corp, (2003) 29 Cal.4th 1134, 1153,

! silence of the atlomeys who drafted it Or it couid only prohibit disclosure of the identities of Bechard

I
j

A defendant can only be liable for tortious interference with contract if he “knows that th!:ri

waords, 10 an interference that is incidental to the actor’s independent purpose and desire but known te

19 Cal.4th 26, 36, The intent element for interfercnce with prospective economic advantage is

Here the admissible evidence demonstrates Avenatti did not intend to interfere with Broidy's
confractuai or prospective economic relationship with Bechard (or Davidson's relationship with
Bechard}, [Avenatti Decl. 4 4, 6.] Avenatti had no knawledge of the specilic terms of any agreerments
at issue here, [Avenatri Decl § 4.] Without this knowledge, he could not possibly have known that
interference was certain or substantially certain 1o vvcur as a result of his actions.  Avenatii could not

have known that Broidy would regard the Settlement Agreement as having been breached as a result of

actions by & non-party like Avenarsi. Nor could Avenatti know whether Davidson was a party to the |
Settlement Apreement! or whether Bechard had authorized Davidson to speak (o Avenatti,

Bechard's arguments do not negate this. To begin with, there can be no interference—Tlet alone
an infent to inmertere——where Avenatti never disclosed the identilies of Broidy or Bechard, or any detail '
of the Settlement Apreement, There s simply no evidence that this occurred. Further, that Avenatil

tweeted there was a NDHA is imefevant, A NDA could casily bind Bechard and Broidy, but not require

and Broidy, and not disclosure of the anonymized information that Avenalti received. Without knowing
the specific terms of the Scttlement Agrecment, Avenattt could not know that breach or interference
would ocevr. The Martin Declaration does not help Bechard, 1L does not claim Davidsen told Avenatti
he was a party or that Davidson told Avenatti he was breaching the Davidson Engagement Letter by '
providing information to Avenath. Bechard could have authorized disclosure, even if it breached her

contract with Broidy. Nor does it claim that Davidson disciosed the names of Bechard or Broidy.

i

' Bechard does not appear to gven claim that Davidson is a party to the Settlement Agreement anc1

28 |i certainly has not estabiished this with evidence,

-7-
DEFENDANT MICHAEL J. AVENATTY'S REPLY IN SUPPORT QOF SPECIAL MOTION TQ 5TRIKE




] b} Bechard Cannot Establish Avenatti Cauged Her Damages.
) Bechard argues the cause of her injury was not the public disclosure of the Setilement
] Agreement, bt its disclosure to Avenatti. To begin with, it was the Wali Streer Journal story that outed
4] Broidy and Settlement Agreement, not Avenatti. Avenatti made no soch disclosures on Twitter, or to
s the Journa!, For this reason alone, Bechard's claims fail for lack of causation. But even it Bechard’s
. spin on the Complaint is entertained, 11 was Davidson, on his own volition and without any persuasion '
7 from Avenatti, who told Avenatti about the existence of the Settlement Agreement. [Avenatti Decl, 1
g 4.6.] Davidson's actions, not Avenatti's, are therclore the cause of Broidy halting the payments. Even
g ' the Martin Declaration does not help her. According to the Declaration, Avenatti first asked about
o Davidson’s communications or deals with Cohen in other cases {something that in itself is not tortious).
" i Martin Decl. 4 7.1 “{O]nly at that point did |Davidson| reveal any information about the Settlement
2 Agrecement o Mr, Avenatti,”  |ld]  This is the action that cansed harm to Bechard according to
3 Bechard’s own theory of the case, Davidson caused the harm, not Avenatti.
4 , The Martin Declaration claims Davidson told “Avenatti . . . that the Settlement Agreement had
5 l: an express confidentiality clause™ that “Wr. Avenatti could not disclose to anyone eise what Mr.
s Davidson was teflipg him,” and that *Mr. Avenatti cxpressly promised Mr. Davidson that he would do
7| s0.” [Id.] It does not claim Avenatll agreed o keep the information Davidson told him confidential
% before he was given the information, and thus any such agreement would not be the cause of Davidson’s
9 ! disclosure to Avenatti. In addition, if Davidson told Avenatti that the Settlement Agreement contained a
20 | confidentiality clause, he necessarily disclosed some ol its tovms. Broidy may blame Avenatti, but that
does not mean that some breach of a duty by Avenalti s the proximate cause of Bechard’s injuries.
4 _ ) Bechard Cannot Prove Tortious Interference With Contrace,
22 | (1} Bechard Must Establish That A Contract Was Breached,
23 [ Bechard must establish there is a valid contract that Avenatti interfored with, However, Bechard
24 | has not provided admissible cvidenee that awy contract exists, either with Broidy or with Davidson,
25 | Moreover, Bechard must identify which terms of the contract were breached. Bechard claims that the |
26 || disclosure of the Sctlement Agreement by Davidson to Avenalti is the cause of her injuties, |
27 | [Opposition at 13.] Therefore, she necds to establish that Davidson was in fact a party to the Settlement J
28 i Agreemen!. Bechard argues that the Davidson/Bechard contract is relevant, but the only damages she

-
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1
12
13
14
15

16 |

17

18

19
20
21

22

23
24
25
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. wolid be in breach of the Settlement Agreement. Bechard has not shown that Avenatti would be liable

has identificd are Broidy's refusal to pay the Settlement Agreement and expenses incurred in {18

)| enforcement. [Complaint ¥ 68.]  She must establish that they would be available if Davidson is not a

3 [ party 1o the Settlement Agreement. If Davidson is a pary to the Settlement Agreement, and the:

I agreement obligates him to maintain confidentiality, and Broidy could halt payments to Bechard if he
; failed to do so (terms Bechard has failed to cstablish), Davidson’s breach of coniract would cause
| Bechard's damages. If he is not a party, then what basis would Broidy have to hait payments? froidy |

| or that he is the proximate cause of her injury in such circumstances.

In addition, “if 2 contract has already been breached by one of the parties 1o the conteact, or has |

: been terminaled, before the accurrence of the breach atlegedly induced by a third party, an action against ’
i i
i the third party for interference with the contract must fail. Similarly, if a party has no duty or contract to f
iJI potform, that another induces that party not to perform is of no consequence.” 40 Cal. Jur. 3d § 10.
:Eechard has never established what the terms of the confidentiality provision in the Settlement

Agreement are. Novertheless, there are at least two individuals whe were already aware of the existence

- of the Setllement Agreement. As Iechard acknowledges, someone told the Wall Sireet Journal about

i Bechard, her attorney, and Davidsom, all belicve that someone connected to the FBI leaked the

the Settlement Agrecment, which resulted in it publishing an article the next day. |Opposition at 12-13.}

Settlement Agreement o the Falf Streef Journad, but no admissiple evidence establishes that this is not ?

| a breach or excuse for nonperformance. [Martin Decl. 1 §; Opposition at 12-13) Moreover, the only |
admissible evidence demonstrates that the Walf Sireer Journa! was already aware of the Settlement

Agreement (regardless of who the souree was) before Duvidson 1old Avenatth about it. [Avenatti Dec. §

|
| Avenani about the Scttlement Agrcement was a breach, him ¢lling his wifc about it is a breach as well.

3.1 In addition, the Martin Declaration establishes that Davidson had alrcady told his wife about the

| Seitlement Agreement belore he told Avenatti about it. [Martin Decl. § 7.] Clearly, if Davidson telling

d) Bechard Cannnt Prove the Elements of Interference With Prospectivd
Economic Advantage.

|
1 A claim for intentional interference with prospective economic advantage requires different

i elements from proving interference with a contract. Bechard, however, conflates the two by identifving

 Avenatti's alleged torticus interference with the contract as the wrongful act. Bechard also fails to

.
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i donwnstrate il e Seltlement Agrevieent s a Saviovir cxpecumey. Beehuad™s claim T interference I
| :

| witly prospective seonemic advantage therefore lacks mertt because it i redundant.

q. Avenafti Is Not Liahle For Conspivacy fo Commit Bresch of Fidouciary Duty.

|
I “A noa-licueary vaneol cosspire 10 hreach o duly owed coly By oo Neleclary,” Kidron v, Movie
; Acquisition Cerp, (19093) 40 CalApp-hh 12710 13950 Becanse Avonalli dess nat owe PBechard &
Lieluetoey auzy, he could son have eongpirgd with Dovedson, Techard misstates the holding of Fuller v,
First Franklin Fiouncial Olorp ie ber attesmips woarpoe atharwises (20130 215 Cal Appdth 9550 The
Conarl thera agreed thal a defendant cenret be held Lable Tor congpiving o breacl o fideeiary duty i it
dit rot awe a liduviary duty tohe plantilland did vet veerrale s porticn of the demurrgr. 1. of Y47,
Tle viher case Boechord cites, Casoy v Los, Bank Mo A, discusszs ogling and abeting breach o
._ tlonciary duty, a dillerentwort a0t g wsue hores (200310 127 Dyl Appadil TT38, T4 & 1143 0.2, |
C. Beehard Fas Not dMet the Striet Good Cause Standard Tor Obtaining Discovery. i
Dizeovory i automabically stayed vpon filing an ant-SEAPP motion nnless the plainlifT makes eil
|
- showving of pood eause n a noticed motion. See Cal. Civ, Proe, Code § 4251603 “The skowing should
"include seme sxplongiinn of whatl acdditional fGels [painlilV expects o veenves. o0 [ seovery may m]L;

be ohiained merely 1o test” the oppenents deciarations ™ =800 Compes, ne, v, Steinbery (2003) ]Dj

|
P Cal App dih 368, 350 (internad citcions and guuotatioas ominedl. Nor may oood cause be Founded an th

!
plaintil s own speculalion.”  Sehocder v Irvine_ Cive Cognell 120023 97 Cal Appath s 192]'
|

i Bechard has not provided g explanation ol whal kind o discovery she would conduet oc why it 4

neezssary, Granlng Becnard lesve o condue: discovery wilhoul meeting the strict pood catse standard

| wiould Csubveory e itern of the snli-SLAPE Tegislation.™ Sigple 71 CallAppdil ol 2470 1 any event
I . . . ¥ .
Felhe Faiure wocomply with the statule by saking g situely and proper showing .. makes [her]

- diseovery reguesl meritiess,” Lvans v Unkos (15953 38 Cal Appcith LD, 144848,

TV, CONCLUSION

_ For Lhe lerzeoing reasons, and those siated i his Sociae, Avenani respectfully regquests thal the
!

PO ourt strike Docherd™s seeond cause and thivd couses agsinst Avenalil, i

| Dated: Augus: 30, 218 AN J"N lJ fe ARSOUIATES, AN

I3y nﬁ !
Ahn oL ulum lTag. '

Thenmnas Crave, s,

4
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| marly oo the within sution: my buginess address is 320 Newoor) Cender D#ive, Suile 1400, Newpar
4 Reach, CA 076D,
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On August 30, 2018, L zerved the Forczoing decument doseribed as: DEFENDANT |
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i e A . . - . . . .
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