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COME NOW Plaintiff RonAns Myers and alloges on knowledge as 1o herself nnd her
own acts, and on information and belicf &2 1o all other matiers:
L
FARTIES
1. Ad all times mentioned herein, Flaimiff Roadnn
is, 2 citizen of this State, and an individual residing in th
Califormia. At all times referenced berein, PlaintfT A ipal, pariner,
sharebolder, owmner, contraller or operalor of the malk

and now is, & clfip 1 ] Mesgeg in the County of Orange, State of
d novw B @ principal, pariner,
shareholbder, owner, iy p line ionown a8 “Geeichen Chiistine
Beause™ or “Grelchen Christine Cosmetics,” business entities of unknown origin, known 1o kave
conducted, and condiscting. business in the County of Owmnge, Staie of Califormia.

i Al all times mentioned hereln, Defendam Slade Smiley (“Smiley™) waa, and now
s, & citizen of this Swte, and an individual residing in the County of Ovanpe, State of Califomin,

4. At all tinves mentioned herein, Defendant Greichen Cheistise Beaute (sometimes
referred to a5 “GCB™) is a business entity of unkeowsn arigie, known 1o Bave conducted, and
conducting, business in the County of Orange, Stals of Califomia.
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5 Al all times mentioned berean, Delendant GCR Propeietors, LLC (MOCR™) isa
limited Ciability company sutharized to transact business, and irassacting business in the Coanty
al Orange, State of California.

6. Plaintiff is ignoramt of the true nemes and cagacities of those Defendants sued
Berein a8 DOES 1 theough 10, inclusive, and therelore swes sasd Defendents by fictithous names.
Plaintiff is infoemed and believes and acting upon such information snd belief alleges that
Defendants sued hercin as DOES | through 10, Inclusive, are individuals, corporations, limiied
Eishility companies, partrerships, jaint venturers, sole proprietorships, or some other form of
bastiness ceganization unknown 1o this Plaingiff, and thoss fictitiously hsines:

| Defensdants are duly coganized and existing wnder and by virtue of the lows\plihe State of

Californin, s gee gathorized 1o do and doing business in the
Califormia, and all counties of Califesnts, and that each

se of
I, CES 1

through 10, are responssble in some maneer for the ¢ »d and each cause of
udmurhrmﬂlm:ururm:rdunm a {1173 damapes as

1 @’ Jnhmﬂlmuﬂbﬂmr
| ‘nﬂﬂﬁﬂ:&rﬂimﬂtﬂ#ﬂh
1l .-n:-wnn{rmr.udnnﬂ
wilh or aided and abetied each
and im doing the things herein alleged in
this Consplaint, were acting within the course and scope of such agency, employmesd,
represcntation, servitade, and comeen of actbon, brokerage, joint venbarer, sades/abettor, andior
co-conspirstor, Plantifl & informed and believes and upon such information alleges that
Delendants, aad each of therm, emered into plans, schemes, designs, and conspincies in or
wround February 2009, and since that time have engaged in a continuing plan, scheme, design,
course of conduct and comspimey thal continees to the date of filleg of this Complaing, and the
Inst act of which has not yet coourred, to deprive and continue to deprive Plaintiff of mency,
praperty and property rights as alleged herein.
VIRTI TORIFCATRT
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8 Flaintif is & well knows professional makeup ariist ks Sesthem Califomnia.
Plaintiff has enfoyed o sucoessful carcer. She has an excellest reputation in the makesp indusiry,
and ever the years has made widespread contacts with wholesale cosmetic menufacharers and
distributars. Plaintzff was Rossi's personal makeup artist for several years.

9, PiaintifT's life-long amshitson was 1o start ber own cosmetics company. Her plan
was 1o laanch a moderstely priced makeup line called “Wiisks.” She inl

I ender o &
uff bas dane

comtract with Lady Burd Cosmetics (“Lady Burd™) (a company with

10 L] } ¥ a syndicated realioy

[ five woenen who live in Oraage County,
Califomia. Rossi is one of the five main characters on the show, Smiley makes regular

appearances 00 Houenwives. Smiley is Rossl's bong-term boyfriend. They live tapether in
Rossi"s home located in Cogta Mesa, Califomia

1L Plaintifl was Rossi's personad makesp astist and friend for approximasely seven
YR

13.  lm early-Fehruary 2009, Plaintiff was doirg Rossi’s makeup for a photo shoot.
FlaintilT casually mentioned her plans to start her own makeup line. Rossi expressed an

W ERIFITET COMFLATRT
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immediate interest in becoming Plalstiifs bustness partner.  Afber serious considemmtion,
Plaistif¥ agreed 1o include Rossi in her vision.
A Partnership Is Formed

14, wﬂﬂﬂﬂthMmhﬂlmﬂmlﬁlﬂfm
& business parinership (“Partnership” or “Makeup Line™). They mutually agreed that ench
partmer would have equal rights in the masagement and control of the Pasteership, a8 well & a
fifty-percent (S0%) inlenest in the equity of the Partmership, They further agreed that Plaintiff
would contribute her knowledge of snd background in makeup, her professiceal skills as a
madocup artist, and her substantial contacts within the cosmetics industry :
distriturtion and selling of the produect; and Rossi would contribute her persanality 10

the distnbution and markeling of the Makeup Line, Soch termis in a draft
Partnership Agreemnent (prepared by Smiley), and in an , Trom Reasi o
Plaieall¥, s follews:

The partnership consisted of you and

wal I:tn the table. Tnluﬂ: i .
If the Il thares equally. Mo one would

16. O or sbout Aagust §, 2009, PlaintiiT and Fossi filed a Fictitious Business Name
Ststement with the Orange County Clerk, naming both Plabntiff snd Rossi as registered owners
of GCB.

17.  Onorasbout Awgust 6, 2009, Pleintiff snd Ressi opencd a joint bank account at
Wells Fargo Bank. They deposiied $10,000.00 isto the account.

s
i
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Flaintiff Managed And Controlled The Parinership
18, Pladmif¥ wosked tirclessly 10 create the Makeup Lise she always droamed of.

PlaintlTs all-encompussing involvernent in the Partnerskip significantly eclipsed that of her

extnblished sigmificant conlacts with wholesale cosmetie macafeturens and distfbutors. She
established 2 long stamding relnticeship with Lady Bund, a private labe! smenufaciser based ot
of Long Island, Mew York. Immedistely after Plaintiff snd Rossi fomaed the Partnenship,

and met with Melissa Cutting ("Cutting”). Custing is F
The women advised Cutting of their plam (o launch

prafessional experience, the women agreed that Plaintiff would be responsible for selecling
product appeopriate for the line.

24, Product beed-pecked and designed by Plaintiff is curresily for sale on Rossi's
wekdite under the name "Gretchen Christine Beswe.™ The custom eye shadow paleties,
described as one of the Makeap Line's “signature pisces” on Rossi's website, is, and at all times
was, PlaintifTs original idea. Plaistiff collaboested on tke color palettes (The Goddess, The

VERTFIEDY CORIFLATRT
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Ciolden Girl, and The Vinen); and designed the product itselll {e.g., decided which specific eye
shaderws showld be grouped together in sach comgpact).

25.  From Febnmary 20049 through Ociober 2069, Plaistiff repeatodly selected a wide
array of product for the lne (eg., cve shadows, eye shadow paleites, lip liners, lip gloss,
eyeliners, eye shadow, and blush). Pleintiff was in the process of placing sditional orders for
such product af the ime Rossi censed of| communications with her.

26.  Plantill was actively involved in cresting product sppropriste for the makeup

:Ijnu. As featured om a televised eplacds of Houerwives, Plaintif, in concert with Lady Burd,

Endependently designed the product. On Episode 11, Plaintiff shows

d, Mavy Seal, Mistress, Sky High.
27, Fantf 5o Lopos and STamiEers For The Makeup Ling: The origical pame
of PlaintifTs akeup line was “Wiinks.™ Wiinks is Plaintiff*s personal branding. When
Plaintiff agreed to take Rossi on &3 3 pariner, the pair sgroed to name the Makeup Lise “Wiinks
for Gretchen Christing.™ The samse approprintely represented both women &8 equal partners:
“"Wiinks™ identified Plaintiff*s persosal branding; and “... for Greichen Cheistine” identifted
Rassd,

28,  Plaintiff hired o graphdes design firm (Think Farm) with whom she woried
tirehessly 1o encale the *'Wiinks for Gretchen Cheistine™ logoo
i
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29.  In July 2009, Rossi and Smiley milaterally moved 1o chanpe the name of the
Makeup Line. They conspired to have the makeup line identified by Rossi only, wotally
elisnirating any reference to Plaintill or her personal branding (Wiinks), They pressured
Flaintiff into agreeing 1o the name change. F|.||I'.'||f|'EH'|'I.I.I'|I|||"|'_||' agrocd (dat 10 time constrainls

| reluied to the Awgust 2009 el date), yel caationed Rassi and Smilbey ageinst using the name

“Giretelen Christing Cosmetics™ Plaintiff created the name for the Makeup Line (Gretcher
Christine Baauie); and desigmed the block mhm—!muhupputmlhulcp

Jaly 2009, Bravo cansern crews fllmed Plaintif and Rosss discussing the
episodes, PlaintifT is identified as “RooeAnn, Gretchen’s Business Pastee
Plaintiff as her “partmer,” ndding that the palr have boen “... e

their business off the ground. b

3. OnJune 03, 2008, Pleéntilf esd R M¥hg colar choices for the
eyeshadow paletics, and the logo for their new oo
3. O 00, Plaintafl the kogo design, ard
hupn:rmuq ! !, ,f ent Expo (“Expo™)
I.|. ll . [FE |..|'.-I o Line Al The Women:
o) G T ' 2 | | g 2005, Om Wednesday, FI.IJﬂ:I.III]-E

2009, Plaintiff Long B
spesil msore an twa i) bours setting up tHTGgoTh. She organized all of the cosmeties for
display, coordirated all prometicnal advertising, and managed the overall set-up and
presenialion,

4. On Friday, August 28, 2005, Plaimiff ssrived al the Expo a1 approximately 5:00
a.m, She worked all day, not leaving wtil afier 6:00 pom. A Bravo film crew was on band to
film the women pasticipating in the event.

35, Romsi, whom was hired as an Expo spokesperson for which she received

substantinl compensaticn, spent the estire day fulfillicg ber dties as a spokespersan, which

eriler af approximalely 6-3 p.m., end
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imciuded socializing with olber vendors participatiag in the event. Unlike her partnes, Plaintiff
spenit e entine day behind the booth, promoting the Maleup Line,

36, On Ssturdsy, August 29, 2009, Plaistifl amrived at the Expo in the efterncos, after
completing & prior work commitneent. She remained at the Expo unsil after 6:00 pum. Plaintiff
observed Rossi “socislizieg™ with other Expo vemdars. Again, Rossi was not ot the booth
promoting the Makcup Line.

37.  On Sunday, August 30, 2010, PleintiY worked all day at the Expa, breaking down
the booth with Smaley. Rossi left early.

38,  From Febnuary 2009 cerward, Rossi and Smiley eng
bo defraud PlaintifT oul of her interest in the Maokesp Line,
exploit Plaintifl's experience in, knowledge of and co

buatiness if it wasn't for Ron Ann™ Rossi told Senders that ehe knew “nothéng™ abowt makeup,
and peeded Plafntifls exporience ad comtacts 1o create the prodwct, and lausch the Makess
Lime.

40.  Shonly thereafier, Sanders was in a meeting with Rossi and Smiley, Dusing the
myeeting, Smiley told Rossi that it was “_.. tiee o get rid of Ron Ana™ In response, Rossi sinted:
“I meed to ges what [ ean from ker. She bas all the important contncts snd expesience.” Rossi
them said: 1 will get rid of her; but | need her now,*

1




4l.  Owertime, Rossi and Smiley secretly carried ou iheir plan to exploit PlaintiflT and
over time alienme her from the Makeup Lise. First, they pressured Plaintiff inio ngrecing to
change the name of the Makeup Line. In or around June 2009, Rossi and Smiley chasped the
marme of the Muakeap Line, eliminating Plainils brasding from the Makeup Line entirely. Had
Plaletiff known of Rossi®s and Smiley”s plans 1o steal the Makeup Lire froen her, she would
have vigorously oppased the pame change.

42, Secosd, Rossi repeatedly put off signing the Partnership Agreement, despite
Plaistiffs repeated requests to do so.

4},  Third, Ross! intentbonally omitsed Plaintiff from certain bus;
firancial docaments. In June 2009, Rossi instructed Sanders 1o complete o
paperwork for the Makeup Line, Rossl instrocted Sanders to ide
the “ewser™ ol GCB. When Sanders questioned why F

ders expressod conoemes that maonies
generated in connocliin with the Makeup be deposited into s sccoun that belonged

46.  Sixth, in early October 2009, Rossi and Smiley flew to New York w secrctly moet
with the bead manager of Lady Burd comseming product foc the line. They onilaterally ordered
product thal Flaintiff berse|f had crested, desigeed end selecied for the line. PlaintifT was not
Envited t0, or otherwise mformed of, this meeting.

47.  There was no reason for Rossi and Smiey (8 noa-pariner) to fy o New York to
meet with the head manager of Lady Burd, The Beverly Hills branch - with whom the
Partnership had an excellent relationship - was able to meed &1l of the Partnership's needs. Rossi

— VENIFIET CORAPLORT =
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went fo Mew York simply to prevent Plabniklf from discovering her imtention 1o eliminaie
Plalstiff froen the Makeup Line altogether.

48 The Mew York branch called Cutting snd 1654 her that “her Homsesile” (e.g.,
Rossi) was in Mew York ecdering product. Culting immediately called Plainiff, who was
understandably shocked by Rossi's conduct.

49.  Rossd wiped cut the Parinership's joist checking account. In Augast 2000, Ross|
went into the Wells Fargo Montrose branch (] =< withdrew $2.183.00 from
the Parinership’s joint ehecking sccount. She never advised Plaietiff of her imtent to withdruw
such money, and never made any effort %o reimbarse Pluintiff for her righ
fell into arrears, rnd began io Encur pohsianal fees.

50.  The bank motified PlainlifT that the acoount was i ~ oo ber 2010,
Plaistiff paid the patstanding balusce ($61.02 In fees) ey 9

P\
ications with
the Parinership.

51 In or aromnd October 12009, Ross sl @
hen Christine Beaute"

Plaietiff, whaollv Qi paad: _——
” - “@
-@ @ mwmw

52
_— l‘ /
By egan's websile. The prodicts sold, and
eontinue 16 sell, P 1o 54000

5. Om tiom and belief,
enaking peofits in February 2000,
34,  Since October 2009, neither Rossi por Smiley bave contacted Plaintiff o discuss

6. Tho account

Plaintiff ap

Q]Hﬂl-hﬂmwprﬂhcp

Plaintifl"s interest in the Partnership. Rossi never, and at no point has, deposited any maney
from sades of the Makeap Line inta the joint bank sccoumt.

35.  Sinoe October 2009, Rossi and Smiley bave withoul explaration et all ties with
Plaingiff, preventing her from having any scccss whatsoever to Partnership informatioe, flands,
and decisian making.
fif

VES O OO FLNT =
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| nclusive of this Complaint as If fully set forth

56.  Since October 2009, Plasntifl has made ssver! requests for Partnership
infoerration, ineluding an sccounting, but i no avall,

57.  Plantif¥ has serioes comcems about the mansgement of “Greichen Christine
Beaute” by Rossi and Smiley, which inclede, but are pot linited o, conversion of Partnerskip
mssets, comsningling of Partnership funds, ususpation off Partnership opportusities, dsregard for
the parties” orad agreements concermng the Partnership, and imncoizrate iransaction records.

38, In Auguast 2010, Rossi withdeew all manics from the Partnership's joint bank
account without the consent of appeoval of Plainiff.

1.

BREACH OF ORAL CO
(By Pladwtifl Against Rossi and DOES
3%, PlxntilT realleges and incorpornbes by

i

1 through 58,

-,

60, I d early 2009, R

nduce Plainliff '-’ @
. @ kniened inlo an agresment
e e of the Partnership was 1o

e sell an SgEy of m poducts. The oniginal name of the
Parinership was “Williks by Gretchen Chrilfhg.™ The name was thereafter changed. at the
insistence of Rossé amd Smilcy (a nanpartner), o “Greicher Christine Beaute.”

6. Plaintiff and Rossi matually agreed that they would esch have a 50% equity in the
comnpany. They furtier agreed that cwnership of the Partnership would be divided equally
between Lhe pantners;” and that each Partner would have equal Aghts 0o Partnership peofits gnd
ownersiip of Parinership assets. They also agreed that all profits and losses would be astribusted
b0 the Partners based on such percentages.

63,  PlasnifT and Rossi mubsally sg=eed that FlaintifT would contribase ber knowledge
of and background in makeup, her peofessional skills as a makeup srtist, snd her substantial
VIR CORLATRT -
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cominets within the cosmectics indusary to the design, distribution and selling of the groduect; gnd
Rossi would contribuie her name and perscnality so the distribution and selling of the Makesp
Line.

64.  Phintifl performed all conditions, coverants asd promises agroed 1o by the
parties, including, bt not limised 10, wing ber knowledge, experience, background and skills to
ereste and design (e Malkewp Line itself, including the name, the logo snd the packaging; and
using her contacis to enter into & comiraciual relaiionship with the manufacharer af the product,

mmong other things.
65.  Rossi breached the oml agreement by, senong other things, ba perform any
end all conditions, covenamts, promiscs and obligalions agreed o by the In breach of

said agreerment, Rossi abruptly, and for no reason

refusing to discuss ber setioss with Plaintiff despite our I brench of the
parties” oral agroemeni, Rossi proceeded 1o opermie FlaintifT for her owm
purely personal gain, and faibed andlor refused 1o wi siness, or divide

profits and’or s ¥ as was mutal the partics”
Egrecment, Hos @ in the Partnership,
@ : Hml'l!"nnmul.lh:m“m
taken without ¢ ' '
67.  Rossi hag§ple possedgjon and cg m:Puu-m:th‘th-nh,m

wehsite, products aproduct line, and has¥ipsrted and controlled the Partmership to the
exclusion of Plasntiff without making any sccousting to Pleiniiff of the: Partmecship income and
disbursemenis, of of the net profils or bosscs realized by the Partnership. The conduct of Rossd
wzs wrongful and im direct viclation of the agreement between the pantics.

6.  After Febraary 2009 and continuing to the present, Rossi has repestedly alfimeed
thee validity of the crnl agresment with Plalediff In pomensas conversations and several emails
between the parties, in discussions with tird party wilnesses, and om fwo episcdes off
Housewives.

i

I3
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&9, As e direct and'or prosisnse result of Rossi's material breach of the oml
agreement, Plainkiff has suffered demnges in excess of $100,000,00, includiag, bul ool 1Emited
i0, pre- and post-fudgment interest pecording 1o kaw, costs of suit, and altomeys' fees
incurmed by Plaistifl in pursuing this litigation, all in an amoont secoeding io peood o trial.
Plaintiff has been, and will be further, foeced to imcur sdditional expenses 1o care the defects
enused by Rossi's beeach.

V.
SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
BREACH OF IMPLIED COVENANT OF GOOD FAITH AND FARR DEALING
(By Plalntiff Against Rossi and DOES Nos. | thr

i} Plasntiff realleges and incorporates by referemce p
inclasive of this Camplaint ns if fully sei forth herein.

1. Imoraround February 2005, Plaintiff o
wherely they verbally agreed to foren & Parinership.

mm

L

1 sell an armay of

Parteersh fn ws =Wehk by r changed, at the
insisterce of B 2t I @ Beaute*

72, ! " y would each have a 5086 equity im the
campany. They ip rartnership would be divided equally
betwees the | d that esch ParinetSvipkl have equal rights %o Partnership profits and

ownership of Partnership assets. They also sgread that all profits and boases would be anrbuted

§ tothe Parirers based on sech percemtages.

7. Plantiff and Rossi mutually sgresd that Plaingiff would contribete her keowledpe
of and background Is makeup, her professional skills as a makeup artist, and her substangial
contacts within the cosmetics industry fo the desigr, distribution snd selling of the produst; and
Raossd would contribute her neme asd persarality 1o the distrabution and selling of the Makeup

Lime.

4




o0 B =3 e E LF k3 e

— —
HEBEBEER IETLETEom ==

N R R R O

M, Plaistill performed ail condsticns, covenants and promsises agreed to by the
pasties, incloding, but nod limited 1o, using her knowdedge, experience, background and skills 1o
creale and design the Makeup Line itself, including the name, the logo and the packaging; and
using her contacts to emter into & contractial relationship with the manufacturer of the producs,
ameong ol Brings.

73, Rusi breached the oral agresment by, among otker kings, failing o perform sy
andl all comditions, covenants, promises and obfigations agreed to by the parties. In breach of
said agreemest, Rossi abruptly, end for no sesson whatsoever, severed all tics with Plaini#F,
refusing to discuss her notions with PlaintifT despite numerous roquests to dBgh. Is bresch af the
partics” agreement, Rosss proceeded (o opemte (b Partnership withsout Plala8iT for her own
purely persanal gain, and filed snd/or refused o wind up the Py M,
operalions andlor divide profits and/or nssets equally a2 @
J“b"ﬂﬂiﬂ.llkphﬁﬂ'ﬂalmmﬁnt.ﬂmihhﬂr' -

%, peasc all

by the parties.
awnership islorest

in the Partnershap.
-

actions with respect ip imterest therein were

7. : | books, accouns,
wimsite, fnc ' X w .-l!'. rolled the Partsership 1o the
exclusion of F " “ LW Bny acco o Plaksif of the Partreershizn income and
disbursemnenis, or ¢ s by the Partnesship, The conduct of Raossi

L
was wroaglial and in direct violation of the oral agreemest betwoen the parties.

T8 InFebruary 2010, the makeop line crested, designed and fisancially backed by
Plalntiff sppeared for sale on Rossi's websive (gretchenchristine.com). From the time the
Makeup Line first sppearcd on Rossi's website (he Partnership began to make substantial profits
ms & resuilt of the sale of Plaintifs and Rossi®s Makeop Ling. Plaintiff & informed and believes
and upon such isformation and belief alleges that the Makeup Line creaed, designed and
financially backed by Plaintiff may also be available for sabe at certain unkmowsn retail
exinhlishments,




T Rossi bas refused io distribule any ssd sl Perimership profits to Plaintiff as
priginally agreed.

8.  'While Rossi has phizined profits from the Parinership for kerself on o monthly
basis since February 2000 {or bafiore), she dad not pay, and bag 5ol paid, asy prodits whatsoever
o0 Plaintiff at any time, despite verbal assamnces thal she would do so.

81.  The cenl ngreement executed by Plaingiff and Rossi containg an implied coverant
af good Eaith and fair dealing that requires that neither PlaintilT nor Rossi do anything which will
deprive the ather of the beneffis of the cml agreement.

EZ.  Tossi breached the implied covemant of good faith and fair ¢
other things, (1) disregarding Plaintiff’s 50% ownership interest in the Paringsship but only after
Rossi wsed and obtained benefits from PlaniiiT s background ! T cigptl contacts in

the makeup Endustry; (2) failing to compensaie Plsintif oo f mo profits generated
by e Partnership im connection with the distribartio ale af the subject
Makeup Lise sinee iy inception in February 200%; wlﬂ‘:ﬂ.ﬂmm
imvestment o Pl o

1 i's malerial breach of the oral
agreesens, Pluinti suffered .hmﬁa.ﬂ of $100,000.00, incleding, bet not limited
10, pre- and post-jodgment intenest atconding to kaw, costs of suil, and atiomeys’ loes

incurred by Plaingiff in parsuing this litigation, all in an amount according o proof af trial,
Plaintilf has been, and will be Rarther, focced % incur addilional oxponses 1o cure the defocts
caused by Rossi"s breach.

Bf.  Asadirect and'or proximate result of Rossi's willlal, malicious, imentiosal,
oppressive and despicable condoct, Plaintiff sffersd, snd contizoes io pafier, severe and
extreme mental and emolional distress, anguish, lumilistion, embamassment, pain, discom fort
and anxiety, the exact nabure and exient of which are 5ol now keown 1o Plalngifl
~ VOLDED COMTLANT -
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£7.  Plainkill is informed and believes, and based thereon alloges, that the named

Defendants and DOES | through 10, and each of them, by engaging in the aforementionsd acts

andfor in ratifying such acts, engaged in wilfid, malicious, intentional, opprossive and despicable

conduct, ind acted with conscious and deliberate filune or refiasal 1o discharge thele contretual

resporsibilithes withow proper cause, and, as a result of such conduet, Plaintif is entitled to an
award of punitive and exemplary demages in an amosnt 1o be determéned af trinl.
Y.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION

BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY

(By Plaintill Against Rossi and INVES Nes, 1

BE.  Plaintiff reallepes and incorporates by reference

imefusive, of this Complaint as if fally set forth hesein,

8%  Atnll times mentioned herein, Plasntiff Inlhnr-!wt-.-.:n

Lime comenonly known as “Gretchen Christine Cosmetics,” and
Farmed a

B, @ sn&nﬂhyﬂwm?hwﬁ
Rass has, and ; 41z My hiki of good fxiitk soveed PlainaiT

ot for her awn self-interest or io the
detriment of Plaiglif il e ! phpde section [6404. Rossi has, end &1 all
tage of PlaintifT, or enjoy greater rights over
PlaintifT than the terms of the parties” agreeMEnt called Sor, and not to obtain seceet profits or
undise beneli over Plaintiff in the affairs of the Pastnershin by the slightest misrepresentaion,
concealment, threat or ndverse pressure of any kind.

91.  Rossi breached her fiduciary duties 1o Plaingiff by, among other things: (a)
engaging in an ¢laborate seherse with others, including, but ot lEmited t0 Smiley (n noa-
parinez), 10 gain the berefits of the Makeup Line for hersell, without compensating Plaintiff for
ber share of the Parinership, or the Partnership opportunity es set forth in the oral agroement
betwoen Lse parties; (b) inlentionally misspproprinting and‘or stealing Plaingiff's original idea of
VERIFIED CORTH ATHT
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launching a modentely priced makeup Eine; {c} inentiorally misappropriating and/or stealing
PlaaniifTs keowledge, skills, experience gnd coninets [ the makeup isdustry 1o create the the
Makeup Line; (d) using Plaintifl for her contacts in the industry {e.g., getling an =in" with a
reputnble cosmetics manufactorer) and experience and skill in designing product appeopriate for
the line, while at the seene time having no imention of includang PlainialT is the Parinership
and/or Makeup Line; {e] prossuring Plaistiff into changing the name of the Makeup Line from
“Wiinks for Creichen Chiristine™ to “Gretchen Christine Besule,” thereby eliminating Plainik(T s
personal branding altogeiker, and identifiing the product by reference to Rossi alone; (f)
repeatedly and intenthanally relasing vo sign & writien agreesnent, despiie ] regrocsts by
athers o

Plaintiff for Fossi 1o do so; (g) secretly and intentionally omilting, and dired
imtentionally cmit, Plalsti{f froen all basiness fifings and flrasc % 4\ lEng 1
imfiarm Plaintall of her secrel trip 1o New Yark 1o reeet w . ? B Lady Bard in
peder to secretly place ndditicnsd orders of product de 51 (1) abroptly ctileg off
all commamications with Plaintiff, and intentionally o the Partnershap

mnidar the M
Partnership b

b} filing to g

nﬁ ¢ share of the
its; (k) failing to deposit (as

@’4 o

creabed and bank sccount; (1) failing ta withdraw
all momey from ¢ ‘f ot proper accounting, and withous
PlasnililTs consenl o {m‘.lnmemmhnmmm with others, incloding, bat
not limited to Smiley (o mon-partner), fo npproprinie for her own ase the prosperity of the
Parinership without amy compensalion whatsoever 1o Plaintifl¥, her Partner, and to defraud
Pladniil¥ ous of her 50% ownership [mderest bn the Partnership pursuani to the terms of the oml
agreoment between the parties.

92, The conduet, setions and inactbons of Rossh deseribed hersln constitule boeaches
af Aduciary duties owed PlaintifF {ber partner)) by reason of the relationship with Rosxi, amoog
oribsery.

i

i
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83, Asadireet and'or proximale result of Rossi's conduct, above described, the facts
alleged bersin, and the breach of fiduciary duties owed Plaintiff, Plaingiff bas soffered darmages
in excess of $100,000.,00, including, but not Emited io, bast and past future incame, |oss of pood
will, pre- and post-judgment imencst acconding 1o law, costs of sail, and attomeys” fees
incurred by Plaintiff in parsaing this litigation, all in an amourst sccordieg to proof of trial.

94, The oforemesticnsd condoet of Resxd Invalved and concerned intentional
breaches af fiduciany dutics, false and fraudaleat promises, intentional misrepresentations, deceit
ard frauduters inducements on the part of Rass, 25 hereinafler alleged endeniaken with the
intention of Rossi and the co-conspinlors to deprive Plaintiff of her rig
in the Farinership, valuabile property sights and infemeation, wade secls
business date and malerial, thereby causing Plaintiff substantia!
ingury, loss of good will, and Errepamble hamm,

95.  The aforementioned condudct of Rossi o, intentdonal, malicious,

ship interest
er confidential

axemplary and arha S m".

AT DFCE
(By Flakntiff Againsl Rossi and DOES Nos. 1 through 10)

G6.  Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by referemce paragraphs | terosagh 95,
imclusive, of this Complaint as i fially st focth berein,

&7.  Peor to entering inio the ol agreement deseribed hersin, and agrocing 1o joistly
develop, design and launch a moderntely priced maieup line commondy known a5 “Greichen
Christine Bessie,” and daring the cousse of the relationship between Plaistiff, on the one hand,
and Rosxi on the other, Rossi made nismeroes promises and madenial representations of foct io
Plaiestiff relating directly or indirecily to her relaticaship with Plaintiff, ber izsections, and their
VERIFIED COMTLATRT
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joint development of the makewp line. The promises and represented intentions to Plaistiff by
Ressi, included bot were not limited to the following:

. Agreeing, representing. promising and stating cenlly and in wriling, on numerous
occasions (s persan and on television, that Plaistif and Rossi would be equal parteers (s a
Parinership 1o masafacture, market, distribute and sell an array of makewp products known as
“Cretchen Cheistine Bealge.™

* Agreeing, ropreseniing, promising snd stating orally and in weiting, on numcrous
occasions in person and on ielevision, that Plaintiff and Rossl would joictly design, create,
develop, market, distribute, promote and sell gn srray of makeup products i a8 “Gretchen
Christine Beaute;*

* Agreeing, representing, promising and stating o
cecasions in person and of lelevision, that Plamiiff s - ini all benefits,
ineluding pralits, of such Pantnership;

oi use proprietary, confidentisl snd
ndustry provided her by Plaintiff o

Plainiiffs detrirsent; and

. Agreeing, Fepresenting, promising and stating orally ead in writing, on mamerous
occasions in person and on television, that she would 55t conspére, plas or scheme o oblain a
substartinl financial sdvantage over Plainkiff to Pluintifi™s detrinsent.

9. Asa resultof the grent trest and confidence placed in Riossi by Plaintiff aod the
fiduciary relationship arising by reason of their joint sctivities 1o develop the Makeup Line
described above, and because of 2l the ather aspects of the relatioaship between Plsiniiff and
Rossi, incleding bt not limited 1o, Rossi®s use of Plaintf"s proprictary, confidential and trade

VTEFETS TRFLANT
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secrel datn concerning the reakeup professioaindostry provided ber by PlainiéfT, a fducisry
reationship wa csested piving riss 1o fiduciary dutics owed Plaintill, including a duty on the
part of Rossi bo fally disclose to Plaisdiff maierinl facts regerding the boint Paninership netivities,
3 herele albeged. Such facts regained 1o be disciosed initially and daring the course of the
Partmership relationship by Rossi to Plaintiff include but are ot limited 1o the following:

. that Rossi did not indend amd never isiended io continue In a business relationship
with Plasmtiff, and imtended 1o deprive PlaintilT of all interest in the Partnership and/or the

Makeup Line;

that Rosss intended during Lhe enlire course af ber business selgfionship with
Plaintiff to engage im an elabomte scheme with others, including, but no s Smeéley (a
nes-pariner), 0 appropriste for ber own use the prosperity of 1 &y
compensation whatsoever o PlaintifT, her Partner, and &d if] O her 504

panership interesi [ the Perimership;

proprictery, confidential and trade
2 ish substantial contacts within the makeup

industry (eg., 1o secit lrzluii:l'u]ﬂp'nﬁl'av the manufacturer of the makewp line),
while ot &l times havieg no imenion of continang in a business relatiosship with PlaimifT:

that Rossi imtended 10 and did comvert Plaistiff's proprietesy, confidential and
erade secret dala concerning ihe makeup professios to her own use 1o Plaintiffs personal and
professional detriment;

tkat Rossi nlended 1o and d5d inteationally misappeopriale and/or steal and
subsequently wsed Plaintifl"s knowdedge, background, skills and experience in the makeup
indusiry to desige, develop and creste the Makeup Line, including but not limited 10 the name of

VERIFIED COFLATRT
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the products, the products themselves, the bogo, and the packaging, while at all times having sa
intention of continuing in a business relafionship with PlainGil

* that Roasi intended 1o and did change the name of the makeup line from “Wiinks
fiar Gretchen Christine™ 1o “Oretchen Christine Beaute™ in order to completely eliminage
Plaintif™s personal branding from the name of the line alsogethesr, and Sdestify the nakeup line
by reference o Ressi alons in order to continue the business without Plaintiff;

that Rossi intended nof to sign, and did not sign, the Parinership Agreement

between berscll and Plainii(T (despite several roguests 1o 3o 0 by PlaintifT) in order bo continue
the business without PlaintifF;

. that Ressi intended to and did secretly and intentionally o
third parties 10 secretly and intentionally camit, identifying
Line andior Pasteership on variows business filings and
having no intention of continuing in o business: relatic
inbended to and did plan a 8

additional
continuieg in

oy 04T all commvunications with Plaingiff,
and intentiosally Mlaiiff from Srership andfor Makeap Line without a
proper acoounting, i , 10 Plaintifl of any and all profits (including
fubare profits), and withowt ceasing all operation as agreed to by the parties;

s that Rossd insessded o snd did depenve Plaireiff of ber entire 50% ownership
Minhhﬂmlﬁﬂhﬁﬂﬂm&mmmim[wmmmH
all) Plalstiff for her share of the Partnershap business and/or Pastsership profils, including fisture
prodits;

. that Rossi inteaded to and did fail 1o deposit (as Plaistiff did) all monies
(imcluding peodits) derived from the sale of 140+ eyeshadow paleties ereated snd desigeed by
Plaistill into the Partnership’s joint hank sccount; and

VT RO FLATY
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. that Rossi intended to and did withdraw all mosies from the Parinership's joini
baek sccount without & proper aceounting, and without the keowledge and consent of Plaistiff,

9.  Rossi intesticeally and deceltfully refused and fmled 1o disclos: the materinl fncts
described above, smong olbers, and made the aforementioned false representations with the
anlent S0 defraud and deceive Plaimtiff and witk the intent to induce PlaintiT to enter into
busimess agreements and business relationships with Rossi with respect to the Makeup Lise. The
above decetful and fraudulent statements were made by Rossi to induce PlaietiT o enter into
such relationships for the puspose of scgquiring fisancial benefits and compensation by way of
the Parinership.

100. Rossi's representations sbove deseribed were in fact false

diselosed were:
- that Rossi did not interd and mever in
with Plairsift,

Ll thal Ros=i intended to deprive Pleinti

woiald defraud PlaintafT ount of her 50%

* thait Rossi imtentionally missporopriated andfor siole Plaintffs ceiginal idea of
lananching o moderately priced Makeup Line, whiile a2 &1l imes baving no intenfion of continuing
En & business relationship with Plaintiff;

. that Rossi used Plaiesifs propeietary, confidential and trade secret datn
conceming the makeup profiession o establish substantial contects within the makeup indussry
(e.g., bo secure & relatioaship with Lady Beard, the masufacturer of the makeup line), while at all
timses having ne imtention af conlinuing im a business relationship with Plasniff.

* that Rossi convenied Pléntifl’s proprietary, confidential and trade secret datn

FERLFICD CORFLANT
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concerning the makeup profession io her own use o Plaistiff™s personal end professional
dedriment;

that Rossi intentionalty misappropriated andfor stole and thereafter used
PlaintafT"s kenorwiedpe, background, skills and experience ia the makeup mdustry 1o design,
develop and ereate the Makeup Line, including but mot [imited 1o the name of the products, the
lesge, and the pacikaging, whille at all tEmes havieg =o intention of continuing in a business.
relaticaship with PlainiffT;

that Rossi changed the name aof the makeop lime from *Wianks for Gretchen
Christine™ to “Greichen Chelstise Beaute™ la onder 10 completely ol 5 personal
branding from the name of the line altogether, and identify the ference to Riossi

alome in onder o contires the business withoul PlainalT:
9 it betwees hemself
[Feoncnus the bussness

. that Fnssi never intended o asd did nod

* e B Y " - 5 st ﬂﬁ'lﬁrﬂmlﬂ-
secredly and i : : ; THereg makeup linePartnership

™
timmes baving no islestion of

and Flaistifl {despiic severnl roquents 1o do 3o by Plasal
withow? Plaintaff;

= trip with Smdley 1o Qy to New York (1o
the exclusion of MEmnﬁﬂ:amnfldyﬂnﬂhmﬂumFIu
additsonal orders of product designed by Plaisiff, whdile s all times having no intention of
conlisniing in a business relationship with PlaintifE,

. that Rlossi abruptly e off sl comevanications with PlaistifT, and intentionally
disassociated Maimtiff from the Partmership and’or Makeup Line;

thant Restsh Seprived Plakaniit of her entize Bty percent (50%) ownership interest

im the Makeup Line and has af all times failed to proenpily compensate (or compensate ot all)
Flaintff foe her shase of the Pacirership busaness andfor Partnership prafits, incloding future
profits;
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27

* that Ressd fadled to deposit (a8 Pleintilf did) all monses (including profits) derved
froen the sale of 140+ eyeshadow palettes created and designed by Plaictiff into the Partnership's
joint bank accoant;

. thal Rossi withdnew all monies from the Partnership®s joint bank account without
a proper aocouning, and without the keowledpe and consent of Maimiff,

* that Rosss would sol radniain an absolwte and complete fidelity to Plaintiff as ker
Partner;

* that Rossd would not raeSninin an absolete duty of levalty andfor cane to PlainalT
&8 her Fariner;

that Rossi would not represent aad progect Plalntiff®s Prrtnes, and
Uy Inlerests of he Partmerskip, without being influenced b

: Plaintiff;
: ly mndior with

in the Partnership

imderests or the interesis of other third parties;
that Rossi would not communacate ad
that Rgssi would not refrain from e
ve, Io dilute and)

ikird partics, de:
. and reladed b
reqquired by the pasties’
Ipdipd chie? el loe petivitles tken for Rossi's
owi personal and ol bese it o8 % and fimamcial interests of Plaintiff,
0L Att mmmwmmmrmm.mm
IWWH@.MHMM&WWMMHﬂH@ME#Mﬂ
bad fxith with a consciows disegand of Plalnaffs nghts.
102. At and during the period of time ke aforementioned representations and
roedisclosures were mpde and occurring, and ot the time Ressi took the actices herein alleged,
Plaingill, wha placed greal Faith and trust in Rossi, was ignorant of the falsity of the

fidheciary relatis

representations and believed them o be troe and was [gnarant of the facte sol disclosed by Rossi.
Plaintifl reasonably and justi Gably relied upon said representations and deceits ia view of her

b 1
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| imctading. it not limited 5o, host and past futune income, pre- and poss-jud

| secreds, and o

prior personal relationship with Rossi and becavse of the fiduciary, confidential, business ad
trusting relationship at had developod between them,

103. Rossi purssed the coerse of action described above intentionally, maliciousty,
oppeessively, and frsudulently snd in o consciows disrepand of the rights of Plaingifl for the
purpose of depriving Painti T of financial and monetary assots and bencfitling Rossi financially,
and i further her oo ecomsomic goals and plens.

M. As & dinect andor proximsate result of Rossi"s canducl, above described, and the
fraud, deceil and fucts alleged hereim, Plaisdiff has suffered demages in excess of $100,000,00,
inberesd
this

nocording 1o law, costs of suft, and atiomeys® fees incurmed by Plaintiff |
Kitkgacion, all in an snoust sccording to proof & trial.

105. The aforementioned conduct of Rossi i 4_" s fabse and
frasdulent promises, isienibonal masrepeesenintions, d -‘\“1 Nucements an the pan of
Rossa, undertaken with the intention of Fuossi and the é g ve Flaintiff of her
rghtful o * in the Parinershi ighs Bhll isfoemation, trade

1‘ sing Plaintiff substantisl

Frauhaled el purpose of depriving and causing injury
mtmh]umim#wm.ﬂ perpetmted with conscious
disregard of PlaintilTs rights, and as a resall, entvibes Plaintiff o an sward of exemplary and

punitive demages.

enonetary and ¢
106
20 Plaintifl. Such oo

aillful, wanion, indentiosal, malicious,

VIL

CONSTRUCTIVE FRAUD
{By Plaintiff Against Reasi and DOES Nos. 1 throegh 10)

107.  Plaintiff realleges and incorpocales by reforence paragraphs 1 through 106,
inclesive, of this Coenplaint ns i fully st forth herein.

VERIFIED CORPLATRT
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VOB.  Thal by reason of the existence as a matter of law of & fiducasy relationship
between Plaintff and Rossd, and by reason of the false and fraudulent misrepresentatians and the
Euilure 10 disclose material focts to Plaistiff, her affirmative misrepreseniations and her promises
without intent fo perfonm, &5 described hersin, and because of Bossi®s vielation of her Fiducinry
refationship and relationship of trast and confidence then existing between Plalmtiff and Rossi,
Rossi is liable to Plaintiff for the darsages alleged herein for constructive fraud. Rossi holds the
assets and money acquired from Plaietiff as o constructive trustee for Plaingiffs benefie

VIIL
SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION
FRAUDULENT CONSPIRACY
(By FPlaintifl Against Rowsi, Smiley and DOES

109, Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by ro
mclusive, of this Complaint as if fally set forth berein,

110, Rossi and Smiley, and each of them, k @ comspired and
agreed amosg them#ges to engage in the cag 4 :

i the makesp industry for
ntifT"s keowledge and skill io design
Isanship with Lady Burd, and ather retail
establistments. Rossi and Smilcy, af all ™, had no issestion of including Plaistiff |x the
business, and comspired 10 eliminate Plalntiil from the Partnership andlor Makeup Line.

11, Rossi and Smiley, and each of them, did the acts and things nlleged herein
prarsuse 1o, and in Farthernce of, said conspiracy and agreement with ksowledge of the
unlawfisd purpose,

112 Ressi and Sméley, and each of them, furthered the cosspiracy by cooperating,
encouraging, ratifying, snd sdopting Use acts of each other and the remaining Deferdants,
I

Fi
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113, Plaintff justafishdy relied on the representations made %o her by Rossi and Smiley
and as a direct and/or proximale resalt of Rosi's mnd Smiley's conduct, above described, ssd the
frmod, deceit and fhicts albeged herein, PlaintilT has sulfensd dansages in excess of $100,000000,
including. but not limited 10, bost and pas? Fulize income, pre- and post-judgment imerest
according to law, costs of suit, and attomeys’ fees incurred by Plaegifl in purssng thés
licigation, all [r an amesnt sccoeding (o peoal at iral,

114, The aforementioned conduct of Rossi end Smiley, and each of thesn, was willfial,
intentsonal, malicious, oppressive and Fraudalent, and was done for the purpose of depriving and
ausing injury to Plaintilf. Such conduct subjected Plaintiff to unjust
award of exemplary and punitive deeages,

50 25 f0 justify an

Ii5. FIl.irﬁE'i:l’mﬂtmﬂthi:jmﬁim .Iﬂri.‘llni;
them fram further acts of civil conspirscy s alleged he

16 5 1 thraugh 115,
inclusive, of

aLe Rassi emtered info an Agreement to

118, Plaintiff and Rossi mutually agreed that they would each have a 50% equity in the
company. The parties agreed that the “Gretchea Christing Beswie™ malkeup linc, would be
owned, and the right %o Partaership profils and ownershap of Partnership assets would be divided
equally between the pariners.  All profits asd |osses wouald be stiribanied 1o the Partners baged on
such poreentages.

119,  Durieg the course of ber business relationskap with PlaintifY, Rossi had, and
coatinecs to have, sole possession and control of the Parinership's books, acoounts, websiie,
products and product line, and hes operated and controlled the Parteershap 1o the exclusion of

FERI LD CORFLATET
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| Plaintiff withoul making any accounting to Plaintiff of the Partnership inconse and

disbursemnests, of of e pet prolils or losses rcalized by the Partnership. Rossi has prevented
Plaintiff fram havieg access to the Partnership books.

120, Simee Febsuary 2009, and thereafter, Rossi stole and converted 1o ber awn
porsanal use, possession and benefit, withoot Plaintiffs knowledge or corsent, contral of the
Partnershin's books, accounts, comsets, webaite, prodosts sd produet line, belongieg %o
PlaintilT as an equal Partmer in the Partnership. Rossi failed and refused to rebemn, and to cense
the use of smid property, despite demands therefore by Plainsiff.

121. Simee Febnaary 2009, Rossi has used Partnership funds for nal use, inclading
using funds from “Gretchen Christine Beauie™ io pay her morigage, healt and
personal expenses, amomg olber thangs. In additon, om informatiseyhc B ifT alleges
hat Rossi has transferred funds from the joist bank nocc? necounals).

The Bems conversad 1o persomal use by Rossi have a Bl arT T aue fo Plaintifl,
132 As adjrect and/or proxionate resuli of
&t trinl.

described, mnd dagleceit anmd fncts al aiftred damages in exoess
of $100,000.00 ! @ Futuragafome, pre- and
porst-j wdpnent ‘ . ", "Euuirr-mdh'_rl‘ﬁ:ﬁﬂiu
P-m:r-iﬁu'

d Smaley, and each ol them, was willful,
TR, N——" ﬁnﬁgwmmmﬂ:mnrmﬂuw
eausing injury o Paistifl. Said conduct was despicable &nd subjected Plaintif¥ 1o unjust
hardship, 5o as to justify & sward of exesplary and punitive demages.

X

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION
NEGLIGENT INTERFERENCE WITH CONTRACTUAL RELATIONS
(By Plaintiff Against Smiley and DOES 1 through 10)
124.  PlainiilT reslloges and incorporabes by reference paragraphs | through 123,
inclusive, of this Complaing as if fully set forth berein,
VERFED COHFCATY T
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125, Plaingiff bad o contraciual relaticeship with Rossi of which Smiley was avware,

126,  Smiley negligently interfered with this relationship by encouraging Rossi nat to
conduct business with Plaintiff. Smiley negligently emcownged Rossi to hrench the peal
agreement with Plainifff, as aforementicnsd alleged, and 1o abrapily sever all thes with Plaistifl
wilhoul compersation to PlaintifT. Smiley further imterfered with the contractual relationship
between Plaintiff and Rossi by encournging Rossi in participate, and participaiing himself, Ia the |
conspimcy as alloged kerein,

127, Seniley's negligest conduct was nof privileged or fustified.

128.  Plaantidf has saffered harm as a proximnate resall of Smiley”
an mmound sccording to peood.

conducl in

129.  Pluintl¥ is farther entitbed o injunctive him from
any further wioagfid acts as afleged hereine Smiley's nd unti
enjoined and nestraimed by arder of this Court, will injury to Plasntiff
in that PlainsifF will ggnti wumm o
adcaquate remedy o

RELATIONS

1340, rulln;p-:dmmauh}-mhmpurqﬂulllwm 129,
inclusive, af this Coesplaing a3 if fally set foeth herein,

1¥]. Plain&iff had a contractunl relationsbap with Rossi of which Smiley was awane.

132, Smeiley intentionally interfered with this relsticaship by encouraging Fiossi nal to
conduct business with Plaintiff. Smiley negligently encouraged Rossi 1o breach the agreemsent
with Plaimtiff, as afocementioned alloged, and to sbnaptly scver all ties with Plaintiff withowm
compensation 1o Plainfiff. Smiley further interfered with the contractual relationskip between
Plaintiff and Rossi by encouraging Rossi 1o participate, and participating himsell, in the
canspiracy a3 alleged herein,

VERIFIES COMPFLATRT
el




e S L S I

S =T - |

1
11
12

13
14
13
16

F)
I

Iy
20
21
22

24

a7

133.  Seniley"s intenthonal conduct was not privileged or Jastified.

134,  Plaintiffl has suffered harm as a proximate result of Smiley's conduct in an
arnousd sccording o peood,

135, Smikey"s conduct was willful, wasson, malicious and oppressive, and was
intended to cause injury to Plaintifl, jusifying am award of ponitive asd exemplery damages.

136, Plaisaifl is ferther entitled to injunctive relbef &5 1o Smiley restraising him From
asy further wrongful acts as alleged heredn, Sméleys wrongful comduct, unbess and oniil
engoireed and restenined by ceder of this Cowrt, will cause great and ireparable ijury o Plaintaff
in that PlantilY willl continue lose customers and busiecss opportasities. if has no
adequale remnedy at lrw.

ENTE
NEGLIGENT INTERFERENCE WITH PROSPE i ECSSVIC ADYVANTAGE

{nrmuuumnq | AJ,
e

137. P | through 136,
imvclusive, of thi & o
|38, ‘L ,@ A Plaintiff, [t was

im would interfers with Flaintifl™s
Bnuk] & prosp 4l

138, Smill d n duty 1o refras ugillﬂullqﬂdmiﬂﬂ,blﬂdldﬂﬁm
proximstely causing hanm to Plaintiff according to proof,

140.  Plaitiff is forther entitled 1o injunctive relief as 1o Smiley restmining him from
asmy flrther wrongful scts as alleged herein, Smiley”s wrongful condwct, unless and unil
engoimed and restrained by oeder of this Court, will cause great and irveparble injary to Plaimif
in that PlaéntifT will continue lose customers and business opportunities. Plaictiff bas po
adequate remedy af low.
fid
iy

3]
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XL
ELEYENTH CAUSE OF ACTION
INTENTIONAL INTERFERENCE WITH PROSFPECTIVE ECONOMIC ADVANTAGE
(By Plaintiff Against Senlley and DOES | throwgh 10)

|41, Plafniff reallepes and incorporates by reforence parsgraphs 1 through 120,
inclusive, of this Complaint as if fally st forth herein

142, Seniley"s nctions &8 alleged horcin were intended to, and did affect Pluingff, It
was reasorably foreseeable thol Smiley™s conduct 25 afleped herein would interfiere with
Plaintiff"s actual end peospective economic relationships.

143.  Seniley had a dwty 10 refrain from taking the alleged net did 8o repardiess,
proximaiely causing harms to PlaintiT scconding 1o proal

144,  PladnlifY is Further entithed to injunctive 8 5 40 % Img him from
any further wrongful acts s alleged herein. Smiley's
enjadned and restrained by order of this Court, will ca irrepagble injury to Plasmify

145,  Plaimtiff realleges and incorpdrates by referente pamgraphs | throagh 144,
inclusive, of this Complaint as if fally sst forth berein.

[46.  Within the last two yesrs, in Orsspe County, California, Defendants, and each of
thirn, became indebted o Plaintiff in the pam of st lesst $ 100,000

147, Meither the whobe eor any part of thess sums have been paid, despite PlaintilTs
dermand therefor, and there & now dwe, owing and unpaid from Defendants a2 lesst the sum of
500,000, sogether with imferest therens ot the legal rate of 1en percent per arrmim.
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X¥,
THIRTEENTH CAUSE OF ACTION
PARTNERSHIF ACCOUNTING
(By Plalatifl Against All Defendants and DOES 1 threugh 10)

148,  Plaintilf realleges and incorporates by reference parsgraphs | through 147,
inclusive, of this Complaint as if fally set foeih herean,

149,  Ressl has sole possession amd control of the Partnersiip’s bocks, sccounis,
wehsite, products and product line, and have operated and contrelled the Partrership 1o the
exclusion of Plaintil without making amy acoounting to PlainGff of the T
disbursements, or af the net profits or losses realized by the Pastsership, RESS bas prevented
Pleintiff from having stcess 1o the Partnership books. Rossi®s og
vialaticm of the oral agreemeni betwesn the parties,

150. The Partnership has never beon dissolve
Parinership business 1o Plaintiff ever,

151.

152, Plalsaiil realleges and incorporales by reference pamgraphs 1 theough 151,
inclusive, of thes Comnplaiat as if fully sst forth herein.

133, As alleged in deail above, Defendants, and cach of the, received monies, work,
knowledge, skills, experience and costmets in the maleup industry from Plaistiff, which
Defendanis knowingly sccepted, at the expense of Plaintiff. As such, it would be wjust and
uncomsciosable to permit Deferdarts to be unjustly easbebed al Plaintifl™s expense.

154,  Asa proximale resalt of the woegfil comduct described herein by Defendants,
and each of them, Pluintiff bas suffered snd continues to suffer damages, inchading, severe
VERTFIED COMPLATHT
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anxiely, worry, embarrassment, huméliatson, mental asgaish, and sevious, s2vere emotional
distress, in sddition to lost wages, Jost employment benefits and other cconomés damages.
XVIIL.
FIFTEENTH CAUSE OF ACTION
CONSTRUCTIVE TRUST
(By Plaintf Against AN Defendants and DOES 1 through 10)
135, PlaintalT realleges and incorporates by reference paragraphs | through 154,
inclusive, of this Coneplaing as if fislly set forth herein,
186,  As albeged in detail above, Defendants have wrongfully asd
andor retained maney and interests which nighifully belong 1o Plaistifl.
157.  Defendants arc poesently in possession of the afi Pl 100
and Bave refused to amd conlizne o refuse o reham ik Q
158, Porsussi to Civil Code section 2224, F
cofgsractive trust, in Bavor af Maintiff, on the money

wrongfully and uplifully acquired andor 5 . ™ |
that all prafits, i‘* f -- @ q‘gwﬁmmmh:hr_[.;l

for Plasntiff a5 Bne
1
m-qu' ACTION
AJORY RELIEF
(By Plaiafifl Against All Defendants and DOES 1 through 10)
15%.  Plaintiff renlleges and incorporsies by refesence paragraphs | through 158,
inelasive of this Complaint as if fully set forth herein.
160. Amactual costroversy has arisen and now exists between Plaintiff and Defendanis
&nd each of them, reganding their respective duties and obligations, Plairtiff contends that she is
entitled 1o a declarstion that she & exditled 10 damages frosn Defendants, and each of them, as
alleged herein, and for all atomey”s fees and costs incurred herein, Plaingiff b informed and
believe and thereon allege that Defendants, and each of therm, demy any such obligation.

awlully soguired

2% BB
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161, A judicial declarstion is necessary 1o resodve this controversy.
XVIX.

QUANTUM MERUIT
{By Plaintiff Against All Defendants and DOES 1 throegh 10)

162, Plabetiff realleges and incorporales by relierence paragraphs | through 161,
imchusive of this Complaint as if filly set forth herein,

163, Wiihén the bass four years, PlsntlT furnished services 1o Defendasts at thesr
special instance and request. for which Deferdants (ken and there promi Plaintiff for
the reasoneble vafue of sald services, As pach, Defendants istendad 1o, accopl, use,
enjoy and benefil from such services.

_ 164 At nll times herein menilomed, the above
valas of not less tan 100,000,

[65. Mo part of said sum kas been pald, 20 ARnLIT kas dermarded
paymeent thenefar is now' doe, o

| of mot less : sk mey"s foes, cosls, and

prejudgment i

cnkered in her [avor as against
Defendants, and . ion hereim, as follows:

I For genera] snd compensaiory damages secording to proof;

. For prejudgment interest pursuant 8o Civil Code sections Y287 and 3ZER af the
legal rage;

1. Fiar costs of sail kersin;

For ressonable sticeneys” fees

5. Farany and all further relief the Cowrt may deem just and proper.

:F.
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L. For an awnrd of exemsplary and pamitive damages acoording to proof;

I For treble damages plus reasonable attorneys' fees pursuant to Califiomia Penal
Code section 436 (c).
2 Far am award of exemplary and punitive damages sccording Lo proal
As to Thirteenth Cause of Action
1. For & arder fram this Cout directisg Defendants o asccount 1o PlaintafT and to
the Court for thelr receipts and experditeres of mosey and property ns it re
Partnership andfor Makeup Line ince Febnaary 2009, as well as disposi

to the

2, For en order compelling Defendanis to pay and de monées and
property due PlainiifT as the result of the parformance

l lrust was creaiad
by nnd between | is were the frustees
of said trust, r&amﬂmmwnr
taken from pepus of said trust. Further,
Plaintifl speks monies of propery held by

traceable to the proceeds from the monies
s belosging to Pledntlff be subject to the
imposition of this constnoctive trust and be deemed property of this trust.

FLAINTIFF HERERY DEMANDS A TRIAL BY JURY OF ALL CAUSES OF
ACTION ALLEGED HEREIN.

Dated: April 13, 2011 WOOTTON LAW G LLP
]
By ffl"ﬁ.

Amy T, Wootipn
Nicole K. Brmooks
Attceneys for Plaintiff
RomAsn Myers

TN T AN




YERIFICATICRN
5, RONANN MYERS, s the Plaintiff in this Eigation, 1 bave read the foregoizg
Verfled Complaint for Damages, and know the costents, wiich are true based ce my own
| pessisal knowledga, except as b these satters #ated on information end belief, and as to those
| mateers, T belSeve themn % be trun.
Executed under pasalty of perjury usder the laws of the Stain of Califorsis oo this
7 | day of Apeil 2011 in the oty of Los Anpeles, Califomia
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