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FOIUTHE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

SHOR A BECIARD, CaseNo.  B{L71288138
Plaintitt, © VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES

AND OTHER RELIEF
¥,
BLE YT BROELDY, an individual, o )
KEITH DAVIDSON, an individual; DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL.
MICHALL AVTNATTI, an individual;
DAVIDRON & ASSOCIATES, PLC, a
professional lunited liability company: and
DOES | throngh 20, incluzive,

Dediondanis.
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1. Plaintiff Shera Bechard (“Ms, Boecharnd™) brings this Complaint against Defendanls
Elliolt Broidy (“Mr. Broidy™), Keith Davidson and Davidson & Associates, PLO {together, “Mr
Davidson™), and Michael Avenatll M Avenatti™), and alleges as follows:

2. Ms. Nechard is a model and lormmer Pravboy Plavmaic, She had a lengthy relatienship
with Mr. Broidy, 2 married man. || |
I

5.
B - o the ond of their relationship, Mr Beoid v KGN

| 0t M

Bechard prepnant.

4. Thervalior, Ms, Beclard retained Mr, Davidson to help her understand and assert hee

;| rights against My, Rroidy.

3. Dicapite his fiduciary and ethical duties g his clicnt, Mr Davidson treated Ms.
Rechard’s claims s 8 commodity to be traded for his own financial gain, He began by reeruiiing
Michael Cohen (*Mr. Cohen™  a nelorous “lixer” for wealihy individuals including Presidemt
Demald Teump 1o approach Mr. Broidy with an offer io represent Mr Broidy and “solve™ his issues
with Ms, Bechard, Tnloown 1o s, Bechard. Mr Davidson and Mr Cohen were well acgquainted
with one anaother, having waorked ogether on projects including the hush money deal belween porn
star Starmy Draniels {represented by Mr. Davidson) and Donald Trump (represented by Mr Caben).

. M1 Davidson wrode @ crushingly one-sided agreement (the “Scillemeni Agrecmont ™}

ihat favorad M. Rroidy. To be sure: it requited a substaniial payment from Mr. Broidy (thus inflating

M1 Davidson's (o) But in exchange, it required Ms. Bechard 10 stgn away her riglts and agree 1o

additional absurd terms, such as a $4.800,000 liquidated damages clause. No reasomable lavever

would have recommended that Ms, Pechard sign the Scllemenl Agrecment, and oo properly

informed client in her position would have agreed, [t was instead a dea] that Mr. Davidson coutd

convines Ms. Bechard to sign emly by misrepresenting and omitting its key terms. Indeed, to conceal

the Scttloment Apreement’s many uncanscionsble aspecls, M Davidson incladed a term that
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: K. In 2 stulement to the Fall Sreer Jowrnad, Mr Davidson denied any wrongdoing,

prokibited My, Bechard from having @ copy of the agreement, refused to show the agreement fo
her, and affirmatively fied to er about what the agreement safd.

7. It peis worse. Afthongh Mr $3ridy paid M. Bechard the [irst twa of eight installment
payments requircd by the Scitloment Agreement, he failed to make the third installment payinent, doc
on July |, 2014 The same day, the Hall Streef Jorrwal publizhed an article on that failure. 1L reported
that Mr Broidy's current lawyer had wold it {1 that Mr. Broidy would nol pay any of the 51,200,000
still owed to Ma. Bechard under the Scilement Apreement, and (2) that the reasom [or his relusal was
that Mr. Davidsen allegedly laaked the extstence of the Seullement Apreement to My, Ayenarti, who

in turn revealed o the public on Twitter in Apsil 2018,

adding that #|ajny accusation to the contrary 1x [alse and defumatory.™ And n ¥r. Avenatti’s statement

to the Wadl Sereer fowored, ho refused 1o coroment on his guilt or innacence. Bul My, Broidy™s attorney |
insists that he *ean prove there was an intentional breach that renders the comract null and void” [
i.c.. that Mo Davidsen and Mr. Avenatti breached the confidentiality provisions of the Settlement
Agresmaent, thus justilying Mr. Broidy's refusal to pay Ms. Bechard the compensation to which she ‘
is entitled under that agreemuent. ]
9, What Ms. 13echard knows for cerlain is thal she has dons nothing wrong; in particular,
N she neither knows abont por cver consented to Mr DDavidson or Mr. Avonatti eovealing her ;
confidential information ot the ferms (or oven existence) of the Settlement Agreemend. Thus, at least

one thing is clear: Detendants have vinladed Ms, Bechard's righis. This action seeks to enforce them.

PARTIIS

10 Plaintitl Sheta Bechard is aun individual who resides in Baverly THlls, Califirmia,

11, Dlendant Tlliow Broidy is an individual who resides in Bevetly Hills, Calitornia.
12, efendant Keilh avidson (s an attosney wha resides in Woodland 11lls, Califomia.
13, Detendant Navidson é Associates, PLC (YDAPLC™ 15 g law fiem whose principal

place of business s Jocated at 8383 Wilshire Rovlevard Suite 310, Beverly Hills, Calilornia 80211
Mr, Davidson s a principal of DAPLC,
14. Netendant Vichas! Avenaltt 15 an allomney whe resides in Newport Beach, California

]
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15, ‘the wue names and capacilies of Delendant: Docs | otheough 20, inclusive, are

i - . :
i unknown to Ms, Bechard at this time, and are therefore sued under such ffeiilious pames pursaanl &
| Catifornia Code ol Civil Procedure seciion 474, Each of them is in same manner legally responsible

? tor the events and happenings atleged herein. When these delendans are identified, Ms. Bechard will

scck o amend {his Complaint aceordingly,
JURISDICTION AND VENTE
k6. Twisdiction is proper under section 410,10 ol the Calilfornia Code of Civil Procedure

antd Article 4 of the Calilornia Constitution,

? F7. Venue i proper under section 395 of the Calilornia Code of Ciwil Procedures becanse

- the Dectendants, or some af them, reside in the Cowrty of Los Angeles.
' FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS
A ¥s. Bechard, Expecting Mr. Broidy’s Chi]d_,

Meets With ¥r. Davidaon.

15, On Qciober 31, 2017, Ms, Bechard met with Wi Davidson and asked Tor his help
dealing with a problem. She was seven weeks pregnam with the child of Mr. raidy (the then-l-inance
Chairman of the Republican National Committee), comeeived in an extramerital ﬁl'['air._

I 1 s confused and scared.

14 M Davidson intervicwued My, Bechard about the facts of her relationship with Mr.
Braidy. He also reviewed ||| G b o Ms. Boclard
and M. Brotdy, Mr. Davidson ook handwritten notes at the meeting and kept them.

26k lere is some ofF what Mr, Davidson leammed:

» I B
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B. My Davidson Gets s, Bechard To Sigo The Setflement Agreenient.

13 M Davidson told Ms, Bechard that be could help with her situation., He had Ms.
Ttechard sign an engagement leller {the “Engagcment Letter™ that retained Mr. Davidson as her
alloTney,

24, Om or around November 8, 2017, Mr i3avidson told Ma. Bechard he had begun talking
with Mr Broidy’s lawyer. My, Bochard was surprised to hear that Mr, Davidson had so quickly
ligared out wha Mr. Broidy’s lowyer was, 0 she askoed how thal had happencd. Mr. Davidson
responded that be had o “relationshey™ with the lawver, a guy named Michael Cohen. M. Bechard
asked, “watt, he’s vour [Flend™ Bul Mt Davidson said no, Ms, Bechard had oo reason o suspect
atything was amiss. So she lat the {ssee w0 and wld Mr. Davidson that she looked forward to hearing
more.

25 On ot around November 18, 2007, 3. Davidson told Ms, Bechard that a deal was on
the lable vnder which she would recaive $1.600,00M), Mr. Davidson wld Bs. Boechard the amount
represented the nel present value of child-support payments Mr. Broidy would be expected o make
over the [8-vear support term ol their child, Tn exchange [or the money, M. Davidson told Ms.
Bechard she would zive up all fghts to sue M, Broidy for past conduct and would be required Lo
never again speak of the affair. Based on what she was wld by Mr. Davidson, Ms. Bechard said she
would agree lo the proposed deal.

26, On Deceiber 1, 2017, 3, Davidson met with Ms. Bechard at o reslanrant near his

office ap she could sign a writlen sgreement while he ate lunch. Mr. Davidson held the 26-page

i
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I. conlract in 4 macoer such that Mz, Bechard condd not actually read the document, while he purporied
St gor through the agreement parsgraph by paragraph to explain itin lay terms. Mr Davidson told Ms.
Bechard the tollowing about the Settlement Agreement:

iy Mz, Bechard would receive S1.600.000 over eight guaricrly tmstallmend
payments, minus Mr. Davidson’s 35 porcenl lee. When she questioned why installmant payments
wore necessar, |EEEGEG—_—
I

by In exchange fin the money, Mz Bochard and Me, Broidy would naver again
speak of the altalr and wonld pive up the right to sue one another Tor everyihing thal had previously
happened belween them.

c} If eilher party breached conlidentialily, the penalties would purportedly be as
follows: T My, Browly breached, he would have to immediately pay the Tall amownt due under the
Setllement Agreemoent. Mr. Davidson did pot cxplain what would happen if Mr. Broidy breached
contidentiality after all of the payments had been made. T Ms, Bechard breached, her first offense
would be pusished by a judze ordering her net to talk about the allair again, I she breached apain,
she woeuld be chareed o Ree, My, Davidaon did not say how much it woubd be, but he said nol to worry
abat it

d} The Settlement Agreement would be sectel  only Mz, Bechard and her
accountanl (ho one else) conld over see it

e} M. Mavidson told her thal she was not pelting paid to have an abortion, bt

rather ko give up her rights o sue M Broidy and to not to talk aboul the relationship.

27, I
|
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29, b1, Dravidson did not o]l Ma, Bechard shoul many olher material aspeers of the

Scttlement Agreement. | hey did not come 1o light unltl many months later. {(See fnfra 1 30-52.)
30, During the Tunch, Mr. Dwvidsen pointed (o places in the Settlement Agreement and i
instructed Ms. Bechard to sipn, which she did. [
C. After Signing The Settlement Ay reement, ¥1s. Rechard Begins To Receive |I
Insiallment Payments.
. N B S |
- five davs laler {on December 6, 20E7) Ms, Bechard terminated her pregnancy. . - ]
I |
320 M Davidson reccived the tiest installment pavmeant of $200,000 [row Mt Broidy on
of around December 3, 2007, Mr. Davidson did not disborse Ma, Bechard s funds to har wirtil January
2018, and only Hd so alier Ms, Bechard repearedly asked him o do so. Mr, Duvidson took a $70,000
{35%%) tee on the first inslallment payment, and wircd the remainder of $130,000 to Ms. Bechard.
33, Mr Davidson received the second installment payiment of $200,066) from Mr. Broidy
on or around April 1, 2018, My Davidson leok a $70,000 (35%) Tee om the sceond installnent
paymend, plos $3,292.47 in costs, Mr Davidson wired the remainder of S126,707.58 to Ms, Bechard.
When Ms. Bechard inquired about the basis tor the costs, Mr Davidson Lold her they were Incurred
on 4 tip he took to New York for a faec-to-lace mecting befive the Settlement Agreement happened.

34, The next insialiment payment of $200,000 [fom Mr. Broidy was due op July 1, 2018

L8
COMPLAIN
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D. ¥Ms. Bechard Learus Aboat The Trowbling Relationship Between Mr, 1ravidson
And Mr. Cohen.

350 Inearly April 2018, Ms. Bechard began tno realize that something had gone seriously
awry. The national noews reported on Mr, Davidson and Mr, Colien Lo their apparent colhssion on two
cther deals: {1 an agreement betwseen Domald Truwmp and Swephanie CLTord (aka “Stonny Daniels™),
v land (2} an agreement between American Media Inc. (FAMI™) and Karen McDougal. which alsa

(| reluted 1o Donald Trump. The press reporied slrange bebavior belween M Dividson and My, Cohen

|T:hat serinusly concemed Ma. Bechard.

i 36, On the AME deal, tor example, Mr Davidsan's anty clisot was Karen MclDoupgal. Yot
iraccurding to o New Fork Dimes roport, o Davidaon improperly aedd uncthically back-charuecied
| informualion abowt thal deal to Mre Cohen. (5ee Hm Rulenberg el al., Yoofs of Prump & Fixer: Payvous,
Tniimidaiion and Tubloids, N.Y, Tines (Feh, |8, 2008, htips/wewnvtimes.com20L8/02/18
Aunsfpolivcsinichacl-colien-traep luml [“Soon alier ba MeDougal sipned the conbidential agrecment

on Aoe, 5, 2006, My Davidsom emailed Mro Coben, “Michael, please give me a call ar yvowr

canvenience.” Mr. Davidson followed up by explaining to Mr. Cohen over the phone that the

MeDioual ramsaction had been cotnpleled, according to g person [amiliar with the conversation.™]) |

il This conduct also comribuled to a Federal Election Commizsion complaint alleging that AMI had

‘| made an undisclosed in-kind campaign contribution to the rump campaign. (See hitpswiwam

comimnoncauss.oredwp-coment/oploada/lepae v pross/ pross-relcases/com mon-catse -v-teum p-foe.pd [0 |

1

i 37. As d Tesult of these disclosures, and needing 1o protect herself. in April 2018 Ms.

: Bechard fired Mr. Davidson and retained new counszl.
!
[
1

| 38, OnApril 12, 2018, Mr, Avenatti began to expose the facts of the affair on Twitter, Fis

E. Michael Avenatii Publicizes The Sedilemenl Apreement.

Twiller post identilicd an LA-based “prominent GOP donor™ and idemilicd the cxistenee ol “hush
SIDAY between him and an 1A waoman,” aoting thal he “impreenated her and then mada sure she
had an abortion™ and that *|t|he deal provided for multiple payments across many manths.™

340 Cha Apei! 13, 2018, aller the Wl Streef Jourmad roveulod addiional derails aboal the

Settlement Agveement, idemtifying Ms. Bechard and M Broidy by name, (see Joe Palazzolo &

Y
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Michael Rothicld, Teemg Lawver Michael Cohen Negodiated 316 Mifion Sertfesment for Top
Repuhlican  Fundraiser, Wall Strect 10 (last updated April 13, 2008 %36 pan. ET),
hitps:/fwww.ws) comiarticlastrump-lawyer-michacl-cohen-negotiated - 1 -6-million-settlement-fonr-
top-republican- [indraiser- 1523638726 {the “April WK1 Article™), WL Avenatti publicly expressed
his disappointment for Lhe lack ol credithe had reecived for the April W S) Article, tweoting T twected
ihe Faets on this last night. Always good to be proven correel. But atigibution winidd have heen nice.
hitps:fwwa wsi.comdarticles/lrump-laswyer-niichagl-cohen-nagotiated-1-6-million-scillement-1or-
lop-republican-fundraiser-1323638726 .. vin @WSL”

40, In the Fafl Sreet Jowna! article, Mr. Broidy had vagoely ackoowladged his affair
with Ws. Bechard but avoided cxpresshy acknowledging the existence of the Scllement Agrocment,

4], (m July 1, 2008, the Hall Soeed Journal published another story about the Seltlemoent
Avreement. (Sve Michacl Rothfeld & loe Palazzolo, fop (GOF Fundraiser to Stop Lhush Poymends
Cver Affair, Wall Sirect 1. (Tast updated Juls L 2018 3230 pons BT, hltps s wwwe wscomdaeliclesop-
gop-fond raiser-to-stop-hush-payments-over-allair- 1330477047 [the “July WS1 Article™.) Thixs time,
Mr. Broidy admitted the existence of the Seulemoent Agreement, stating through his lawyer tha
“I Mot speci feally was paying [or confidentiality that weuld shield his lamily [rom the embarrassing
mistake he made™ (f0) Mr. Broidy also weld the Bl Staeer Sopeinad he wirllld nol make his Tuly 1,
2008 inswallment paymsant.

4 Mr. Broidy told the Bl Sireer Jowrnal that he believed the Scuillement Agreement had
been breachied. 1o he clear: Mr. Broidy did not allepe that 3s. Bechard bad personally breached the
contracl, nor oven thar she had intended for a breach (o happen. Nor could he, Ms, Bechard had no
incentive or desive Lo revenl any confidential information. And she has never done so. Indeed, even
in the Fee of intense public scrutiny resubiing from the April WS) Auticle, Ms. Bechard refrained
trom revealing any conlidential information,

43, Monetheless, Mr. Broidy maintaing that the contract was somehow hreached by Ma,
| Bechard bocause Mr Davidson—ile lawyer who represented My, Becltiord in negotiofing the
Sertlement Agreement—eahed confidential information to M Avenatti, whe then exposed aad

pubficized if. As the Woll Srreet dorvnad cxplained:

1)

CORMPLAYST
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Mr. Broidy, who worked on the RNC with Mr. Cehen, will withhold the third
mstallment of 200,000 that was due Sunday, in response to an allezed breach of the
nondiselosure agreement, according Lo Chris Clark, a lawyer Tor Mr, Braidy.

Yr Clark said My Boechard’s lawver at the time of the agreement, Keilh Davidson,
impropurly discussed the hush-money agreement wilh another lawyer, Michael
Avenattl, who has replaced Mr. Davidson in representing Stephanie Clifford, a former
adult-film star. Ms, ClilTord, known professiooally as Starmy Daniels, got o S134,0040
paymenl wrranged by Mr Coben to keep quiet about whal she said was a 2006 sexnal
coeotiater with Mr, Trum.

*Elioltl specilically was paving for contidentialicy that would shicki his family from

the crnbartassing niistake be made,” Mr. Clark sald, “We can prove there was an
intentional breach that rendery the conlract noll and void.”

Ve Clark, Mr Broidy's lawver, said Mr, Broidy and bis representatives . . . spoke to
people who said they had knowledge that M, Avenatl leavncd of the bush-money deal
oy M. Davidson, prompiing the leect.

{July W5 Auticle.)
44, The Tuly WS Article also reported stalements Lhat b Davidson and e Avenatti
made in respimse to the allogalions of Mr. Broldy.

43, According 1o the Hall Sreer Journdgd, Mr Davidson bad denied any wrongdoing: ©A

spolkesman Fr Mr Dravidson said the lawyer hasn’t hreached any agreement. *Any accusation to the

conteary is false and delamatory,” sald the spekesman, Nave Wedge, adding that Mr. Dravidson "looks

- forpeand to addressing these matlers in Lhe proper venue, which is the coart raom, not the press.™ (£d)

oy, According o the ol Srear Jownal, M Avenattl dechined to comment an s
complicity: “Mr. Avenal said: *T'm neither going to confinm nor deny what information Thave aboni
this, whether it's all been disclosed yer, or where T learned i, But [ wonld enconrage M=, Bechard io
disclose everyihing she knows about this sitwation to the puhlic.™ {1

E. Additional Scerinus Misconduct Is Revealed.

47, Additional teoubling tacts about the Settlement Agroement and the chrcumstances
sueronnding it came to lght aller Ms, Bechard fired Mr Davidson and retained the undersipned as
counscl.

48, Firse, the April WST Article revealed that Mr. Davidson had aclually recruifed My
Cohen, According to Mr. Broidys stalemend in the April WS1 Article: “Mr. Cohen reached cut 1o me

Ll
COMPLAD T




IRAOA BTORTIZ IS0

I I

==

LU: AMGELEY, CA B1017

MaHER

g

a2

| a big problem, and 1 can kelp vou solve U7

attcr being contacted by llus woman's atrorney, Keith Davidson, Althoogl T kad nov previcusly hired
Mr. Cohen, T retained MMro Cohen alier he infimmed me about his prior relationship with b
Davidson,” The July WS Article further described the chminstances of these events, reparting that

whien M Cohen [rst approached M Broddy, he had told him “T0s vour locley day, because you have

A9, Secopd, on April 12, 2008, and again, throush counscl, on April 13, 2018, Ms,

16
17
18

19 ||

20

L Tt
L2 [

1
N

]
L]

| Bechard requested rom Mr. Davidson ber complele client file and a copy of the Setllement

!I Agreament. Mr. Davidson refused ta even respond ta this request until Apeii 24, 2018, at which time

f

the asserted a B420,000 Licn dow unpaid atforney™s fees, Mr. Davidson uncthically and bnpernmissibly

refused 1o lum over My, Bechard s clienl file and the Sclllement Agreemenl Lo her promplly upen her
request.

50, Thivd, a roviow of the Sarloment Agecoment voveals (1) unconscionable lenus o

which no reasonable lewyer or informed client would agree, as well as (2} tenmns that M Davidson |
!
sither deliberately refused o disclose to Ms. Bechard or about which he affirmatively lied. lior |
1
example, in addition o the terms discussed segrre at % 26-27, the Settlement Aprectent provides o [

ellective remedy w M, Bechard i€ M Broddy violales its conlidentiality or payment provisions fnot

1 . 1 .
spnade multiple statements to the peess that concern Ms DBechard and the Seitloment Apreameant,

.: |
the lguidated damapes provision by many molliples, Troan S200,000 1o 54,800,000, M Davidson |

| even acceleration, as Mr. 1davidson had claimed to Ms. Bechard). In fact My, lraidy has already

including aboul M Dravidson™s and M Avenalll’s allesed actions hal brosched il Tn siark comtrast,
Ms. Bechard faces the threat of a prepasterousiy high liquidated damages penalty and resulting
linancial roin 1f e has the audacity to mention the Settlanent Aprecment of respond Lo Y Broidy's
[aclual misstalements.

al. Indesd, among the mors overtly nncanscionable terms of the Settlement Agrectment is

the 34,800,000 penally il purports lo Impose on Ms. Bechard ot o breach. (Agreement at § 5.1.2))

Shockinaty, this provision arose when Mr. Davidsen sent a redlined dratt ta Mr. Cohen that increased

snacyver diseussed this change wilh Ms, Bechard nor explained the significance of thal provision—aon

L - — R . o
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ihe contrary, he minimizad il lelling her iU was something abont which she necd not be al all l
comesmed.

32 The Asrecmend was also poppered with deliberate falsehoods that were uselul enly to
Mr. Breidy, snch 55. #|Ms. Bechard| has been asked by counsel for [Mr Broidy | bul has refused Lo

show proal ol pregnancy” (Agreement at § 2.3 That was Qally unirue. Davs after retaning Mr,

i Davidson, Ms. Bechard had given M Davidson a copy of sonogram images of her baby. And she
had iold My, Davidson she would gladly conduct palemiiy Lesis. dr, Davidson had told her, however,
tihat Mr. 3roidy would nol submit to one, When the Wall Sireer Jowrnal covered the story, they
] Bechard declined ro provide proof that she was pregnant with Mr, Broidy's child, the contract says.”
i (See April WST Anicle.)

| ;.
| B M v

ii‘d,} Mr. Davidson never told Mz, Bechard that these provisions existed, or thal this was in what she

 wats sipming: eather, when she finally discovered that Mr. Davidson had tricked her inta signing these

M

: false stutements, Ms, Beehard was shocked and appalled ar these deliberate and knowing falsities.

|T_'.I'm-'id:'-'0r1 had even lied ta her about the $3,292.42 in costs [or Lis trip to New York, These cosls were

2. Forrth, o add insult (¢ inpury, Ms. Bechard fearmed from the client file thal M.

innt incwrrad on her case because they were from atrip thal oceurred in January ol 2017 nine moaths
|l’1a:f0rc Is, Bechard even met Mr. Dravidson,

55, Firally, on May 8, 2018, M Avenalli released a report that revealed three wire
payments of $62,500 had been made rom Mr. Broidy o Mr. Cohen. (Avenalli & Associates, APC,
Hrofect Sunlighi: Executive Swarmcry {May 8, 200 8), hulpsis3 amasonaws.com/assets flercemarkets
set/public/05-LifeScineesAvenalli—Cohegtreport pdf} The payments were made on January 2,
2018, January 31, 2018, and March 1, 2018, and appear 1o be monthly fees paid to Mr. Cohen [or his

role 1 the Scitlement Agrecnient. (£
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| amounis due under the Soltloment Apreement. Ms. Hechard also requesls pre- and posl-judgmont

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION

{For Breach of Contract)

{Against Broids)
38. Ma Bechaed re-alleges each paragraph of Lhis Complaint as i lully sed forth herein,
57. (Mder the Scullemenr Agrccment, Mre Broidy is required to pay Mso Bechard
£1,600,000 in eight S2000M0 quarterly payvmenls. {Agreoment al §5 5.1 3.1.20)

|

S8, The third quarterly pagment of S20¢L000 was due on July 1, 2018, I

3 Mr. [3roidy breached the Sctloment Agrecment by failing to make ihe reguired i

conlractual payment on July 1, 2018, I

60, M Bochard did not breach the Seftlement Agreement and knows ol no valid vacuse |

for v, Broidy™s hreach. I

6. Turther, Mre Droidy’s assertiom of a breach by Me Bechard was made in “bad faith” |

within the meaning of the Scitlement Agreement, eatitling Ms. Bechard to acccleration ol ul least bwo I

installment payments. {See Agreement al § 5.1.2(a).) Evidence of had faith here includes, but is nol i

limited to, the tollowing evidence: :

a. Ws. Bechard did not personally reveal any comldential infmmastion (defingd [

by the Settlement Agrecement 1o tnclude, among other things, the agreement itself and the affair). i

b, Any alleged disclosure of conlidential inlormation was purpartedty done by |

ML Dravidson, wwha was nat acting with Ms. Bechard’s comsent or knowledge, :

c. W Broidy's allepation ol breacl was made to the B Streaf Jowrnal, which

is the wrong forum to allege breach by My, Bechard under the Scillemen Aprecment; neeed, that

allegalion itsell 15 & breach of Mr Broidy's dutizs of confidentiality and non-disclasure mmder the
scttlement Agreement.

62. s Bechard Lias subfered damages as a result of W Broidy's breach of the Selllement

Agreament and requests monclary payment ol $200,000, the immediate acceleration of at lzast two

required installment pavments due to My, Bechard, and, in the allernalive, payment ol all remaining

interest at the statulory vaie as well as hor atlotneys® fees and costs in this action.

4
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SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
{For Torfious Interferenee With Contract And
Interference With Prospective Economic Advanrage)
{Against Davidson, DAPLC, and Avenatti}

i3, MIs. Bochard re-alleaes cach paragraph of this Complaint as if fudly set forth herein.

&, ‘The Settlemenl Agreement was # valid conlract belween Ms. Dechard and Mr. Broidy.
The Engugemenl Lelter between Moy NDavidson and Ms. Bechard was also o valid contract, The
Seftlement Agreement reguived conlidentiality. The Engagement Jetter and Mr Davidson's
aasociated ethical duties similarly requived Mr Davidson not 1o reveal confiderntial information about
Ms. Bechard and her case, incloding bt not limited to the existence and wanas of the Scutlement
Agresment. | he relalionships belween Me Broidy and Ms, Bechard, as well as between Mr, Davidson
and Ms, Dechard, also promised Vs, Nechuard coonomic advantase.

63, Mr. Broidy has alleoed that “Mr. Avenatti learned of the hush-meney deal [rom Mr
Davidson.” {See Juby WST Article) M Broldy thereby alieges that Mr. Davidson breached the
Seitlement Agreement by revealing i1y existence and terms (o M. Avenarti, which would in tum be a
breach ol the Engagement Letter as well as Me Davidson™s ethical duties {hereunder,

fall. M Davidson kaew of the Scltlement Apresment by virtue ot his role as My, Bochard's
attaeney. At no time did Ms Bechard gve consent do, or have any koowledze of, the alleged
disclosute ol the Seuloment Agrecment, its existence, its lenms, of anylhing clse to M, Avenatti. The
reported discinsure by My Davidson lo Mr Avenanti constitutes an intentional acl designed (o induce
breach or disruption of the Settlemenl Agreement and the ceonomic relationship hetween Ma.
Bechard amd Mr. Broidy, and was accamplished by unlawful and unethical means  in particular, he
violation of Mr. Iavidson’s ethical duties we his client,

&7 Mr. Avenatll know of the Serlement Agreement by virlue ol M Davidson purporiedly
telling Tim about it. Additiomally, as an sllomey and given the nature of what he himse [ called the
“hush YDA agreement, Mr Avenatli knew that Mr. Davidson was contraciually and othically haound
nol o disclose o M Avenatt information known by Mro Davidson about My, Bechard's case,

inchiding but not limited o the existence and contents of the Settlement Agreement. [T Vi Avenalii

13
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| wromglul condect.” " (AR Cases (2013) 216 Cal. App. 4th 1004, 10223

| |
| |
| |
indeed anreed to receive and received information abowt lhe Selllement Agrecment lrom M |
f Davidson, as allered by M Broidy, 3 Avcenattl engaged in an intentional acl designed Lo induce |
[ brcach or disruption of the Setilement Agreement and the Engapement Letrer, as well as the econamic
| relationship betwecn Ms, Bechard, Mr. Broidy, and Mr. Davidson. Mr Avenatli’s decision o receive |
| confidential information about Ms. Bechard Irom her attorney, wchiding the existence and terms of
the Settlement Agreement was, it Me Broidy's allegations are correet, accomplished through
un lawlul and uncthival means including complicity in Ar, Davidson’s violation of ethical dules owed
o Ms. [Bechard.

68, Asa result of the fowegoing, Ms. Bechard hay suffered damages inothe form of Mr
Broddy's relusad Lo pay the amoonts due under the Settlament Agreement, as well as in the form of
expenses incured in the Setlement Agreement’s enlorcement. Accordingly, Mr. Dayidson and M
Avenatbl are 1able in an amount to be proved at trial, and for pre- and post-judmnent interesd,

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION
(For Conspiracy To Commit Breach OF Fiduciary Dty
¢ Against Davidsom, DAPLC, and Avenalti)

. M. Bochard re-alloges cach parageaph of this Complaint az if fully set forh herein,

Y. The allomey-clienl relationship is @ fduciary relationship of the highest character.
{Cox v Delmas (LRI3) 0% Cal 104 Bvery lawyer must relrain Fom using undoe intluence and mansd
undertske the relationship with the utmost good faith, (Yrafton @ Formghlood (1968) 69 Cal. 2d 1
Clavk v Stare Bae (1932) 39 Cal. 2d 161.) Evory lawyer must render legal advice with the skill,
prudence, and dilipence of a lawyer of ordinary skill and capacity. (Kirsck v Durmiea (1978 21 Cal.
3d 303, 308; Culifomia Rules ol Prol. Conduct 3-111)Y And every lawyer owes an undivided duly of
Towvalty angd tdelity to his client. (40w v State Bar (19713 3 Cal. 34 924.)

71, The clemens ol civil conspiracy are “(1} the formation and operatiom of the

conspiracy, {23 wrongfill conduet in furtheramee ol the conspiracy, and (3) damages arising from the

10
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j 72, 3. Davidson purportedly breached multiple fiduciary and ethical dulies by revealing
i the Sculemeni Agreement and client conlidences lo M Avenattl and did so for the pumposc ol
breaching those duties,

i 73, M Avenati purporled|y knew what My Davidson knew, and knew that the Scitlement
i.ﬁ.gremﬂc-m wits secrel, Indeed, his tweet about it deseribed the apreetnent as a “hush NIDA S Wi
If Avenatti, moreover, desired 10 assist the exposure and publie promodion ol the Scillement Agrccment
s hecause he claimed eotitlement to and hoped w reecive allribution as the first sowrce of public

| information about 1L
i

?Bmidy"s relusal to pay the amounts due under the Selllement Agrecment, as well as in Lhe [orm of

74, As a result of the foresoing, Ms, Bechard has suffered damages in the lorm ol M,

! expenses incurred in the Sertlenient Agreement’s enforcement, Accordingly, Mr NDavidson and Mr.
i.e"wcnﬂm are Liahlz in an amount (o be proved ai trial, and for pre- and post-judgment inwerest,
i FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
{Fur Declaraiony Relict Regarding Further Atlorney®s Fres)
{Apainst Davidson and DAPLL)

75

L

s, Bechard re-alleges each paragraph of this Camplaint as if fully sel forth herein,
76, The Enpapement Letter provides that in the event of discharge, Mr, Tavidson will he
entitled to *a reasonahle fee™ for the lugal scevices be provided, detennined using a mulli-tactor test.
As the Enpapement |etter explains:
In the event of Alloracy™s discharge or withdrawal as provided in Parageaph L, Client
aarees thar, upon payment of the seltlement, avbitration award or judement in Client’s
Frvor intlis matter, Attorney shall be entitled o be patd by Client a reasonable fee for
the legal services provided. Soch fee shall be determined by considering the lotlowiag
[Feiors:
fed} The actual mumber of hours expended by Alomey in perfornning legal
services Tor Client;

) Attarney’s hourly rates;

N V)
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{}  The extent (o which Altornes’s scrviees have contributed to the result
ohtained:

i} The amount of the foe in proportion to the value of the services
performed;

)] The amonnt of recovery obtained;

iy Thne limilations doposed on Atterney by Client or by the
circumstances; and

() The experience, reputation and ahility of personmel performing the
BETVICES,

77, M Davidson has been d.ie:{:hargt'-d [y Mx. Bochard.

78, Todate, Mt Davidson has charged Ms. Bechard fees of S140.000.

9. Applang the Tactors listed In the Engapement Letter o the facts of this case, the
reasonable value of Mr, Navidson™s services—parlicularly in light ol his serious ethical viclations,
see ffra T Bo00a)-{e) 1= zoro, o In the alternative, less than the $140.000 in [ees alrcady paid by
Ma. Bechard Lo M Davidson,

Bl There j5 an actual and continuing controversy aboul this issue bereean Me, Itechard

| and W Davidson, Mo Dasvidson asserts that he has done nothing wrong, and remaims eodtled o g 35

percent conlingencey fes on all [blure payinents recelved by Ms, Bechard from Mr Broidy.
g1, Accordingly, Ms. Bechard sceks a declaraloty judpment that Me Davidsan is entitled
i ey Jurther atiomuey®s [ees, of, 1nthe alternative, to an amount less than the wmount be has claimed.
FIETH CAUSE OF ACTION
(For The Return OF Excessive Attorney’s Fees and Cosis Paid)
(Arainst Davidson and DARL
32, Mas Becharj re-alieges each paragraph ol this Complaind as i [ully 3¢t forth hereln,

B3, Pursuant 1o Rule 4-200 of the Rules of Profassional Conduct, “Ta] momber shall nel

[ enter inta an agreement for, charge, or colleet an illegal or unconscionable fee,” and the

uncapscionakility of a fee shall be determined on the basis of all the fets and

clrewmslsmecs cxisting ar the time the agreement is entered inlo cxeepl where the

B
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partics contemplale that the fee will be alltered by later events. Among Lhe (etors Lo

be considered, where appropriate, in delermining the conscionability of a fee are the

following:

84,

(1 The ameunt of the fee in propotiion to the value of the services
parlormed.
(2 The relative soplistication of the member and the clint.

(33 The novelty and difficully of the guestions involved and the skill
reguisile o perform the lepal service properly.

“h The likelihood, i apparent to the client, that the acceptance of the
partienlar employment will preclude viher coaployment by the member.

=] The wount invelved and the resulis oblained.

(6] Ihe time limitations imposed by the client or by the cireumslmees.

(7 The panire and length of the professional relationship with the client.

(&) The cxporicncs, reputation. and ability of the mombeor or members
perfinming the scrviccs,

(9 Whether the fee is fined or conlingent.

(107 The tme and labor reguired.

(11} “I'he inflovmed consent of the client to the fea.

Applving these factors to the el of (s dispite, the fee that Mr Davidsim has

received tn date 15 uneonscionable, Particularly in {ight of Mr. [avidson’s sevious cthical viclations,
| see infra T4 B6(ak-(2), he shoald be entied 1o no fee whatsoever, and the Court should order
;Liissgnrgenwul of the $L40G,000 currently in his possessivn, a=: well as of the money paid by Ms.
;Ecchﬂl'd to Mr. Davidsen for his alleged costs, or, in the alternative, the Court should erder Lhe retarin

i 0l such tesser amount as this Court deems just and proper.

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION
{Fur Breaches O Fidneiary Tuty)
{Apainst Davidson and DAPLC})

s, Bechard re-allenca cach paragraph of this Complaint as il [ully sc Forth herein,

L%
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B, Mr. Davidson breached lus fuluciary dutics 1o Ms. Bechard o at least the following

WY ;
. Mr, Davidson cantacted and hired Mr. Cohen withont disclasing to M, |
Bechard the nature of his relationship with M Cohen and the conllicts arising theroindern
t. M Davidson drafted and coerced Ms. Bechard into signing a comtract that
' chuded provisions rendering it vneonscionably lopsided in favor ol Mre Broidy foe the purpose of
'. _. incredsing his fes al Ma. Bechard™s expense,
€. Mr. Davidson made false statements and omissions o Ms. Bachard about the

|
P kerms of the Settloment Agreemem, and indueed her (0 sian a contracl comaining provisions w swhich

sho would not reasonably agree had she known of snd understood them.

d. Mr. Davidson failed to promptly deliver to Ms. Bechard her client file and the
scttlement Aprecincent when she asked Tor e, doring a peried when she needed o [ully aodersiand
Lhic Sctilement Agreemenl’s provisions.

e. M. Davidson pupentedly disclosed confidential information, as it is defined

([ In the Settlement Agrecment, and iutormation abouwt his representation of Ms, Becbard, to M

!I Avenall] wilhout s, Bechard s knowledge or comsent. i

f. ¥ Pavidson unreasonably delaved in delivering client funds to M=, Decharg;

j in particular, the money that M, Rroidy paid under the Settlement Agrecmant,
[ o, M Davidson charged cosis 1o Ba Bechand elaiming they wore associated
with her case when in fact ne such costs were incurred.

87 As s result of the forepoing, M, Bechard was matctially hanued, and M Davidaon
shotld be dented his [ee and should be required 1o make My, Bechard whole T his misconduoel.

BE. Additionally, because Mr. Davidson™s conduct was willtul, malicions, oppressive, and

done with a conscious distemard [or Ms, Bechard’s rights and interests, punitive damages shoald be

avearded to punish and deter firture misconduct.

A o
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SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION
{For Legal Malpractice)
{ Azainst Davidaon and DAPLC)

39, Mgz, Dechard re-alleges each paragraph of this Complaint as if fully set forth herein.

90.  “Ina lepal malpractics action arising from a civil proceeding, the clements are (1) the
duty of the attormey to wse such skill, prudence, and diligenee as members of his or her profession
commonly posseas and cxercise; (20 a hreach of that duty; (3) 2 proximate causal connection barween
the hreach amd the resulling mjury; and (4) acmal Joss o damage resulting fom the allomey’s
neglipence.” (Cnscia v McKenna & Cusieo (2001) 25 Cal. 4th 1194, 1199.)

91,  Mi Davidson breached the duty of care owed o Ms, Bechard by failing to accurately

inform her ol the terms of the Scullement Agrecment, by dratting and coercing her Lo sign 4 Selillemunl

Agreement with unconscionable terms, by lailing 1o perlonn lepal services with the care and
‘Eumnpclmcc of a reasonable attorney, by failing to requite adeqguale sceurily Lo M. Bechard under the

, Selllement Agreoment, by [ailing {o promptly Jeliver money and client files to which Ms, Boechard

was entitled, by failing to accorately and [ully disclose the relationship between Mr. Davidson and
e Colwn and the conflicts therefrom, by recommeniding and tmscrling werms o which oo properly
mlormed client in Ms, Bechard's pasition would agree and which no reasenable counse] [or her would
| recommend, and by the repealed impropet and uncthical eomdugt referred o in this action.
: 2. Ms, Bechard was damaged by thiz malpraclice by R, Davidson i an ameunt o he
established by proolal izl
LICHTH CATSE OF ACTION

{For llquitable Indemunity)

{Awrainst Davidzon and DAPLC)
23,

[FE

Ms, Beehard re-alleges each paragraph ol this Complaint as 30 fully set [orth herein.

i 0. “TA] contract onder which the indomaitor undertook o de work or perfinm services
necessarily implie|s] an obligation lo do the work invelved in a proper manper and fo discharge
[aresceable damages resulting from improper performance - .7 (Prisce v Poc, Gas & Elec. Co

{2004y 45 Call Jh 1151, 11585

2l

COMPLAINT




TAAR R TTGUTRELCA 5T S1E LEsu

LR AMOLLES CA ol

STRIS
MAHETR

[ ]

LN |

3. Ms. Bechard retained Mr. Navidsan to represent her in connection with her <laims
apainst M. Broldy, Mr Davidson faided (o compotent]y and elhicatly aet in accotdance wilh lerms ol
ihis; engagement as Ma Bechard’s atlormey and breached his fiduciary duties therein, including by
5 allepedly revealing contidential intormation abont the representation to Mr, Avenatti that Mr, Broidy

claims violaled (he Sceltlement A grecmenl.
relie] as a result of a breach of the Sctdement Aprecment, said allegation and purporied breached

Pavidson to cover the foresesable resukting damages,

7. Te be clear Me Bechard docs nol have personat koowledge that Mr, Davidson
discloged her confidential infimmation {including the existence and contents of the Settlement
| Agreement) to hr. Avenatti, bt does know that (1) someone with intimate kpowledoe of these
[acts  asd not Fer  discloscd these delails, (23 M Broldy insists thal that Mr Davidson was Lhe
ome who diselosed Lhese Bets e Mo Avenatti, and (33 Mre Avenattl did indeed receive these facts
{zince he twested about them)y. Given these predicate facts, Ma. Bechard alleges, in the alternative
and on intirmation and belicl, the B herein; n pacticalar, thal M Davidson dizeloscd snd M
Avenatli hnowingly reecived rom M Davidson confidential inltemalion about her representation in

viotation of Mr. Davidson®s fidociary and ethical duties o Ms, echard. Theose breaches of duty were

Avenatli; no lurther disclosure {e.g., to the public) was necassary,

YE. Whatever transpired was not the tault of Ms, Rechard. She did nothing wrong, She

cshould not be Jeprived ol her rights boecause the theee men deseribed above {80 Broddy, Mr
.; Mavidson, and Mr, Avenatti) decided that they could nse her to their advantage.

|
: PRAYER FOR RELTEF

WEHEREFCHEE, Plaintiff prays for an award against Defendants as foliows:

L. [or compoisatory damages from all Detendants;

2, For pre-judgment intcrest against all Doelindants;

A For disgorgement itom Mr Dravidson and DAL
22

CUAL LA T

having owed fom M Davidson®s allesed conduct, Vs, Bechard is entitled 1o indemnity from Mr, §

complete wpon the disclosure of Ms, Bechard’s private lepal inlonmation by M Davidson 1o M, |

Yo, o the extent Mr. Broidy comtends that he has been damaged or is enfitled to agy other |
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4, Uor declaratory reliel with respect 1o M Broidy, Mr. Davidson, and DAPLC;

3 For punitive damages from Mr. Davidson and DATLP; and

fr. For such other and lTurther eelict as the Court deems just and proper,
DEMAND FOR JURY TRTAL

Plaint [T demands a jury trial for all claims so triable.

Datec: July &, 2018 STEIS & MAITIER LL1P
o -
!":..-'1; ':..-H.ﬁ_...? Ty )
e TR T e

Peter k. Stris

725 South Figueroa Street, Suite 1830
Los Angeles, CTA HHITT

T 213y 9036800 | F: (213 261-0299

Congrsed for Plainiiff Sheva Bechard

23
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VERTFICATION
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELFS
I, Shera Bechard, declare:
T am the plaintift 1o this actian. | Haxfe read the [oreooing complaint and know s conlents,
The matiers staed m the ([bregoing complaint are true of my own knowledee, or are stated on
my information and belief and | believe them 1o be troe.
Fxecuted on July 5, 2018, jo Los Angeles Cownrty, Calilomia.

I declare under penally of pegury ondar the Yaws of the State of Calilonaa thai the [oregoing

Y

Shera Bechard

15 Lrue and correct.




