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1 l L INTRODUCTION

It has always been London’s éintentiun to produce all documents requested by petitionet

3 )| Alex Young (“Young”), regardless of whether they are responsive to Young’s overbroad subpoena
4 || or not. As a result, London initially e;ngaged in a diligent and good faith search, spent 12.5 man

5 || hours doing so, and produced approximately 3,000 pages of documents.

Because Young’s requests are so unreasonably overbroad and lack any degree of

7 I particularity, and because Young’s counsel had refused to identify any categories of documents that

8 | Young wanted London to look for, London was faced with the task of looking for any and all

9 l documents that might be in anyway tangentially related to Young or Kate Walsh (“Walsh™),

10 I Though Young essentially refuses to meet and confer on the issue of defining the scope of London’s

11 | search, London has went well beyond iwhat is required or would be reasonable to ensure that it has

12 | left no stone unturned. In doing so, London has enlisted four employees and spent an additional 46

13 || man hours to ensure that it has produé:ed all documents that might fall within the scope of the

14 || Subpoena, and produced all document:s related to Young or Walsh. Furthermore, London has

15 || provided a declaration from its mstodiéan of records stating that “ail of the records described in the

16 ]| Subpoena for Production of Business R:Lec:ord.s (“Subpoena™) except for the documents identified in

17 || Document Request D, London does nci:ot have any of the documents responsive to Document

19

18 || Request D.” (emphasis added). Accordingly, Young’s motion to compel is moot.

Moreover, Young’s counsel hag failed to adequately meet and confer. In addition to taking

20 || the position that he does not have any obligation to tell London specifically what documents it is

21 | required to produce and help define the scope of the Subpoena, Young has failed to meet and confer

22 || with London’s counsel regarding the déficiancy in the declaration from its custodian of records.

23 || Clearly, Young could have avoided making this motion by doing so.
24 II.  BACKGROUND

25 it

27
28

London is a certified public acc:bunting fum, London, in particular Andrew Meyer, had

26 (| previously performed accounting services for both Young and respondent K.E. Walsh (“Walsh™),

2.
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After learning of Walsh and Young’sf separation in December, 2008, Meyer continued paying bills
for both Walsh and Young as his offi:c:e had done in the past,

In January 2009, Young reqm;asted that London provide his attorey with certain financial
information concerning Young and Walsh. Moreover, on or around January 27, 2009, Young’s new
attomey sent 4 letter to Meyer, accus;ng him of withholding documents and other wrongdoing. In
fact, Young’s counsel went as far as to recommend that Meyer and London hire counsel to represent
them in this matter. As a matter of pfacticc London does not continue to represent clients that hire
lawyers to send them unfounded, threatening letters accusing them of wrongdoing. Accordingly, on
or around January 28, 2009, London éevered its client relationship with Young, Additionalty, on
January 28, 2009, Meyer informed Ytéung and Walsh that he was happy to release all financia]
information. In fact, Meyer was prepéred to attend a meeting with all parties and counsel on
February 5, 2009 and provide all finsu;cial information requested. Young, however, abruptly
canceled that meeting.

On February 18, 2009, Young’%s counsel sent yet another threatening letter to London and

x Meyer. (See Exhibit “1"). Again Young’s counsel made unfounded blanket accusations that Meyer

16 || allegedly breached his fiduciary dutiei as well as claims that his representation of Walsh created a

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

conflict of interest. Absent from Young’s attorney’s rhetoric were any specific accusations of
wrongdoing. On February 24, 2009, Eondon’s attorney responded. (See Exhibit “2”). Again,
London’s counsel represented that London was willing to produce all requested financial documents

if he obtained the consent of both parties.
On February 26, 2009, before London knew that Young had issued a subpoena, London sent

Young’s counsel accounting ledgers ﬁﬂly reflecting every accounting transaction for Walsh, Young
or any related corporate entities that L(;pndon had ever worked on. This consisted of well over 500
pages of documents. :

On, February 25, 2009, Young’%s counsel issued a Deposition Subpoena For Production of

Business Records (the “Subpoena™) adﬁressed to London’s custodian of records. On March 3, 2009,

-
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Young served a copy of the Subpoenia on London. (See Exhibit “3). The Subpoena required
London to produce documents to theideposition officer in seven business days on March 12, 2009.
'The Subpoena requested documents from January 2007 through the date of production. Generally,
the Subpoena called for financial docéumants such as statements for all accounts at financial
institutions and checks. In addition tq requests for financial documents, the subpoena contained
several non-particularized, overbmadz and ambiguous “catchall” requests including a request for
“[a]ll documents in London & Co’s; possession, custody, or control concerning Alexander
Young, any entity in which Alexam?er Young had or has an ownership interest, Katherine
Walsh, and any entity in which Katjaeﬁne Walsh has an ownership interest.” (See Exhibit “3,
Request E).

Over the next seven business ciays London attempted in good faith to locate documents that
wete responsive to the Subpoena. In r;loing so, London spent 12.5 man hours and located 3,000
pages of documents. Based on the Subpoena’s lack of particularity, this was a very difficult task.

On March 12, 2009, London h%md delivered two large boxes consisting of 3,000 pages worth
of documents to the deposition officer; In order to protect itself, London also deliveted responses
with objections to the deposition officé:r. (See Exhibit ““4”), That is, based on the breadth of
Young's request, and since it was uncliear what Young was really requesting, London asserted
objections’. In particular, London sought to object to the Subpoena on the grounds that it was
overbroad and failed to identify the rec%uested documents with reasonable particularity as requited by
C.CP, §2020.410. .

While containing objections, L{:mclon’s responses clearly indicated that it was not
withholding any documents based on those objections and although London was under no obligation
to do so, it produced 3,000 pages worﬂ';n of documents. London’s responses also contained a
schedule precisely outlining all documé-.nts that were produced.

! Because of a typographic error in the caption, on March 13, 2009, London also
served Amended Objections on the depiosition officer. (See Exhibit “4™).

A
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Additionally, so that there Was no confusion, London’s 3,000 page document production and
I objections were accompanied by a cdver letter indicating that London was delivering both objections
and documents responsive to the Subimena. (See Exhibit “4”). The cover letter further requested
that London be reimbursed for all rea,;'sonable costs incutred in locating and compiling the
subpoenaed documents, including $3(§)0 in copying costs (at ten cents a page), $300 for time spent
($24 an hour) and $71.66 in messenge;:r fees. While London was under no obligation to do 80,
London’s counsel faxed a courtesy CO?Py of the Cover Letter and objections to all counsel of record.

ﬁ To date, neither Young nor Young’s douns«:-l has even responded to London’s tender of reasonable

COsts.
Young’s counsel then waited ailmost a month before he decided to contact London about its
production. On April 7, 2009, Mr. Sturman sent a letter regarding London’s compliance with the

l Subpoena. (See Exhibit “5™), Compleiely ignoring London’s production of 3,000 documents and

Young’s failure to pay London’s reasonable costs in tesponding to the subpoena, Mr. Sturman not

only accused London of not complyin;g with the Subpoena, but again claimed London breached its

fiduciary duties.

Moreover, Sturmnan’s letter faﬂ#d to indicate what he actually wanted from London. Other
than admonishing London for failing tc@ provide a declaration pursuant to Eiridence Code § 1561 and
making blanket claims that London hacél asserted objections to “withhold documents,” Sturman failed
to identify any deficiencies in London’is 3,000 page production. Sturman failed to identify any
document or even category of documcr}ts that were not included in London’s 3,000 page production.
Rather, Sturman chose to address Lon:iOn’s objections.

On April 14, 2009, London’s cc;unsel sent a meet and confer letter responding to Sturman’s
letter. (See Exhibit “6™). Rather than ci.onfront Sturman about his litigation tactics, London’s
counsel offered to “work with your ofi"ice to resolve any perceived deficiencies in London’s
response’’ and suggested that they sc:he;dule an in-person meeting or telephonic conference to

discuss London’s response. After re.miijxding Sturman that “net a single request went unanswered,

5.
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and London attempted to fully comply with the requests by producing 3.000 documents which
London maintains encompasses all responsive documents within its custody and control,” London’s
N counsel requested that Sturman identéify any documents that were missing so that London could look

into any discrepancy. London’s couﬂsal also unequivocally agreed to provide Sturman with a

declaration pursuant to Evidence Code % 1561. Finaily, London’s counsel reminded Sturman that
Young had yet to pay London for the reasonable costs incurred in responding to the subpoena and
that pursuant to Evidence Code § 15&3 (b), London was under absolutely no obligation to produce

any records until that amount was paid.

Several hours later on April léil, 2009, Sturman sent another letter to London’s counsel. (See
Exhibit “7"). Again, Sturman failed to identify how London had failed to comply with the
Subpoena. Rather, Sturman conclude;rl that “Accordingly, since London & Co. still has not
complied with the Deposition Subpé;ena and there is no informal resolution of this issues raised
in my April 7, 2009 letter I will file a Motion to Compel and request monetary sanctions
against your client.”

On April 15, 2009, London pl‘ti)Vided all parties with a declaration from its custodian of
records pursuant to Evidence Code § 1561. (See Exhibit “8”).

Prior to filing this motion, Ym:;ing’s counsel never attempted to meet and confer regarding the
inadequacy of London’s custodian of tecords declaration that was provided on April 15, 2009. That
is, Mr. Sturman never attempted to cm;ltact London’s counsel to informally resolve this issue. At
bést, Young's counsel declaration in opposition to London’s motion for a protective order stated in
passing that “On April 15, 2009, rece;ived the Declaration of Andrew Meyer Pursuant to Evidence
Code § 1561. This declaration did 1101:: state whether London & Co. had produced all of the
documents responsive to the Depositio?n Subpoena For Production Of Business records or just some
of the documents” (See Exhibit “9"). bcspite Mr. Sturman’s commentary, he failed to meet and
confer with London’s counsel about I‘hlS error prior to filing the motion to compel.

On May 18, 2009, London’s counsel, Jesse Kaplan, contacted Mr. Sturman by telephone to

-6-
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further meet and confé:r regarding reéolving the dispute regarding the Subpoena. Again, Mr. Kaplan
assured Mr. Sturman that it has alwa&s been London’s intent to provide Young with all documents
that he was requesting and that Londé:)n is nejther withholding documents based on those objections,
nor does it intend on doing so. Mr. Kaplm also indicated that it was not his intention to argue
over objections, but to work with hlS office to identify what documents or categories of
documents Young thought may noi:: have been produced by London, so that London can search
for, locate and produce those docm:inents. Mr. Kaplan further indicated that London had
experienced difficulty in searching fof documents, in particular in response to Request E, and that
London needed Young's assistance m clarifying what categories of documents Young was looking
for. | |

During this conversation, Mr. Kaplan indicated that London was searching for documents
that Young had identified in his mctiofn to compel and opposition to London’s motion for a
protective order. In particular:1) WES?, 1099s and tax related documents; 2) American Express
Statements; 3) invoices, bills and c:the:r documents regarding furnishings; and 4) invoices, bills and

other documents regarding home improvements.
I

During this conversation, M. $mmm also identified several other categories of documents
that Young was interested in: 1) conm;icts reiating to Walsh ot Young's employment (i.e. Grey's
Anatomy) and documents evidencing t;heir payment under same; 2) documents relating to all
accounts utilized by or on behalf of Wﬁlsh or Young; 3) any subsidiary ledgers Gie. ledgers for home
furnishings); 4) documents used to prepare financial statements; and 5) correspondence with
third-parties (i.e. a letter regarding a péyment dispute). Mr. Kaplan also indicated that London
would look for any documents that are:;msponsive to these categories, and if they exist and were not
already produced, London would prodﬁce those documents over objections, regardless of whether
they are actually responsive to the subpj)oena ot not.

Finally, Mr. Kaplan representccil that London would provide Young with a custodian of

records declaration that indicates that the documents produced are all the records described in the

-
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Subpoena. Mr. Kaplan indicated that London would do so once London has completed its search for
the new categories of documents ideﬁtjfied by Young.

Later that day, Mr. Kaplan seént Mzr. Sturman a letter memorializing our conversation (See
Exhibit “10”). On May 19, 2009, Mr, Sturman sent a letter in response (See Exhibit “] 1),
Although Mr. Sturman’s letter was sémewhat instructive in detailing categories of documents that
Young wanted London to look for, Mr Sturman claimed that “[y]ou continue to suggest
(incorrectly) that Mr. Young has an opligation to tell London & Co. specifically what documents it
is required to produce when that is coﬁt:ary to law"” (See Exhibit “117"). Mr. Sturman also claimed
that Mr. Kaplan’s letter contained pDililtS that were not discussed during their telephone
conversation. Finally, this letter indicfated that Mr. Sturman knew a great deal of what documents
might exist and what he was interestcd in.

In addition to the new categories of documents identified by Young or his attorney, during
the month of May 2009, London undeﬁnok the task of locating any and all documents that were in
any way tangentially related to Wmsh, Young, or Walsh’s corporation, that may have not been -
produced. Over the past few weeks chindon has enlisted four London employees and $pent
approximately 46 man hours to searcﬁ for, locate, and assemble these documents.

On May 28, 2009, London prociuced additional documents and a supplemental Custodian of
Records declaration stating that “all of the. records described in the Subpoena for Production of
Busi.ueés Records (“Subpoena™) exccpﬁ for the documents identified in Document Request D,
London does not have any of the docurﬁents responsive to Document Request D” (See Exhibit “12").
These documents were hand delivered é‘two compact disks. London is not withholding any
documents based on its objections.
0L AR NT. -

A.  London Has Fully Complied with the Subpoena.

Despite Young's reluctancy in narrowmg the scope of its document requests, and even

though Iondon was under no obligatiori ro respond to the extremely overbroad Request E, London

-8-

THIRD-PARTY LONDON & C(';)NIPANY » LLP MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND
AUTHORITIES IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION COMPELLING FURTHER RESPONSES
TO SUBPOENA; SUPPORTING DECLAM%ONS OF JESSE KAPLAN AND ANDREW
. MEYER




1 { has engaged in a diligent and good fa:;ith search to locate and produce all documents requested in the
2 || Subpoena, in particular all documentis and records that are in any way tangentially related to Young,
3| Walsh, or Walsh’s corporate entity. In doing so, London initially spent 12.5 man hours and

4 H produced approximately 3,000 docurijents. Since its initial production, London has spent 46

3 | additional man hours, Simply put, L(i;)ndcm has exhausted its resources to comply with the

6 | Subpoena, and gone well beyond its ébligation as a non-party to respond to same. So that it is clear,

7 || not only are these documents being produced over objections, but London is not withholding any

8 || documents based on its objections. .

9 Additionally, London has proﬁ}ided Young with a declaration pursuant to Evidence Code §
10 || 1561 which clearly indicates that “Th;; documents produced by London & Co. (“London™) are true
11 || copies of all of the records ‘de,scribad;j in the Subpoena for Production of Business Records
12 (“Subpoena”) except for the documents identified in Document Request D. London does not have
13 || any of the documents responsive to Dq?:)cument Request D.”(See Ex. 12) (emphasis added).

14 B. Young’s Counsel Failtiad to Adequately Meet and Confer to Resolve this

15 Discovery Dispute. - _

16 Pursuant to California Code ofi‘Civil Procedure §§ 2025.480(b) and 2016.040, prior to

17 . bringing a motion to compel, the movi;ng party must make a “reasonable and good faith attempt” to

18 || resolve the discovery dispute informally. ‘Under California law, “[a] reasonable and good faith

19 || attempt at informal resolution entails Si()l'[lﬁﬂ]iﬂg more than bickering with [opposing) counsel . . ..

20 || Rather, the law requires that counsel atj:tc:mpt to talk the matter over, compare their views, consult,

21 || and deliberate.” Townsend v. Sugerio;: Ct., 61 Cal. App. 4th 1431, 1439 (1998); see also, Stewart v.

22 || Colonial Western Agency, Inc., 87 Calé App. 4th 1006, 1016 (2001) (the “meet and confer rule” is

23 )| “designed ‘to encourage the parties to 1j.vork out their differences informally so as to avoid the

24 || necessity for a formal order’™ (citation ;omitted)). “The history of the litigation, the nature of the

25 || interaction between counsel, the nature of the issues, the type and scope of discovery requested, the

26 || prospects for success and other similar factors can be relevant. Judges have broad powers and

27| 9.
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responsibility to determine what measure and procedures are appropriate in varying circumstances,"

| Obregon v, Superior Court , 67 Cal. App. 4th 424, 431 (1998).

1. Young has fai!: ed to meet and confer regarding the breadth of the
Subpoeng, in p: articular Request E.

London has constantly attempf.ed to in good faith decipher Young’s incredibly overbroad and
non-particularized requests, and prodl;:lce all responsive docurments. London has also consistently
expressed the difficulty posed in rmpénding to the Subpoena, in particular Request E. Rather than
engage in a debate over this, or any other objection, London has consistently requested that Young
particularize its request and provide London with more narrowly defined categories in order to assist
London locate and produce documentg.

California Code of Civil Proccidure § 2020.410 requires each demand for production of
documents to set forth the documents éequestcd with “reasonable” particularity, More specifically,
“A deposition subpoena that commands only the production of business records for copying shall
designate the business records to be prq:‘_)dUC:ed either by specifically describing each individual item
or by reasonably particularizing each c;atego-ry of item.” California Code of Civil Procedure §

2020.410(a). This requirement of reaspnableness requires the categories of documents be

17 || reasonable from the standpoint of the party who is subject to the burden of production. See, Calcor

18 || Space Facility. Inc. v. Superior Ct., 53 Cal. App. 4th 216, 222 (1997). “Any other interpretation

19 || places too great a burden on the party on whom the demand is made.” See, Calcor, 53 Cal. App. 4th

20
21

22
23
24
25
26
27
28

at 222, Using document production de\v;ices to determine whether documents exist “[p]laces a great
burden on the responding party, a buxde;n which should generally be borne by the party seeking the
discovery.” See, Calcor, 53 Cal. App. 4th at 222.

Certain discovery methods haveéroutinely been found improper, including, for example,
“insufficient identification of the requesited information to acquaint the other party with the nature of
information desired,. . . or placing morci burden upon the adversary than the value of the information

warrants. Such improper methods of "fi;shing" should be controlled by the trial court under the

=10-
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i] adversary in the litigation apply with%even more weight to a nonparty involved in discovery.”

Lalcor, 53 Cal. App. 4th at 224 (emphasis added). “[WJhen dealing with an entity which is not
even a party to the litigation, the court should attempt to structure discovery in a manner which is
least burdensome to such an entity. Qg@, 53 Cal. App. 4th at 222. “The discovery statutes give the
trial court wide discretion in making éuch orders as may be necessary to protect parties from abuse

or misuse of [discovery].” Moskowitz, v. Superior Court, 137 Cal. App. 3d 313 (1982).

The Calcor Court, in applying its particular factual scenario to the law, held that:

Although facially Thiem's detailed description of categories, combined with the
three pages of "definitions" and another three pages of “instructions” would seem
to satisfy a requirement of “particularity,” it is, in effect, a blanket demand and

dly constitutes " nable" particularity. As noted, Thiem's 12- age
dernand might as well be condensed into a single sentence; Produce ever}:tging
in ossession which in any way relates fo gun mounts. There is no
indication the "categories" bear any relationship to the manner in which Calcor
maintains its records. The burden is sought to be imposed on Calcor to search its
extensive files, at many locations, to see what it can find to fit Thiem's
definitions, instructions and categories. 53 Cal. App. 4th 216, 222. (Emphasis
added)

Calcor essentially held that general blanket requests demanding any and all

documents relating to a particular person or matter is facially improper, especially as against non-
parties. This analysis can verbatim be ;applied to the underlying situation.

In patticular, Young has requcsfted “[a]ll documents in London & Co’s possession,
custody, or control concerning Alexahder Young, any entity in which Alexander Young had or
has an ownership interest, Katherine Walsh, and any entity in which Katherine Walsh has an
ownership interest.” This catchall request is hardly “reasonably” particularized, and basically just
demands anything in any way relating to two different people and their various entjties.

Despite London’s request that ngoung help London identify documents or categories of
documents, Young has virtually refuseci to do so, especially prior to filing its motion to compel.
While Young has identified several cat#goﬂes in his opposition to Young’s motion for a protective

order, Young has otherwise taken the p{)sition that it has no obligation to meet and confer on this

-11-
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subject. That is, Young has taken the position that “[y]ou continue to suggest (incorrectly) that Mr.
Young has an obligation to tell London & Co. specifically what documents it is required to produce
when that is contrary to law.” (See Ex. 11). This assertion is incorrect. Even if Young does not

H precisely know what documents London has, Young still has an obligation to both informally

2, Young failed to informally resolve any deficiencies in London’s custodian

XT of record’s declaration,

9 | simple deficiency with respect to London’s custodian of records declaration, Prior to filing this

1

2

3

4

5 || resolve this dispute and reasonably paﬂicularize the categories of documents requested.
6

7

8

This motion also could have been avoided had Young attempted to informally resolve the

10 || motion, Young’s counsel never attemﬁted to meet and confer regarding the defect in London’s

11 {| custodian of records declaration. That; is, Mr. Sturman never attempted to contact London’s counsel
12 || to informally resolve this issue. At be%:t, Young’s counsel declaration in opposition to London’s

13 X motion for a protective order stated in basshg that “On April 15, 2009, I received the Declaration of
14 || Andrew Meyer Pursuant to Evidence ¢ode § 1561. This declaration did not state whether London &
15 i Co. Had produced all of the documsnts; responsive to the Deposition Subpoena For Production Of

16 || Business records or just some of the dc;cuments.”

17 \ Despite Mr. Starman’s commentary, he failed to meet and confer with London’s counsel

18 {| about this error prios to filing the motion to compel. Even though London had moved for a

19 || protective order, Young was still required to do so.

20 “ C. The Court Should Impose Monetary Sanctions Against Young and its Counsel,

21 California Code of Civil Procedure § 2025.480(b) provides, in relevant part, "[t}he court

22 || shall impose a monetary sanction . . . aéainst any party, person, or attorney who unsuccessfully

23 || makes or opposes a motion to compel an answer or production, unless it finds that the one subject to

24 || the sanction acted with substantial justification or that the circumstances make the imposition of the

25 || sanction unjust.”

26 As discussed, Young's motion tb compel was unnecessary and not in the spirit of its
27 ‘ -12-
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1 ll obligation to attempt to reach an info;rmal resolution of this dispute. Furthermore, as set forth above,
London diligently attempted in good faith to comply with the Subpoena, despite the overbroad and
unreasonable broad scope of d Request E. In doing so, London has already incutred substantia]

l

2

3

4 || costs, including the cost of having foyr employees search for records. Therefore, even in the event
5 || this Court is inclined to grant all or part of the motion, no sanctions should issue against London or
6

7

its counsel. .
Therefore, in light of the foregoing, London is entitled to reasonable fees and costs in the
8 w amount of $2,600, |
9 H IV. CONCLUSION
10 l Based on the forgoing, Young’s motion to compel is moot. Moreover, London respectfully
11 \ requests that the Court deny Young’s request for sanctions..

12 ‘
13 || Dated: May 28, 2009 j FREEDMAN & TAITELMAN, LLP

14 ' ;
15 By: d‘;’f ey

: Bryan #Freedman -
16 : Jesse Kaplan

Attomeys for Third-Party London & Co.

17
18
19
20
21

22
23
24
25
26
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DECLARATION OF JESSE KAPLAN

I, Jesse Kaplan declare and sta:ma:

L. I am an attomey at law duly licensed to practice before all courts in the State of
California and am an associate at the jaw firm of Freedman & Taitelman, LLP, the atfomeys of
record for third party witness Londc)n; & Co., LLP (“London™) with respect to the this proceeding,
As such, I have personal knowledge o;f the matters set forth in this declaration and if T were called
upon Lo testify as to the matters set foﬂ herein, I could and would competently testify thereto.

2. This declaration is subﬁﬁﬁed in support of London’s motion for a protective order
against petitioner A M. Young (“Young™).

3. On February 18, 2009, fi'oung’s counsel sent a letter to London and Meyer. Young’s
counsel made unfounded blanket accuéations that Meyer allegedly breached his fiduciary duties as
well as claims that his representation o?f Walsh created a conflict of interest. Absent from Young's
attorney’s rhetoric were any specific Eu.::cusations of wrongdoing. A true and correct copy of that
letter is attached hereto as Exhibit “17.

4, On February 24, 2009, my office responded to Young's attorney’s threats. We
represented that London was willing toi producc all requested financial documents if he obtained the
consent of both parties. ‘A true and mrfcc:t copy of that letter is attached hereto as Exhibit 2"

5. On the next day, February 25, 2009, Young’s counsel issued a Deposition Subpoena
For Production of Business Records (th}, “Subpoena”) addressed to London’s custodian of records.
On March 3, 2009, Young served a copy of the Subpoena on London. The Subpoena required
London to produce documents to the de:position officer in seven business days on March 12, 2009,
The Subpoena requested documents from January 2007 through the date of production. Generally,
the Subpoena called for financial documents such as statements for all accounts at financial
institutions and checks. In addition to requests for financial documents, the subpoena contained
several non-particularized, overbroad and ambiguous “catchall” requests including a request for

“[alll documents in London & Co’s possession, custody, or control concerning Alexander
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Young, any entity in which Alexander Young had or has an ownership interest, Katherine
Walsh, and any entity in which Katherine Walsh has an ownership interest.” (Emphasis added)
A true and correct copy of that letter is attached h@refo as Exhibit «3",

o, On March 12, 2009, on behalf of London, my office hand delivered two large boxes
consisting of 3,000 pages worth of dopuments to the deposition officer designated on the Subpoena.
In order to protect London, we also délivered responses with objections to the deposition officer.
That is, based on the breadth of Youn;;’s request, and since it was unclear what Young was really
requesting, London asserted objcc:tioné. In particular, London sought to object to the Subpoena on
the grounds that it was overbroad and failed to identify the requested documents with reasonable
particularity as required by C.C.P. § 2020410, A true and correct copy of London’s responses are
attached hereto as Exhibit <4'%, l

7. While containing objecﬁons, London’s responses clearly indicated that it was not
withholding any documents based on those objections and although London was under no obligation
to do so, it produced 3,000 pages worth of doctuments. London’s responses also contained a
schedule precisely outlining all documents that wete produced.

8. Additionally, so that there was not confusion, London’s 3,000 page document
production and objections were accompanied by a cover letter indicating that London was delivering
both objections and documents responsive to the Subpoena. The cover letter further requested that
London be reimbursed for all reasonablgé costs incurred in locating and compiling the subpoenaed
documents, including $300 in copying costs (at ten cents a page), $300 for time spent ($24 an hour)
and $71.66 in messenger fees. While London was under no obligation to do s, London’s counsel
faxed a courtesy copy of the Cover Lettgfar and Objections to all counsel of record. A true and correct

copy of that letter is also attached hereto as Exhibit “4”,

9. Initially, neither Young nor Young's counsel has even responded to London’s tender
2 Because of a typograé:;hid error in the caption, on March 13, 2009, London also
served Amended Objections on the eposition officer.
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of reasonable costs.

10. Young’s counsel then waited almost a month before he decided to contract London
about its production. On April 7, 2009, Young’s counsel, Jeff Sturman sent a letter purporting to
“meet and confer” regarding London’:s compliance with the Subpoena. A true and cortect copy of
that letter is attached hereto as Exhibit “57.

11. Completely ignoring London’s production of 3,000 documents and Young’s failure to
pay London’s reasonable costs in responding to the subpoena, Mr. Sturman not only accused
London of not complying with the Subpoena, but again claimed London breached its fiduciary
duties. Moreover, Sturman’s letter w;is completely ctyptic in that he failed to indicate what he
wanted from London. Other than admonishing London for failing to provide a declaration pursuant
to Evidence Code § 1561 and making ?)lanke:t claims that London had asserted objections to
“withhold documents,”Sturman failed ;to identify any deficiencies in London’s 3,000 page
production. Sturman failed to identifygany document or even category of documents that were not
included in London’s 3,000 page prodl;lction.

12. Sturman’s letter also unilatcrally imposed ultimatuin that he would move to compel
and seek monetary sanctions “[u]nless ;all issues regarding London & Co.’s failure to comply
with the Deposition Subpoena are resolved by 5:00 p.m. on Tuesday April 14, 2009, ”.

13, On April 14, 20009, Lcmcilon’s counsel sent a meet and confer letter responding to
Sturman’s letter. A true and correct ccby of that letter is attached hereto as Exhibit “6”,

14, Rather than confront Stu:mlan about his litigation tactics, we offered to “work with
your office to resolve any perceived t(eﬁciencies in London’s response” and suggested that they
schedule an in-person meeting or telephoﬂc conference to discuss London’s response. After
reminding Sturman that “not a single-réquest went unanswered, and London attémpted to fully
comply with the requests by produciﬁg 3,000 documents which London maintains
encompasses all responsive ducument:s within its custody and control,” we requested that

Sturman identify any documents that W@;I‘E missing so that London could look into any discrepancy.
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We also unequivocally agreed to pro?ide Sturman with a declaration pursuant to Evidence Code §
1561.

15.  Finally, London’s counsel reminded Sturman that Young had vet to pay London for
the reasonable costs incurred in respoﬁding to the subpoena and that pursvant to Evidence Code §
1563(h), London was under absolutd;ir no obligation to produce sny records until that amount was
paid. | .

16.  Several hours later on April 14, 2009, Sturman sent another letter to London’s
counsel. A true and correct copy of that letter is attached hereto as Exhibit *7”, Again, Sturman
failed to identify how London had fail'f:d to comply with the Subpoena, Rather, Sturman concluded

that “Accordingly, since London & Co. still has not complied with the Deposition Subpoena

‘and thexe is no informal resolution Qf this issues raised in my April 7, 2009 letter I will file 2

Motion to Compel and request munétary sanctions against your client.”

17.  Omn April 15, 2009, Loné:ion provided all parties with a declaration from its custodian
of records pursuant to Evidence Code § 1561. A true and correct copy of that declaration is attached
hereto as Exhibit “8”. | |

18. On May 1, 2009, Yaung’s counsel tendered payment for reasonable costs incurred in
responding to the subpoena and that pu;rsuant to Evidence Code § 1563(b) .

19.  On or about May 5, 2009, Young opposed London’s motion for a protective order. A
true and correct copy of Mr. Smxman’é declaration in opposition to the motion for a protective order
is attached hereto as Exhihit ¢9.” .

20.  On May 5, 2009, Young filed this motion to compel.

21, OnMay 18, 2009, 1 c:ont;actcd Mr. Sturman by telephone to further meet and confer

regarding resolving the disf:ute. Again,i I assured Mr. Smiman that it has always been London’s

intent to provide Young with all documents that he was requesting and that London is neither

withholding documents based on those objections, nor does it intend on doing so. I also indicated

that it was net my intention to argue over objections, but to work with his office to identify
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1 | what decuments or categories of documents, whether responsive to the Subpoena or not,

Young thongh may not have been produced by London, so that London can search for, locate
snd produce those documents, 1 futther indicated that London had experieticed difficulty in
searching for documents, in particulat in response to Request E, and that London needed Young’s
assistance in clarifying what catcgoriés of documents Young was looking for.

22, During this conversation, I indicated that London was searching for documents that
Young had identified in his motion to;compel and opposition to London’s motion for a protective
order. In particular,:1) W2s, 1099 and tax related documents; 2) American Express Statements; 3)
invoices, bills and other documents regarding furnishings; and 4) invoices, bills and other documents
regarding home improvements. l

23.  During this conversat:ioﬁ, M. Sturman also identified several other categories of
documents that Young was interested in: 1) contracts relating to Walsh or Young's employment (i.e.
Grey's Anatomy) and documents evidencing their payment under same; 2) documents relating to all .
accounts utilized by or on behalf of Walsh or Young; 3) any subsidiary ledgers (i.e. ledgers for home
furnishings); 4) docﬁmf:nts used to prepare financial statements; and 5) comrespondence with
third-parties (i.e. a letter regarding a paiyment dispute). I indicated that London would look for any
documents that are responsive to thesé categories, and if they exist and were not already produced,
London would produce those documentis over objections, regardless of whether they are actually
Tesponsive to the subpoena or not. .

24, Finally, I indicated that London would provide Young with a custodian of records
declaration that indicates that the dDClJI];‘leﬂtS produced are all the records described in the Subpoena.
I indicated that London would do so oﬂce London has completed its search for the new categories of
documents identified by Young. '

25.  Later that day, I sent Mr. Sturman a letter memorializing our conversation. A true
and correct copy of that letter is attachec,%i hereto as Exhibit “10'".

26.  On May 19, 2009, Mr. Sturman sent a letter in response, a true and correct copy of
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which is attached hereto as Exhibit “:11".

27.  OnMay 28, 2009, London produced additional documents and a supplemental
Custodian of Records declaration staﬁng that “all of the records described in the Subpoena for
Production of Business Records (“Subpoena”) except for the documents identified in Document
Request D. London does not have any of the documents responsive to Document Request D.” A
true and correct copy of that declaratiﬁn is attached hereto as Exhibit “12", These documents were
put onto two compact disks. London is not withholding any documents based on its objections.

28. My office spent 8 hours preparing this motion at a rate of $200 per hout ($1,600).
We also anticipate spending an additic;ma] three hours appearing in court for the hearing of this
motion as well as well as two hours re:vicwing Young’s reply, if any, and preparing for the hearing
($1,000). London requests sanctions m these amounts.

29.  Ihereby declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that

the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this 28th day of May 2009, at Los Amngeles, California.

J 5.;56 Kaplan
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DECLARATION OF REW MEYER

I, Andrew Meyer declare and State:

1. I am a partner in Lcmd{m & Co., LLP (“London™). As to the following facts, I know
them to be true or have gained such kﬁowlc-:dge by reviewing said books and records on the matter.
The books and records herein are kept and maintained in the ordinary course of business. If called
upon to testify, I could and would competently testify to the following facts.

2. This declaration is subr:m'ttf.:d in support of London’s motion for a protective order
against petitioner Alex Young (“Youn:g”). |

3. London is a certified public accounting firm. Ihad previously performed accounting
services for both respondent Kathermej Walsh (“Walsh™) and Young.

4, After learning of Walshi and Young’s separation in December, 2008, I continued
paying bills for both Walsh and Young as London had done in the past.

3. In JYanuary 2009, Young requested that London provide his attorney with certain
financial information concerning both Young and Walsh. On or around January 27, 2009, Young’s
new atiorney sent me a letter accusing me of wrongdoing. In fact, Young's counsel went as far as to
request that London retain a lawyer to respond.

0. As a matter of practice, London does not continue to represent clients that hire
lawyers to send London unfounded, thrx::atening letters accusing London of wrongdoing.
Accordingly, on or around January 28, 2009, London severed its client relationship with Young.
Additionally, on January 28, 2009, my former counsel informed Young and Walsh that London
would be happy to release all such infomlation.

7. I was prepared to attend ::1 meeting with all parties and counsel on February 3, 2009
and provide all financial information requested. Young, however, abruptly canceled that meeting,

8. On February 18, 2009, Y;Dung’s counsel sent yet another threatening letter to my
attorney. Again Young's counsel made ;u:nfounded blanket accusations that I breached my fiduciary

duties as well as claims that my representation of Walsh created a conflict of interest. On February
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24,2009, my attorney responded.

9. On February 26, 2009, I sent Young’s counsel ledgers fully reflecting every
accounting transaction for Walsh, Young or any related corporate entities that London had worked -
on during the course of their marriage. This consisted of well over 500 pages of documents,

10.  OnMarch 3, 2009, Yoimg served a copy of a Deposition Subpoena For Production
of Business Records (the “Subpnena”) on London. The Subpoena required London to produce
documents to the deposition officer in seven business days on March 12, 2009. The Subpoena
requested docurnents from January 20@7 through the date of production. Generally, the Subpoena
called for financial documents such as; statements for all accounts at financial institutions and
checks. In addition to requests for fim;mcial documents, the subpoena contained several non-
particularized, overbroad and ambiguous “catchall” requests, including a request for “[a]ll
documents in London & Co’s possesision, custody, or control concerning Alexander Young,
any entity in which Alexander Young had or has an ownership interest, Katherine Walsh, and
any entity in which Katherine Walsh has an ownership interest.” (Emphasis added)

11.  Over the next seven business days several London employees, including myself,
attempted in good faith to locate documents that were responsive to the Subpoena. In doing so,
London spent 12.5 man hours and located 3,000 pages of documents. Based on the Subpoena’s lack
of particularity, this was a very difficulf task. It was unclear what I was supposed to be looking for.
With that said, my staff attempted to locate all documents that we believed were responsive to the
Subpoena. | |

12. On March 12, 2009, Lmidon hand delivered two large boxes consisting of 3,000
pages worth of documents to our attoméy to deliver to the deposition officer.

13. Though London has locate:d and produced 3,000 documents, I was willing to work

with Young to determine what documeﬁts, if any, were not included in that production and resolve

any discrepancy.
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1 14, On April 15, 2009, T executed 2 declaration pursuan to Bvidence Code § 1563(b),
2 15, Isubsequently leared ﬁ1at there were additional documents that Young belisved
3 I were not produced, From early May 2009, through May 27, 2009, London searched for I) W2s,
41 10995 and tax related documents; 2) Meﬁcm Express Statements; 3) mvoices, bills and other
‘5 documents regarding furnishings; and 4) invoices, bills and other docurnents regarding home

Improvements,

f
7 16, Moreover, in addition to; the new categories of documents identified by Young or his
8 || attorney, during the month of May 2009, London undertook the task of locating any and al

9| decuments that were in any way tangentially refated to Walsh, Young, or Kate Wajsh’s

10 || corporation, that may have not been pr;oduc:ed,
11 17.  On May 28, 2009, London produced all additional documents that it was able to

12 I locate, London is not withholding any docmments based on objection or otherwise.

13 18.  Over the past few weeks London has enlisted four London employees and spent

14 i approximately 46 man hours 1o search for, locate, and assemble these documents.

15 18, Ialso executed a new deciaratinn pursuant to Evidence Clode § 1561 indicating that
16 f London had produced “[a]ll of the records described in the Subpoena for Production of Business
17 |f Records (“Subpoena™) except for the doo;uments identified in Document Request D. London doeg

18 | not have any of the documents rcs;mnsivé to Document Request D.”

19 20. T hereby declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that
20 || the foregoing is true and correct. |

21 Executed this 28th day of May 2009, at Log
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KOLODNY & ANTEAU

9109 Wilshire Boulevard

ornia 90212-3425%

= Ninth Fleor, Wesy Tower
Beverly Hiils, Calif

(310)271-5533 Fax (319) 271-3918

ATTACHMENT 3 TO DEPOSITION SUBPOENA

2

3 The documenté requested are for the time period

4 January 1, 2007 thmtjgh and including the date of production

. ,

6ff 3..  The records to be produced ;are described as follows:

7 A.  Copies of complete statements for all accounts at financial institutions

8 including, but not limited to, accounts at banks, brokerage firms, mutual funds,

9 hadge funds, and private equity funds, which accounts are:
10 (1) Held inthe name of Alexander Young (also known as “Alex Young"),
11 (2) Held in the name of any entity in which Alex Young had er has an
12 | ownership intergst,
13 (3) Held in the narﬁe of Katherine Walsh (also known as “Kate Walsh"),
14 and, : -
15 (4) Heldinthe namé of any entity in which Katherine Walsh had or has ar
IGH ownership intergst.

17 B Copies of all checks (both front and back) written from any account at a
18 financial institutions including, but not limited to, accounts at banks, brokerage
19 firns, mutual funds, hédge funds, and private equity funds, which accounts
20 are:
2] (1) Heldin the namé of Alexander Young,
22“ (2) Held in the name of any entity in which Alex Ymmg had or has an
23 ownership interest
24 (3)  Held in the name of Katherine Walsh, and,
25 (4)  Held inthe name of any entity in which Katherine Walsh had or has an
26 ownership intereét.
27011111
28 77111
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ATTACHMENT 3 TO DEFOSI‘I'IDN SUBPOENA




- Hinth Floor, West Tower

KOLODNY & ANTEAU

9100 Wilshire Boulzvard

Beverly Hllls,

Californiz 902123-3423

(3103 270-5533 Fax (310)271-3918

C. Copies of all cnrrespa?ndance received by anyone at London & Co. or sent by
| anyone at London & Co. concerning Alexander Young, any entity in which
Alexander young had or has an ownership Interest, Katherine Walsh, and any

entity in which Katheﬁne Walsh had or has an ownership interest,

D. Copies of any documents pursuant to which London & Co, petformed services
for Alexander Young, any entity in which Alexander young had has an
ownership interest, Kaftherlne Walsh, and any entity in which Katherine Walsh
had or has an oﬁnersbip interest. The documents requested include, but are

—  —netlimited to, retainer: letiers and engagement letters,

E. To the extent not requested by any of the categories above, copies of all
documents in London & Co.'s possession, custody or control concerning
Alexander Young, any entity in which Aléxander Young had or has an
ownership interest, Katherine Walsh, and any entity in which Katherine Walsh.
had or has an ownership interest. The documents requested include, but are
not limited to, contracts, letters, memoranda, notes, and printed copies of
emalls (emails that héve_already been printed, emalls that are saved on
London & Co.'s computer system, and emails that are saved in email accounts

that used by London & Co.'s owners or employeas).

CASE NO. BD 497364

IN RE THE MARRIAGE DF YOUNG
; e PAGE 2

y AWACHMENT 3 TD DEPDBI'I'IDN SUBPOENA




KOLODNY & ANTEAU

S100 Wiishire Boslevard

- Nintk Floor, West Tower
-3425
EE1RY ]

yCalifornie 0212
(310%271-553) Fax (301271
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St?Phen A. Kolodny, State Bar No, 38026
M. Sturman, State Bar No, 177695
KOLODNY & ANTEAU

9100 Wilshire Boulevard

Ninth Floor, West Tower

Beverly H:Ils, CA 90212-3425
Telephone : 310-271-5533

Telecopier @ 310-271-3918

Attorneys for Petitioner, A.M YOUNG

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

in re the Marriage of I CASE NO. BD 497364

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE
[C.C.P. § 1085.3; C.C.P. § 1985.6)

JUDGE: Rafael Ongkeko
DEPT: 43 -

Petitioner:  A.M. Young
and

Respondent: K.E. Walsh

I, JEFF M. STURMAN, declafe and certify as follows:

1. | am a pariner of Kolndny & Anteau, attorney of record for the Petitioner, AM.
YQUNG, the party seeking from a rjon—party witness, London & Company, 2800 Olympic
Bivd., 2nd Fl., Santa Monica, CA; 90404, certain specified records pertaining to the
Respondent, consumer K.E, Walsh.;

2. As required by Code of Civil Procedure §§ 1985.3, 1985.8, | gave notice to the
consumer, K.E. Walsh, that her perspnal records are being sought in the following manner;

On February 25, 2009,.1 caused a copy of the attached Deposition Subpoena
For Production Of Business Racorﬁs and its attachments, together with the document
entitlad "Notice to Consumer or Emﬁlnyea and Objection,” to be served on the consumer

K E. Walsh by having said dac:uments persunally delivered to the offices of her attomeys of

record as follows:

i
IN RE THE MARRIAGE OF YOUNG : . CASE NQ. BD 4973684
02-25-00 CERT OF COMPLIANCE wpd 022509.1406 ma - PAGE 1

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE




KOLODNY & ANTEAU

- Winth Floor, West Tower
Beveriy Hills, Californis 90212-342%

(3101271-5533 Fax {310} 271.391%

9108 Wilshire Boulerard

0 0O ~N ot bW ON .

NMNMNMMMM-L-;-L-LA_'L_L_\._;_L
mﬂmmammacmm_ﬂmm#mm-ac

Laura Wasser, Esg.

WASSER, COOPERMAN & CARTER
2029 Century Park East, Suite 1200
Los Angeles, CA 90067

| declare, under penalty of perjury pursuant to the laws of the State of California, that

the foregoing is true and correct.
Executed this 25" day of February, 2009.

él%. STURMAN o

Declarant

IN RE THE MARRIAGE OF YOUNG CASE NO. BD 457364
02-25.00 CERT OF COMPUANCE wpd_022508.1406 ma PAGE 2

dERT]FICATE OF COMPLIANCE
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FREEDMAN & TAITELMAN, LLP -
Bryan J. Freedman, Esq. (#151990)
Jesse A. Kaplan, Esq. (#255059)

1901 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 500
Los Angeles, California 90067

TEL: (310) 201-0005

FAX: (310) 201-00045

Attoreys for Third-Party United Talent Agency, Inc.

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

STELLA STOLPER, Case No. BD470272

Petitioner, ‘
OBJECTIONS OF LONDON & CO.TO

DEPOSITION SUBFOENA FOR
PRODUCTION OF BUSINESS RECORDS

VE.

KEVIN STOLPER,

Respondent.

e Mt e e M Yt g Mt st S

N

TO ALL PARTIES AND TO THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

Third-Party London & Co. (“Resi:nndent ”’) hereby objects to the Deposition Subpoena For
Production of Business Records (the “Sui:;pc)&na") addressed to the Custodian of Records of
Respondent and issued on or about February 25, 2009, by Jeff Sturman, an attorney for petitioner
Aléxander Young. '
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OBJECTIONS OF LONDON & CO, TO.DEPOSITION SUBPOENA FOR PRODUCTION
OF BUSINESS RECORDS
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I. GENERAIL OBJECTIONS

1. 'Respondent objects to each request for documents in the Subpoena to the extent
Petitioner failed to provide adequate notice and time to respond to the Subpoena as required by
C.C.P. § 2020.410(c). More specifically, a subpoena may not command compliance earlier than 20
days after issuance and 15 days after self’vice of the deposition subpoena, whichever date is later.
C.C.P. § 2020.410(c).

2. Respondent objects to eaﬁh request for documents in the Subpoena to the extent the
requests seek docurments protected by privilege, including but not limited to the attorney-client
_jﬁi‘ii}ifege and the attorney work-product doctrine.

3. Respondent objects to each request for documents in the Subpoena to the extent the
Subpoena 15 overbroad and fails to ide;n;tify the requested documents with reasonable particularity as
required by C.C.P. § 2020.410.

4. Respondent objects to ea;nh request for documents in the Subpoena to the extent that
the request require Respondent to produce cumulative or duplicative materials..

5. Respondent objects to each request for documents in the Subpoena to the extent that
the request is overly broad and seek documents neither relevant to the subject matter of the action
nor reasénably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

6. Respondent objects to Ea;:'h request for documents in the Subpoena to the extent that
the request requires Réspmdent to interview edch of its agents, employees, and accountants to obtain
all of the documents requested, on the grounds that such interviews would be unduly burdensome,
costly and oppressive, such requests are not reasonably calculated to lead 10 the discovery of

admissible evidence, and such requests call for the production of privileged docurnents.

7. Respondent objects to each request for doctuments in the Subpoena to the extent that

the request requires Respondent to produce documents which are not in its possession, custody or

control.

ORBJECTIONS OF LONDON & CO. TO.DEPOSITION SUBPOENA FOR PRODUCTION

OF BUSINESS RECORDS
‘ 2
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8. Respondent objects to each request for documents in the Subpoena to the extent that
the reﬁluest requires Respondent to produce documents which are protected by a right of privacy.

9. Respondent objects to e::ach request for documents in the Subpoena to the extent that
the request requires Respondent to produce documents which contain trade secrets or other

confidential and proprietary information.

II. RESPONSES AND O_BJECTiDNS TO PARTICULAR DOCUMENT REQUESTS

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST A:

Respondent objects to this request for the reasons stated 1n its General Objections, which are

incorpora_ted by reference as if fully stated herein. Respondent additionally objects to this request on
the ground that the request is overly broad, unduly burdensome and oppressive, and the request is not
reasonably partticularized, nor reasonably calculated tolead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Respondent further objects to the reqUE$:t on the ground that it so vague and ambiguous as to be
unintelligible. Respondent additionall}i objects to the request on the ground that the request is
compound, conjunctive and disjuncti‘ve.l‘ Respondent furtber objects to this request to the extent that
the request seeks the production of documents which are protected by pnivilege, including but not
limited to the attorney-client privilege and the attorney work product doctrine. Respondent also
objects to this request to the extent that the request seeks the production of documents which are
protected by a right of privacy. Respondent additionally objects to this request to the extent that the
request requires Respondent to produce ;documents which contain trade secrets or other confidential
and proprietary information.

Notwithstanding these objections, and without waiving same, Respondent has produced the

documents identified in Schedule A.

OBRJECTIONS.OF LONDON & CO. TO.DEPDSITIC)N SUBPOENA FOR PRODUCTION
OF BUSINESS RECORDS
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RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST B:

Respondent objects to this request for the reasons stated in its General Objections, which are
mcorporated by reference as if fully stated herein. Respondent additionally objects to this réqucst on
the ground that the request is overly brcéwad, unduly burdensome and oppressive, and the request is not
reasonably particularized, nor reasonably calculated to Tead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Respondent further objects to the requeét on the ground that it so vague and ambiguous as to be
unintelligible. Respondent addiﬁonﬂll)jf objects to the request on the ground that the request is
compound, conjunctive and disjunctive, Respondent further objects to this request to the extent that

the request seeks the production of decuments which are protected by privilege, including but not

limited to the attorney-chent privilege and the attorney work product doctrine. Respondent alsa

objects to this request to the extent that ﬂle request seeks the production of documents which are
protected by a right of privacy. Respon&ent additionally objects to this request to the extent that the
request requires Respondent to produce documents which contain trade secrets or other confidential
and proprietary information. |

. Notwithstanding these obj ec:ticmé, and without waiving same, Respondent has produced the .

documents identified in Schedule A.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST C:

Respondent objects to this request for the reasons stated in its General Objections, which are
incorporated by reference as if fully stataid herein. Respondeﬁt additionally objects to this request on
the ground that the request is overly br“c'méd,' unduly burdensome and oppressive, and the request is not
reasonably particularized, nor reasonably calculaied to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Respondent further objects to the requesf on the ground that it so vague and ambiguous as to be
unintelligible. Respondent additionally objects to the request on the ground that the request is
compound, conjunctive and disjunctive. Respondent further objects to this request to the extent that
the request seeks the production of docm::nems which are protected by privilege, including but not

limited to the attorney-client privilege and the attorney work product doctrine. Respondent also

OBJECTIONS OF LONDON & CO, TO DEPOSITION SUBPOENA FOR. PRDDUCTIDN
OF BUS]NESS RECORDS
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objects to this request to the extent that the request seeks the production of documents which are
protected by a right of privacy. Respondent additionally objects to this request to the extent that the
request requires Respondent to producé documents which contain trade secrets or other confidential
and proprietary information. |

Notwithstanding these objections, and withont waiving same, Respondent has produced the

documents identified in Schedule A,

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST D:

Respondent objects to this request for the reasons stated in its General Objections, which are

 incorporated by reference as if fully stated herein. Respondent additionally objects to this request on

the ground that the request is overly broad, unduly burdensome and oppressive, and the request is not
reasonably particularized, nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence,
Respondent firrther objects to the request on the ground that it so vague and ambiguous as to be
unintelligible. Respondent additi:)nallyi objects to the request on the ground that the request is
compound, conjunctive and disjunctive. Respondent further objects to this request to the extent that
the request seeks the production of docuinems which are protected by pnivilege, ineluding but not
limited 1o the attorney-client privilege and the attormey work product doctrine. Respondent also
objects to this request to the extent that the request seeks the production of documents which are
protected by a nght of privacy. Respondent additionally objects to this request to the extent that the
request requires Respondent to produce @ocum'énts which contain trade secrets or other confidential
and proprietary information,

Notwithstanding these objections, and without waiving same, Respondent responds as

follows: None

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST E:

Respondent objects to this request for the reasons stated in 1ts General Objections, which are

mcorporated by reference as if fully stata;d herein. Respondent additionally objects to this request on

OBJECTIONS OF LONDON & CD; TO DEPOSITION SUBPOENA FOR PRODUCTION
OF BUSINESS RECORDS
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the ground that the request is overly broad, unduly burdensome and oppressive, and the request is not
reasonably particularized, nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissibie evidence.
Respondent further objects to the request on the ground that it so vague and ambiguous as to be
unintelligible. Respondent additionally objects to the request on the ground that the request is
compound, conjunctive and disjunctive. Respondent further objects to this request to the extent that
the request seeks the production of documents which are protected by privilege, including but not
limited to the attorney-client privilege and the attorney work product doctnine. Respondent also
objects to this request to the extent that the request seeks the production of documents which are
protected by a right of privacy.

NTatwithstmding these objections, and without waiving same, Respondent has produced the

\documents identified in Schedule A

Dated:. March I_Z, 2009 : FREEDMAN & TAITELMAN, LLP

By:
4 Bryan J. Freedman
Attomeys for Third-Party London & Co.

OBJECTIONS OF LONDON & CO. TO DEPOSITION SUBPOENA FOR PRODUCTION
OF BUSINESS RECORDS
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AP ;! 2005 (2 FILES)

K ate Walsh Personal Articles

Kate WalshdfjjjlfP2000
Kate Walsi NP 2007

“Kate Walsh 2008 1099’5

Kate Walsh “ayro‘ﬂf 2008
_mployee file
-ontracts '

Misce. Kate Walsh

viise QUSRI

2007 Kate Walsh tax yetinn

2007 q tax refumn

Kathleen Walsh ffiJleneral aceount Tan 07- February 09

Easy Tiger Trust -uly 07- February 09

Kathleen Walsh/Alexander Youﬁg ugust 07- February 09
Kathleen Wals_l-noney market account Jan 07- February 09

Kathleen Walsh- account Jan 07- February 09

Alexander Young- account August 07- December 08

RN - - February 09

OBJECTIONS OF LONDON & CO. TO DEPOSITION SUBPOENA FOR PRODUCTION
OF BUSINESS RECORDS
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—moncy market account Jan 07- February 09

. Kathleen Wa]sh.tmt September 08- January 09

. —Jan 07- December 08
. —?ebruary 07- May 07, Angust 07- December 07, February 08-
Jyne. Qﬁ'ff%g'ﬁ%gﬁwﬂmbﬂ 08

Alexander Youn Tanuary 07- December 07

Alexander Y@lﬁ’-t Plan Jammary 07- December 08

Alexander Yeung —SEptembEI 07- December 07, February 08, Apnil 08-
December 08 E‘

-

= Alexamder Yoyn ghMmH07, Septertrer 67 Bevember 07—

February 08, ./}_pﬁlOS- december 08
@lexa_xﬁf:r Young'-Sepwmbar 07- December 07, February 08- Dechf-(.lber
08 ”
. AIt*,xaq:giaerSun_cpterqber 07- December 07, February 08- Dgé@bcr
R 08 i ﬂﬁ & : oo
. Alexander Young_eptember 07- December 07, February 08- Decamber.
0 £ 4 F Rl

4

OBJECTIONS OF LONDON & .CO. TO.DEPOSITION SUBPOENA FOR FRODUCTION
OF BUSINESS RECORDS
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FREEDMAN & TAITELMAN, LLP
Bryan J. Freedman, Esa. (#151990) -
Jesse A. Kaplan, Esq. (#255059) .
1901 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 500
Los Angeles, California 90067

TEL; (310) 201-0005

FAX: (310) 201-00045

Attorneys for Third-Party London & Company

SUPERIOR CDU;RT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

AM. YOUNG, % Case No. BD4957364
Petitioner, )
; AMENDED OBJECTIONS OF LONDON &
vs. CO. TO DEPOSITION SUBPOENA FOR
% PRODUCTION OF BUSINESS RECORDS
K.E. WALSH, )
)
Respondent. )
)

TO ALL PARTIES AND TO THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

Third-Party London & Co. (“Respondent ) hereby objects to the Deposition Subpoena For
Production of Business Records (the “S:ubpocna”) addressed to the Custodian of Records of
Respondent and issued on or about F ebJ_;uary 25, 2009, by Jeff Sturman, an attorney for petitioner
Alexander Young.
1Y
117
/17
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AMENDED OBJECTIONS OF LONDON & CO. TO DEPOSITION SUBPOENA FOR
PRODUCTION OF BUSINESS RECORDS

1




1 I. GENERAL OBIECTIONS

3 1. Respondent objects to each request for documents in the Subpoena to the extent

4} Pentioner failed to provide adequate notice and time to respond to the Subpoena as required by

5[ C.C.P. §2020.410(c). More speciﬁcalfy, a subpoena may not command compliance earlier thay 20
6 || days after issuance and 15 days after service of the deposition subpoena, whichever date ;s later.

7 )| C.C.P. § 2020.410(c).

8 2 Respondent objects to eéch request for documents in the Subpoena to the extent the
2 [ requests seck documents protected by privilege, including but not imited to the attorney-client

10 I privilege and the attorney work-product doctrine.

11 3. Respondent objects to each request for documents in the Subpoena to the extent the

12 |l Subpoena is overbroad and fails to identify the requested documents with reasonable patticularity as

13 | required by C.C.P. § 2020.410.

14 4. Respondent objects to each request for documents in the subpoena to the extent that

15 || the request require Respondent to produée cumulative or duplicative materials.

16 5. Respondent objects to each request for documents in the Subpoena to the extent that
17 || the request 1s overly broad and seek docﬁments neither relevant to the subject matter of the action

18 II nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

19 6. Respondent objects to each request for documents in the Subpoena to the extent that
20 || the request requires Respondent to interview each of its agents, employees, and accountants to obtain
21 l all of the documents requested, on the grounds that such interviews would be unduly burdensorne,
22 || costly and oppressive, such requests are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

23 || admissible evidence, and such requests call for the production of privileged documents.

24 7. Respondent objects to each request for documents in the Subpoena to the extent that

25 || the request requires Respondent to produce documents which are not in its possession, custody or

26 || contro).
H

27

28 AMENDED OBJECTIONS OF LONDON & CO. TO DEPOSITION SUBPOENA FOR
PRODUCTION OF BUSINESS RECORDS
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8. Respondent obyjects to each request for documents in the Subpoena 1o the extent that
the request requires Respondent to produce documents which are protected by a right of privacy.

9. Respondent objects to each request for documents in the Subpoena to the extent that
the request requires Respondent to produce documents which contain trade secrets or other

confidential and proprietary information.

II. RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO PARTICULAR DOCUMENT REQUESTS

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REOﬂEST A:

? Respondent objects to this requeist for the reasons stated in its General Obj ections, which are
incorporated by reference as if fully stated herein. Respondent additionally objects to this request on
the ground that the request is overly broiad, unduly burdensome and oppressive, and the request is not
reasonably particulanzed, nor reasonabI:y calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Respondent further objects to the request on the ground that it so vague and ambiguous as to be
unintelligible. Respondent additionally objects to the request on the ground that the request is
compound, conjunctive and disjunctive. Respondent further objects to this request to the extent that
the request seeks the production of dacﬁments which are protected by privilege, including but not
limited to the attorney-client privilege aﬁd the attorney work product doctrine. Respondent also
objects to this request to the extent that the request seeks the production of documents which are
protected by a right of privacy. Respondent additionally objects to this request to the extent that the
request requires Respondent to produce documents which contain trade secrets or other confidential
and proprietary information. |

Notwithstanding these obj ections, and without waiving same, Respondent has produced the

documents identified in Schedule A.

AMENDED OBJECTIONS OF LONDON & CO. TO DEPOSITION SUBFOENA FOR
PRODUCTION OF BUSINESS RECORDS
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ON O DOC T REQUEST B:

Respondent objects to this request for the reasons stated in its General Objections, which are
incorporated by reference as if fully stated herein. Respondent additionally objects to thig request on
the ground that the request is overly broad, unduly burdensome arid oppressive, and the Tequest is not
reasonably particularized, nor reasopably caleylated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Respondent further objects to the request on the ground that 1t so vague and ambiguous as to be
unmintelligible. Respondent additionally objects to the request on the ground that the request is
compound, conjunctive and disjunctive:. Respondent further objects to this request to the extent that
the re;t]uest seeks the production of documents which are protected by privilege, including but not
limaited to the attorney-client privilege and the attorney work product doctrine. Respondent also
objects to this request to the extent that j:he request seeks the production of documents which are
protected by a right of privacy. Respondent additionally objects to this request to the extent that the
request requires Respondent to produce documents which contain trade secrets or other confidential
and proprietary information.

Notwithstanding these objectinn,;;, and without waiving same, Respondent has produced the
documents identified in Schedule A. .
| RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST C:

Respondent objects to this request for the reasons stated in its General Objections, which are

incorporated by reference as if fully stated herein. Respondent additionally objects to this request on
the ground that the request is overly broad, unduly burdensome and oppressive, and the request is not
reasonably particularized, nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Respondent further objects to the request on the ground that it so vague and ambiguous as to be
unintelligible. Respondent additionally objects to the request on the ground that the request is
‘compound, conjunctive and disjunctive. :Raspondent further objects to this request to the extent that
the request seeks the production of documents which are protected by privilege, including but not

limited to the attomey-client privilege and the attorney work product doctrine. Respondent also

AMENDED OBJECTIONS OF LONDON & CO. TO DEPOSITION SUBPOENA FOR
PRODUCTION OF BUSINESS RECORDS
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objects to this request to the extent that the 1equest seeks the production of documents which are
protected by a right of privacy. Rasp(::ndcnt additionally objects to this request to the extent that the
request requires Respondent to produce documents which contain trade secrets or other confidential
and proprietary information.

Notwiths_.tanding these obj ectiohs, and without waiving same, Respondent has produced the

documents identified in Schedule A

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST D;

Respondent objects to this requ;est for the reasons stated in its General Objections, which are
incotporated by reference as if fully stated herein. Respondent additionally objects to this request on
the ground that the request is overly broéd, unduly burdensome and oppressive, and the Tequest is not
reasonably particularized, nor reasonabiy calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence,
Respondent further objects to the request on the ground that it so vague and ambiguous as to he
uninte]ligible. Respondent additionally objects to the request on the ground that the request is
compound, conjunctive and disjunctive. Respondent further objects to this r'cquest to the extent that
the request seeks the production of documents which are protected by privilege, including but not
limited to the attorney-client privilege and the attorney wark product doctrine. Respondent also
objects to this request to the extent that the request seeks the production of documents which are
protected by a right of privacy. Re:smn&ent additionally objects to this request to the extent that the
request requires Respondent to produce docurnents which contain trade secrets or other confidential
and proprietary information.

Notwithstanding these objections, and without waiving same, Respondent responds as
follows: None

RESPONS UMEN UEST E:

Respondent objects to this request for the reasons stated in its General Objections, which are

incotporated by reference as if fully stated herein. Respnndent additionally objects to this request on

AMENDED OBJECTIONS OF LONDON & CO. TO DEPOSITION SUBPOENA FOR
PRODUCTION OF BUSINESS RECORDS
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the ground that the request is overly bl:road, unduly burdensome and oppressive, and the request is not
reasonably particularized, nor reasonably calenlated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Respondent further objects to the request on the ground that it so vague and ambiguous as to be
unintelligible. Respondent additionally objects to the request on the ground that the request is
compound, conjunctive and disjunctivé. Respondent further objects to this request to the extent that
the request secks the production of dociuments which are protected by privilege, including but not
limited to the attorney-client privilege :zand the attorney work product doctrine. Respondent also
objects to this request to the extent that the request seeks the production of documents which are
protected by a right of privacy.

Notwithstanding these objectiotls, and without waiving same, Respondent has produced the

documents identified in Schedule A.

Dated: March / 32009 | FREEDMAN & TAITELMAN, LLP

By:
Btryan J. Freedman
Attormneys for Third-Party London & Co,

AMENDED OBJECTIONS OF LONDON & CO. TO DEPOSITION SUBPOENA FOR
PRODUCTION OF BUSINESS RECORDS
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Schedule “A™

BOX1 |

- . Fayroll 2008 (2 FILES)
. Kate Walsh Personal Articles |

- Kate WalshiiiJJiiJJ»2009

. Kate Walsh 2007

. Kate Walsh 2008 1099'S

‘ Kate Walsh /.Wﬂ?ﬂf)&"
Ry oy e

. -)omracts W

. Mise. Kate Walsh
. Misc. SR

. 2007 Kate Walsh tax return
- 200 74 - 1ot
0X?2
. Kathleen Walsh fJjJjJJ# general account Jan 07- February 09

. g J:'y 07- February 09

. Kathleen Walsh/Alexander Yourig {ffAugust 07- February 09
. Kathleen Walsh.monc:y ma;xke‘t account Jan 07- February 09
. Kathleen Walsh Qi pocket account Jan 07- February 09

. Alexander Young -pﬂcket account August 07- December (3
. Kitty Likes to Scratch@ffffjfen 07- February 09

AMENDED OBJECTIONS OF LONDON & CO. TO DEPOSITION SUBPOENA FOR
PRODUCTION OF BUSINESS RECORDS
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Kitty Likes to ScratchiJi money market account Jan 07- Febrary 09
Kathleen Walsh @ stmt Septe;mber 03- January 09

R . » /- December 08
Y - cbuary 07- May 07, August 07- December 07, February 08-

June D8, August 08- December OS

Alexander Young QiR January 07- December 07

Alexander Young -nve.stmcnt Plan January 07- December 08

Alexander Young “September (7- December 07, Febmary 08, April 08-

December 08

= —stexander Young QNI 1tz:<h 07 Seprember 07- Decernber 07,

February 08, April 08- Decambm; 08
Alexander Young_ September 07- December 07, February 08- December
08 : -

Alexander Yom_s September 07- DacEzi_;ber (7, February 08- December
- ; . ‘

Alexander Young _September 07- December 07, February 08~ December

08

"

AMENDED OBJECTIONS OF LQN'DON & CO. TO DEPOSITION SUBPOENA FOR
PRODUCTION OF BUSINESS RECORDS
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FREEDMAN & TAITELMAN, LLP
Bryan J. Freedmnan, Esa. (#151990)
Jesse A: Kaplan, Esq. (#255059)
1901 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 500
Los Angeles, Califomia 90067
TEL: (310) 201-0003

FAX: (310) 201-00045
Attorneys. for Third-Party London & Company
SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FORTHE COUNTY_OF LOS ANGELES
AM. YOUNG, ) Case No. BD497364
- Petitioner, % .
vs.. ) PP%%UA}?NA%IT%NE%A%I\??EJ ‘gDI\}{)IEEYER
o :) SECTION §1561 .
K.E. WALSH, % |
T Rcspoﬂdcr;';.. % ) -
— D
I, Andrew Mever, declare as follo“%s:
1 I @m the duly authonized custodian of tﬁc records produced, T have autharity to
certify the records.
2. ~London has produced the décuments wdentified in Schedule A.
3 The documents produced are true copies of the records desenbed in the

Subpoena for Production of Business Records (“Subpoena™).

4. The documents were either prepared or maintained by the personnel of London in

the ordinary course of business.

5. These document were prepared or maintained during the course of London's

represcntation of either Alex Young or Kate Walsh.

1
DECLARATION OF ANDREW MEYER FURSUANT TO EVIDENCE CODE SECTION §1561
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6. London does not have any of the documents responsive to document Request D.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Califorma that the foregoing

18 true and correct.

*'f ]
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: Schedule “A™

N F o)) 2008 (2 FILES)

Kate Walsh Personal Articles

Kate WalshyfjjlI° 009

Kate Walsh Ny 2007
Kate Walsh 2008 1099'5

Kot Walsntg eyl 2008
_ employee file
*Contract’sh SR

Misc. Kate Walsh

2007 Kate Walsh tax re,tum -

2007# tax retarn

Kathleen WalstNilii® general account Jan 07- February 09

Easy Tiger Trust{§iiiip July 07- February 09

Kathleen Walsh/Alexander Young-August 07- February 09
Kathleen Walsh .:noney market account Jan 07- Febmary 09

* Kathleen Walsh“account Jan 07- February 09

Alexander Young "WINIEREt account August 07- December 08
Kitty Likes to Scratch -J an 07— February 09

Kitty Likes to Scratch @ oney market account Jan 07- February 09

Kathleen Walsh'Stmt September 08- January 09

“ﬂ Tan (7- December 08

1
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# February 07- May 07, August 07- December 07, February 08- June

08, August 08- December 08

Alexander Young W Jannary 07- December 07

Alexander Young Ryt P1an Japuary 07- December 08

Alexander Yomg‘Septamber 07- December 07, February 08, Apni 08-

December 08

Alexander Yﬂung“ March 07, September 07- December 07,
February 08, Apri! 08- December 08

Alexander Young “ September 07- December 07, February 08~ December 08
Alexander Yomgm September 07- December 07, Febiuary 08= December 08
A]exande:-:r_Ynung Weptember 07- December Q?_,_Fabruary 08- December 08

P
X F
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DECLARATION OF JEFF M. STURMAN

I, JEFF M. STURMAN, declare as follows:
1. Imake and submitthis Declaration in connection with Petitioner, A M., Young's,
Motion to Compel and request for monetary sanctions. This Declaration shall relate only to

the aforementioned matter.

2. | am one of Petitioner; A.M. Young’s, attorneys at Kolodny & Anteau. | have
been representing Mr. Young with my partner, Stephen Kolodny. As a result, | have access
to and | am familiar with the file in Mr. Young's case.

3. On January 27, 2009, we caused a lefter to be senf, via facsimile, to
Andrew Meyer at London & Co. A true and correct copy of that letter is attached hereto as
Exhibit “C” and incorporated herein by this reference.

4. On January 28, 2009, we received a letter from an attorney representing
Mr. Meyer and London & Co. A trQe and correct copy of that letter is attached hereto as
Exhibit “D” and incorporated hereih.

5. On February 18, 2009, we sent a letter to that attorney, Robert Wilson, to
respond to his letter and to ask for information about Mr. Young's finances. A true and
correct copy of that letter is attached hereto as Exhibit “E” and incorporated herein by this
reference. |

B. On February 24, 2009, we received a létter from a, different attorney,
Mr. Freedman. A true and correct c@py of that letter is attached hereto as Exhibit “F” and
incorporated herein by this referencé.

1. On February 25, 2009, we received a letter from Respondent, K.E. Walsh's
attorney, Ms. Wasser saying, among other things, that Ms. Walsh did not object to the
disclosure of information to Mr. Young. That letter was also addressed to Andrew Meyer and
Attorney Bryan J. Freedman. A true and correct copy of that letter is attached hereto as

Exhibit “G” and incorporated herein.

(111
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8. On February 26, 2009, | caused a Deposition Subpoena to be issued which
required the custodian of records for London & Co: to produce all of the financial documents
regarding the parties from January 1, 2007 through March 18, 2009. Atrue and correct copy
of that Deposition Subpoena is attached hereto as Exhibit “H” and incorporated herein.

A That DepositionéSubpoena was issued because Mr. Meyer and |.ondon
& Co. had not provide documents and information to Mr. Young or our office when we
informally requested those things.

B, Before serving the Deposition Subpoena on London & Co‘, | caused it
to be served at Ms. Wasser's office with a Notice to Consumer. The Deposition Subpoena
was thereafter served on London .& Co. when there was lno objection receivéd from
Ms. Wasser. . _

0. On March 13, 2009, we received written objections to the Deposition Subpoena
to London & Co. which were signed by attorney Bryan J Freedman. A true and correct copy
of those objections is attached heretb as Exhibit “1” and incorporated herein. | thereafter
confirmed that our deposition ofﬁcei' received documents from London & Co. However,
London & Co. did not provide a declaration from its custodiant of records.

10.  On April 7, 2009, | senft a letter, via facsimile, to Mr. Freedman describing, in
detail, why London & Co. had failed tb comply with the Deposition Subpoena and why each
of Mr. Freedman's written objections was inappropriate. A true and cor_rect copy of my letter
is attached hereto as Exhibit “J” and incorporated herein. On the sixth page of my letter,
| toid Mr. Freedman the following:

It is important that Mr. Young immediately receive all of the

documents requested in the Deposition Subpoena without

objection and that London & Co. provide a proper Custodian of

Records affidavit or d_t_a‘t;ldra’tion. In this regard, while | am willing |

to consider any well reasoned and factually supported response

from you, if there is no resolution o_f this discovery matter by

5:00 p.m. on Tuesday, April 14, 2009, 1 will file a Motion to

IN RE THE MARRIAGE OF YOUNG CASE NO. BD 497364
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R LWUNYY & ANL YA

- Ninth Floar, West Tower
Beverly Hills, California 50232-3425

(2193271-5533 Fax (31103271-1918

2100 Wilshire Bonlevard

Compet and request that London & Co. be ordered to pay all of
our fees and costs as a monetary sanction,

11.  On April 14, 2009, at approximately 4:55 p.m. - about five minutes before the
deadline that | had given Mr. Freednjan - our office received a letter from him which stated,
essentially, that | had not met and conferred in good faith, and which suggested that-l was
trying to put undue pressure on Loﬁdc;n & Co. However, Mr. Freedman did not say that
London & Co. would file a Motion for Protective Order or do anything else. He also did not
respond to my comments about his objections. A true and correct copy of the letter that we
received on April 14, 2009 is attached heréto as Exhibit “K” and incorporated herein.

12.  On April 14, 2009, | sent a responsive letter, via facsimile, to Mr. Freedman.

A true and correct copy of my letter is attached hereto as Exhibit “L” and is incorporated

herein.

13.  On April 15, 2009, | reé:ei\fed the Declaration Of Andrew Meyer Pursuant To
Evidence Code Section §1561. This declaration did not state whether London & Co. had
produced all of the docurments responsive to the Deposition Subpoena For Production Of
Business Records or just some of the documents. A true and correct copy of the Declaration
Of Andrew Meyer Pursuant To Evidehce Code Section §1561 is attached hereto as Exhibit
“M” and is incorporated herein. |

14.  On April 23, 2009, my office received, by mail, London & Co.’s Motion for

{| protective order. Prior to receiving this motion, Mr. Freedman had not met and conferred at

all regarding the maotion for protective order.
15. OnMay 1, 2009, | caused a check in the amount of $671.66 and a letter to be
sent, via messenger, to Mr. Freedman to pay the full amount of the copying costs that he

claimed that London & Co. had incurr;ed. However, | reserved Mr. Young's right to challenge

Jl the amount of that charge. Attached hereto as Exhibit “N” is a true and correct copy of the

May 1, 2009 letter and the check that | caused to be delivered, via messenger, fo London

& Co.'s attorney. [I would have caus.;ed London & Co. to be paid earlier, however, it is not

clearto me that a third party is entitldd to be paid for copying costs when it does not comply

IN-RE THE MARRIAGE OF YOLUING CASE NO. BD 497364
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with a Deposition Subpoena, as andon & Co. failed to comply with ours. Nevertheless, |
decided to send the requested payment and reserve Mr. Young's right to contest the
payment rather than unnecessarily allowing a $671.66 copying charge to become the focus
of the hearing on London & Co.’s Motion for Protective Order.)
16. Withregardto sanctiohs, t request that the Courtt Order Mr. Meyer and London
& Co. to pay $5,825 of monetary sénctions computed as follows:
A. | spent approximately 2.9 hours preparing this Motion to Compel and the
Separaté Statement thatl am causihg to be filed with it. {| previously prepared a preliminary
opposition and a Responsive Declaration to London & Co.’s Motion for Protective Order, and
that work substantially lessened the amount of work that | had to do for this Motion].
| anticipate that | will spend an addit.ional 4 hours reviewing London & Co.’s opposition and
preparing a Reply; I further anticipate that | will spend 2 hours traveling to Court, attending
the hearing on the Motion, and returning to my office. Mr. Young is billed for my time at the
rate of $650 per hour, in this regard; | have been licensed as an attorney in California since
1995, | am a Certified Family Law épecial_ist, | arm a partner of Kolodny & Anteau, | am a
member of the Executive Committee of the Family Law Section of the Los-Angeles County
Bar Association, and | have lectured: at continuing legal education seminars in the past aﬁd

| am scheduled to do so again in the near future.

B. Mr. Young will also incur a $40 filing fee for this Motion to Compel.
17.. 1 am an attorney duly licensed to practice {aw in all the Courts of the State of
Galifornia, in good s-tanding before the State Bar of California; | am a partner of Kolodny &
Anteéu’, attorney of record for the Petitioner in this matier.
18. This Declaration is based upon facts within my own personal knowledge or
from the contents of documents referred to herein.
1111
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19.  This Declaration is not intended to be, nor should it be construed as being, a
waiver of any attorney-client privilgge or attorney work product doctrine. The matters set
forth herein were stated and/or observed in non-privileged settings and are not the result of
privileged work product matters. | have no client authority to waive the attorney-client
privilege nor the éﬂnrney work product doctrine and | do not intend to do so. by anything set

forth hersin.

I declare, under penalty of pefjury pursuant to the laws of the State of California, that

the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this 11™ day of May, 2009.
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