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)
)
) | |
' )NOTICE OF DISCIPLINARY CHARGES
: )[Rules 481 and 482 Rules of Procedure] S

) - . -'

)

)

)

)

' NOTICE FAILURE TO RESPOND'

" IFYOUFAILTO FILE AN ANSWER TO THIS NOTICE WITHIN THE -
" . TIME- ALLOWED BY
' EXTENSIONS, OR IF YOU FAIL TO APPEAR AT THE STATE BAR -~
- COURT TRIAL, (1) YOUR DEFAULT SHALL BE ENTERED, 2) YOU
. SHALLBEENROLLED AS AN INACTIVE MEMBER OF THE STATE =~
. BARAND WILL NOT BE PERMITTED TO PRACTICE LAW UNLESS
. THEDEFAULTISSET ASIDE ON MOTION TIMELY MADE UNDER
 THE RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE STATE BAR, (3) YOUSHALL ~ -
 NOT BE PERMITTED TO PARTICIPATE. FURTHER IN THESE

‘STATE “BAR . RULES, INCLUDING

PROCEEDINGS UNLESS YOUR DEFAULT IS SET ASIDE, ‘AND (4) ;

. YOU SHALL BE SUBJECT TO ADDITIONAL DISCIPLINE

STATE BAR RULES REQUIRE YOU TO FILE YOUR WRITTEN

- RESPONSE TO THIS > NOTICE WITHIN TWENTY DAYS AFTER
© SERVICE. =

o IF YOUR DEF AULT IS ENTERED AND THE DISCIPLINE IMPOSED |
" BY THE SUPREME COURT IN THIS PROCEEDING INCLUDES A
'PERIOD OF ACTUAL SUSPENSION YOU WILL REMAIN S
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wh ;SUSPENDED FROM THE PRACTICE OF LAW F OR AT LEAST THE :
. PERIOD OF TIME SPECIFIED BY THE SUPREME COURT. IN .
- ADDITION, THE ACTUAL SUSPENSION WILL CONTINUE UNTIL - -
.. YOU HAVE REQUESTED, AND THE STATE BAR COURT HAS
- GRANTED, A MOTION FOR TERMINATION OF THE ACTUAL
o SUSPENSION AS ‘A CONDITION FOR TERMINATING THE
- ACTUAL SUSPENSION, THE STATE BAR COURT MAY PLACE YOU
~ON PROBATION AND REQUIRE YOU TO COMPLY WITH SUCH
CONDITIONS OF PROBATION AS THE STATE BARCOURT DEEMS -
_ APPROPRIATE. SEE RULE 205, RULES OFPROCEDURE FOR STATE- "
: BAR COURT PROCEEDIN GS. - -

o The State Bar of Cahforma alleges | _
| | JURISDICTION
| I Dam1an S Trevor ("Respondent Trevor") was admltted to the practlce of law n

the State of Ca11f0m1a on December 5 2000 was a member at all trmes pertment to these

.charges and 1s currently a member of the State Bar of Callfomra

. ; -2. - Allan Charles Hendrrckson ("Respondent Hendrrckson”) was adm1tted to the

pract1ce of law in the State of Cal1fom1a on November 28 2001 was ‘amember at all times

: pertment to these charges and is currently a. member of the State Bar of Callforma |

- 3, Shane Chang Han (“Respondent Han") was admrtted to the pract1ce of law in

'the State of Callforma on June 3 2002 was a member at all trmes pertinent to these charges

and 1s currently a member of the State Bar of Cahforrua

N 4 Pursuant to rule 481 of the Rules of Procedure of the State Bar of Cahforma all . :

_‘proceedlng counts refer to factual allegat1ons in the State Bar s Appl1cat1on for Involuntary

Inactrve Enrollment wh1ch was ﬁled on or about March 13 2003 pursuant to Busmess and

" Professmns Code sectron 6007((:) w1th the excephon of the’ allegatlons contamed in Count

' | Three below
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1COUNTONE::gw‘
' : Case No 02-0-13416
o Busmess and Professions Code, section and 6068(a) _
[Unlawful Practlee of Law and F ailure to- Comply With Laws] '

| . 5 .' " Respondent Han w1lfully v1olated Busmess and Profess1ons Code sectlon

-.6068(a) by advertlsmg or holdmg hnnself out as practwmg or entitled to practlce law when he

was not an actlve member of the State Bar of Ca11forma in v1olat1on of Busmess and Profess1ons

. _'Code sect1ons 6125 and 6126 as follows o

L 6. - At no t1me pnor to J une 3, 2002 was Respondent Han a member of the State

--__Bar of Cahforma or 11censed to pract1oe law in Cal1forn1a

o _7 : In or about 1996 Respondents Han and Hendnckson met and befnended

: fellow law school mate Ron Kort (“Kort”) Respondents Han Hendrlckson and Kort have

been close frlends since that ttme
- 8 ' Smce 1998 Respondents Han Hendrlckson and Kort have developed and”

mamta]ned busmess relatronsh1ps regardmg various busmesses 1nclud1ng but not l1m1ted to

'Aud1oguard LLC Amerlcan Med1at1on Assomatlon and Masun Inc

- 9'. In or about October 2000 Respondent Han agreed to form a Cahforma law o

. ﬁrm together w1th attorneys Elham A21my (“Aztmy‘ ) and Reuben Nathan (“Nathan”) At that _
'_t1me Respondent Han falsely told Az1my and Nathan that he was hcensed to pract1oe law inthe’

' states of Cahfomla and Washmgton

| 'lO In or about November 2000 Respondent Han Ammy and Nathan formed the -
Law Offices of A21my, Han & Nathan - |

- 1 From 1n or about November 2000 through on or. about J anuary 23 2001

-Respondent Han held hlmself out as attomey authonzed o practtce law in the state of Cahfomla

‘with the Law Ofﬁces of Azrmy, Han & Nathan Durmg that per1od of tlme Respondent Han

worked on approx1mate1y 20 cases as an attorney

12 In or about ] anuary 2001 the Law Ofﬁces of Az1my, Han & Nathan agreed to

.prov1de legal ass1stance to a pro se plamt1ff named James Witt. On or about J anuary 21, 2001

Respondent Han representmg hlmself asa hcensed Callfomra attomey, prov1ded legal adv1ce to

—3_..__




B - - NY  N

10

T
St
3 14
_.15"'
a6
Ry
18
a0
L
R
23

.25

28

11

' Wrtt regardmg preparatlon for trial in a pendmg lawsult n Orange County Supenor Court case

no. 788510 entrtled James szr . T erry Hamtlton (“the Wltt case”) Respondent Han also

ﬁled a declaratron in support of’ Wrtt s ex parte apphcatlon for a contmuance

- 13 Thereaﬂer 1n or about J anuary 2001 opposrng counsel in the Wltt case, erham :
Loomls notrﬁed Azrmy and Nathan that Respondent Han was not a llcensed Cahfornla attomey

| 14 : f In or about ] anuary 2001 A21my and Nathan confronted Respondent Han _": -

_about hlS status asa llcensed Callforma attorney At that tlme Respondent Han admltted that he

was not llcensed to practrce in Cahfomla Irnmedlately thereafter Aznny and Nathan terrnlnated

: Respondent Han s employment as an attomey but malntamed h1m asa paralegal

E '15.. : In or about July 2001 Respondent Han contlnued to hold hlmself out asa "
hcensed Cahforma attorney At or about that trme Respondent Han and Kort met wrth busrness g

consultant B111 Dahl (“Dahl”) in order to ralse revenue for Audloguard LLC Respondent Han

f-told Dahl that he was an attorey practrcmg out of Norwalk Cahfomta Respondent Han further i .

: told Dahl that he worked w1th two attorneys in Norwalk Cahfornla but that the two attorneys

drd not know what they were domg Respondent Han bragged to Dahl that he ran the Norwalk

law ofﬁce and that he represented clrents both'in and out of court Thereafter in or about

- September 2001 Respondent Han sent Dahl a resume Wthh falsely hsted Respondent Han as .

an attorney w1th the Law Ofﬁces of Nathan & Az1my, Norwalk Cahforrna SRR
'- 16.- I or about August 2001 Respondent Han contmued to hold hlmself out as a

Ilcensed Callfornla attorney when he and Respondent Trevor forrned a Cahfornla 111n1ted lrablllty

‘company called NBM LLC ‘Onor about August 17, 2001 Respondents Han and Trevor

filed Artlcles of Orgamzatron for: NBM LLC which hsted Respondent Trevor as the agent for .
service of process Respondent Han executed the Artrcles of Organrzatton for NBM LLC as -
attorney—tn fact w1th the law firm of Trevor & Assocrates - o

' 1-7. At that tlme, Respondent Trevor knew Respondent Han was not a hcensed

| 26 .attomey in the State of Cahforma

| ,1'8. In early 2002 unknown to Ammy and Nathan Respondent Han began worklng

_Wlth Respondent Hendrlckson on legal matters.

. _4_‘ :
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B 1'9.'_ In, early 2002 Respondent Hendnckson Jomed Respondent Trevor workmg as o

“an attorney for Trevor & Assomates in Beverly Hrlls Cahforma A

20. In or about early 2002 Respondent Han developed a “Game Plan” to ﬁle

-lawsu1ts pursuant to Busmess and Profess1ons Code sectlon 17200 commonly referred to as the' . |

Unfalr Competltron Law (“UCL”) The “Game Plan prov1ded for the ﬁhng agamst 100 ‘

automoblle repa1r busmesses in Orange County, whwh would “make for approx1mately 200- 250 I

- defendants

21 Respondent Han contemplated ﬁlmg artlcles of i 1ncorporatron for the ‘plarntlff’

and exammlng the p0551ble beneﬁts of buy1ng out a currently ex1st1ng corporatron for '

‘purposes of the appearance of longevrty, and changrng the name rather than 1ncorporat1ng

Respondent Han consrdered creatrng a separate “1dent1ty for both the Corporatron and the Law

Frrrn and sett1ng up a* sched_ule for what Law Firm should pay for and what .Corp.shoul_d pay |

33

for. e '

220 In or about March 2002, Az1my and Nathan d1scovered that Respondent Han . '__

“was performlng legal work for Respondent Hendnckson At or about that t1me Az1my and

Nathan termmated Respondent Han’s employment

- 23}. Thereaﬂer m or about Mareh through Aprll 2002 Respondents Han Trevor c

'and Hendrrckson agreed to work together as “Trevor & Assoc1ates * with ofﬁces located at 468

N Camden Drlve Beverly Hrlls Cal1fom1a Sometlme thereaﬁer Respondents Han Trevor

_and Hendnckson changed the name of “Trevor & Assocrates” to “the Trevor Law Group 7 For

purposes of th1s Notice of D1sc1p11nary Charges Respondents Han Trevor and Hendrrckson

shall be referred to as the Trevor Law Group or “Respondents » _

'_.24'. - At all relevant trmes each Respondent acting on behalf of the Trevor Law .
Group did so w1th the knowledge, consent and/or authorrzatron of the other Respondents
. 25 - In or about March through Apr11 2002 Respondents demded to ﬁle lawsu1ts |
which Jomed hundreds and/or thousands of Cahfornla busmesses pursuant to Busmess and
Professmns Code sectron 17200 et al commonly referred to as the Unfa1r Compet1t1on Law
(“UCL”) At or about that tlrne Respondents decrded to ﬁ]e said lawsults based on technrcal

s BT
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_regulatory v1olatrcns posted by the Bureau of Automotlve Repalr (“Bureau”) on the Bureau S

_.ofﬁclal Internet webs1te

_'26'. In or about March through Apnl 2002 Respondents demded to create a plalnuff i

_ corporatlon whlch would be controlled by the Trevor Law Group but g1ve the appearance of a .
I separate dlstrnct entrty At all relevant tlmes Respondents mtended to use sard p1a1nt1ff
corporatlon asa vehlcle to pursue UCL lltlgatton and therefore generate attorney fees and

- lncome

' ‘__ 27." On or about Apnl 1 2002 Respondents created Consumer Enforcement

-' 'Watch Corporatlon (“CEW”) and ﬁled Artlcles of Incorporanon wrth the Callfornla Secretary of
:State 8 ofﬁce wh1ch lrsted Kort as pre51dent and promoter of CEW Respondents draf’ted all
:legal documents on behalf of CEW and referred to Kort as elther “R J amal” or “Ron Jamal” on '
.sald documents At all relevant tlmes Respondents referred to Kort as elther “R Jamal” or .
“Ron J amal” in order to conceal the true relatronshrp between CEW and the Trevor Law Group )
: and g1ve the appearance of CEW asa separate, dlstmct entrty At all relevant times, CEW was . .|

' the alter ego of the Trevor Law Group and was controlled by the Trevor Law Group

28, In the Artlcles of lncorporatlon Respondents hsted Respondent Hendnckson s N

w1fe M1r1t Strausman (“Strausman 8] as agent for service of | process Respondents 1ntent10nally

provrded a false serv1ce address for Strausman Sald serv1ce address ‘was a pr1vate drop—box |

rented by Kort

o 29 In or about March through Apnl 2002 Respondent Trevor s grrlfrlend Summer

-“Ehzabeth also known as Summer Ellzabeth Engholm (“Engholm”) became corporate secretary NE

for CEW At no trme dld Engholm understand that CEW was a corporatron or what her dutles

as a corporate secretary would be At all relevant trmes Respondent Trevor on behalf of the -

. Trevor Law Group, d1rected or 1nstructed Engholm regardrng her actrons as corporate secretary o

for CEW

. : 30.' ' Respondents prepared legal documents for Engholm to s1gn as corporate

' secretary for CEW Respondents prepared said documents usmg the name “E. Engholm » At

no t1me drd Engholm use the name “E Engholm” or “Ehzabeth Engholm

%
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31 At afl trmes Respondent Trevor on behalf of the Trevcr Law Group, dlrected j

_ Engholm to srgn sald legal documents 'Upon h1s 1nstruct1on Engholm i gned sard documents

wrthout understandrng the content or meanrng of sa1d documents

In or about Apr11 2002 Respondent Han on behalf of the Trevor Law Group, .

- executed a Notrce of Issuance of Shares for CEW Respondent s1gned the Not1ce of Issuance 7

.of Shares as an attorney and member of the State Bar of Cahforma

33 On or about Aprll 11 2002 Respondents ﬁled therr ﬁrst UCL lawsuit entltled :

‘:CE Wv 7 Days Ttre et al Orange County Superlor Court case no. 02CC005533 (“7 Days
:T1re Case ). Respondents ﬁled the 7 Days T1re Case pr1or 10 the date of i mcorporanon for o

CEW.

. 34, From n or about Aprrl 2002 through m or about December 2002 Respondents B

ﬁled approx1mate1y 28 UCL lawsults agalnst thousands of Cahforma busrnesses Such

_busmesses 1ncluded but were not 11m1ted to: auto reparr shops auto dea]ershrps restaurants and __

real estate lenders

. — _35. “Onor about Aprrl 30 2003, Respondent Han on behalf of the Trevor Law o

Group, represented hrmself as an attomey to opposmg counsel 1n the 7 Days Trre Case Karen |

_ Walter and d1scussed legal matters

- 36 At all relevant tlmes pr1or to June 3, 2002 Respondents Trevor and
Hendr1ckson knew Respondent Han was not a 11censed Cahforma attorney Atall relevant trmes
prlor to June 3 2002 Respondents Trevor and Hendrlckson pernntted and rehed on- s |

Respondent Han to hold h1mself out as a l1censed Cahforma attorney in connectron with CEW

'and the UCL 11t1gat1on

- 37. '_ By holdmg h1mself out as ent1tled to pract1ce law in the State cf Cahfomra when

he entered 1nto the partnershrp w1th Nathan and Ammy in November 2000, by providing legal

adv1ce and preparmg a declaratron for Wrtt in J anuary 2001, by 1ncorp0rat1ng NBM LLC and
_by executlng Artrcles of Organrzatlon for NBM LLC in August 2001 by provrdmg Dahl with a
resume whrch falsely represented that Respondent Han was a Cahfonna attorney in September

'. 2001 by enterlng mto a partnersh1p with Respondents Hendnckson and Trevor in Aprrl 2002

7.
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j and by executmg a Notrce of Issuance of Shares for CEW statmg he ‘wasa member of the State . |
.'Bar of Cahforma and by representlng to opposmg counsel Karen Walter in the UCL lawsu1ts _' '

| .that he was a hcensed Cal1forn1a attorney, Respondent Han w1lfully practrced law. and held

h1mself out as pract1c1ng or ent1t1ed to practrce law when he was not an actlve member of the :

_:. State Bar of Cal1forn1a

COUNT TWO

. Case Nos, 02-0-13107 and 03-0-13108
-+ Rules of Professional Conduct, Rule 1-300(A)
[A1dmg and Abettmg the Unauthorlzed Practlce of Law]

38, Respondents Trevor and Henrdlckson w11fully v1olated Rules of Professronal

s Conduct rule 1- 300(A) by a1d1ng a person or ent1ty n- the unauthonzed practlce of law, as |

B follows } '

o 3'9.” The allegatrons of paragraphs 6 through 36 are 1ncorporated by reference o R

40 i At all relevant tlmes prior to June 3, 2002, Respondents Trevor and

_-Hendrlekson knew Respondent Han was not lxcensed to pract1ce law i in Cahforma At all

' relevant tnnes pnor to June 3, 2002 Respondents Trevor and Hendrlckson rel1ed on 8

Respondent Han to elther practlce law or hold hlmse]f out as entitled to pract1ce law =

. 41 By knowmgly permrttmg Respondent Han to’ execute the Amcles of Organlzatron

X for NBM LLC as an attorney, Respondent Trevor w1lfully a1ded and abetted 2 person 1n the e

- unauthonzed practlce of law

| R 42 - By formmg the Trevor Law Group and practlcmg law 1n the State of Cahfornla in -

or about Aprll 2002 and by allowmg Respondent Han to hold hlmself out asa l1censed
Cal1forrua attorney to Karen Walter Respondents Trevor and Hendnckson w1lfully alded

' _Respondent Han in the unauthonzed practlce of law

COUNT THREE |

L CaseNo 02- 0—13416 L
' : Busmess and Professions Code, section 6106 : :
[Moral Turpltude Fallure to Update State Bar Membershlp Apphcatlon]

S 43,_ ' Respondent Han w1lfully Vlolated Busmess and Profess1ons Code sectlon 6106 i

L .

I by comm:ttmg an act 1nvolv1ng moral turprtude drshonesty or corrupnon as. follows .

- S
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. 44 : The allegatlons of paragraphs 6 through 36 are 1ncorporated by reference 2

. _ _451' On or about J uly 21, 2000 Respondent Han completed an Applrcatron for R
Determrnatlon of Moral Character (“Appllcatlon ) to be submrtted to the Commlttee of Bar
Examrners of the State of CaIrfornra Ofﬁce of Admlssmns (“Commlttee”) . _ _
| _- 46 _ From on or about July 21 2000 through on or about June 3, 2002 Respondent .
Han s Apphcatron was pendrng before the Commrttee '
o | 47 " Pursuant to Rules Regulatmg the Admrssron to Practrce Law in Cahfornla rule .

VI sectron 7 Respondent Han had a contmurng duty, whtle hrs Applrcatlon was pendrng, to

"keep his Apphcatron current and to update his responses whenever there were add1t10ns or o
'changes to 1nformatron prevrously fumlshed to the Commrttee | _ . | |

o 48 Because Respondent Han s Apphcatron had been pendrng for more than twelve B o
_‘months he also had a duty to’ file a statement made under penalty of perjury and durlng the ‘.
-‘month of his brrth whrch 1nd1cated whether there had been changes to the 1nformatron in hrs -

.Apphcatlon

49, At all t1mes Respondent Han knew he had the aforementroned dutres to update :
hrsApphcatron _ ; L _ L . . . o .

_.50.- Respondent Han’s month of blrth is October whrch requrred h1m to ﬂle sard
statement in or ahout October 2001 | | B | L |

‘ .-5' l. ' In or about October or November 2000 Respondent Han formed a law
.partnershtp with Nathan and Azrmy Respondent Han contrnued Workrng wrth Nathan and
Az1my untrl inor about March 2002. | ' | |
. S 52. In or about November 2000 Respondent Han prowded legal assrstance to"
attomey Charles Nownejad in Los Angeles County Supenor Court case no. BC 272494
entltled Robert Sherman V. Geneva Dental North Amenca Inc. et. al.; - ' o
53, Respondent Han farled to ﬁ]e sard statement ot otherw1se 1nd1cate whether there |

had been changes to the mformatron in hrs prevrously ﬁled Appl1catron

moo
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S 54 Respondent Han farled to update h1s prevrously filed Appheatron and lnform the -

“Commlttee that he had formed a law partnershrp w1th A21my and Nathan in or about November

_._2000 and contmued workmg w1th Azrmy and Nathan through on or about March 2002

- ' 55'.__ By falhng to update hlS Apphcatron w1th the Commlttee and by fatlmg to ﬁle a.

'.statement under penalty of perjury updatmg h1s employment hlstory in or about October 2001

_Respondent Han wrlfully commltted acts 1nvolv1ng moral turprtude drshonesty or corruptlon e

COUNT FOUR

CaseNos 02 O- 13107 02 O 13108 02- O 13416
Business and Profess1ons Code, section 6106 .
[Acts of Moral Turprtude Scheme to Defraud]

56, Respondents w11fully vrolated Busmess and Professrons Code sectlon 6106, by

'commlttmg multlple acts 1nvolvmg moral turprtude dlshonesty or. corruptron as follows

57 The allegatrons in paragraphs 6 through 36 and 40 are 1ncorporated by x

: 'reference

' : 5 Of the aforementroned 28 UCL lawsurts Respondents filed approxrmately 24 of

Lk them on behalf of CEW wh1ch named thousands of Cahforma busmesses

: ; ‘-'5 At all relevant tlmes Respondents pursued the UCL l1t1gat10n in order to

: generate attorney fees and mcome for themselves Respondents prlmary purpose was not to.

: _lobtaln lnjunotlons stop alleged Vlolatxons monrtor busmesses or 1nvest1gate allegatrons agamst

1 the UCL defendants At all relevant trmes Respondents filed the aforementroned lawsults for a 7
'fraudulent purpose in that they 1ntended to use the UCL law to extract money for thelr own :"

) benefrt and did not 1ntend to confer or actually confer any srgmﬁcant beneﬁt to the general pubhc.

| 60 At all relevant t1mes Respondents used Strausman as agent for service of

_process in order to give the appearance of legltrmaey to CEW whrle mamtammg control of CEW. |-

and the UCL 11t1gat10n

- ‘6'1. | At all relevant tlmes Respondents used Engholm as corporate secretary for

: CEW in order to grve the appearance of legrtlmacy to CEW whlle mamtarnmg control of CEW B
71 and the UCL htrgatton | ' " |
| V.

.' -10--
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6 At all relevant ttmes Respondents used Kort as presudent for CEW in order to o .'

glve the appearance of legltrrnacy to CBW whlle mamtammg control of CEW Respondents =

: drrected or 1nstructed Kort in all iatters relatmg to the aforementloned UCL lltrgatxon Atno _'

tlrne d1d Kort or CEW matntam coples of documents records logs or ledgers regardmg the

_:UCL l1t1gatlon ﬁled on behalf of CEW

: 6_3.’ From 1n or about Apr1l 2002 through in or about December 2002 Respondents

.obteuned settlement funds from UCL defendants on behalf of CEW

64, From in or about May 2002 through in or about December 2002 Respondents

entered mto at least ﬁve separate contrngent fee agreements Wlﬂ’l CEW relatmg to UCL l1t1gat1on.

.‘Sald fee agreements prov1ded that fees would be pald out of any recovenes rnade in connectlon

with UCL htrgatlon and/or any court awarded attorneys fees at a rate of erther 90% to the

_' 'Trevor Law Group and 10% to CEW or at a rate of 70% fo the Trevor Law Group and 30% to..

CEW Sard fee agreements related to ( 1) the 7 Days Tlre Case (2) UCL lltrgatron against the' N

automo‘olle advertlsement 1ndustry, (3) UCL 11t1gat10n agamst Brake Masters n Sacramento

County Supertor Court case no. 02ASO4214 (4) UCL 11t1gat10n agalnst the real estate and

"lmortgage advertlsmg 1ndustry and (5 UCL lltrgatlon agalnst the restaurant rndustry

65. At all relevant tlmes Respondents created and entered into said fee agreements ]
to glve the appearance of legltlmacy to CEW asa separate and dlstmct entlty from the. Trevor :
Law Group | |

At no trme d1d Respondents dlsburse any portlon of settlement funds to CEW or

_to the publlc

_ 67 At no tlme d1d Kort or CEW keep track of the number or amount of UCL

settlements obtamed by the Trevor Law Group on behalf of CEW At no tlme d1d Kort or
"CEW maintain an accountlng or ﬁnancral records regardmg the UCL htrgatlon At no time d;d

. Kort or CEW malntam copres of settlement agreements entered mto by CEW.

L _68. In or about June or J uly 2002 Engholm began work1ng for the Trevor Law
Group as an accountant and bookkeeper wh1le stlll actlng as corporate secretary for CEW
oo | e | |

~=11-
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69 At no trme d1d Engholm have experlence as an accountant or bookkeeper At

. 'all tlmes Respondent Trevor, on behalf of the Trevor Law Group, mstructed or d1rected

'Engholm in managtng UCL settlement funds and reconcrhng the Trevor Law Group s bank

accounts

. 70. At all relevant t1mes Respondents used Engholm as bookkeeper and accountant "

-_of Trevor Law Group m order to mamtam control over UCL settlement funds and other mon1es

' relatmg to the UCL 11t1gatlon

o 71 By consp1r1ng to: create and creatmg CEW asa shell corporatron whlch was the o

_.alter ego of the Trevor Law Group to: defraud the pubhc by grvmg the appearance of a
‘.Separate d1st1nct “plamtlft” ent1ty for. the purpose of generatmg 1ncome for the Trevor Law L
'Group, by usmg Kort Strausman and Engholm to be agents and/or employees of CEW in order' o

.to mamtam complete control over CEW and to advance therr scheme to defraud by provrdlng a _ _' '

false servrce address for Strausman as agent for service of process n the Artlcles of

Incorporatlon and by usmg Kort Strausman and Engholm to grve the appearance of leg1t1macy _

‘to CEW Respondents w11fully comm1tted multlple acts 1nvolv1ng moral turpltude d1shonesty or

'corrupt1on

o - COUNT FIVE _
| Case Nos. 02-0 13017 02-0- 13108 02- O 13416
‘Business and Professions Code, section 6068(g)
[Encouragmg Actlons From Corrupt Motlve of Passton or Interest]

72 Respondents w1lfully v1olated Busmess and Profess1ons Code sectlon 6068(g)

-by encouragmg e1ther the: commencement or the contlnuance of actrons or proceedmgs from any o B

| corrupt motlve of pass1on or 1nterest as follows

- ,7'3. - The allegat1ons in paragraphs 58 through 70 are mcorporated by reference
74 At no ttme dld Respondents pursue the aforementloned UCL ht1gat1on on behalf 1

of an 1dent1ﬁed v1ct1m or vrct1ms The UCL lltrgatlon was based ent1re1y on technlcal regulatory 1

'v1olat10ns llsted on Internet websrtes 1nclud1ng but not 11m1ted to those malntamed by the Bureau -
“anid the Los Angeles County Department of Hea]th Serv1ces (“DHS”)
R S
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' __75. : Pursuant to Callfornta Code of Clvrl Procedure (“CCP”) sectton 1021 5 the
courts may award attorney s fees and costs to those actmg m the capa01ty of a prwate attomey

general under the UCL 1f the followmg standards are met (a) a 51gn1ficant beneﬁt conferred on . |

'the general publlc or a large class of persons; (b) a necessrty and ﬁnanc1al burden of pnvate :

enforcement are such as to make the award appropnate and (c) such fees should not in the -

1nterest of Justlce be pa1d out of the recovery

' _76.'- At no tlme drd the aforement1oned UCL lltrgatlon confer a 51gn1ﬁcant beneﬁt to )

'Ithe general publ1c or a large class of persons. At ho trme d1d Respondents provrde restltutlon to

the pubhc monttor UCL defendants or 1nvest1gate allegatrons agamst UCL defendants

- 77 ‘ The Respondents fa11ed to obtam court ordered 1njunct1ons agalnst most UCL

_defendant's.

.78, At all relevant t1mes Respondents pursued the UCL l1t1gat10n in order to -
generate attorney fees and income for themselves Respondents were not mterested in obtalnrng' _

1njunct1ons stoppmg alleged vrolattons mon1tor1ng busmesses or 1nvest1gat1ng the allegatlons o

_agamst the UCL defendants o

_ 79. - Respondents encouraged the commencement and/or contmuance of act1ons

agalnst hundreds and/or thousands of UCL defendants from a corrupt motwe of passion or o

_ 1nterest mcludmg but not l1m1ted to the followmg examples

"_A.‘ g : In or about Apnl 2002 Respondents obtalned $2 000 from UCL |

: defendant Bestrans as settlement n the 7 Days Tlre Case Approx1mately one month later -

'Respondents sent Bestrans a conﬁdentlal settlement package to sign. Clrfford McKay

(“McKay”) ancl Mlke Flores (“Flores ) owners of Bestrans refused to s1gn the settlement

package in part because it requrred an 1njunct1ve penod to Wh1ch they never agreed

.Thereafter Respondent Trevor actmg on behalf of the Trevor Law Group, 1nformed McKay

:and Flores that they could delete any contested language in the settlernent package At no tlme

dtd McKay or Flores 31gn the. settlement package At no. t1me d1d Respondents follow up, seek =

an mjunctlon agamst Bestrans or momtor Bestrans for comphance w1th Bureau regulanons

MRZ
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8 B In or about Apnl 2002 Respondents ﬁled and pursued htrgatron agamst

3 'f Nlno Auto Servtce in the 7 Days Ttre Case At all relevant tlmes Nmo Auto Serv1ce marntamed

a vahd Bureau hcense and had no h1story of d1s01pl1ne or complamts w1th the Bureau

_Nevertheless the Trevor Law Group demanded $2 500 as settlement and refused to dlSrIlISS the

I lawsu1t agamst Nmo Auto Serv1ce

.. C In or. about Aprrl 2002 J enmfer Ng (“Ng”) telephoned the Trevor Law

| Group on behalf of Autotromx a deferidant in the 7 Days Tire Case At or about that tnne Ng
'1nforrned the Trevor Law Group that Autotromx was not an automotlve repa1r busmess and

ftherefore the 1awsu1t was wrongly ﬁled agamst Autotrontx The Trevor Law Group refused to :

d1sm1ss Autotromx from the 7 Days T1re Case or 1nvest1gate the allegattons o
S D In or about May 2002 Machtavelh Chao (“Chao”) negotlated a - |
settlement 1n the 7 Days Tire Case on behalf of h1s chent HB. Mlng s Auto Respondent

Trevor on behalf of the Trevor Law Group, agreed to a $2 500 settlement wrth a 90- Day

_ 'mjuncttve penod After entermg mto a stlpulatton w1th Chao, Respondent Trevor ﬁled a false e

stlpulatlon and entry for Judgment agamst H. B Mmg s Auto, which contamed d1fferent terms and

__ language then the strpulatlon agreed to by Chao Respondents false st1pu1at1on and entry for

Judgment reflected among other thmgs, a four—year mjuncttve penod wh1ch Chao had’ _
spec1ﬁcally rejected In or about November 2002 after Chao learned of the false st1pulat1on '

and entry for Judgment Respondent Trevor prom1sed Chao that he would correct the problem

Respondents never corrected the false stlpulatron and entry for Judgment

:' E In or r about July 2002 Respondents mstructed someone from thelr ofﬁce .

staff to contact A&A Auto Center At or about that t1me a representatlve from the Trevor Law :

~Group spoke wrth Ahmad Ghanavatzadeh (“Ghanavatzadeh”) and demanded $2 500as
settlement in the 7 Days T1re Case The representanve w1th the knowledge and penn1ss1on of -
_ Respondents told Ghanavatzadeh that he could get out of the lawsutt if he convmced other |

_UCL defendants to settle thetr lawsutts wrth the Trevor Law Group

s .F.- . In or about September 2002 Respondents dlstrlbuted a settlement

| demand letter on red paper 1nfornnng UCL defendants that they did not have to agree to any

L l4e
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.1njunct1on and could settle the UCL htlgatron by paymg $2 500 and s1gn1ng a conﬁdennal S

settlement package

BN G Inor about September through October 2002 Steven Adelman attomey -

',for UCL defendant Westwood T1re & Wheel Inc & Cahforma Sports (“Westwood Trre”) i

CE Wv Oklahoma T ire Servzce et al Los Angeles County Superror Court case no

' BC281865 prov1ded Respondent Han w1th evrdence that Westwood Tlres had a vahd Bureau '

hcense and the UCL allegatlons were false In response Respondent Han on behalf of the

. _Trevor Law Group, refused to dlsmlss the lawsult agamst Westwood T1re or 1nvest1gate the '
allegatlons Respondent Han on behalf of the Trevor Law Group, told Adelman that 1f :

'Westwood Tlre d1d not settle the lawsult for 85, OOO the Trevor Law Group would commence

w1th dlscovery and subpoena busmess records in order to ﬁnd other v101at10ns to allege agamst '

: ‘Westwcod Tlres

- H. Inor about October 2002 Respondents sued Kelly $ Body Shop n
CE W V. Amtgo Auto Center et al Orange County Supenor Court case no. 02CC00278

allegmg that it was. operatmg w1thout a vahd Bureau hcense At 10 tlme d1d Kelly’s Body Shop -
._have a hlstory of d1501p11ne or complarnts w1th the Burcau. At all tlmes Kelly s Body Shop had |
.a vahd Bureau hcense Regardless Respondents refused to 1nvest1gate or to dlsrrnss the Lo

allegat1on agalnst Kelly s Body Shop

S I. Inor about October 2002 Leonard Nasat1r (“Nasatlr”) attorney for

-’defendant B&M Truck Body Repan‘ (“B&M”) in the case entltled CEWv. A.C. Auto et al

Los Angeles County Supenor Court case no. BC281768 1nformed the Trevor Law Group that
B&M was not sub] ect to. Bureau regulatlons as B&M was a commerc1al truck reparr busmess
In response Respondent Trevor on behalf of the Trevor Law Group, sent Nasat1r a letter
requestmg that B&M produce busmess records for the past four years and falsely statrng that the B
UCL provrded for restrtut1on damages to be awarded to CEW | N | :

| B _.T. - In or about October 2002, Marla Merhab Robrnson (“Robrnson”)

‘contacted the Trevor Law Group a.nd adv1sed them that her chent Santlago Communmes a

UCL defendant in CE Wv Progresswe Lenders et. al Los Angeles County Superlor Court

s
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--:case no. BC282020 had already resolved the allegattons by setthng a s1m11ar UCL lawsult with
'the Law Ofﬁces of Brar & Gamuhn In response Respondent Trevor actlng on behalf of the '
| Trevor Law Group, refused to dlsmlss the lawsult agamst Santlago Communxtles or mvestlgate

."'whether the alleged mlseonduct had been settled or resolved.

e K In or about November 2002 Raymond Lloyd Arouesty (“Arouesty’ )

: attorney for UCL defendant Race Marquee Systems in the CE W, Porter Automottve et al

Los Angeles County Supenor Court case no. BC281693 prov1ded the. Trevor Law Group w1th I_ .-

' documentatton that Race Marquess Systems had a va11d Bureau license and therefore the
'-lawsutt s allegatlon that Race Marquee Systems d1d not have a valld 11cense was false.

'-Thereafter Respondents Han and Trevor on behalf of the Trevor Law Group, refused to -

dlsmlss the lawsult and 1nstead demanded sett]ement of §2, 650. Respondent Trevor on. behalf

_ 'of the Trevor Law Group, told Arouesty that if Race Marquee Systems d1d not’ settle the laWSult
.the Trevor Law Group would take deposmons and subpoena Race Marquee Systems busmess |

records in order to ﬁnd other v101at1ons -

'L Inor about November 2002, Kev1n Hurley (“Hurley”) ucL defendant |

'and owner of Mrss1or1 Vle_]O Transmlssmns asked Respondents Han and Trevor why they
'-would pursue htr gatlon agamst hlm when he had 23 years of experlence and had worked at the
' '_.hlghest ranked AAMCO auto shop for 17 years Respondents Han and Trevor on behalf of |

the Trevor Law Group, t_old Hurley that they would dlSmISS the 1awsu1t agamst MlSSlOI] Vtejo _ |

Transmtssmns m the 7 Days Tlre Case if Hurley agreed to be the Trevor Law Group s expert

1 w1tness Respondents Han and Hendrlckson further told Hurley that he would be “well pald” 1f i

:he agreed to be their expert

_M.- Inor about February 2003 Wayne GI‘&_] ewski (“Grajewskl”) provrded

. the Trevor Law Group w1th ev1dence that the allegatlons agamst GraJewskl s chent Glenda]e '
' .'_Inﬂmtl in CE Wv E Auto Glass et al Los Angeles County Superlor Court case no.. |
_KBC282336 were false Grajewskl mformed the Trevor Law Group that the Bureau had

. rescmded the v1olatlons wh1ch had been posted on. the Bureau S websrte and had determmed |

that Glendale Inﬁn1t1 had not commttted any v1olattons In response Respondent Han on behalf

16
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be legal or _]l.lSt as follows

: of the Trevor Law Group, refused to dlsmISS the lawsutt agamst Glendale Inﬁn1t1 or mvestrgate

.'the allegatlons

. 80 . By ﬁlmg UCL 1awsu1ts agamst thousands of busmesses from a motlve to generate

_ _attorney fees and create income for themselves Respondents w1lfully and repeatedly

encouraged erther the commencement or the contmuance of act1ons or proceedmgs from a :
corrupt motrve of pass10n or mterest | | | | |
| _GQU_NI&X
Case Nos. 02- O 13107 02- 0~l3108 02 0- 13416
‘Business and Professions Code, section 6106 -

[Moral Turpttude H.B. Ming’s Auto]

: '. 81 Respondents w1lfully violated Busmess and Professwns Code sectron 6106 by

_ commlttmg an act mvolvrng moral turp1tude d1shonesty or corruptlon as follows

. 82 The allegatlons in paragraph 79D are mcorporated by reference "'

83. At all t1mes, Respondents knew the sttpulatmn and entry for Judgment ﬁled

-agamst H B Mmg 8 Auto contamed false statements regardmg the terrns of the strpulatlon

: 84 At no tlme dld Respondents notlfy the court or attempt to. correct the ﬁled |

'.stlpulatlon and entry for Judgment

' 85._ Respondents knowmgly fatled to n0t1fy the court of to correct the false language

n order to conceal the crrcumstances surroundmg the settlement

o 86. By ﬁhng documents contammg knowrngly false statements by mtenttonally fa111ng

to notlfy the court of the false statement or to correct sald statement in order to conceal the

'crrcumstances surroundmg the settlement Respondents wrlfully comm1tted acts 1nvolv1ng moral

turp1tude d1shonesty or corrupt1on .

COUNT SEVEN 7

Case Nos. 02 0 13107 02 0- 13108 02-0O- 13416 o
- Business and Professrons Code, section 6068(c)
[Encouraging Unjust Actlons] : .

87,' Respondents Wllfully vrolated Busmess and Profess1ons Code, sectmn 6086(0)

by fa111ng to counsel or mamtam such action proceedmgs or defenses only as appear to them to R

- _.._17_ s
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. :88 The aIlegatlons in. paragraphs 58 through 70 and 74 through 79 are lncorporated
: by rEference e : - - . S o

: '_ 8 From i, or about Aprll 2002 through in or about December 2002 Respondents |

S T M T A "_i'w RS

o S5 oo XO-B 2 3

o .
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RN N b N

' ﬁled the followmg UCL lawsults

- { Case No.:

'Defen'_d.?ants

D.OES

=t
NO

]
N

(]
RN

~18- '

Flled Case Name o _ _
1411-02 " | CEW v. 7Days Tire et al.. 02CC005533 | 1 130,000 |
| 5-31-02 | CEW v. Rice Honda Superstore .| BC274878 | 10 110,000 -
| 5-31:02 " | CEW v. McMahons RV et al BC274879 |8 10,000
| '6-'7-02.'._‘- | CEW v. Firestone Tire Service et al BC275338 {5 - _30,’000

7-17-02 - | CEW v. Brake Masters ctal. | 02A504214 |1 1,000 -
82802 | CEW v. Ocean Automotive 02CC00250 (1 30,000
'_8-28-02..'- CEW v. Integrity Automotive | 02CC00251 | 1 130,000
| 8-28:02 | CEW v. American Tire & Auto | 02CC00252 | 1 30,000
| 8:28-02 - | CEW v. Superior Automotive 02CC00253 | 1 30,000
| 8-28-02 | CEW v. Tim’s Auto Repair [ 02cco0254 |1 30,000
| 8-28-02 | CEW v. Silva’s Auto Body - - |02CC00255 |1 30,000 |
| 8-28-02. | CEW v. JeepsRUs - 02CC00256 |1 30,000 |
| 9-18-02 [ CEW v. Best Quick Smogetal - | BC281693 = | 200 30,000 : -

9-18-02 | CEW v. Didea Auto Repair et al - | BC281694 | 200 ' 30,0(_)0:'.

1 9-18-02 | CEW v. VIP Car Wash et al. BC281695 200 30,000
| | 9-18-02 | CEW v. Guzman Carburator - BC281696 | 200 |30000 |
9-18-02 | CEW v. Al Smog Muffleretal. | BC281705 | 196 30,000 |
1 9-18-02 | CEW v. #1 Auto Body Repair et al | 02CC00278 | 109 30,000
191902 | CEW v. AC Auto Serviceetal | BC281768 | 203 30,000 -
{9-20-02 | CEW v. Oklahoma Tire etal | BC281865 | 207 30,000
| 9-24-02° | CEW v. Progressive Lenders et al. | BC282020. | 10 {30,000

9-27-02 | CEW v.E Auto Glass Inc. etal. | BC282336 | 200 30,000

111 9-30-02 CEW v. 3 Stage Auto Bodyetal |02CC00293 ~|199 {30,000
6| | 11-26-02 | Helping Hands v. ONJ Coffec 'BC286006 378 30,000

11-26-02 | Helping Hands v. Bun Boyetal | BC286007 . | 252 130,000

1 11-26-02 | Helping Hands v. Pizza et al BC286008 |7 130,000
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| 12- 11-02 CEWV BlueBanana etal. BC286891 j1o13 - ji " 30,000

- '. j .90 Pursuant to Crvrl Code of Procedure sectlon (“CCP”) 128 7(b) by the ﬁhng of
'each lawsult the Trevor Law Group cert1ﬁed that 1t conducted a reasonable znqulry under the
'CJrcumstances that the allegatlons and factual contentrons had evrdentrary support or 1f

: pecrﬁcally $0 1dent1ﬁed are llkely to have ev1dent1ary support after a reasonable opportunxty for '_ "

further 1nvest1gat10n or dlscovery Pursuant to. CCP 128 7(b) the Trevor Law Group also R

'certlﬁed that the lawsu1ts were not presented w1th an 1mproper purpose such as to harass or

: ._mcrease the cost of htlgatlon

91, At all tlmes Respondents knew they had not conducted a reasonable 1nqu1ry or -

mvestlgatlon of the allegatlons in the UCL lawsults

. 92 ' _: . Respondents based said lawsurts upon techn1ca1 regulatory v1olat1ons hsted on

"'Internet web snes 1nc]ud1ng but not 11nnted to those malntamed by the Bureau of Automotwe b
'Repalr (“Bureau ) and later on, the Los Angeles County Department of Health Serv1ces '

(DHS).

.- 93, At all relevant tlmes Respondents knew that sard web srtes did not guarantee .'

_'complete tlmely or accurate 1nformatlon At all tlmes these web s1tes posted V1s1b1e drsclanners

: regardmg the posted 1nformatron

ﬁ .94.'- | Respondents used the hm1ted web srte mforrnatlon as the sole bas1s of the _ i

_aforementloned UCL lawsults Wthh narned more than 3 000 defendants and more than

750,000 Doe defendants i : _ _ _ _
‘ 95 In or about Apnl or May 2002 Respondents h1red Respondent Hendnckson s

| frrend Berley Farber (“Farber ) to: work on the 7 Days T1re Case and other UCL lawsurts

- _-‘_Respondents 1nst;ructed Farber to contact the Bureau and obtaln complarnt hrstorles of the b
: defendants in the 7 Days Trre Case | |

we S
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9 : From in. or about May or June 2002 Farber was unable to. obtam complalnt

'- hrstorles on most of the defendants in the 7 Days Tu‘e Case F arber obtamed complamt h1story

. documents regardlng approx1mately 16 defendants in the ‘7 Days T1re Case

| 97 Regardless Respondents contmued to f11e and mamtam UCL lawsults agamst

thousands of defendants based on knowmgly unrehable 1nformat10n from the aforement1oned

' web s1tes .

o "98 In many cases Respondents knew that the allega‘nons and factual content1ons

._dld not have evrdenttary support UCL defendants mcludmg but not hmlted to the followmg,
) had prov1ded the Trevor Law Group w1th ev1dence or 1nformatron that the allegattons were. false:

'(l) Homburg Jaguar (2) Glendale Inﬁnttt (3) B&M Truck Body Reparr (4) Autotromx (5)

Arcadra Ult1mate Automotrve (6) Race Marquee Systems (7) Westwood T1res (8) Purrfect - |

Auto Servrce Store (9) B&M (10) The Transmrsswn House (l 1) Irvme Speedometer &
_ _-:CI'UISC Control Serwce (“Irvme Speedometer”) (12) The Alvarez T1re Center and (12) Ed’

} Auto Clln1c

. 99 In many cascs, Respondents actlons demonstrated that the lawsutts were ﬁled

and pursued w1th the mtent to 1ncrease the cost of lltrgatton for defendants Respondents used

11 the threat of 1ncreasmg costs of 11t1gatlon to pressure UCL defendants o settle, 1nclud1ng but not
: _lm‘nted to: (l) The AutoClmlc (2) The Alvarez Trre Center (3) Z Sush1 (4) Irvme Speedometer .

3and (5) Charlle 'S Transmlss1ons and (6) Arco Plaza Auto Center

1100 In each of the aforement1oned lawsults Respondents 1ntent1onally m1s;omed

- hundreds and/or thousands of defendants in smgle lawsutts wrthout a legitimate basis for ]omder’. B

' Respondents 1ntent1onally mlSJomed defendants in order to avo1d paymg ﬁlmg fees for each

md1v1dua1 lawsurt and to’ 1ncrease e the costs of htrgat1on for the defendants and to gam a unfa1r

) _tact1cal advantage
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- 101 Respondents repeatedly threatened busmesses wrth audrts ora revrew of the

_past four years of busmess records in order to pressure defendants to settle 1ncludmg but not

llmrted to the followmg (1) Pazzulla Automotrve & Manne (2) Race Marquee Systems (3)

Umversal Trre & Auto Repa1r (4) Arco Auto Smog, (5) Auto Man Transmlss1on (6) The Auto E :
f Cllnlc and Q) B&M )

_' ; 102 Respondents subpoenaed UCL defendants for deposrtlons wrth the mtent to |

i pressure defendants to settle the1r lawsurts By way of example on or about November 6

2002 Respondents served Notrces of Taklng Deposmons on Jacobs regardrng her chents

1 Arcadra Ultlmate Automotrve BNH Auto Center and other defendants in case entrtled CEWv - '

AJ Smog & Muﬁ‘ler Los Angeles Superror Court Case No. BC281705 (“Al Smog & Mufﬂer

-Case ) The notlces of takrng deposmons scheduled the deposmons of each defendant for erther HE

one hour apart or 30 nunutes apart Sald notrces also requested each defendant to produce four

'-years of busmess records at the deposrtlon 1nclud1ng but not hmlted to pr1v11eged tax returns

R 103, Respondents repeatedly refused to grant extensrons of time to UCL defendants

1ncludmg by way of example but not hmlted to the followmg UCL defendants to respond to the

A UCL cornplamts unless they promrsed not to chailenge the complamt by elther ﬁhng an answer |

| _‘or setthng the case 2

' A . Onor about September 18 2002 the Trevor Law Group ﬁled Case

.No BC281695 (“VIP Car Wash Case”) Attomey Joel Voelzke (“Voelzke”) represented _
X defendant Amax Motor Inc (“Amax”) in the VIP Car Wash Case and reqnested proof of S -
- 'serv1ce of the complamt agamst Amax Respondent Trevor on behalf of the Trevor Law Group, B v

asked Voelzke if Amax was mterested in setthng the lawsuit. - Voelzke told Respondent Trevor : e

that Amax d1d not want to settIe the lawsurt and requested als- day extens1on of tnne to

:_respond to the complamt Respondent Trevor told Voelzke that he could have the extensron
N only if he promrsed to ﬁle an Answer as. opposed toa motron to quash serv1ce and/or demurrer .

' _Voelzke rejected Respondent Trevor s proposal and ﬁled a demurrer On December 11, 2002

two days aﬂer opposmon papers to the demurrer were due Voelzke recelved the Trevor Law

'Group s opposmon via U. S mall The attached proof of servrce s1gned by F arber falsely f _' k‘

21k
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'stated that a messenger had persona]ly dehvered the opposmon to Voelzke s ofﬁce on PR

. December 10 2002

B B In or about November 2002 Respondent Trevor on behalf of the

.Trevor Law Group, contacted Erlca Tabachmck (“Tabachnrck”) attorney for Purrfect Auto

Serv1ce Store in CE Wv Porters Automotzve et al., Los Angeles County Supenor Court case

i no. BC28 1 693 Al that trme Tabachmck mformed Respondent Trevor that service on her chent B

was 1mproper and requested a contmuanee to respond to the complamt Respondent Trevor on |-

behalf of the Trevor Law Group, told Tabachnlck that she could have an extens1on of t1me only

if she prom1sed to ﬁle an answer as opposed to a demurrer or motron to quash

S 104. From ihil or about Aprrl 2002 through inor about May 2003 Respondents

settled UCL lawsurts and obtamed settlement funds on behalf of CEW

: 1_05._' a Throughout the course of the UCL I1t1gat10n Respondents knowmgly created |
and d1str1buted settlement letters and docurnents to UCL defendants Wthh contamed false
and/or m1sleadmg statements of fact and law Sald false and/or m1slead1ng statements mcluded,
but are not l1m1ted to, the followmg () that the Trevor Law Group settled these types of UCL
lawsmts for $6, 000 to $26 000 (2) that UCL 1mposed “str1ct 11ab1l1ty,” (3) that restrtutron was -
ava1lable without 1nd1v1duahzed proof of deceptron (4) that settlement would result n eollateral :
estoppel and/or res ]udrcata protectlon for the setthng defendants from further 1awsu1ts, (5) that |

the defendants had 30 days to ﬁle an answer 1o the UCL lawsu1ts The Respondents sent sa1d

settlement letters to UCL defendants mcludmg but not 11m1ted to the followmg UCL defendants:
| A On or about October 24 2002 the Trevor Law Group sent a

settlement demand letter on red paper (“the red letter”) to Fred Ronn (“Ronn”), the Presrdent of B

ABF, Ine and defendant in a case entltled CE Wv Oklahoma T tre et al Los Angeles Supenor |

: Court case no. BC281865 Thrs red letter to Ronn falsely stated that some defendants had

challenged therr lawsults based on techmcahhes and now ﬁnd themselves — after spendmg alot.

.of time, money, and energy m exactly the same posrtron in wh1ch they were m1t1ally » .The red :

letter also falsely stated that every s1ngle ease that has been completed in th1s lawsu1t has ended

w1th an out of court settlement i

.'.22#. .
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i _' B On or about October 25 2002 Ronn recerved another letter from the -

Trevor Law Gro*up whlch stated that he had 30 days to respond w1th an answer to the complamt

. or CEW would request a default Judgment The letter stated that 1f CEW requested a default

Judgment Ronn would lose the lawsult and be forced to pay a default Judgment The letter fa11ed

; '.'to mform Ronn that he had other optlons as1de from ﬁhng an answer to the complalnt such as

| .-ﬁhng a demurrer or motlon to strlke as other defendants had done in 51mrlar lawsurts wrth Trevor

' C | In or about November 2002 Respondents d1str1buted a settlement

g -_package to Mesa Homes a defendant n the Progresswe Lenders Case That settlement

package llke eVery settlement package d1str1buted by the Trevor Law Group, contamed false ) .

-_language statmg that settlement funds were determmed by “1nvest1gat1ve fees and costs expert

-fees attomey s fees momtormg fees and costs and any other costs 1ncurred as a result of

1nvest1gat1ng, lltlgatmg, and negot1at1ng settlement m thrs matter » Each settlement package also '

_mcluded false language statmg that a Judgment would bar any and all other persons from

_.prosecutmg such clatms under the “prmmples of res Judzcata and collateml estoppel "

S 106 In or about November 2002 through in or about J anuary 2003 Respondents o

knowmgly created and d1str1buted settlement letters to UCL restaurant defendants whrch

contamed false statements of law by statmg that the reastaurant defendants were requlred by -

| Busmess and Profess1ons Code Sectron 9880 and Cahfornla Code of Regulatrons sectlon 3350

to mamtam four years of bus1ness reeords for mspectton At the trme Respondents ma1led and B

faxed sard letters to restaurant defendants ReSpondents knew that Sect1on 9880 and Callforma .

Code of Regulatlons sectlon 3350 d1d not requ1re restaurants to mamtam four years of busmess | R
records for mspectton The letters were sent to restaurant defendants 1nclud1ng but not 11m1ted

'to the followmg defendants i g

T A On or about T anuary 21, 2003 Respondent Trevor on behalf of the

Trevor Law Group, faxed Anahld Agennan (“Agemlan ’) attomey for 101 Phoemx Inc in the |

'CE Wv Blue Banana et al Los Angeles County Superlor Court case 1 no BC 286891 (“the

Blue Banana Case ). a settlement letter wh1ch falsely stated that Sect1on 9880 and CaI1forn1a B

Y
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Code of Regulanons sectlon 3350 requlred 101 Phoemx Inc to mamtam four years of bus1ness

records for 1nspect10n . R ) . _
B.. a On or about January 21 2003 Respondent Trevor on behalf of the '
Trevor Law Group, faxed J onathan GabrreI (“Gabrlel”) attorney for defendant Grey Cafe a

sumlar letter wh1ch falsely stated that Sectlon 9880 and the Cahfornra Code of Regulatrons :

sect1on 3350 requlred Grey Cafe to mamtam four years of busmess records for 1nspect10n

Respondent Trevor s letter further stated Grey Cafe could settle the lawsu1t for $2 120 but that _ B

the Trevor Law Group 'S experrence revealed cases such as the one agamst Grey Cafe settled

.'.for $7 OOO through $13 000

‘ 10.7. At all times, Respondents knowmgly used the aforementloned false and/or B 1

_mrsleadmg statements for the purpose of d1scouragmg 11t1gat10n and obtarnlng settlements from o

the UCL defendants

108, At all relevant tlmes Respondents requ1red the settlement agreements to be

- conﬁdennal” in order to conceal the detalls of the settlement from the courts and to mamtam

. complete control over UCL settlement funds

109 _' In or about March 2003 Respondents threatened to engage in negatlve pub11c1ty e
in order to pressure UCL defendants to settle the1r cases By way of example on or about

March 11, 2003 Respondent Han on behalf of the Trevor Law Group, sent Kenneth L1nzer

..(“Lmzer ) attomey for Kokomo Cafe in the Blue Banana Case Sa1d letter statmg that
'rest1tut1on was: avallable only to “1dent1f1ed vrctlms” but that the Trevor Law Group could find
-v1ct1ms by rev1ew1ng Kokomo Caf é’s bus1ness records 1nclud1ng cred1t card recelpts and by
-:usmg correspondence or the medra to. 1nform Kokomo Cafe s customers that a UCL lawsult had
been ﬁled agamst Kokomo Cafe E | | o

W
oo
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8 110 By knowmgly ﬁllng and pursmg UCL lttrgatron based solely on unrehable

: ;mcomplete and often 1naccurate mformatlon by knowmgly fa111ng to 1nvest1gatron UCL

] ": allegat1ons prlor to ﬁlmg, by refusmg to 1nvesttgate or cons1der exoneratmg or exculpatory |
-evrdence prov1ded by UCL defendants and by knowmgly Jommg hundreds and/or thousands of
. ""_UCL defendants wrthout a legmmate bas1s for Jomder Respondents w1lfully farled to counsel or

.mamtaln such actlon, proeeedmgs or defenses only as appear to them to be legal or Just '

COUNT EIGHT

Case Nos. 02 O- 13107 02-0- 13108 02-0-13416 -
~ . Business and Professions Code, section 6106 -
[Acts of Moral Turp1tude] '

C 111 | Respondents wrlfully v1olated Busrness and Professmns Code, sectron 6106 by

'commrttmg multlple acts 1nvolv1ng mora] turpltude dlshonesty or corrupt1on as follows

_ 'l 12; 'fhe allegattons in paragraphs 89 through 109 are 1ncorporated by reference _
' 113 By knowmgly cert1fy1ng that the Trevor Law Group had conducted a reasonable -

1nqurry of the al]egatlons and that the factual contenttons had ev1dent1ary support when in reahty,
‘_the Trevor Law Group rel1ed on knowmgly unrehable and 1ncomplete 1nforrnatron by pursumg

_htrgatlon and d1scovery wrth the intent to harass or 1ncrease the cost of lrt1gatlon for defendants

by refusrng to drsmlss knowmgly false allegatlons agamst UCL defendants by 1ntent1onally

m1s101n1ng hundreds and/or thousands of UCL defendants to gam an unfalr tactlcal advantage by

usmg knowmgly false and/or rnrsleadmg statements of fact and law n settlement demand letters
: and by 1ntent1onally conceahng detalls of settlements 1n order to obta1n more settlement funds

'Respondents w1lfully comm1tted multrple acts 1nvolv1ng moral turpttude d1shonesty or corruptlon |

_ COUNT NINE
Case Nos. 02 O- 13107 02- O 13108 02 0—13416
. Business and Professions Code, section 6106 -
[Acts of Moral Turpitude - M1srepresentat10ns to L1tFund1ng]
' :_1 14, Respondents w1lfu11y v1olated Busmess and Professions Code section 6106 by - |

commrttlng multlple acts mvolvmg moral turp1tude d1shonesty or corruptlon as follows

- 115, The alleganons in paragraphs 5 8 through 70 74 through 79 and 89 through 109

are mcorporated by reference

-25.
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| _1 16 In or about August 2002 Respondents met Morton Reed (“Reed”) pre51dent

and CEO of LrtFundmg At ot about that t1me Respondents falsely told Reed that the1r UCL

-lrtrgatlon was supported by the Orange County Dlstnct Attomey s Ofﬁce and that Respondents -

obtarned the names of UCL defendants from the Cahfomra Attorney General 8 Ofﬁce At all

times, Respondents knew sard statements were false Respondents made the false statements to

- Reed and to thFundmg wrth the 1ntent to obtaln $1 mrlhon -

g 117 In or about September 2002 the Respondents entered 1nto ten fee agreements

for $100 OOO each wrth LrtF undmg From in-or about September through November 2002

_LrtFundmg advanced the Trevor Law Group a total: of $600 000.

1 18_.' Accordmg to the fee agreements between Respondents and thFundmg, _

'_thFundrng agreed to hold $1 mrlhon as “cash reserve” for the Trevor Law Group, whlch couId |

be apphed to cases approved by L1tF undmg The Trevor Law Group consented to alienof *

.$500 on each automotrve reparr UCL settlement recovered by the’ Trevor Law Group and

agreed to pay a mlmmum of 45% mterest The fee agreements provrded that Trevor Law Group_ _

pay thFundmg an' aggregate fee” comprlsed of an amount equal to the advance of $100 000

_and a “fee con31st1ng of the followmg amount of the Respondents recovery

' If the $100 000 is na1d back w1th1n L  Fee owed to L1tFundmg )
0 90 days T 84S, 000
- 91-180 days -~ = - S _$900_00_ -
- 181-270 days ' S 8135000
271-360 days_ S S0 e $180,000
.- 361-450days .. - . '$225,000 .-
'__451 days or more - ‘ _ $240,000 o

_ 119,._ " The fee agreements further provrded that if the amount of the Respondents e
recovery was less than the aggregate fee, then the aggregate fee owed to LrtFundlng WOuld" B
Slmply be the amount of recovery R : _ _
oo

e |

i

W

-26- .




. '1’_-'l - f - 120 In or about November 2002 Reed heard negatrve press regardmg the Trevor

_Law Group s UCL htlgatlon Reed learned that the Trevor Law Group d1d not have the support

.:?.3 ; of the Orange County Dlstrlct Attorney s Offrce and were sumg small busmesses for mrnor

. 4 ‘ Bureau v1olat10ns In response Reed requested 1nformatron from Respondents regardmg the

sl UCL htlgatlon : | | .. | '_ | _ |

6 | _' On or about December 3 2002 Reed met W1th Respondent Trevor _ '_ N B

7 Respondent Trevor on behalf of the Trevor Law Group, told Reed that the Trevor Law: Group '
8 , had settled approxrmately 36 automotlve reparr shop cases, w1th the average settlement of

9 $2 500 to $3 000 Respondent Trevor told Reed that there were less than 1500 “v1ab1e” -

+.10 defendants because rnany of the owners that were sued were ‘suceessors in rnterest 7

: - _' 1‘222'. On or about December9 2002 Respondent Trevor on behalf of the Trevor L

s 12 Law Group, sent Reed a letter Wthh falsely stated that J udge J ames Selna (7 udge Selna”)

. '-13_. Orange County Supenor Court Judge had mformed defense counsel that the lawsults were e

S '1'4"“ gomg to be tned and that the Trevor Law Group would move to sever the cases for trral to -

15 _ _“dlsmantle the mlsjomder 1ssue Respondent Trevor’s letter also stated to Reed that the hkely_ :
- 16: results would be that some defendants would e1ther settle the lawsuits or the court would order'
S | 17_.' : judgments agamst thern 1n the range of $10 000 to $20 000 At the trme Respondent Trevor | : |
. :_: 18 _'sent the letter to Reed he knew the aforementroned statements were false statements o e _ |
o 19 .. S 123 In or about J: anuary 2003, Reed asked the Respondents to produce a budget for | |
- 20 | the proceedmg four months o o ~ | o
_2'1. - _3 ' 2 On or about January 28 2003 Respondent Hendnckson on behalf of the '
| ' 22 Trevor Law Group, faxed Reed a letter whlch stated that the Trevor Law Group would be e
23 takmg five defendants to tnal w1th1n the next 120 days Sard letter also stated that CEW and the

o240 UCL htlgatlon were the “only means of communlcatmg wrth or enforcmg any regulatory

.25 scheme on the automobrle repa1r mdustry At the tlme Respondent Hendnckson faxed the SR

26 | letter to Reed he knew that the aforementloned statements were false statements

27-
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S . 2 By knowmgly rnakmg false representauons to Reed and to thFundlng regardlng

'the support or assrstance of the Cahfonna Attorney General’s Ofﬁce and the Orange County
\ Dtstrtct Attorney s Ofﬁce w1th the mtent of obtatnmg $1 mtlhon Respondents w1lfully commltted B

: multlple acts mvolvmg moral turpttude d1shonesty ar corruptlon

Co : COUNT TEN
S CaseNos 02 13107 02: 13108 and02() 13416
' """ Rules of Professional Conduct, Rule 1-300(A) -
[A1d1ng the Unauthonzed Practlce of Law By Law Clerks & Rozsman]

x 126 Respondents w1lfully v1olated Rules of Professronal Conduct rule l 300(A), by IR

atdmg a person or ent1ty in the unauthortzed practtce of law as follows

: 12 The allegat1ons of paragraphs 58 through 70 74 through 78 89 through 109

-and 116 through 124 are 1nccrporated by reference

o _l. 8. After obta1n1ng advances: from thFundtng, the Trevor Law Group htred ofﬁce

:staff mcludmg Respondent Trevor s frlend Zachary Rozsma.n (“Rozsman”) and approxnnately

ten law clerks ReSpondents mstructed the law clerks to generate a mass productton of Iawsults :

'by preparmg UCL lawsutts each nammg approx1mate1y 200 autoshop defendants Respondents B
| 1nstructed the law clerks to'use the aforement1oned Bureau and DHS web s1te 1nformat10n as the

.ba51s for the lawsu1ts

e 1_'2 At all relevant ttmes Respondents authonzed and relied on ofﬁce staff to

commumcate and to dlscuss settlement with UCL defendants

| - 1'30 From 1n or about September through December 2002 Respondents 1nstructed

the law clerks to convey a standard offer of $2, 500 to each defendant unless the law clerks SRS

_.determmed that a defendant should receive a dlfferent offer. Respondents further 1nstructed the |

_law clerks that they could convey a lower settlement offer if there were few or mlnor v1olat10ns

alleged agamst a defendant Respondents further 1nstructed the law clerks that they could
convey a htgher settlement offer if there were numerous or. ser1ous v1olat10ns alleged agamst a
defendant Respondents author1zed the law clerks to use thelr own d1scret10n in determmmg

whether a UCL defendant should recewe a lower or htgher settlement offer

e

28
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-il3l In or about September or October 2002 the law clerks began recelvmg o

.':telephone calls from some of the UCL defendants who stated that the allegahons agamst them.:'-. -

'related to a prev1ous owner Thereafter Respondents mstructed the law clerks to tell these

defendants that they were strll 11ab1e for the vrolatlons under a theory of successor liability.

132 By way of example in or about September 2002 Rosslyn Stevens Hummer 3 |

'(“Hummer ) attorney for defendant Hornburg Jaguar Inc in CE W v. Dzdea el al Los
_ Angeles County Supenor Court case no. BC281694 provrded evrdence to Respondents that

"they had sued the wrong busmess and therefore the allegatlons agamst Homburg J aguar Inc :

were false In or about October 2002 Hummer spoke to Trevor Law Group law clerk Matt

'Lav1ano (“Lavrano ) who stated that the lawsurt agamst Hornburg J aguar Inc was based ona.
_theory of successor hablhty ‘At that tlme Lavrano crted the case of Cortez V. Purolator to -

Hummer although sa1d case d1d not support a theory of successor lrabrlrty

133 In or about October 2002 the law clerks met w1th the Respondents to express '

ethrcal concerns regardlng the UCL htlgatlon and the relatlonsh1p between CEW and the Trevor

Law Group At or about that trme Respondents told the law clerks that CEW and the UCL .

l1t1gat10n were legal and proper )

134, Thereafter in or about November 2002 Respondents rehed on Rozsman’ to

Teceive most of the telephone calls from UCL defendants At all t1mes Respondents authonzed |

Rozsman to negotlate and to settle UCL cases on hlS own

135 . At all tlmes the Trevor Law Group knew that the Iaw clerks and Rozsman were |
not entltled to pract1ce law, as. they were non~attorneys . o _ i
T o _1'36. ' Respondents told the law clerks that they m1ght obtam bonuses dependmg onthe |
number of UCL settlements obtamed | ' '

-1 37. Frorn n or about November 2002 through in or about J anuary 2003

Respondents pald bonuses to law clerks as follows

‘DATE ' CHECKNO. - LAW CLERK = AMOUNT

| _-11-_2__0-02['. oo - Nenganmlpour_-f‘s'zs.o'..oo
112902 1100 ThuHuongDuong  $250.00

._29_. .
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90z 6 - Negn Sahmlpour | saormeT
12_30;'02’-”: -,"1-'1'88“' B Matt Lavrano B $2 000 00 .:‘l_ ..

13-03 1189 Josh Thomas $2 000, oo BEEE

- '138.' By mstructmg non—attomey staff to engage 1n settlement negotlatrons and by .

'-knowmgly perrmttmg non-attorney staff to use the1r own drscretlon regardmg settlement offers, )

I Respondents w1lfully arded a person or ent1ty in the unauthorrzed practrce of law

L COUNT ELEVEN .
Case Nos 02 13107 02- 13108 and 02 O- 13416
-Business and. Professrons Code, section 6106 . .
[Moral Turp1tude Knowmgly Permrttmg Unauthonzed Practlce of Law] ;

- _' _139 Respondent w11fully Vlolated Busrness and Professrons Code sect1on 6106 by -

I comrmttlng an act mvolvmg moral turpltude drshonesty or corruptlon as follows

' 1' The allegatrons of paragraphs 127 through 137 are 1ncorporated by reference

o " 141 By 1nstruct1ng non- attorney staff to engage in settlernent negot1atrons and by o

knowmgly penn1tt1ng non- attorney staff to use the1r own dlSCI’etIOIl regardmg sett]ement offers

Respondents w11fu11y commrtted multlple acts 1nvolv1ng moral turpltude dlshonesty or corruptron

COUNT TWELVE

CaseNos 02 O 13107, 02 O 13108 02 O 13416
- Business and Professrons Code, section 6106
[Acts of Moral Turpltude ‘Helping Hands for the Bhnd]

-'l42." Respondents wrlfully violated Busrness and Profess1ons Code sectlon 6106 by;'.

o comm1tt1ng multrple acts 1nvolv1ng moral turp1tude d1shonesty or corrupuon as follows:

B _14'_3. - The allegatlons in paragraphs 58 through 70 74 through 78 and 89 through 109 :

are mcorporated by reference

144, In or about October 2002 Strausman s s1ster Shlrley Strausman set upa

] ;:meetlng between Respondents and Robert Acosta (“Acosta”) the pres1dent of Helpmg Hands '_ .
- for the Bllnd (“Helpmg Hands”) At that trme Shn‘ley Strausman was Acosta s secretary and _ ._ '
“had told Acosta that the Trevor Law Group wanted to raise socral consc1ousness and i 1mprove -
I condrtlons for the bhnd Acosta hrmself is bhnd |
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. 14 On or about November 1, 2002 Acosta and Shrrley Strausman met wrth

:'Respondents and another 1nd1v1dual 1ntroduced as “Meret ” Respondents told Acosta that
' :'Meret was knowledgcable about the Amerrcan Drsabrhtres Act (“ADA”) and responsrble for

researchmg the ﬁlmg of an actron on behalf of the bhnd Respondents further told Acosta that |

they could get around the ADA and ﬁle lawsurts agamst bankmg estabhshments in order to force

banks: to provrde bra1lle access to ATM machlnes Respondents also told Acosta that they

"could force restaurants to provrde brarlle menus and i 1mprove condltrons for the blmd

Respondents further told Acosta that they could obtam their attorneys fees from the court 1f they

were successful in Irttgatron P

= 146.1 ‘_ On or about November 12 2002 the Trevor Law Group faxed Acosta a fee

'agreement relatrng to lltlgauon agamst bankmg estabhshments Thls fee agreement prov1ded a |
d1v1s1on of all settlements at a rate of 90% to the Trevor Law Group and 10% to Helpmg Hands

_'Acosta dtsagreed w1th the d1v1s1on of fees and faxed back the fee agreement wrth suggested

changes

.'147‘.:". Prror to November 23 2002 Acosta left town on vacatlon He retumed on or

. about November 30 2002

: -: 14 On or about November 23 2002 whrle Acosta was out of town the Trevor

Law Group faxed a second fee agreement to Acosta relatlng to. l1t1gat1on agamst restaurants

'Acosta did not review thls second fee agreement untrl November 30 2002 Thrs second fee

agreement prov1ded a drvrsron of all settlements ata rate of 82. 5% to the Trevor Law Group and :

: 17 5% to Helplng Hands

1 _49. On or about November 26 2002 w1thout Acosta S. knowledge or consent the

Trevor Law Group ﬁled four separate lawsu1ts on behalf of Helplng Hands (“Helpmg Hands

lawsutts ) The Trevor Law Group based the allegatlons i the lawsults solely upon lrmlted '

mforrnauon posted by the DHS websrte At all tlmes Respondents knew the DHS websue |

-mformatron did not prov1de deta1ls or spec1ﬁc facts regardmg the alleged vro]atrons Regardless,

Respondents fa11ed conduct any 1nvest1gatron regardmg the allegauons

e

Caal-




.

s 0o -.1 o

s
s
o 18
~ 20 ¢
et

23

24

. 26 .
27

Approxrmately fOur days after Respondents ﬁled the He]plng Hands ]awsults on' '

"or about November 30 2002 Acosta returned from vacatlon At that trme Acosta rev1ewed

and mgned the aforementloned second fee agreement

R _-l, Later that same day, Acosta retrreved several messages on h1s answermg

'machme from angry restaurant owners Acosta telephoned Respondent Hendnckson to

: determme why these restaurant owners Were upset

' '- :_l52 Respondent Hendnckson on behalf of the Trevor Law Group, told Acosta that

.they had ﬁled a lawsult to. galn equal access of accommodatlons for the blmd Acosta
) subsequently, faxed the Respondents a request for a copy of the lawsult ﬁ]ed on behalf of

'.Helpmg Hands e

= 153.' Acosta recelved a copy of one of the Helpmg Hands lawsurts and used an

optlcal scannrng dev1ce to revrew the lawsult Upon rev1ew1ng the lawsu1t Acosta reahzed that -

'the lawsurt d1d not seek bra111e menus or equal access for the blmd Although the complalnt

llsted a general allegatron regardrng access for the blmd the lawsults merely alleged Vlolatlons

posted on the DHS websne -- one of Wthh related to the fallure to provrde access to the bllnd =l

or brarlle menus :

' 154 _ Thereafter on. or before December 5 2002 Acosta telephoned the Trevor Law . :

.'Group and demanded dlsmlssal of the Helpmg Hands Iawsults

"'1'-55. On or about December 5, 2002 Acosta retamed counse] Charles Alpert

_'(“Alpert”) to commumcate w1th the Trevor Law Group and to conﬁrm that the Helpmg Hands _ '.
lawsults had been dlsmlssed | |

2|

s - 56 On or about December IO 2002 Alpert faxed the Trevor Law Group a letter

_Imtroducmg h1mself as Acosta s attomey and requestmg drsmlssal of the Helpmg Hands lawsurts. |
_'.Alpert $ letter requested conformed coples of the Trevor Law Group s requests for dlsrrussal

The next day, the Trevor Law Group faxed a letter drrectly to Acosta wh1ch stated that

Respondents were dlsmlssmg the Helpmg Hands lawsults The faxed letter further stated that the

Helpmg Hands lawsults may result in exposmg Acosta to mahcrous prosecutlon and/or abuse of

process ClalmS

R R
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SR : ._1'57.. Alpert then sent the Trevor Law Group another letter requestmg conformed

8 coptes of the requests for d1sm1ssals The Trevor Law Group falled to prov1de Alpert or Acosta -

'- ."w1th conformed copres of thelr requests for dlsmlssals

. "_1_'5 .l The Trevor Law Group d1srn1ssed the Helpmg Hands cases on or about :

' _December 1 1, 2002 but farled to serve- the defendants or Helplng Hands w1th notlce of the

. dlsmlssal

o -.l5_9.: Prtor to dlsm1ssmg the Helplng Hands lawsu1ts and wrthout 1nform1ng Acosta. or

"Helpmg Hands Respondents settled lawsults w1th defendants il the Helpmg Hands lawsu1ts and 1

obtamed settlement funds on behalf of Helpmg Hands At no tlme did Respondents notrfy

l_ Acosta or Helpmg Hands about the recelpt of settlement funds At all trmes Respondents

.‘-mtentronally concealed sard settlement funds from Acosta and Helpmg Hands

i 1-60. Pnor to the dlsm1ssal of the Helplng Hands lawsu1ts the Trevor Law Group

collected at least $3 710 in settlement funds from restaurant defendants sald lawsults o

-Spemﬁcally, the Trevor Law Group rece1ved the followmg settlements from the followmg

restaurant defendants (1) $550 OO from Hawan “Super Market Inc. (2) $900.00 from Eva

-Antoptos Restaurant (3) $900 00 from La Guadalupana Bakery, (4) $860 00 from Q Snack
Shop and (53 $500. 00 from Ploneer Ch1cken ' -

: ,'161. When the Trevor Law Group obtamed sa1d settlement funds Respondents knew ;

that they were not authonzed to rece1ve settlement funds on behalf of Helprng Hands orin .

fconnectton w1th the Helpmg Hands lawsults

162 On or about December 12 2002 Respondents ﬁled CE W Blue Banana et

al BC286891 (“Blue Banana Case”) on behalf of CEW ‘which collectrvely named all the same .

defendants prev1ously sued in the Helplng Hands lawsuns The Blue Banana Case also alleged
the same v1olat10ns agamst the defendants as alleged in the Helpmg Hands lawsults

"
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o 1'_6:3 By knowmgly mtsrepresentmg to Acosta the basis of representatlon and htlgatlon o

‘on behalf of Helpmg Hands obtammg funds 1n connecnon w1th the Helprng Hands lawsults -

: w:thout the knowledge and authonty of Acosta or Helpmg Hands, by conceahng sald funds from [

Helpmg Hands and reﬁhng a new UCL agamst defendants who had settled the allegatlons - ': -

-Respondents w11fully comm1tted multtple acts 1nvolv1ng moral turp1tude dlshonesty or corrupt1on e

COUNT THIRTEEN 3 |
Case Nos, 02 O- 13017 02-0- 13108 02 0- 13416 _
" Business and Professions Code; section 6104 '
[Appearmg for Party w1thout Authority] - .
. 1"64.‘ Respondents wrlfully v1olated Busmess and Professrons Code sectron 6104 by
corruptly or w1lfully and w1thout authonty appearmg as attomey for a party to an act1on or
proceedlng, as follows L | | ” |

165 The allegattons n paragraphs 144 through 162 are 1ncorporated by reference _

o .' 166 By fihng four UCL lawsutts 1n Los Angeles County court w1thout the knowledge :

or consent of Helpmg Hands Respondents w11fully appeared for a party w1thout authonty

COUNT F OURTEEN
Case Nos. 02- 0 13107 02-0-13108, 02 O- 13416
- Business and Professions Code, section 6068(g) :
[Encouragmg Actlons From Corrupt Motlve of Passion or. Interest]

' 1'6_7'. ' Respondents wrlfully V1olated Busmess and Profess1ons Code sectton 6068(g)

by encouragrng elther the commencement or the contmuance of an act1on or proceedmg from

-any corrupt motwe of pass1on or mterest as. follows

'16_8'. The allegatlons in paragraphsl44 through 162 are 1ncorporated by reference o
169. On or. about December 12 2002, Respondents ﬁled a case entltled CEW v.. .
Blue Banana et al, BC286891 (“Blue Banana Case”) on behalf of CEW wh1ch collecuvely

~named all the same defendants prevrously sued in the Helplng Hands lawsu1ts The Blue Banana
_ Case also alleged the same vrolat1ons agamst the defendants as alleged in the Helpmg Hands g '.

lawsults

"
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_ 1 7__0.' ' The Blue Banana Case named approx1mately 1 013 defendants and 30 OOO

' Doe defendants On or about December 12 2002 Respondents knowmgly mIS_]Oll’led the o '

defendants ] the Blue Banana Case J ust two days prlor on or about December 10, 2002

' Respondent Trevor on behalf of the Trevor Law Group and before Judge Selna conceded that R

-rt was 1mproper to _|om mult1ple unrelated defendants in'a srngle UCL lawsult

'_ ':'171_.' Respondents 1ntent10nally m1s101ned the defendants in the Blue Banana Case to -
1ncrease the cost of 11t1gat1on for defendants to galn an unfa1r tact1cal advantage and to mcrease =
therr chances of obtammg settlement funds o | - | o

172 AL no tune d1d Respondents obtam any court ordered mJuncnons in the Blue
Banana Case At all trmes Respondents ﬁled and mamtamed the Blue Banana Case with the . |
sole purpose of generatlng attorney fees and income.. o | _ o |
PN ReSpondents knowmgly re—ﬁled alleganons a'.gainst defendants 1n th.e' Blue'.

Banana Case who had settled the exact same allegatlons by paylng mon1es to the Trevor Law _

_'Group in the Helprng Hands lawsults These defendants 1nclude but are not hmlted to: Hawan _

Super Market Inc Eva AntO_] itos. Restaurant La Guadalupana Bakery, Q Snack Shop and

Ploneer Chlcken Respondents re—sued the defendants in the Blue Banana Case W1th the sole o

purpose of obtamlng more settlement funds from them

g 'l 74 | After ﬁllng the Blue Banana Case agalnst Hawau Super Market Inc Eva N
Antoptos Restaurant La Guadalupana Bakery, Q Snack Shop and Proneer Chlcken S

Respondents and/or authorlzed ofﬁce staff contacted these defendants to demand addxnonal ,

settlement funds Respondents and/or author1zed ofﬁce staff told sa1d defendants that the Bl-ue _

-Banana Case - was dlfferent and that settlement of the ¢ case would requtre add1t1onal settlement

' -_1_7_5. By 1ntent10na11y ﬁhng the Blue Banana Case agalnst the defendants who had

prevxously settled the alleganons in the Helpmg Hands lawsurts and knowmgly malntalmng sa1d '

defendants w1th the sole purpose of obtamlng addltlonal unearned settlement funds
Respondents W1lfully encouraged the contmuance of an actlon from a corrupt motrve of pass1on:_ - .,

or 1nterest

.,35‘-5 L
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'and charged an unconsc1onable fee

_ COUNT FIFTEEN _ 7
Case Nos. 02 O 13017 02-0- 13108 02 O-13416° .
PR . Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 4- -200(A) .
[Unconscronable Fee Agreements. w1th Helpmg Hands for the Bhnd]
176 Respondents wrlfully v1olated Rules of Professronal Conduct rule 4- 200(A) by
entermg 1nto an agreement for chargmg, or collectlng an unconscronable fee as follows

| 1l7_7. The allegatlons in paragraphs 144 through 162 are mcorporated by reference

e L'1 78.. By enterlng irito axi agreement for, and charglng a contlngent fee whereby the |

'Trevor Law Group would receive 82 5% of all settlement proceeds and Helprng Hands would '

-recewe 17 5% of all settlement proceeds Respondents wrlfully entered 1nto an agreement for

| COUNT SIXTEEN et
Case Nos 02-0- 13017 02-O- 13108 02 O 13416
- Rules of Professional Conduct rule4 100B)(1) s
[Fallure to Notlfy Helplng Hands for the Blmd of Recerpt of Client Funds] : _
| 179 Respondents w1lfully Vlolated Rules of Profess1onal Conduct rule 4 lOO(B)( l), .

by fa1hng to not1fy a chent promptly of the receipt of the cllent s funds securrtles or other |

_propertles as follows |

. }l80_. The allegatrons in paragraphs through 144 through 162 are 1ncorporated by ‘.

reference. i

o ?_ 18 l". B By knowmgly falhng to notlfy Acosta and Helpmg Hands about the settlement

funds obtalned in connectron w1th the Helpmg Hands lawsurts the Respondents w1lfully falled to '

‘ notrfy a chent promptly of the recerpt of the chent's funds secuntres or other propertres

s COUNT SEVENTEEN
Case Nos 02 O- 13107 02-O- 13108 02 0-13416
' ' " Business and Professions Code, section 6106
[Acts of Moral T urpltude Misuse and Mlsappropnatron of Settlement Funds]

e 1_82:. : Respondents w1lfully v1olated Busmess and Professrons Code, section 6106 by

commrttmg acts 1nvo]vmg moral turp1tude dzshonesty or corruptlon as’ follows :

__==:183. The allegatmns in paragraphs 58 through 70 74 through 78 89 through 109

116 through 124 and 144 through 162 are mcorporated by reference
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S .1 : Smce in or about Apnl 2002 the Trevor Law Group mamtamed three chent trust.
accounts (“CTAs”) and two general accounts at Wells F. argo Bank

o _18 The Trevor Law Group mamtamed a client trust account number 2082816642

' '(“CTA #208") from Aprll 17 2002 through August 15 2002 The bank records for this
' account reveal that the Trevor Law Group deposrted at least $4,000 of UCL settlement funds

-'1nto th1s account 30% of whrch belonged to CEW

o f '1"86'. _ On or about J une 28 2002 the Trevor Law Group wrthdrew all funds from

: CTA #208 Wthh totaled $6 745 and mcluded the aforemennoned $4 000 and deposued sard

funds into General Account #713 Thereafter Respondents used the entrre $6 745 to pay ofﬁce

' or personal expenses

: _'1_"8 The Trevor Law Group mamtalned a chent trust account number 3821 16340

'(“CTA 382“) from March 7, 2002 through T: anuary 7 2003 The bank records for th1s account |

reveal that the Trevor Law Group deposrted at least 48 settlement checks for an approxrmate

total of$1 13 274 | |
- '18_8'. The Trevor Law Group opened a cl1ent trust account number 57251 17625

(“CTA #5 72") on or about J anuary 3, 2003 The bank records for thrs account reveal that the '.

-Trevor Law Group depos1ted at least ﬁve UCL settlements checks from the restaurants for an

approxrmate total of $4 060 _ |
' 189.' ‘The Trevor Law Group opened General Account #713 on March 15, 2002

‘The bank records for thls account reveals that from March 3 2002 through September 18,

2002 the Trevor Law Group used thrs account as thelr pr1mary busmess operatmg account

190, From on or about September 20th through 26th 2002, the Trevor Law Group

-deposrted $300 000 rnto General Account #713, representmg the ﬁrst three advancements from’

LrtFundmg After the $300 OOO deposrt the Respondents drsbursed the followmg amounts over

and above regular payroll to themselves

_ I__)ate o Responden | o Method used to remove funds " Amount

109/20/02. - -Trevor- R ~.Telephone transfer o _$10,000' o

09/23/02°  Hendrickson - Check#1393 820,000

. . _37_
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) 09/23/02 Trevor - OnhneTransfer e _ff$_100,’000 |
09/24/02 Han : | : g Check#1394 | - : $20,000 -
09/2702 | i‘ Trevor | Check#1406 - " : _$1'0',0()'04::‘ :
10/02/02 -__.'Hend.ri-ckson Chéck#mos R S 810,000

10/11/02 '-:_'Trevor o 4_ . S o Check #1470 -': L o L $10 000 |
P __19.1. ."On or about December 13 2002 the Trevor Law Group patd L1tFundmg _

: _$14 500 out of General Account #713 rcpresentmg thFundmg $ portlon of 20 UCL I_ e
'settlements, plus 45% 1nterest As of January 15 2003 the ba]ance m th1s account was -

$1 024 53.

i i_l 92._ The Trevor Law Group opened another general operatmg account number

3175768740 (“General Account #317") on or about September 18; 2002 Wrth a deposu of

_'$200 000 reﬂectmg two advancements from thFundmg By October 8, 2002 the Trevor Law

Group depos1ted another $300 000 from thFundlng Corporatlon mto thlS aCCount whrch was N

then later deposued into General Account #71 3 On or about November 6 2002 the Trevor -

_Law Group deposned the ﬁnal $100 000 advancement from thFundmg 1nto General Account '

#317

| "- 193 From General Account #317 the Respondents drsbursed the followmg amounts _

to themselves

- Date Re'spondent Method used to remove funds ~ Amount

10/07/02 - Hendrickson - Check Nomumber) ~  $10,000
10/08/02 - Hendrickson -~ Check (Nomumber) ~  $10,000 -

10/16/02 Hentlrickson;:_ _. ._ Check (No nur'nber)' S $10_,00__0.
:_10'/_17/02_:' o 'Hendrtckson' _.‘l”Check(No num‘oer)' o s10000
01702 Han CheckNo.6 - $10,000
10/17/02 Han i ‘_CheCkNO.__S | $10’000

171202 Trevor . CheckNo.1080 . 10000

11202 Han ©CheckNo.1081 ©  $10,000
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11/13/02 Hendnckson " CheckNo. 1079 LT $1oooo

B 'f' : 194 In or about 2002 the Respondents used ofﬁce funds to purchase new cars for _
themselves and Farber Respondents Trevor and Hendnckson purchased BMWS and

Respondent Han purchased a Chrysler PT Crurser Engholm 1ssuecl checks out of the Trevor Tor

_Law Group § general accounts to pay for Respondents ear payments and car msurance

' Engholm also 1ssued a check to pay for Respondent Han S personal rent o

- 195 ' In or about Novernber or December 2002, Engholm adv1sed Respondent

Trevor that the balance in the Trevor Law Group s general account was too low to pay
-employee salanes Shortly thereafter on or about December 4, 2002 the Trevor Law Group

:transferred $76 361 from CTA #382 1nto General Account #317 in order to lucrease the

balance n the general account and cover payroll

s 196 Tn or about January 2003 Engholm agam advrsed Respondent Trevor that the e

balance n the general account was ]ow Shortly thereafter the Respondents transferred funds N :
_ from oné of the cllent trust accounts to mcrease the balance in the general account and to make

'_ payroll On or about December 11 2002 the Trevor Law Group transferred $53 000 from

CTA #3 82 mto General Account #3 I 7.

i 1'97. By collectmg settlement funds on behalf of ashell corporatron and in con]unctron ;' |

‘_ w1th knowmgly un]ust UCL htlgatlon by w1thdraw1ng aIl $6, 745 of settlement funds from CTA
_ #208 to use for personal or ofﬁce expenses by usmg CTAs to hrde and conceal rnoney obtarned

‘ on behalf of Helpmg Hands for the Bhnd and by repeatedly transfernng CTA funds 1nto general

accounts to pay for payroll ofﬂce and personal expenses, Respondents wrlfully commltted '
multrple acts 1nvolv1ng moral turpltude d1shonesty or corruptlon | |
o . " COUNT FIGHTEEN
Case Nos. 02- O 13107, 02-0 13108, 02- O 13416
‘Business.and Professrons Code, section 6106~

[Acts of Moral Turpltude Mlsrepresentatlons to. Opposrng Part1es n D1scovery Responses] S |

' 1_98 Respondents w11fully Vlolated Busmess and Profess10ns Code, sectron 6106 by :

; commlttmg multlple acts 1nvolv1ng moral turp1tude d1shouesty or corruptlon as. follows

a
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199 The allegatlons in paragraphs 58 through 70 74 through 78,89 through 109 o

_116 through 124 144 through 162 and 184 through 196 are mcorporated by reference Lo

' 200 From in or about November 2002, through m or about J anuary 2003

‘_Respondents began makmg fa]se statements to opposmg partres and counsel 1n the UCL

l1t1gatlon the pubhc and the leglslature regardmg CEW in order to glve the appearance of _

' legltlmacy to their UCL htlgatlon e

On or about November 1 1 2002 Respondent Trevor on behalf of the Trevor

_ Law Group, and Kort falsely told a reporter for The Da11y J ournal that Kort was | well oft” and

a busrness contact of the Trevor Law Group At that tlme Respondent Trevor knew that

Kort had no income and was hvmg wrth h1s parents Kort at the dlrectlon of the Trevor Law
Group, falsely told the reporter that CEW had four drrectors and three dlrectors At that time, -
Kot and Respondents knew that CEW had no drrectors ofﬁcers or shareholders £ |

- .' 202. Respondents Han and Trevor on behalf of the Trevor Law Group, also falsely |
stated to the reporter for The Daily J oumal that customers of fraudulent auto shops had ﬂooded

thelr ﬁrm w1th complamts "Atall tlmes, Respondents knew sa1d statement was false as the

---Trevor Law Group s prlmary chent regardmg UCL 11t1gatlon had always been CEW

203, On or about November 19 2002 Respondent Trevor -on behalf of the Trevor

Law Group, s1gned responses to mterrogatorres propounded by J ohn Marda (“Ma1da '), owner '-

' of Quahty Tube and defendant in CE W. Porters Automotzve et al Los Angeles County

' Supenor Court case no BC281693 Sald responses stated that Kort was the mcorporator of

stated that there were no 1nd1v1duals In common between CEW and the Trevor Law Group .At”
that time, Respondent Trevor knew sald statements were false | ._ o

'_204. In or. about December 6, 2002 Kort appeared as. “Ron J amal” on T he Jokn &
Ken Show a program on Los Angeles rad1o statlon KFI- 640 AM At that tlme Respondent

Trevor also appeared on behalf of the Trevor Law Group Dunng the show Respondent 3

: Trevor denied that the Trevor Law Group had set up. CEW and falsely stated that UCL

- 'settlement funds were dlsbursed as attomey fees, costs and restltutron to the generai publlc
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B 205 At all trmes Respondent Trevor knew that Respondents had created and

1ncorporated CEW and that Resp0ndents had mamtalned control of all the settlement funds as _.

: no port1on of settlement funds went to the general pubhc v

_ _206._ Dunng T he John & Ken Skow Kort stated that CEW had a corporate ofﬁce

located at 1502 N Broadway, Santa Ana Cahforma At 1no tlme had Kort or the Respondents :

secured an ofﬁce at that locatton b

- 2073. In or about December 2002 Respondent Trevor on behalf of the Trevor Law L

' Group, told chk Romero of ABC Channel 7 News tn Los Angeles that the Orange County i

D1str|ct Attorney s Ofﬁce comphmented the Respondents UCL lawsurts and offered its support' _ |

--of the l1t1gatlon At that tlme Respondent Trevor knew h1s statement was false

. 208 On or about J anuary 14 2003 Respondents Han and Hendrrckson appeared

on behalf of the Trevor Law Group, before a ]omt 1nfonnat10nal hearmg of the Senate and

_Assembly J ud1c1ary Commrttees to answer questlons regardmg the Trevor Law Group s UCL !

l1t1gat10n - _ . _
_ :2,0'9... : Charr of the Senate J udrcrary Comm1ttee Senator Martha Escntla (“Escut1a”)

asked Respondent Han whether any person at the Trevor Law Group had any relatronshlp w1th

:_any person from CEW Respondent Han knowmgly made false statements by statmg that there | 1 |

_ were no relat1onsh1ps personal or 0therw1se between anyone at Trevor Law Group and CEW _

21 When Respondent Han told Escutra that there were no relat1onsh1ps personal or .|

_otherwrse between members of the Trevor Law Group and CEW he knew those statements B

were false At that t1me Responclent Hendnckson also knew Respondent Han s statements

were false '

: 2211, Chalr of the Assemb]y J udrcrary Commlttee Assemblymember Ellen Corbett (

(“Corbett”) asked Respondent Han whether there were fnends or relatrves of the Trevor Law

| Group Who were afﬁhated w1th CEW In response Respondent Han falsely that any friends or

relahves of the Respondents were assoc1ated wrth CEW At that trme Respondents Han and

Hendrlckson knew Respondent Han s denlal was false L |

‘ (//__
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o "2‘12. Thereafter Corbett 1nformed Respondents Han and Hendr1cskson that

: Strausman was hsted on documents as the agent for servrce of process for CEW In reSponse
'Respondent Han stated that Strausman was no longer the agent for servrce of process for CEW
_iand currently employed by the Trevor Law Group At that trme Respondents Han and |

' _"Hendnckson knew sa1d statements were false

e : -'213_._- Durmg the hearrng, a comm1ttee member asked Respondents Han and

.:Hendnckson to address a settlement Ietter chstrlbuted by the Trevor Law Group, prmted on red :
- letter Wthh clalmed a UCL settlement range from $6 000 to $26 OOO In reSponse Respondent B
-'-Han defended sa1d letter and 1nd1cated that the statement regardmg settlement range was true. At

' -_;that tlme Respondents Han and Hendrrckson knew that the Trevor Law Group obtamed an .

_. 'average settlement well below $6 OOO as the1r standard settlement offer was $2, 500.

214 At no t1rne d1d Respondent Hendnckson correct Respondent Han’s false g

:statements before the commlttees At all ttmes, Respondent Trevor approved of Respondent

Han 5 false statements before the commlttees '

- 2 At all relevant trmes Respondents made the aforemennoned false statements to .

"the med1a and to the Jud1c1ary commlttees in order to conceal the trne relat10nsh1p between

1 'CEW and the Trevor Law Group and to glve the appearance of leg1t1macy to the UCL htrganon :

B 21 6 By knOngly maklng false and mrsleadlng statements in d1scovery responses to

Ma1da regardmg the purpose of CEW 8 creatlon and the lndwrduals in comrnon between the E
'.:TreVor Law Group and CEW the Respondents w11fully commltted acts 1nvolvmg moral

: "turpltude dlshonesty or corrupt1on

COUNT NINETEEN _ o
CaseNos 02-0- 13107 02 0-13108, 02-O- 13416
' E Business and Professions Code, section 6106 - '
[Moral Turp1tude—M1srepresentatrons to- the Pl.lb]lC V1a the Med1a to Legrtnmze CEW]

"217."-. Respondents wrlfully Vlolated Busmess and Professmns Code, sectron 6106 by

‘ 'commtttlng acts mvolvmg moral turp1tude d1shonesty or corruptron -as follows o
Y/

N
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The allegatlons in paragraphs 58 through 70 74 through 7 8 89 through 109

116 through 124 144 through 162 184 through 196 and 200 through 215 are 1ncorporated by

reference '

- 219 . By knowmgly makmg false and mrsleadlng statements to The Dally J ournal and

_ABC Channel 7 News KFI Radlo ‘in order to advance therr scheme to defraud and gtve the

appearance of legltnnacy to the UCL 11t1gat10n Respondents wrlfully cornmltted acts of moral _

: -turpltude dlshonesty or corruptlon '

COUNT TWENTY

Case Nos 02 O 13107, 02-O- 13108 02 O 13416 _
' ~“Business and Professrons Code, section 6106 B
[Moral Turpltude Mrsrepresentatrons to the Senate & Assembly J udlolary Commrttees]
' _ 220 Respondents w11fully vmlated Busmess and Profess1ons Code, sectron 6106 by -
commrttrng an act 1nvolv1ng moral turpltude d1shonesty or corruptron as follows |

'.221 The allegatlons in paragraphs 58 through 70 74 through 7 8, 89 through 109

_1 16 through 124 144 through 162 184 through 196 and 200 through 215 are 1ncorporated by

reference

o 22_2; By knowmgly makrng false and mlsleadmg statements to the Jomt 1nfor1natrona1 '_

.hearmg of the Assembly and Senate J udrc1ary Commlttees in order to advance their scheme to o

-defraud and grve the appearance of legltlmacy to the UCL 11t1gat10n Respondents wrlfully

commrtted acts of moral turpltude drshonesty or corruptlon
COUNT TWENTY ONE |
Case Nos 02 O 13107 02-0- 13108 02 O- 13416
. : Business and Professions Code, section. 6106
[Moral Turprtude-Falsrﬁcatlon of Staternent of Domestlc Stock Corporatron]
©..223.0 Respondents w11fully vrolated Busrness and Professrons Code section 6106 by
commlttlng an act 1nvoivmg moral turpltude d1shonesty or corruptron as follows o i
"_224. | The allegatlons of paragraphs 58 through 70, 74 through 78, 89 through 109
116 through 124, 144 through 162 184 through 196 and 200 through 215 are 1ncorporated by

reference

W
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s '2_25 In or about ear]y 2003 pnor to the Jomt 1nformat1onal hearmg of the Assembly.“ _

and Senate J udtcrary Commtttees on J anuary 14 2003 Kort and Respondent Han telephoned '

'Hagop Grlggosran (“Gnggos1an ) about becommg an ofﬁcer of CEW

226; Respondent Han told Gnggoman he was gomg to Sacramento and needed

Gnggosmn to be an ofﬁcer of CEW. ‘At that t1me Grtggosran told Respondent Han that he did l_'

) not want to become an ofﬁcer of of CEW Lo

e ': 2 l On or about J anuary 13 2003 one day before Respondents Han and

_Hendnckson appeared before the Senate and Assernbly J ud101ary Commlttees Respondents .
'prepared a Statement of Domesnc Stock Corporatlon whlch falsely hsted Gr1ggosran as :
_-‘Secretaxy for CEW Respondents knowmgly prepared and Kort srgned sa1d document wrthout '

the knowledge or consent of Grlggos1an

. 228 On or: about i anual'y 14, 2003 RESPOUdentS Han and Hendnckson appeared

before the Senate and Assembly J ud1cxary Comm1ttees and falsely told the commtttee members--.

'Ithat CEW s 1neome from the UCL ht1gat10n was used in part to pay the salarles of 1ts :, "'
_employees At that time, Respondents Han and Hendr1ckson knew the statement was false as
CEW’s sole source of mcome came from the UCL httgatlon and Respondents had not d1sbursed : _

_ any sett]ement momes to CEW

| 229 : Thereafter Grlgg051an leamed that the Respondents and Kort had hsted hlm as -
an ofﬁcer of CEW thhout hlS knowledge or consent | e

o "230. On or about January 20 2003 Gnggos1an confronted Kort about belng an .

':ofﬁcer for CEW In response Kort told Gnggosaan that the Respondents had needed

’ 'Gnggosmn to “legmmlze CEW Grtggos1an demanded Kort remove h1m as an ofﬁcer of CEW'. k

S 2 31, At or about that tlme Gnggos1an telephoned Respondent Han and leﬂ messages
demandlng that Respondents remove Gnggosaan as an ofﬁcer of CEW . -

h .j' 2_32. Shortly thereaﬁer Gr1gg051an sent Kort a letter via certlﬁed mall conﬁrmmg

: Gnggos1an s demand that Kort remove h1m as V1ce Pres1dent of CEW

o 2‘33. Kort refused acceptance of GrlggOSIan s letter

-
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S 234 By 11st1ng Grrggos1an as‘an ofﬁcer of CEW W1thout hlS penn1ss1on or. N

knowledge in order to grve the appearance of legltnnacy to CEW Respondents w1lfully

I comrrntted acts 1nvo]v1ng moral turp1tude dxshonest or corruptlon |

COUNT TWENTY TWO

Case Nos 02 O 13107 02 O 13108, 02 O 13416
- Business and Profess1ons Code, sectlon 6106 S
[Acts of Moral Turp1tude L1t1gat1on Tact1cs in the 7 Days Tlre Case]
o :235-:' Respondents w1lfully v1olated Busmess and Profess1ons Code sect1on 6106 by -
commlttlng multlple acts 1nvolv1ng moral turp1tude d1shonesty or. corrupt1on as follows

, _236-."- The allegahons in paragraphs 58 through 70 74 through 78 and 89 through 109

-are mcorporated by reference

Respondents ﬁled the complamt in the 7 Days T1re Case on or about Aprxl 11,

' 2002 wlnch named only one named defendant 7 Days Tlre Mufﬂer and Auto Reparr (“BF S”) '- '.
; and 30 000 Doe defendants A

E 2_38. In the complarnt Respondents falsely represented that they dld not know the

_true Identlttes of the Doe defendants and therefore had sued sald Doe defendants under

ﬁct1t1ous names

: 239 At the t1me Respondents made such representatron on or about Apnl ll 2002

they ﬁled approx1mately 98 DOE Amendments addmg names of Defendants 1nclud1ng but not

; lmnted to Jeeps R Us and Integrlty Automotlve and demonstratlng that Respondents knew the o

true 1dent1tzes of sard defendants Code of C1v1l Procedure sectlon 474 only authonzes a party ‘-

'to name and serve “doe defendants where the 1dent1t1es or l1ab111ty of sald defendants is

unknown at the tlme of frhng of the complamt

.240. The complarnt ~}o1ned approxrmately 99 named defendants wrthout a legltlmate

: bas1s for Jomder The only cornmonallty among the defendants was that CEW had sued them |

-_for various alleged fallure(s) to comply w1th Bureau regulanons and consequently, for unfair =

busmess pract1ces in v1olatxon of the UCL

Vi

H.

s
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‘241 In or about Aprll 2002 attomey Btlls on behalf of defendant J eeps R Us,

:"'telephoned Respondent Hendrlckson af the Trevor Law Group ofﬁces regardlng the 7 Days Tlre L
: Case Bllls left several messages for Respondent Hendrlckson 1dent1fy1ng hlmself as the attorney 1

._for defendant IeepsRUs S

B 2 On or about Apl‘ll 19 2002 Brlls sent Respondent Hendnckson a letter statmg

that he represented J eeps R Us and requested copres of all DOE Amendments ﬁled to date and

":‘any other documents whlch had been frled W1th the Court or any other party 1n the 7 Days T1re

243 In response o Apnl 24, 2002 Respondent Hendnckson sent B1lls a letter o

refusmg to prov1de the requested docurnents and 1nstruct1ng B1lls to purchase sa1d documents

--from the' court clerk

o ".244 On or about May 1 2002 Ed Sybesma (“Sybesma”) attomey for BFS ﬁled a

notrce of ex parte appheatlon in the 7 Days Tire Case On or about May 3 2002 Sybesma >

'obtamed an order shortenrng ttme for brreﬁng and hearmg on a demurrer by BFS

- 245 At no trme d1d Respondents notlfy Bllls or other defendants in the 7 Days T1re S
Case of the ex parte apphcatron or order shortemng trme for hearmg on demurrer by BFS

" _"246 On or about May 6 and 7, 2002 the Trevor Law Group propounded d1scovery

| d1rectly on BFS desp1te knowmg Sybesma represented BFS

o 247._" ~ On ot about May 7, 2002 the Trevor Law Group marled a proposed Judgment

and permanent 1nJunct10n d1rect1y to Jeeps R Us desp1te knowmg that Bllls represented .T eeps R

On or about May 8, 2002 Respondent Hendnckson on behalf of the Trevor '_ .

Law Group, and Sybesma appeared for CEW s request for recons1deratron of the May 3“i :

.order That day, the Court denled the request for recons1derat10n At that tlme Sybesma
'requested the names of all served defendants 50 that he could adv1se about the demurrer by BFS
'- and that they need not ﬁle a responswe pleadmg to the complalnt while the demurrer is pendmg

1 Respondent Hendnckson stated that there would be no problem prov1d1ng such a hst o

'-'46- K '
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o 249 On or about May 10 2002 Respondent Hendrrckson on behalf of the Trevor '

‘Law Group, and Sybesma appeared in court for the hearmg on BF S demurrer At that tlme
: the Court sustalned BFS 5 demurrer and ruled that complamt was defectrve on the followrng |
' grounds (1) CEW s lack of capacny to sue under the complamt as cnrrently pled, (2) CEW S
1 fallure to: state facts sufﬁment to state a cause of actron and (3) CEW’s farlure to state specrﬁc
_'facts sufﬁcrent to establrsh a proper ]ornder and a sufflc1ent nexus for sumg hundreds and/or

thousands of defendants in the 7 Days Trre Case The Court granted CEW 30 days leave to

amend the lawsult to give CEW an opporturuty to allege facts whrch Would estabhsh the N
hundreds and/or thousands of defendants were properly Jomed in the lawsult e

In addltron the Court also made the followrng orders at the May 10 2002

_hearlng (1) that the Trevor Law Group and CEW shall dellver to’ counsel for defendant BFS

not later than the close of busmess on Tuesday May 14 2002 a hst of names addresses and

other avallable contact 1nformatlon for a]l of the defendants served to date by CEW inthe 7 . |

'Days Trre lawsult S0 that BF S could grve notrce of the Court 8 May 10 2002 rulmg to all

defendants ancl (2) that all dlscovery n th]S matter shall be and is hereby suspended untrl such '

trme as CEW has been able to ﬁle a complamt whlch is no longer subject to- attack by demurrer.. -

: 251 Later that day, Sybesma faxed Respondent Hendrlckson a Notlce of Rullng

_ﬁregardlng the May 10lh order o f s _' o _ e |
o '__252.‘ At no tlme d:d Respondents notlfy Bllls or other defendants in the 7 Days Tlre q
_ Case of the May 10tll order Respondents 1ntent10nally concealed the May 10th order from :
_ other defendants 1n order to 1ncrease therr chances of obtamrng settlement funds and to all
_unsuspectlng defendants to ﬁle an answer, thereby warvmg the issue of mlS_] ornder or other -
attacks to the complamt At that tlme Respondents mtended to foreclose the court from rulmg E
-that the entlre complalnt was defectrve for m1s101n1ng multlple unrelated defendants in v1olatlon ol" R :

Code of C1v11 Procedure sectlon 379(a)

o -‘2-53‘." On or about May 13, 2002 the Trevor Law Group knowmgly vrolated the May

' O'h order by propoundrng dlscovery on i eeps R Us =
meo

- ;47fy S
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On or about May 14 2002 Sybesma telephoned Respondent Hendrrckson and-_ 8

requested the llst of unserved defendants Later that day, Respondent Hendnckson left L

Sybesma a message refusrng to supply Sybesrna w1th sald hst desprte the May 10‘h order

'255_. On or about May 14, 2002 Respondent Trevor on behalf of the Trevor Law _ L

- Group, contacted Dav1d Calderon (“Calderon”) attorney for doe defendant Integrrty

'Automotlve At that trme Respondent Trevor attempted to settle the lawsurt w1th Caldeon

Respondent Trevor falsely told Calderon that Integnty Automotlve had to, respond to the ongma]
complalnt or settle the 1awsu1t Respondent Trevor falsely told Calderon that the May 10th order K

regardlng BES’ demurrer drd not apply to any other defendants At that tlme Respondent

'Trevor knew that the May 10th rulmg apphed to all defendants as the court had ordered the .

Trevor Law Group to provrde Sybesma wrth a hst of all served defendants S0 they would have

'notlce of rullng on demurrer and need not respond to the complamt

256 - Upon learmng of Respondents contacts wrth other defendants in the 7 Days

Tlre Case, Sybesma filed a notrce of ex parte appl1cat10n for clarlﬁcatlon of the May 10th orders

; 257_; On May 20 2002 Respondent Hendrlckson ‘on behalf of the Trevor Law ' _7 :1 _.

-:'Greup, and Sybesrna appeared for the ex parte apphcatlon The Court agarn ordered that all

: dlscovery was to be stayed unt1] the Trevor Law Group ﬁled a pleadlng that could w1thstand a .

demurrer and that no defendants would be requlred to ﬁle a responswe pleadlng unt11 further o "

order of the court The Court also threatened to hold Respondent Hendrlckson in contempt of

"court 1f he failed to prov1de Sybesma w1th a llst of all unserved defendants by the end of the day

25 8 On or about June 10 2002 the Trevor Law Group ftled an Frrst Amended

Complamt in the 7 Days Trre Case namrng 76 defendants and 30 000 Doe defendants Desplte N

_the prev1ous ruhng on BFS demurrer Respondents alleged substantrally 1denttcal allegatlons

agalnst BFS | in the First Amended Complamt as alleged n. the prev1ously dismissed complalnt
'25.9. Upon rece1v1ng the First Amended Complamt Sybesrna contacted the Trevor o

Law Group and mformed Respondents that he 1ntended to ﬁle another demurrer on the bas1s of

'm1SJo1nder._ '

"
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n 2‘60‘. ‘ On or about June 12 2002 the Trevor Law Group drsmrssed BFS asa

'defendant m the 7 Days Trre Case At that trme ReSpondents mtended to foreclose
-the court from ruhng that the entrre complarnt was defectrve for mrsjommg multrple unrelated

' :'defendants, in vrolatron of Code of C1v1] Procedure sectron 379(a) Respondents also 1ntended

to avord the effect of the court s May 10"1 a:nd May 20th orders whrch prowded that no

-.defendant need respond to a complarnt wlnle a demurrer was pendmg

. 261_'.- _. After the Trevor Law- Group drsmrssed BFS asa defendant Brlls ﬁled a

demurrer to the F 1rst Amended Complarnt on the grounds of IIllS_]OlIldeI‘ Sard demurrer was

.:scheduled for hcarrng on August 2 2002

o 262. : On or about June 9 2002 Respondent Han on behalf of the Trevor Law o

_Group, faxed Brlls a letter requestmg that J eeps R Us stlpulate to a drsmrssal wrthout prejudrce '
and to reﬁlrng in a separate lawsurt Respondent Han made sard request in order to foreclose the 1

"court from rulrng on the mrsjornder rssue Brlls I‘B_] ected Respondent I-Ian s request

'263. ‘ On or about J uly 10, 2002 Brlls heard that the Trevor Law Group 1ntended to

_drsmlss J eeps R Us from the 7 Days Tire- Case That day Brlls telephoned Respondent Trevor

and leﬁ a message 1nqurr1ng about a dlsmrssal Bllls also faxed a letter to the Trevor Law Group
1nqu1r1ng about a drsmrssal The Trevor Law Group falled to respond to Brlls telephone call or
letter | '. | . | . o | |

On or about July 11, 2002 Bllls contacted the court clerk and conﬁrmed that

‘the hearrng on hlS demurrer was still scheduled for August 2, 2002.

265'."- On or about J uly 12 2002 the Trevor Law Group ﬁled a request for dlsmrssal

:of Jeeps R Us from the 7 Days Tlre Case wrthout notrce to Bills. "The Trevor Law Group '
- 1ntent10nally drsmlssed J eeps R Us from the 7 Days Tlre Case in order to foreclose the court i
from rulmg on the issue of rnrs]omdcr and to avord the effects of the May 10th and May 20‘h B

orders

I
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On or about July 15; 2002 after learmng of the d1sm1ssal of J eeps R Us

_ attorney Kathleen J acobs (“J acobs”) filed a demurrer in the 7 Days T1re case on behalf of one of

her chents defendant Custom Motors on the grounds of m1s;o1nder Defendant Los Am1gos o
Auto Reparr aIso ﬁled a demurrer in the 7 Days T1re case. |

) 26 On or about July 16 2002 in vrolahon of the Court S May 10th and May 20“’

orde.rs, Respondent Hendnckson on behalf of the Trevor Law Group, sent a letter advrsmg

il defendant Sunny Hlll Auto Center that an answer to the amended complamt was due.

‘ .Respondent Hendrrckson s. letter further stated that CEW would allow a one-week contrnuance
'only 1f Sunny Hrll Auto Center ﬁled an Answer as opposed to 2 demurrer or other responsrve

__pleadlng

- '268 On or about July 18 2002, aﬁer learmng of the letter to Sunny H1ll Auto Center S

J acobs wrote a letter to Respondents Trevor and Hendnckson statmg that there were two
'pendmg demurrers in the 7 Days Tire Case and that no other defendant need respond to the

'Flrst Amended Complamt whlle any demurrer was pendmg J acobs letter also stated that 1f the B -

Trevor Law Group drsm1ssed her clrent Custom Motors before the heanng on demurrer she

:-would ﬂle a demurrer on behalf of another chent

. 269," Thereafter in or about July 2002 the Trevor Law Group sent Jacobs a

_settlement package for Custom Motors The settlement package contamed false and/or e
ﬁimlsleadmg statements regardmg collateral estoppel and/or res Judrcata J acobs respended by
_ sendlng Respondents Han and Hendrlckson a letter requestmg authonty for the language

'regardmg res jud1cata and collateral estoppel The Respondents farled to respond to the letter |

o 27'_0.- Thereafter, inor about July 2002 the Trevor Law Group chsmlssed Custom

'Motors from the 7 Days Trre Case w1thout glvmg J acobs notrce of the d1smrssal Respondents o
-'1ntent10nally dlsmrssed Custom Motors in order to foreclose the court from ruhng on the i 1ssue of
mrslornder and to l1ft any stay on the proceedlngs so that other defendants would need to ﬁle a

'.responswe pleadmg or settle the case. ‘ e

.o
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v 2 At all tlmes by dlsrmssrng demurrmg part1es from the 7 Days Trre case w1th0ut

'_'grvmg proper notrce Respondents 1ntended to galn a tactrcal advantage by preventmg partles IR
successfully challengrng the mrSJmnder 1ssue The Trevor Law Group knew that by keepmg
_ -hundreds and/or thousands of defendants Jorned 1n srngle lawsurts it would reduce their own e

'ﬁllng fees and pressure defendants to settle the lawsults n order to avord lltlgatlon costs

.',._272. '_ On or about August 1 2002 J acobs recerved coples of request for entrics of

: default agarnst some of her chents in the 7-Days Tlre case Tin response J acobs sent a letter to
,Respondents Hendrrckson and Trevor adv1srng thern that there were two demurrers pendlng in -
\the 7 Days Trre Case i acobs subsequently, learned that the Trevor Law Group had drsrnrssed '

the demumng defendants

P 273 On or about August 12 2002 J acobs ﬁled a demurrer on behalf of her cl1ent

'Rose Auto Repalr On or about August 13 2002 I acobs sent a letter to Respondents |
| Hendrrckson and Trevor statrng that she had ﬁled a demurrer on behalf of Rose Auto Reparr

J acobs letter requested the Respondents provrde her wrth proper notlce 1f they drsmrssed Rose

Auto Repalr from the case, .- e SRR | |
' *274. ' On or about August 29 2002 the Trevor Law Group drsmlssed Rose Auto N

Reparr from the 7 Days Trre Case W1thout grvmg J acobs notice and wrthout servmg J acobs w1th N

',a request for d1sm1ssa1 Respondents 1ntentronally drsmrssed Rose Auto Reparr 1n order to avord
_ an adverse rulmg on the 1ssue of mls]olnder and to 11ft any stay on the proceedlngs so that other .

defendants would be forced to ﬁle a responsrve pleadrng or settle the case wrthout hav1ng the _

. '275.: _: On or about Septernber 4, 2002 J acobs ﬁled a demurrer in the 7 Days T1re '

Case on behalf of her chent Brea Auto Body Unknown toJ acobs around thrs t1rne the Court

deemed the 7 Days Tire Case complex and reassrgned the case to I udge Selna The T revor

'Law Group prepared a Notrce of Reass1gnment of the 7 Days T1re Case but falled to serve o
7-‘J acobs and other opposmg counsel and partres w1th the Not1ce of Reassrgnment

weo |
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B ij"2 ' On or September lO 2002 J acobs chent Pro Auto Care recelved a letter from

: the Trevor Law Group intended for defendant Japancse Automotrve Reparrs The letter was o b

1 s1gned by law clerks Sallmlpour and Josh Thomas and stated that the 7 Days T1re complalnt was

no longer subject to demurrer and that I apanese Automotlve Repalrs had unt11 September 16 _. .

i 2002 to settle the lawsult

o :'_-.;-_277 In response Jacobs sent a letter to Respondents Hendrlckson and Trevor

statlng the contents of the letter were false as J acobs had ﬁled a demurrer on behalf of Brea

__Auto Body

278 Due to the reassrgnment of the 7 Days T1re Case to Judge Selna in the complex

case d1v1sron however all prev1ously pendmg matters were taken off calendar 1nclud1ng but not

hmlted to the demurrer Jacobs had ﬂled on behalf of Brea Auto Body Smce the Trevor Law
'_.-Group falled to notlfy J acobs of the reass1gnment of the case to Judge Selna J acobs was -

_unaware that there was no demurrer pendmg 1n the 7 Days Tire Case

B 279 On or about September 23 2002 the Respondents ﬁled entrles of default

'agalnst Jacobs chents Europo Mrller Auto Electrlc Larry S Independent Auto Servrce A&A o ':

Auto Center Amerrcan Automotrve Aaron s Automotrve Rose Auto Repalr and Fresta

Transnnssron

'. : 280 On or about September 24 2002 after leamlng of the case reass1gnment to"

-Judge Selna J acobs filed a demurrer on behalf of her cl1ent Flesta Transm1s51ons

28._1-;' On or about October 3, 2002 J acobs cltent Russ Ward Auto Body gave hera

copy of a letter srgned by law clerk Negln Sal1m1pour The letter falsely stated that the complamt .

in the 7 Days Tire Case was not subject to demurrer and that Russ Ward Auto Body had untll

: October 10 2003 to settle the lawsult

82 On or about October 29, 2002 J acobs appeared for the hearmg on demurrer of

“her chents F1esta Transmlssmns and Brea Auto Body, and ona demurrer of another defendant
"Superlor Automotrve Respondents Han and Trevor appeared on behalf of the Trevor Law

: Group At that tlme Judge Selna gave a tentatwe rulmg that he would sustarn the demurrers

"




e
o)
o
.
| ::17."
T3

19

0
ol
2
o3
24
25
2% |

| '27:
'_..".”.28

i 28'3‘.. In response, Respondents Han and Trevor argued that Judge Selna could not

rule on the dernurrers of Superror Automotrve and Brea Auto Body because the Trevor Law

_Group had already dlsmtssed those defendants from the lawsu1t Desprte requests from J acobs
‘and counsel for Supertor Automotlve to proceed wrth the hearmg, the Court deemed the - '_ .

demurrers moot as the partres had been d1sm1ssed

284 Respondents Han and Trevor also successfully argued to J udge Selna that the .

__'Court could not rule on the demurrer of F 1esta Transmrssmn because Flesta Transm:ssron was 1n'
' default and that J acobs had to ﬁrst move to put as1de the default before proceedmg on the
‘ _'demurrer Respondents Han and Trevor refused to voluntartly set asrde the default Wl‘llCh

lwould have allowed Judge Selna to rule on the demurrer

: .2.85. On or about November 6, 2002 J acobs ﬁled mot1ons to set as1de defaults taken -
agamst her cl1ents mcludmg Flesta Transm1ss1on whrch were subsequently granted |

: ;286. On or about December 10, 2002 the Respondents ﬁled an ex parte appltcatron

requestmg severance of the defendants in order to avo1d a rulmg on the mtsjornder issue. Judge S

-'Selna denied the ex: parte applrcatron and adv1sed the Respondents that severance would not

cure the defect caused by mls]omder o

L 28 On or about January 28, 2003 Judge Selna granted motrons to. set as1de entry '

' of default agamst 22 ofJ acobs cltents whom had thetr defaults entered by the Trevor Law.

Group J udge Selna also deemed the prev1ous demurrer ﬁled on behalf of F1esta Transmtssmns : .

to have been ﬁled and scheduled a hearmg date of February 18 2003
:28_8. Onor about F ebruary 18 2003 J udge Selna sustarned the demurrer thhout

leave to amend on the mlS_]OlIldel' 1ssue, but did not drsm1ss the lawsults agarnst those defendants_ :

'who made a general appearance in the case or d1d not challenge the mrsjomder issue by way of

ademurrer _ _ _ - | R
'..28.9 S At or about that t1me on or about FebruarylS 2003 Respondents stated to o

Judge Selna that they had ﬁled a Pet1t1on for Coordmatmn, requestmg that CEW s UCL cases o

_be heard before a smgle }udge At that t1me Respondents knew sard statement was false as they | ‘-

had not ﬁled sa1d Pet1t1on for Coordmatron Based on th1s false representatton, Judge Selna R

53
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24, 2003

f stayed the automotlve UCL cases pendmg the heanng on the Petltion for Coord1nat10n o

' Respondents ﬁled a Petrtlon for Cocrdmatlon approx1mately Six days Iater on or about February o

290; : By mtentlonally v1olat1ng court orders d1sm1ssmg demumng defendants from the ,

'.7 Days T1re Case W1thout notlce to counsel and other partles by 1ntent10nally avordlng a ruhng
-.'on the m1s101nder 1ssue in order to mamtam the UCL Iltlgatlon and obtaln settlement funds by
f fallmg to notlfy J acobs of the reassxgnment of the 7 Days Tlre Case to the complex dmsron by
_ proceedlng wrth entrles of default knowmg that counsel was unaware of the case reass1gnment
'and by refusmg to stlpulate to vacate entrles of default all in order to mamtam un]ust and |

-mrslomed UCL lltrgatlon for the purpose of obtamlng settlement funds Respondents w1lfully :

-_commrtted rnulttple acts 1nvolv1ng moral turpltude, dlshonesty ot corruptlon

'291'.' By knowmgly mlsrepresentmg the status of the Petmon for Coordmanon to

Judge Selna on or about February 18 2002 in order to obtam a stay of the proceedlngs after the -
'Court had sustamed Fresta Transm1ssron s demurrer w1thout leave to amend the Trevor Law

_Group w1lfully comrrntted acts 1nvolvmg moral turpltude dlshonesty or corruptron

COUNT TWENTY THREE
Case No. 02 O 13107 02 O- 13108 02 O 13416
Business and Professtons Code section 6106 -
[Acts of Moral Turpltude BFS Los Angeles Case}

e 292 Respondents v1olated Busmess and Professrons Code section 6106 by w11fully '

_ commlttmg multlple acts 1nvolv1ng moral turpltude d1shonesty or corrupnon as follows

| 293 The allegahons in. paragraphs 58 through 70 74 through 7 g, 89 through 109 and

237 through 289 are 1ncorporated by reference o

294. On or about J une 7 2002 Just days pI’lOI‘ to drsmlssmg BFS from the 7 Days '

3,T1re Case the Trevor Law Group ﬁled another Iawsu1t agalnst BF S in Los Angeles County
' Superlor Court ent1tled CE Wv Fzrestone Ti zre & Servlce Center case no. BC275338 (“Los -

:Angeles BFS: Case”) The complamt m the Los Angeles BFS Case named ﬁVe defendants and

30,000 DOE defendants Three of the five defendants were 1ndependently owned and operated
Flrestone T1re & Servrce Centers represented by Sybesma '

oS4
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B ,. _:"29:5 . The allegatlons agamst BFS m the Los Angeles BF S Case were substanttally

' srrnllar to the allegatlons agamst BFS in the or1g1nal complamt and Frrst Arnended Complamt in- |

: the 7 Days Tlre case

- 't ': _2.96':.3: On or about July 10 2002 Sybesma propounded drscovery on CEW in order

_to learn the factual bas1s for the Los Angeles BFS Case The Trevor Law Group recelved the ' ‘.

l drscovery

_29 On or about July 22 2002 Sybesma ﬁled a demurrer and mot1on to stnke

'challengtng the complamt ﬁled by the Trevor Law Group on behalf of CEW in the Los Angeles

BFS case _ : . _ o _
. 'j 298'_. ._ On or about August 14 2002 Sybesma recelved CEW s responses to the

.drscovery he had propounded Wthh falled to prov1de any factual basrs for the Los Angeles o

‘ BFS case agamst h1s clients. o

On or about September 17, 2002 the Respondents falled to appear for the :

Hhearmg. on Sybesma s demurrer and motlon to strlke the complamt in the Los Angeles BFS :
-case The Court sustamed the demurrer wrth leave to amend The Court ruled that the '
’complamt “does not contam sufﬁcrent facts to appnze demurrmg defendants of what they have '.
.'allegedly done wrong Plamt1ff alleges the legal conclusmn that all defendants falled 0 properly .
: _record labor and parts on invoices and work orders and hsts ﬁve 1nstances of defendant = o

‘Fi 1restone T1re & Serv1ce Center fa1l1ng to pr0v1de est1mates for unspemﬁed customers or _]ObS at _"

ﬁve d1fferent locatrons The complamt does not provrde a factual ba51s for- hab111ty agamst any of o

1l the demumng defendants »

- 300, - On or about September 20 2002 Sybesrna ﬁled a motion to compel further
drscovery rcsponses frorn CEW in the Los Angeles BFS case. '

~On or about September 27 2002 the Respondents ﬁled an amended complamt '

' ‘in the Los Angeles BFS case, Wh]Ch farled to allege addrt1onal facts regardmg wrongdorng by

BFS On or about October 23, 2002 Sybesma ﬁled another demurrer to the Frrst Amended b -

' Complamt in the Los Angeles BFS case.
3 V7o
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: 302 | On or about October 21 2002 the court granted Sybesma s motron to compel

-_and ordered CEW to prov1de further responses to the d1scovery propounded by Sybesma by no
later than November 4; 2002 and ordered CEW and the Trevor Law Group to pay monetary |

'sanctlons Jomtly and severally in the amount of $1 400 no later than November 4 2002

; :303. - On or about November 4 2002 Respondents falled to prov1de supplemental

‘_dlscovery responses or pay monetary sanctlons pursuant to the court s October 21, 2002 order

o .':304.” On or. about November 11 2002 Sybesrna s secretary, Claud1a Burton _ '_ .

__(“Burton”) spoke to Respondent Trevor mformmg h1m that Trevor Law Group s opposrtton to :

: _BFS’ demurrer Was overdue Respondent Trevor told Burton that he would fax the opposrtton .

that day ReSpondent Trevor falled to fax the opposrtlon to Burton or Sybesma that day
_' 305 On or about November 15 2002 the Trevor Law Group ﬁled an untnnely
opposmon to demurrer In sa1d opposmon papers Respondent Trevor on behalf of the Trevor

Law Group, falsely stated that he d1d not reallze the opposmon was overdue unt1l the day before,

'on or about November 14 2002

" 3 On or about November 15 2002 Sybesma recelved CEW’S supplemental

| _responses to dlscovery, whlch stated that the allegat1ons agamst BFS were based on mformatlon o
posted on the Bureau s webs1te = | T _ o -
B . 30 On or about November 18 2002 the Court sustalned the demurrer to the F1rst :

' Amended Complalnt w1th leave to amend in the Los: Angeles BFS case.

_30 On or about November 27 2002 Respondents ﬁled a Second Amended |

1 Complalnt in the Los Angeles BFS case Sybesma ﬁled a demurrer to the Second Amended
: Complamt in the Los Angeles BFS case. | ' |

SRR 309. Sybesma propounded further dlscovery on CEW requestmg ( 1) documents |

| 'contammg the factual ba51s for CEW’s allegattons agamst his cllents, if. any, (2) documents

| showmg the quahﬁcatlons of CEW and/or its attomeys to prosecute thls actron on behalf of the -
1 general publ1c 1f any; and (3) documents descnbmg legltrmate busmess purposes of CEW if

' 'any In response to sald dlscovery, _CEW provrded Sybesma W1th only ﬁve pages of pnntouts -

: ﬁ‘om the Bureau s web31te

ose
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e '-_'31‘0. On or about December 4, 2002 the court sanctroned CEW and the Trevor -
Law Group an add1tronal $1, 350 00 for falllng to comply w1th the court s October 21 2002

orders to provrde supplemental d1scovery responses and to pay $1 400 00 in monetary

_ sanct1ons by no later than November 4, 2002

- 311 On or about J anuary 7, 2003 Respondent Trevor on behalf of the Trevor Law .: =

i Group, sent Sybesma a letter requestmg that Sybesma s clients waive costs and agree to the

:reﬁhng of separate, 1nd1v1dual lawsurts n exchange for Respondents d1smrssmg the allegahons m"

the Los Angeles BFS Case Sybesrna rejected this offer

312. On or about J anuary 7, 2003 the Trevor Law Group dlsnnssed the Los Angeles

.BFS case agamst Sybesma s chents in order to avord a ruhng on the issue of m1s101nder anda

rulmg that the. allegatrons were 1nsuff1c1ent to state a cause of actron agamst Sybesma s chents

313. Thereafter Respondents refused to drsmrss the case m 1ts ent1rety and the Los

'Angeles BFS Case remamed pendmg agamst only Doe defendants

-3 14 By 1ntent10nally ﬁlmg substantrally srmrlar allegattons agarnst BFS in the Los o 1

_Angeles BFS Case as prev1ous1y alleged in the 7 DaysT1re Case by 1ntent1ona11y m1s101n1ng

.defendants 1n the Los Angeles BFS by 1ntentronally mrsrepresentmg in opposrtlon papers that

Respondent Trevor had been unaware that sa1d papers were overdue and by drsmrssmg
demumng defendants from the Los Angeles BFS Case in order to foreclose the court frorn
ruhng on the Jo1nder issue, Respondents w1lfully comm1tted acts 1nvolv1ng moral turpltude
drshonesty or corruptron - | S | FER

COUNT TWENTY FOUR -

Case Nos 02 O 13107 02 O 13108 02- O 13416 “
- Business and Professrons Code, sectron 6106 '
[Moral Turpltude J eeps R Us Case] -

E 3 l5._ Respondents wrlfully v1olated Busrness and Profess1ons Code sectlon 6106 by

.-wrlfully commrttmg multlple acts mvolvmg moral- turpltude dlshonesty or corruptlon as follows

- 316. The allegatlons m paragraphs 5 g through 70, 74 through 78 89 through 109 and :

‘_237 through 289 are 1ncorporated by reference
_=/// Lo '
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‘3 On or about August 28 2002 after dlsmrssmg J eeps R Us from the 7 Days Tlre i

I_ Case, w1thout notlce to Bllls Respondents ﬁled a new UCL lawsult agalnst if eeps R Us 1n a case'ﬁ': -
Jentltled CE Wv Jeeps R Us Orange County Supenor Court case no 02CC00256 (“Jeeps R |
_ UsCase”) | S o : ‘_ ST
o ‘Z '. 318 On or about August 30 2002 unknown to B111s or Jeeps R Us the Jeeps R Us e
_Case was assrgned to Judge J ames V Selna (“Judge Selna”) At or about that trme the J eeps R ;
-Us Case was deemed related to other CEW UCL cases: 02CC00250 OZCCOOZSI '
-_02CC00252 02CC00253 02CC00254 and 02CCOOZSS

: REe 3_1'9_:.- On or about November 9, 2002 Bllls recerved a summons and complamt ih the

R eeps R Us Case On November 26 2002 Bllls sent the Respondents a letter requestlng notlce

of all proceedmgs and coples of all pleadlngs ﬁled in the J eeps R Us Case

320; On or about November 27 2002 Bills propounded mterrogatorres and a-

_ demand for productron of documents on CEW

Onor about December 18 2002 BlllS sent the Trevor Law Group a letter
statmg that CEW s responses to hlS drscovery were. due on J anuary 2 and 6,2003.

o 3_ On or about J anuary 2, 2003 Respondent Trevor on behalf of the Trevor Law -

_ Group, faxed B111s a Ietter statlng that CEW drd not have to respond to drscovery w1thout further. -

_ 1nstruct10ns from the Court in the 7 Days Trre Case

' 323 Bllls then faxed the Trevor Law Group another letter statlng that there was no ..

;'d1scovery stay in the J eeps R Us Case and that J eeps R Us would accept CEW’s dlscovery

responses on-or before J anuary 6 2003 _ o
S On or about J anuary 6, 2002 Respondent Hendnckson on behalf of the Trevor
Law Group, telephoned Brlls At that tlme Respondent Hendrlckson admltted that there was no b

stay on dlscovery in the J eeps R Us: case Respondent Hendrlckson requested an extensron of

-trme to respond to drscovery, as CEW’s responses were largely “stock answers and would be

provrded ina few days Based on thrs representatlon Bllls agreed to provrde CEW with a two- g

week contmuance to respond to dlscovery

. /f,_’ .
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) 325 Dunng thls telephone conversatlon Respondent Hendrrckson asked Bllls '

whether he 1ntended to appear the next day for a hearmg in the 7 Days Tlre Case Respondent' .

Hendnckson assured Brlls that there were no matters pendmg in the 7 Days Tlre case wh1ch

:affected I eeps R Us and that there would be no orders sought whrch would affect J eeps R Us |
1. Based on that representatlon Bllls told Respondent Hendnckson that he would not attend the -

jhearmg in the 7 Days Trre Case i S

"326_..' Later that same day, on'or about J anuary 6 2003 Bllls drafted and faxed

"Respondent Hendnckson a wrltten corrflrmatlon statmg that CEW wrthdrew any cla1rn to a stay

{t: on drscovery and that CEW would produce 1ts responses to dlscovery on or before J anuary 20

2003 Respondent Hendrrckson srgned the wrrtten conﬁrmatron and faxed 1t back to Bllls

. 327- Based on Resp()ndent HendrleSOH s representatlon Blils drd not attend the o

-_January 7 2003 hearlng in the 7 Days T1re Case

o ‘.‘328, | On or about J anuary 7 2003 the Trevor Law Group appeared in the 7 Days . =

T1re Case At or about that trme unknown to Brlls Respondents requested a stay on all

'drscovery relatlng to the J eeps R Us Case The Court granted the stay pendrng an evaluatlon _'
_ conference scheduled for February 28 2003 | | | o B

' ‘-.329 At no trme drd Respondents mforrn the Court about Respondent Hendnckson s'._ e
_-agreement or telephone conversatlon wrth B111s on or about 2 anuary 6 2003 Respondents c

'lntentlonally concealed sald 1nformat10n from the Court

Respondents 1ntent1onally dlssuaded BIHS from attendmg the J anuary 7 2003

heanng n the 7 Days Tlre Case 1n order to obtaln a stay on dlscovery in the J eeps R Us Case _' 1

" wrthout Btlls knowledge and to avmd respondrng to J eeps R Us drscovery requests

- 331 | Thereaf’ter on or about J anuary 15 2003 Respondent Trevor sent Brlls a letter_

._:zrnfonnmg h1m of the court—ordered stay on drscovery in the J eeps R Us Case, Respondent
V.Trevor s letter further requested Jeeps R Us to voluntanly produce busrness records and falsely
--stated that CEW was entrtled to attorney fees costs and restrtutron damages | |
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On or about J anuary 9 2003 the partres appeared before Judge Selna J udge

' Selna ordered the partles to meet and confer and to dlscuss the poss1b1]1ty of selectmg “test

' cases” to take to trlal

', 333 On or about January 28 2003 Respondent Han mqurred further about the test'_ :

case concept w1th Judge Selna Judge Selna told RespOndent Han that rt was premature to

proffer a lrst of suggested test cases before the partres engaged m a meet and confer Also on .

that date, Judge Selna struck portlons of the complamt in the J eeps R Us Case 1nc1ud1ng

: allegatlons of false advertlsrng agamst J eeps R Us, and prayers for rest1tut1on and drsgorgement

_The Court granted CEW 20 days leave to amend to allege part1cular facts constltutlng false

advert1smg and the partlcular non-partles whom CEW alleged restltutron was owed

On or. about Frlday, F ebruary 7 2003 B1lls recelved a letter from Respondent

.Han on. behalf of the Trevor Law Group, statmg that CEW had selected ﬁve defendants

1nclud1ng J eeps R Us to take to tr1a1 w1thm 120 days Respondent Han’s letter stated that Judge
Selna had suggested thlS approach and that 1f Bl]ls dld not respond by Monday, February 10,
2003 the Trevor Law Group would 1nfer Brlls acceptance of the proposal

B -._,3'35._= On or about February 7 2003 BlllS faxed the Trevor Law Group a letter statlng

| that J udge Selna had told the Respondents that 1t was premature to proffer a llst of suggested
_test cases Bllls further stated in his letter that at the next status conference he would request an :

ev1dent1ary hearmg to determme whether CEW is quahﬁed to sue on behalf of the general pubhc

h j:336l._ _ On or about February 18 2003 the Trevor Law Group appeared before Judge | |
Selna and obtamed an 1ndeterm1nate stay on all the proceedlngs before h1m 1nclud1ng the Jeeps

R Us Case: At or. about that t1me Respondents represented that they had frled a Pet1t1on for

'Coordmatron of the CEW UCL cases. At or about that t1me Respondents knew such
representatlon was false. Respondents d1d not ﬁle sa1d Petmon for Coordmatlon untll onor =

.-about February 25 2003,

337 Respondents ﬁled said Pet1t1on for Coordmatron in order to obtain a stay on’

-'court proceedmgs, relatlng to 1ts UCL lltrgatlon wh1le COI’ItlIllllIlg to attempt settlement of cases -

' and thereby, obtammg settlement funds

-60-
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o _338 The Trevor Law Group never notrced B1lls of the hearmg on February 18 2003

e 339’. E Desplte the mdetermmate stay, on or about February 19, 2003 the Trevor Law

" Group served Bllls wrth an amended eompialnt in the J eeps R Us Case L

On or about May 14, 2003 the Orange County Superror Court demed the

. Trevor Law Group s Pet1t10n for Coordmatron

| 341 By knowmgly refusmg to prowde Bllis w1th cop1es of pleadmgs and notlces by

-1ntent10naHy vrolatlng the Court s May 10 2002 order staylng dlscovery and propoundlng _

| dlscovery on J eeps R Us by falhng to notrfy Bllls of the Court ’s May 10, 2002 order and a .

number of ex parte hearmgs by knowmgly dlsmlssmg J eeps R Us from the 7 Days T1re Case in

_. order to av01d an adverse ruhng, by 1ntent10nally fallmg to notlfy BlllS and other counsel of the

dlsmrssal for the purpose of preventmg other partles from bemg able to ralse the mIS_]OlndCI‘ Issue

‘by knowmgly makmg false statements and mlsleadlng Bills about the T: anuary 7, 2003 hearmg in »
' the 7 Days Trre Case by obtammg a stay on dlscovery in the J eeps R Us Case w1thout Bllls

‘knowledge by concealmg from the court Respondent Hendrlckson s teIephone conversatlon |
‘w1th BlllS on J anuary 6 2003 ‘and by falsely statmg to Bllls that CEW was entltled to rest1tut10n :
' '1n the J eeps R Us Case Respondents w1lfully commltted acts 1nvolv1ng moral turprtude -

-dlshonesty or corruptlon

' COUNT TWENTY FIVE

Case Nos 02 O- 13107 02-O- 13108 02-0- 13416 -
: ‘Business and Professions Code, section 6068(c)
[Commencmg and Malntammg Unjust Actron Agalnst BFS]

. 342 Respondent w11fully Vlolated Busmess and Professrons Code sect:on 6068(0); |

by fa111ng to counsel or mamtam such actlon proceedmgs or. defenses only as appear to hlm L

' legal or Just as follows

The allegatlons in paragraphs 237 through 289, 294 through 313 a;nd 317 ‘

through 340 are 1ncorporated by reference o
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o _ 344 By knowmgly ﬁlmg a defectwe lawsult agarnst BF S in the Los Angeles BFS case

based solely upon allegatrons contamed on the Bureau webs1te and after 1ntentlonally d1srms51ng

._:substanually smular allegat1ons agamst BFS in the 7 Days T1re Case Respondents w1lfully fa1led S

to counsel or mamtaln such actlon proceedlngs, or defenses only as appear to them legal or ]ust

QOUNT TWENTY SIX
Case Nos. 02 0- 13107 02- 0-13108 02 O 13416
_Business and Profess1ons Code, section 6068(c)
[Mamtalnmg an Unjust Actlon Agamst Jeeps R Us]

o345 Respondents wrlfully v1olated Busmess and Professrons Code sectron 6068(0)

_ _by fa111ng to counsel or mamtam such actlon proceedmgs or defenses only as appear to them |

) legal or Just as follows

o 34_6; The allegahons in paragraphs 58 through 70 and 3 17 through 340 are

' 1ncorporated by reference o o

: ._3_47. By knowmgly ﬁhng a defectrve lawsult agamst Jeeps RUsn the J eeps R Us

Case based solely upon alleganons contarned on the Bureau websrte and by ﬁhng the subsequent
lawsult agamst Jeeps R Us i in the b eeps R Us case aﬁer 1ntent10nally dlsm1ssmg substantlally

I 51m1lar aIlegatlons agamst J eeps R Us'in the 7 Day T1re Case Respondents w1lfully farled fo

counsel or mamtam such act1on proceedmgs or defenses only as appear to them legal or Just
in v1olat10n of Busmess and Profess1ons Code sectlon 6068(0)

COUNT TWENTY SEVEN

. _' Case Nos 02- O 13107 02 o- 13108 02- O 13416
R ‘Business and Professions Code, section 6106 - ‘
[Acts of Moral Turp1tude M1sconduct Durlng OSC Hearmg before J udge Carl West]

- '348; Respondents wrlfully v1olated Busmess and Profess1ons Code sectlon 6106, by

'commntmg mulhple acts 1nvolv1ng moral turpltude dlshonesty or corruptron as follows

3 - The allegatrons in paragraphs 58 through 70 74 through 78 89 through 109 and
237 through 289 are 1noorporated ’oy reference
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y ‘. ' 50 In or about November 2002 Hummer on behalf of Homburg J aguar Inc

: _Espoke to Respondents Han and Trevor about the fact that the Trevor Law Group had sued the ]
_'wrong ent1ty Desplte prowdlng the Respondents w1th documentatton provmg that the '
' allegatrons referred to a prekus owner, Respondents refused to drsm1ss the allegatrons agatnst .

'_Hornburg J aguar Inc

. 3 Short]y thereafter m or about November 2002 Hummer drscussed ﬁlmg a

_demurrer to the complamt agamst Homburg Je aguar Inc w1th both Respondents Han and
| Trevor In response Respondents Han and Trevor told Hummer that the Trevor Law Group o

"had prevatled on the 1ssue of mrsjomder in the 7 Days Tlre Case

_--_-352 At that trme Respondents Han and Trevor made the aforemennoned statements

‘to Hummer they knew the statements were false as the court 1n the 7 Days Trre Case had
'_already sustamed demurrers on the mtsjomder 1ssue and thereafter, Respondents mtentlonally S .

'dtsmtssed demurrmg defendants to avo1d the m1SJomder issue.

353 On or about December 16 2002, the Los Angeles County Superlor Court
deemed followmg elght CEW auto repa1r shop cases related Case Nos. BC 281693 BC -

.'281694 BC 281695 BC 281696 BC 281705 BC 281768 BC 281865 and BC 282336

_'On or about J anuary 27 2002, the Los Angeles County Superlor Court deemed the Los o = |

Angeles BFS Case related even though there were no named defendants in that case.

i ‘._ '5 Thereafter all cases were: asstgned to the Honorable Carl West Judge of the |
Los Angeles Supenor Court and all further proceedmgs 1nc1ud1ng dlscovery and monons were
stayed untrl further order of the court, .. . | __ '_ | B - | _ . _ o
‘ 35_5 On or about J anuary 27 2003 Judge West conducted the mttlal status

conference on the nme related CEW auto repa1r shop cases At that t1me Judge West set the o

._matter for an Order to Show Cause hearmg March 28 2003 as to why the nine Los Angeles

' Auto Repatr Shop cases whlch collecttvely named approx1mately 2 000 auto repa1r shop

defendants should not be dlsmlssed

mooo
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' 356 On or about F ebruary 14 2003 the Trevor Law Group served Notlces of

}'Submlssmn for Petttton of Coordmatron (“Petrtlon for Coordmatlon”) on defense counsel

o 357 On or about February 14, 2003 Sybesma Who represented defendants in the

'related CEW auto shop cases, faxed and malled a letter to the Respondents requestmg a copy

of the Petttlon for Coordmatron and supportmg documents Over the next several days

Sybesma contmued to request these documents from the Trevor Law Group

On or about F ebruary 19 2003 the Trevor Law Group sent Sybesma its

'.movmg papers for the Petrtron for Coordmatlon but fa11ed to prov1de the supportmg documents :
for attachments The Trevor Law Group d1d not prov1de the attachments to Sybesma unttI

' February 27 2003

: 359_'.' :: On or about May 14 2003 the Trevor Law Group 8 Pet1t1on for Coordmatton _ |
wasdemed _ S _ Dl _ S BT

"":-- 360. E On or about March 28 2003 Judge West conducted the Order to’ Show Cause

. 'hearmg w1th respect to the n1ne CEW auto reparr shop cases Durmg the heanng, Respondent -
’ -_Han argued on behalf of the Trevor Law Group that Respondents had evrdence to support a

' consplracy allegatlon rnvolvmg the Bureau Wthh would perrnlt the jomder of all defendants : '

At that t1me Respondents knew that they d1d not have ev1dence to support a consplracy

.allegatlon or to otherw1se }ustlfy the contmued m1s101nder of defendants o

L 3‘6-.'1;'-_ At or about that t1me Respondents concealed from J udge West that they had

ah‘eady conceded the 1ssue of Jomder before Judge Selna on or about December 10 2002

- regardlng CEW auto repatr cases in Orange County

-‘3_62 At or about that tlme Respondents re- served BF S as a “Doe” defendant in the |

| Los Angeles BFS Case desptte knowrng that they had dtsmlssed BFS asa named defendant in
. that very case. Respondents Vlolated Code of C1v11 Procedure sectlon 474 by nammg and

| -'servmg BFS as a “Doe” defendant since. BFS was known to: Respondents

) 363 Thereafter on or about March 28 2003 Judge West dlsmrssed the related -

CEW auto reparr shop cases in Los Angeles County and found that CEW was nota competent . )

' '_ plalntlff and the UCL 11t1gat10n served no proper pubhc purpose o

s -6.4~
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o 364 By knowmgly makmg false representat1ons to J udge West on or about March e 1

: 28 2003 that they had evrdence to estabhsh a consplracy allegat1on Respondents w1lfully

- commrtted acts 1nvolv1ng moral turpltude dlshonesty or corrupt1on

COUNT TWENTY- EIGHT S

Case Nos 02—0 13107 02-0- 13108 02 O- 13416_
- Business and Professions Code, section 6106 '
[Moral Turpltude Mtsrepresentatlons to Ehzabeth Hummer]

S ) 365.’ : Respondents wﬂfully v1olated Busmess and Professrons Code sectron 6106 by

-'comm1tt1ng an act mvolvmg moral turprtude drshonesty or: eorrupt1on as follows S

366 The allegatlons in paragraphs 58 through 70 74 through 78 89 through 109 and

:237 through 289 and 350 through 363 are 1ncorporated by reference

_ 3_67._1' _ By knowmgly makmg false statements to Hummer regardmg the issue of Jo1nder-

m the 7 Days T1re Case and. regardmg the success of the Trevor Law Group w1th respect to . -

_demurrers on the mtslomder 1ssue in the 7 Days T1re case, Respondents w1lfully commltted acts’

mvolvmg moral turpltude d1shonesty or corruptron _i:'

COUNT TWENTY NINE

Case Nos. 02- O 13107 02 O 13108 02- 0-13416
' - Business and Professmns Code, section 6068(a)
[Farlure to Comply With Laws~ Misuse of ¥ o1nder and: “Doe” Defendants]

368 Respondents w1lfully Vlolated Busmess and Professmns Code sectron 6068(a) '

by falhng to support the Const1tut1on and laws of the Unrted States and of thls state by v1olatmg' i
‘ CCP sectron 379, as follows | ' | '

: 369. The allegatlons in paragraphs 237 through 289 294 through 313 317 through
340 and 350 through 363 are 1ncorporated by reference Ny e

e
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he o 3 0 By repeatedly Jormng named multlple unrelated defendants 1n both the restaurant

I and auto repalr shop cases in Los Angeles and Orange County, and then by ]ommg mn excess of
| 1 000 named restaurant defendants in the Blue Banana Case, in vrolatron of Code of C1v11
‘Procedure sectton 379 on or about December 12 2002 after havrng acknowledged to Judge _:. .
:gSelna in Orange County that Jomder of multlple auto repalr shop defendants was 1mproper on or
--about December IO 2002 Respondents wﬂfully falled to support the Constrtutron and laws of

[ the Umted States and of thrs state

o 371 By srmultaneously ﬁlmg approx1mately 98 Doe Amendments addmg “Doe

_defendants to the 7 Days Tire case on the same day the orlgmal complamt was flled in that case,
| and by attemptmg to re-serve BF S asa “Doe” defendant 111 the BFS Los Angeles case on. or o )
\'about March 28 2003 with the knowledge of BFS s rdentrty, Respondents v1olated Code of

.ClVll Procedure sectlon 474 and thereby w1lfully falled to support the Constrtutlon and laws of

the Umted States and of th1s state
Q_.OUN"”"_...,___HMZ
Case Nos 02- O 13107 02 O- 13108 02 O- 13416
Busmess and Professrons Code, section 6103
_ [Fallure to Obey a Court Order] _ : _
_ 372 Respondents w1lfully vrolated Busmess and Profess1ons Code SCCthI‘l 6103 by

w1lfully dlsobeyrng or vrolatmg an order of the court requmng them to do or forbear an act

_connected w1th orin the course of Respondent s professron Whlch they ought in good farth to do 1

._or forbear, as follows f -

_3_;73. The allegatlons of paragraphs 237 through 289 294 through 313 317 through

' 340 and 350 through 363 are: mcorporated by reference

- 374 By farhng to provrde Sybesma w1th a Ilst of served defendants in the 7 Days Tlre

_Case pursuant to the court s May 8"1 and May 10“1 orders by propoundmg drscovery on

defendants in v1olat10n of the court’s May 10“‘ and May 20*’ orders Respondents w11ful]y

drsobeyed or v1olated an order of the court requlrmg them to do or forbear an act connected

'w1th or in the eourse of Respondent‘s professron whrch they ought in good falth to do or forbear
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- 37.5 . By fallmg to comply Wlth the Court ] October 2l 2002 order in the Los

.Angeles BFS’ case, by farlmg to prov1de supplemental responses to d1scovery from CEW and by‘ '
: fa111ng to pay $1 400 00-in sanctlons to Sybesma by no later than November 4 2002

-Respondents wrlfully d1sobeyed or vrolated an order of the court requmng them to do or forbear
an aet connected w1th or in the course of Respondents professron wh1ch they ought in good farth

'-_'to do or forbear

. COUNT THIRTY ONE | _
CaseNos 02-0- 13107 02-0- 13108 02 O 13416
. Rulesof Profess1onal Conduct, Rule 2- 100(A)
[Comrnumcatlons Wlth Part1es Represented by Counsel]

_ 376 Respondents w1lfully V1olated Rules of Professronal Conduct rule 2 lOO by

"cornmumeatmg w1th a represented party, as follows

7 The allegauons in paragraphs 58 through 70 74 through 78 89 through 109

'.238 through 289 294 through 3 13 and 317 through 340 and are 1ncorporated by reference

N 378_.-' From 1n or about Apnl 2002 through in.or about December 2002 Respondents .'
knowmgly and repeatedly communtcated w1th part1es represented by counsel on numerous '
occaswns 1nclud1ng, but not l1m1ted to the followmg occas1ons | . _

| | A On or about Apr1l or May 2002 Glen Mozmgo (“Mozmgo”)
telephoned the Trevor Law Group and 1nformed the ofﬁce that he was representlng defendant- |
Hurley and MISSIOH Vre}o Transmlssron in the 7 Days Tlre Case and requested that all future e

contact be through hls ofﬁce Thereafter representatwes from the Trevor Law Group ofﬁce B

telephoned Hurley and demanded settlement of the lawsult The representatwes told Hurley that

he was 1n b1g trouble if he d1d not settle and that the Trevor Law Group could make it very -
embarrassmg for Hurley to ﬁght the lawsu1t E |

"o

o
"
woo
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P B In or about Aprll 2002 J ohn Darcy Bolton (“Bolton”) representmg

'Custorn Motors in the 7 Days Tlre Case sent the Trevor Law Group drsputrng the allegatlons
2 agalnst Custom Motors and requestmg specrﬁc facts regardmg the allegatlons agamst Custom
:_ Motors In response Respondent Trevor on. behalf of the Trevor Law Group, sent Bolton a. -
response letter whrch fa1led to prov1de spec1ﬁc facts to support the allegatron Thereafter

: Respondents Trevor and Hendrrckson on behalf of the Trevor Law Group, telephoned Custom

: _Motors employee Barry Bloch (“Bloch”) dlrectly demandmg settlement of the lawsurt

' C On or about September 18, 2002 the Trevor Law Group ﬁled Case

_No BC281696 (“Guzman Carburetor Case”) On November 22 2002 attorney Jonathan

Gabrtel (“Gabnel”) sent the Trevor Law Group a letter ad\nsmg thcm that he represented s1x
UCL defendants 1nclud1ng Gadwa Presents Captlan V s Auto (“Gadwa ’) who was a named o

defendant in the Guzman Carburetor Case On or about December 2, 2002 the Trevor Law _. | o

Group sent documents drrectly to Gadwa SRR

s D On or about September 19 2002 the Trevor Law Group ﬁled Case

No BC281768 (“AC Auto Servrce Case”) On or about November 14 2002 Gabrlel ﬁled a’

demurrer on behalf of defendant Autoald & Rescue Mobrl Reparr & Tow (“Autoard ) and _- .

served the Trevor Law Group On or about November 22, 2002 the Trevor Law Group senta.

pleadlng and dlscovery responses drrectly to Autoald On or about November 27 2002 the

'Trevor Law Group malled a pleadmg d1rectly to Autoald On or about December 2 2002 the N
'Trevor Law Group served Autoald drrectly w1th an Amended Notice of Case Managernent
__ Conference ()n or about December 5 2002 the Trevor Law Group served Autoard drrectly

'_wrth two Notlces of Rulrng and Notrce of Related Cases

_ _ "B On or about September 27 2002 the Trevor Law Group ﬁled Case "
No BC282336 (“E Auto Glass Case”) On or about November 7, 2002 Gabnel fileda =

demurrer on behalf of Forelgn Domestlc Auto Body Reparr (“Forelgn Domestrc”) a defendant

in the E Auto Glass Case and served the Trevor Law Group On November 27 2002 the

Trevor Law Group ma1led a pleadrng dlrectly to Forergn Domesuc On December 2 2002 the o

: Trevor Law Group marled another pleadlng drrectly to Fore1gn Domesuc

fﬁg"' f""
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e :‘ F In or about October 2002 Trevor Law Group law clerk Sallmlpour -

:telephoned Beverly Fard (“Fard”) owner of Fountam Valley Auto & Truck Repa1r (“Fountam _ R
-Valley”) a defendant in the 7 Days Tlre Case At that trme, Fard 1nformed Salumpour that

J acobs represented Fountam Valley 1n the matter Fard asked Sa11m1pour for her last name but'

Sahmlpour refused to prov1de her full name Approx1mately ten mmutes later Trevor Law

.Group law clerk J osh Thomas (“Thomas”) telephoned Fard regardmg the 7. Days T1re Case
' Fard hung up on Thomas Thereafter on or about October 25 2002 Sahmlpour agarn _
- 'telephoned Fard statmg that the Trevor Law Group would obtam a default Judgment and l1en "

: agamst Fountam Valley and then send a shenff out to shut down the busmess

'_ G On or about November 1, 2002 Jacobs appeared as counsel for Leo & s

-Son Garage in a case entltled CE Wv Didea T ony Auto Reparr Los Angeles Superlor Court
i Case No BC281694 (“Dldea Tony Case”), by ﬁhng a. demurrer to the complamt and servmg '
.the Trevor Law Group w1th the demurrer Thereafter the Trevor Law Group served a Not1ce -

-'.of Takrng Deposmon dlrectly on Leo & Son Garage

H On or about November 5, 2002 Sybesrna appeared in Orange County
Supenor Court on behalf of defendant N&J Radlator & A1r Condluonmg dba Al Radlator

__Servrce (“Al Radlator Servace”) m a case entrtled CE Wv Ango Auto Repazr Orange
"County Supenor Court case no O2CC00278 (“Armgo Auto Case”) Thereafter on or about B
.November 20 2002 Rozsman knowmgly te]ephoned Al Rad1ator Servrce and represented |
I hlmself as an attorney for the Trevor Law Group At all tlmes the Trevor Law Group

: authonzed Rozsman to contact Al Radlator Serv1ce

: L. S In or about November 2002 Respondent Han on behalf of the Trevor et

' Law Group, telephoned Mtchael Batarseh (“Batarseh”) owner of Arco Smog Pros, a defendant -

in the Anngo Auto Case At that tlme Batarseh tolcl Respondent Han that he was represented 1 :

by J acobs Respondent Han contmued to talk to Batarseh and stated that Batarseh would waste x

_t1me and money on attomey fees 1f he refused to settle the lawsu1t Respondent Han also stated

'that 1f Batarseh fought the lawsutt he wou}d have to produce his ﬁnancral records

_-69;_.._. _
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TN ¢ _;- On or about December 30 2002 Respondent Hendnckson on behalf

-of the Trevor Law Group, telephoned Judy Tu (“Tu”) owner of Z Sushl and defendant in the ' :' g
.Blue Banana Case ‘Tu toId Respondent Hendrtckson that she was represented by counsel
' Respondent Hendnckson contlnued to ask Tu questlons in connect10n wrth the Blue Banana

Case.

i ;_3_'79 By knowmgly contactmg defendants represented by counsel 1nclud1ng by not

hmrted to Jeeps R Us Custom Motors Z Sush1 Al Radrator Serv1ce Forelgn Domestlc Leo
1 & Son Garage Gadwa Fountaln Valley, MlSSlOI’l Vlejo Transrnrssmns and Arco Auto Smog E

Pros Respondents w1lfully and repeatedly communlcated w1th represented part1es

COUNT THIRTY—TWO

Case Nos 02 O 13107 02- 0- 13108, 02- 0- 13416 -
- Rules of Professmnal Conduct, rule 5- L100(A) -
[Threatemng Charges to Gam Advantage in Civil Surt]

. '380'." Respondents wilfully vrolated Rules of Professwnal Conduot rule 5- IOO(A) by

.'threatenmg to present cnmlnal admlnlstratlve, or d1s01p11nary charges to obtam an advantage in a

1v11 drspute, as follows

-3 The allegatlons in paragraphs 58 through 70 74 through 78 89 through 109 and- | .

‘ 378 B are 1ncorporated by reference i

o _ 382 In or about Aprrl or May 2002 after Respondents knew that Custom Motors 3

:"was represented by counsel Respondent Trevor on behalf of the Trevor Law Group, S o

-telephoned Bloch drrectly

: 383 At that time, Respondent Trevor falsely told Bloch that Custom Motors was -

__'w1thout counsel and in contempt of coutt, Respondent Trevor dernanded Bloch produce four o

years of. busmess records for Custom Motors and further told Bloch that the Trevor Law Group :

'-lcould refer any v1olat10ns they found to the Grand Jury for prosecutlon Thereafter Bloeh hung

_up on Respondent Trevor |

3 384 By engagmg in coercrve settlement tact1cs by demandmg to rev1ew bus1ness

_'records and threatenlng to refer v1olatrons 10 the Grand J ury, Respondents wﬂfully threatened to '

present cnrnmal charges to obtaln an advantage in a crvrl drspute
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COUNT THIRTY—THREE

CaseNos 02- O 13107 02 0 13108 02 O- 13416
' Busrness and Professrons Code, sectlon 6103
[Fallure to Obey Court Orders] '

' .:'_3:85.' : Respondents w1lfu11y Vtolated Busmess and Professmns Code, sectlon 6103 by

‘.w11fu11y disobeylng or v1olat1ng an order of the court requlrmg them to do or forbear an act
_connected with or in the course of Respondents professmn whlch they ought 111 good falth to do

or forbear as follows

386 The allegat1ons of paragraphs 58 through 70 74 through 78 89 through 109

and 237 through 289 are 1ncorporated by reference

"-3 87. On or about March 21 2002 the San Fran01sco County Superlor Court 1ssued

an order for Judlclal Councﬂ Coordlnatlon Proceedmg (“J CCP”) 4149 entltled In Re

Automobtle Adverttsmg Cases Sald order prov1ded that any new complamts 1nvolv1ng the
__.same legal theor1es agalnst automobile dealershlps to whlch any party or counsel m JCCp 4149
i is elther a party or counsel shall be the subject of an add -or petmon ﬁled w1th1n ten days (10) of
‘such party s or counsel s knowledge of such new case dlrectly 1n Department 608 by such |

'party or counsel ”

3_88'. ‘ In or about June 2002 Erlc Somers (“Somers”) plalntlffs l1a1son counsel n

_J CCP 4149 learned of three UCL autornobtle advert1smg lawsults filed by the Trevor Law _
.Group on behalf of CEW CE Wv che Honda Superstore et al (“Rlce Honda Case”) Case ?
‘No BC274878 CE Wy. Gareway Auto Center et al (“Gateway Auto Case”) Case No S
ljBC276390 and CE Wv McMahons RV et al, (“McMahons Case”) Case No. BC274879

'_: (“CEW Advertlsmg Cases”)

389, At that tlme Somers represented plalntlff Paul Dowhal (“Dowhal”) Somers

_.learned that Respondent Han had been contactlng defendants n J CCP 4149 and attemptmg to-

settle clalms on behalf of CEW Wthh had already been ralsed by Dowha] ‘The CEW o |

.Advertlsmg Cases named hundreds of automoblle dealers as “DOE” defendants Many of those g

defendants Were already sub_| ect to J udgments and InJunctlons entered by the Coordmanon Tr1a1

Judge in JCCP 4149

R TE
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o 390 On or about June 25 2002 Somers contacted Respondent Trevor and advrsed

I_hrm that the CEW Advert1smg Cases named many dealershlps that were already sub]ect to

Judgments and Injunctrons or ongomg htlgatlon 1n J CCP 4149 Somers requested that CEW

dlSInlSS these overlapptng defendants from the CEW Advertlsrng Cases Respondent Trevor L

'refused to drsmlss these cases

o 39 On or about June 28 2002 Somers sent the Trevor Law Group a letter

: advrsmg them of. the cla1rns ralsed by Dowhal inJ CCP 4149 and provrdmg a llst of all defendant

' dealershlps that were part of J CCP 4149 Somers letter admomshed the Trevor Law Group

that the couduct of settlement negot1at1ons on behalf of the general pubhc w1thout Dowhal would

be a v1olat10n of Callforma Rule of Professronal Conduct 2 IOO Furthermore the letter advrsed

'the Trevor Law Group and CEW that they would be in vrolatlon of Cahfomla Rule of Court 804

1f they trled to enter any ]udgments agalnst defendants who were party to T CCP 4149 unless

they ﬁled the requlred Notlce of Related Cases. The Trevor Law Group fa1led to respond to the o ;
-'June 28 2002 letter and falled to ﬁle a Not1ce of Related Cases |

o 7392 In or about August 2002 Somers learned that the Trevor Law Group had falled

to ﬁle an opposmon to.a demurrer ﬁled by an overlapplng defendant in one of the CEW

‘Advertrsmg Cases Concerned about the potentral effect of th1s unopposed demurrer on the
".proceedmgs n J CCP 4149 Somers and plalntrffs attomey Westrup thk & Assoc1ates Jomtly

_'_filed motrons to mtervene in each of the CEW Advert1s1ng Cases o

I ._ _‘3‘93,_' On September 25 2002 Judge nghberger of Dept 32 of the Los Angeles o

Supenor Court deemed the CEW Advert1s1ng Cases related and stayed them pendlng Judge :

-_Mason s detennlnatlon of a Petmon to add on the CEW Advertlsmg Cases

' '-.'394 At the hearlng grantmg the mot1ons to 1ntervene the court ordered the Trevor .

'_Law Group to add on'the CEW Advemsmg Cases on to JCCP 4149 Thereat’ter the Trevor .

A Law Group falled to properly add on the CEW Advert1s1ng Cases Consequently, on or about '

October 23 2002 J udge H1ghberger 1nstructed Westrup thk & Assocrates to take the -

'appropnate steps to add the CEW Advertrsmg Cases onto JCCP 4149 Westrup thk &
-_Assomates subsequently added on the CEW Adverstmg Cases to J CCP 4149

. .
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o .395 Desplte the court orders in J CCP 4149 on.or about November 14 2002 the

| Trevor Law Group ﬁled Los Angeles County Superror Court case no. SSOl 1402 ent1t1ed CE W | N
_'v Santa Momca Acura et al (“Santa Momca Acura Case”), which 1nvolved the same legal -

- theortes as those m J CCP 4149 Thereafter the Trevor Law Group knowrngly farled to ﬁle an

add -on pet1t10n regardrng the Santa Momca Acura Case or otherw15e not1fy the court or partles o

_1n JCCP 4149

ae L 396 In or about March 2003 Somers leamed of the Santa Momca Acura Case and '

that the Trevor Law Group was attemptmg to settle w1th defendants 1n sa1d case in drrect

| V1olat10n of court orders n’ J CCP 4149

B __'_397 In response on March 11, 2003 Sorners sent a letter to Respondent Han

remrndrng hnn of the Trevor Law Group $ obllganon to add -on the Santa Monrca Acura Case to |

.JCCP 4149 To date the Trevor Law Group 1ntent1onally has farled to add -on the Santa |

Momca Acura Case ‘

7 .'-39_8. By knowmgly v101attng court orders m J CCP 4149 pursulng UCL 11t1gat1on and

attemptmg to settle cases on behalf of CEW and fa111ng to add -on the Santa Monrca Acura
"'Case Respondents wdfully drsobeyed or v1olated orders of the court requmng them to do or

_forbear an act connected w1th or in the course of therr profess1on which they ought in good falth . .

to do or forbear
ER COUNT THIRTY-FOUR
Case Nos 02-0- 13107 02 O 13108 02 O- 13416
Buisiness and Professions ‘Code, section 6106 -
' [Acts of Moral Turp1tude Gateway Auto Case] 4
L 39'9. ' Respondents w11fully vrolated Busrness and Profess1ons Code sectron 6106 by

commlttmg an act 1nvolv1ng moral turpltude dlshonesty or corruptlon as follows -

. _7 400 The allegatlons of paragraphs 58 through 70 74 through 78 89 through 109

:and 387 through 397 are mcorporated by reference

401 On or about August 26, 2002 attoruey Sheldon Cohen (“Cohen”) wrote to
Respondent Han regardmg the Gateway Auto Case. Cohen $ letter advrsed the Trevor Law
Group that seven of h1s chents had been prev1ously sued and had settled the alleged v1olat10ns '_
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In or about September 2002 about the tlme Judge Hrlghberger deemed the

_CEW Auto Advertlsmg Cases related to] CCP 4149 Respondents created and d1stnbuted a.
fsettlement demand letter to all defendants in the Gateway Auto Case. Said letter was prmted on
' red paper and stated that defendants could settle the UCL htlgatron w1thout agreelng to an U

- 'mjunctlon -- by paymg $2 500 and agreerng to a conﬁdentlal settlement agreement

N _4 At or about thls t1me Respondents knew that they could not enter any
}udgments or 1njunct1ons agamst defendant in the CEW Auto Advertrsmg Cases w1thout v1olat1ng :
Cal1forn1a RuIe of Court 804 and g1v1ng proper not1ce of related case JCCP 4149 At or about

thrs tlme Respondents knew that any settlement entered 1nto 1n the CEW Auto Advert1s1ng

_ Cases would be scrutmlzed by the court in JCCP 4149

- 4 Respondents 1ntent10nally sought to conceal settlements m the CEW Auto _

' Advert1smg Cases from the court and part1es 1n JCCP 4149

405-.-' | From 1n or about October 2002 through in or about February 2003, Cohen sent

‘ subsequent letters to the Trevor Law Group requestrng d1sm1ssal of the lawsu1ts agamst Cohen s

"chents who had already settled the allegat1ons 1n prev1ous lawsults

06 On or about February 24 2003 the Trevor Law Group teIephoned Cohen

'Respondent Damran Trevor spoke to Cohen and d1scussed settlement of the lawsurt agamst o

Cohen $ cl1ent Bunmn Bulck-GMC Cohen 1nformed Respondent Trevor that Bunmn Bulck-l-

GMC had no 1ntent1on of setthng the lawsmt Respondent Trevor stated that the Trevor Law
Group would dtsm1ss the actlon agalnst Bunmn Burck GMC 1f Cohen agreed to convmce some |
of l'llS other chents to settle the1r lawsu1ts Cohen rejected the offer and advised Respondent I

Trevor that h1s offer was “hlghly 1nappropr1ate ? Responclent Trevor subsequently srgned a. N

'.d1srrnssal of Bunnm Bu1ck GMC

S 407r : In or about March 2003 the Trevor Law Group served three of Cohen s chents
wrth lawsults in the Santa Momca Acura Case On or about March 5, 2003 Trevor Law B e
Group employee Berley Farber (“Farber”) contacted Cohen s chent M1ke Camarra

(“Camarra ) at Corona Wholesale Auto Farber requested $5 000 as settlement and stated that

“most of the Trevor Law Group S advertlsmg cases settled for $15 000

: .‘74;_. .
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o '_408. _' That same day, Respondent Trevor faxed settlement documents to Camarra
knowmg that they contamed false and/or mlsleadmg statements prom1s1ng a bar on further i o ix
prosecutlon under the pr1ncrples of Tes Jud1cata and collateral estoppel

409 In response Cohen telephoned F arber at the Trevor Law Group Cohen told

‘Farber that hlS statements to; Carnarra about settlmg cases for $15 000 was false and that Cohen o

was not aware of any case settlmg for more than $2 500 Subsequently, Respondent Han came | aE

on the l1ne to speak to Cohen Cohen advrsed Respondent Han that any attempts to settle an

' automob1le advertrsmg case pursuant to judgment to be entered in court was a. v1olat1on of the

March 21, 2002 order in JCCP 4149 Cohen refused to settle the lawsult wrth the Trevor Law s
(houp | - S _ e B :
- 4107 By knowmgly v1olatmg court orders 1n 7 CCP 4149 pursumg UCL l1t1gat10n and

attemptmg settlement on behalf of CEW and attemptlng to conceal settlement attempts from the o

.part1es 1n J CCP 4149 Respondents erfully commltted mult1ple acts mvolvmg moral turp1tude

drshonesty or corruptlon

COUNT THIRTY-FIVE

* Case Nos. 02-0-13107, 02-0-13108, 02-0-13416

- Business and Professions Code, section 6106 .
[Acts of Moral Turp1tude Santa Momca Acura Case] . _
411, Respondents w11fully v1olated Busmess and Profess1ons Code sectlon 6106 by | :
commlttrng acts mvolvmg moral turpltude dtshonesty or corruptron as follows 7
. The allegat1ons of paragraphs 5 8 through 70 74 through 78 89 through 109 ‘.
and 387 through 397 and 401 through 409 are 1ncorporated by reference |

4 13 At all relevant times, the Trevor Law Group knew CEW was a shell corporatron

and pursued the UCL l1t1gat:on from the corrupt mot1ve of generatmg attorney fees

' 414._ In or about mld March 2003 after the Cahfornra Attorney General Ofﬁce ﬁled a |

UCL lawsurts agamst the Trevor Law Group and at ¢ or about the trme the State Bar of Cahfomla- 2

'(“State Bar”) filed an Apphcanon for the Involuntary Inactrve Enrollment of Respondents

:_pursuant to Busmess and Professmns Code sect1on 6007(0) Respondents began servrng o

defendants in the Santa Momca Acura Case and attemptmg settlement w1th them

oA
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B _':-t 41 | At all trmes Respondents knew that they were redulred to add on the Santa -
"‘ Montca Aeura Case to JCCP 4149 cases. Respondents 1ntent10nally falled to add on the Santa o |
:Momca Acura Case in order to obtam eonﬁdennal settlement funds from defendants At all |
-tlmes Respondents attempted to conceal ﬁ'om the part1es and eourt in JCCP 4149 their - _"fg -
. '-'.attempts to settle wrth defendants in the Santa Momea Acura Case Respondents engaged in

ithrs eonduct wrth respect to multlple UCL defendants 1nelud1ng but not hmlted to the foIlowrng

S '_ _'A In or about mld-March 2003 the Trevor Law Group served T1m o |

fTauber (“Tauber”) General Manager of Aud1 of Newport Beach (“Audr”) w1th a complamt in )
the Santa Momea Acura Case nammg Audi asa defendant Thereafter representanves from
! the Trevor Law Group telephoned Tauber at least two or three tlmes trymg to obtam a. -. o

'settlement of the lawsult

| B In or about mtd March 2003 the Trevor Law Group served Albert

'.Aghachr (“Aghachr”) General Manager of 4Wheel Specrahst w1th a complamt in the Santa
':Momea Acura Case namlug 4 Wheel Spec1ahst as a defendant Upon rece1v1ng the eomplarnt -
“Aghachr telephoned the Trevor Law Group and spoke w1th Respondent Han Respondent Han,jl |
'on behalf of the Trevor Law Group, told Aghach1 that one of 4 Wheel Spe01al1st s ;
'advertlsements d1d not contaln a vehrele 1dent1ﬁcat1on number Aghach1 1nforrned Respondent- _
: Han that he had used an advertlsement agency and was unaware of the problem _': '
:Thereaﬁer Respondents Han and Trevor each separately telephoned Aghach1 attemptmg to -

_-settle the 1awsu1t Respondents demanded $5 000 from Aghaolu which rejected

SO In or about m1d -March, 2003 the Trevor Law Group oontacted Dav1d ol

B Lutton (“Lutton”) the general manager of Advantage Auto Corporatron to try to d1scuss

settlement of a Iawsurt the Trevor Law Group had ﬁled on behalf of CEW At the tnne |

"Advantage Auto had not even been served w1th the lawsurt and Lutton was unaware of any
_::lawsult | = S - - |
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L ‘."3:;:41_6 By knowmgly pursumg the Santa Momca Acura Case Wlthout addmg the case to

. J CCP 4149 and by attemptmg settlement Wlth Santa Momca Acura Case defendants and

'_ attemptmg to conceal sald settlement attempts from the part1es and court inJ CCP 4149

Respondents w1lfully comm1tted multlple acts 1nvolv1ng moral turp1tude d1shonesty or corruptlon -

COUNT THIRTY-SIX .

' Case No 02-0- 13416 -
: , Rules of Professmnal Conduct, Rule 1- 200(A)
[Fallure to Dlsclose Matenal Facts Regardmg Admission Appllcatlon]

- 4 Respondent w1lfully V1olated Rules of Profess1onal Conduct rule 1. ZOO(A) by

_'knowmgly fa111ng to dlsclose a matenal fact in connectlon w1th an appl1cat1on for admlssmn to the

-State Bar as follows

C | 41 8'.- The allegat1ons of paragraphs 6 through 36 and 45 through 54 are |
1ncorporated by reference '

419 By fa111ng to update his Apphcanon wrth the Commlttee and by fa111ng to ﬁle a

'statement under penalty of peI]ury updatmg h1s employment hlstory in or about October 2001

"Respondent Han w11fully fa11ed to dlsclose a matenal fact in connectron w1th an apphcatlon for

adm1ss1on to the State Bar _' o ST g
| e ALTERNATIVE REMEDY . =
Because Respondent Han s adm1ssmn to the State Bar was recommended by the

Comm1ttee of Bar Exammers asa result of mlsrepresentatlons in and omlss1ons from Respondent 3

Han s Apphcatlon as alleged in Counts 3 and 36 of thrs Notlce of Dlsc1pl1nary Charges the
State Bar of Cahfornla seeks an order from the State Bar Court recommendmg that the . |

- Cahforma Supreme Court cancel Respondent Han s law l1cense and remove hlS name from the

roll of attomeys -

NOTICE INACTIVE ENROLLMENT' N

YOU ARE HEREBY FURTHER NOTIF IED THAT IFTHE STATE BAR :
COURT FINDS, PURSUANT TO BUSINESS AND. PROFESSIONS®
- CODE" SECTION 6007(c), THAT YOUR CONDUCT POSES A
" SUBSTANTIAL THREAT OF HARM TO THE INTERESTS OF. YOUR .
- "CLIENTS OR TO. THE PUBLIC, THAT YOU MAY BE
INVOLUNTARILYENROLLEDASAN INACTIVE MEMBEROFTHE
._STATE BAR YOUR INACTIVE ENROLLMENT WOULD BE IN .

-77- .
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e ADDITION TO ANY DISCIPLINE RECOMMENDED BY THE COURT
-~ SEERULE 101(0), RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE STATE BAR OF .
- CALIFORNIA : L o

NOTICE COST ASSESSMENT' |

k "'IN THE EVENT THESE PROCEDURES RESULT IN PUBLIC'
 DISCIPLINE, YOUMAY BE SUBJECT TO THE PAYMENT OF COSTS
- INCURRED BY. THE ‘STATE BAR IN THE INVESTIGATION,
© ~ HEARING AND REVIEW OF THIS MATTER PURSUANT TO
- ~BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS CODE SECTION 6086.10. SEE RULE
. 280 RULES OFPROCEDURE OF THE STATE BAR OF CALIF ORNIA

Rcspeotfully subm1tted
THE STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA

L DeputyTrlal Counsel o

o Jayrfe Km;(
" -Deputy Trfa-H'E)ounsel
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'OFFICE OF THE CHIEF TRIAL COUNSEL" R
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'~ DECLARATION OF SERVICEBY CERTIFIED MAIL =~
'CASENUMBER: 020-13107, 02-0-13108, 02-0-13416

| I, the undersigred; over the age of cigh:t.eén (1-8)_ years, whose ‘business .a'ddfess. andplace of
.employment is the State Bar of California, 1149 South Hill Street, Los Angeles, California 90015,

‘California's practice for collection and processing of correspondence for mailing with the United

|| States Postal Service; that in the ordinary course of the State Bar of California's practice,
| correspondence collected and processed by the State Bar of California would be deposited with the

United States Postal Service that same day; that I am aware that on motion of party served, service
is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage meter date on the envelope or package is-
‘more than one day after date of deposit for mailing contained in the affidavit. That in accordance
with the practice of the State Bar of California for collection and processing of mail, I deposited or|..
placed for collection and mailing in the City and County of Los Angeles; on the date shown below,
‘atrue copy of the within ~- e S S

 NOTICE OF DISCIPLINARY CHARGES [Rules 481 and 482, Rules of Procedure] |

ln a sealed envélope=.pla¢ed for collection and mailihg as certified mﬁil, réturﬁ .‘re'ceif)t .re'ques.te'd,‘_
[i ArticleNo.: 71603901 9844 5999:5951 and 7160 3901 984485700758, at Los Angeles, on the date

- " 'shown below, addressed to: -

" Kevin Gerry -~
21001 Olive St. .~ S
i -+ . Santa Barbara, CA 93103

~ . Shane C.Han ~ _
. Trevor Law Group .

.- 468 N. Camden Dr., 2FL
.- Beverly Hills, CA 90210 -

|| in an i.n-_tér_-_-bff;lc.e. inail fa_c_ilify. regul'arl_y maihtainé_d by the Stzit_e Bar of California addressed to: -

UNA

1 declare under pcn‘altf,' of 'pérjufy'ﬁndé:f. the laws of the State of California that the fofegoing istrue |
and correct. Executed at Los Angeles, California, on the date shown below. . =~ oo

DAT_ED:Q’/"/'/ 03  CSIGNED: (g st T ads
S i o s : Ce . ar-o_lyn'.T_ oya )
L R ' . Declarant. -

declare that [ am not a party to the within action; that I am readily familiar with the State Bar of | -




