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Plaintiff alleges:

ALLEGATIONS COMMON TO ALL CAUSES OF ACTION

1. Plaintiff, ANGELA BORLAZA, a.k.a., EVELYN MAGALING, (Hereinafter “PLAINTIFF")
is a Creditor and Interested Person in the estate of Marlon Brando and an Injured Party
in the above-entitied matter. PLAINTIFF did file a Creditor’s Claim against the Estate of
Marlon Brando on November 30, 2004. Said claim was rejected by the estate on
January 20, 2005, PLAINTIFF has not filed a lawsuit on her rejected creditor’s claim.
PLAINTIFF has not filed a lawsuit on her rejected creditor’s cléim because PLAINTIFF is
informed and believes that the statute of limitations to file a Cbmplaint an Rejected
Claim has expired (unless tolled).

2. The Estate of Marlon Brando is being administered In the State of California,
County of Los Angeles, Cental Judicial District, Case Number BPOS6759. Letters
Testamentary were issued to Defendants, LARRY J. DRESSLER, MORRIS M, MEDAVOQY,
and AVRA DOUGLAS on September 2, 2004. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that

said letters are still in effect and have not yet been revoked.

3. PLAINTIFF, is a resident of Los Angeles County, State of California. At all
times mentioned in this Complaint Plaintiff was a resident of Los Angeles County, State
of Califomia. The Defendants, LARRY J. DRESSLER, MORRIS M. MEDAVOY,

- were at all times mentioned in this complaint residénts of Los Angeles

County, State of California. The damages alleged in this complaint occurred in the
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County of Los Angeles, State of California. The wrongful acts alleged herein occurred in
the County of Los Angeles, State of California.

4. Defendants, LARRY J. DRESSLER, MORRIS M. MEDAVQY, in their capacity as
the co-executors/personal representatives of the estate of Marldn Brando conducted
and are still conducting business on behalf of the estate. PLAINf!'IFF is informed and
believes that DRESSLER and MEDAVOY are brother-in-laws. Tﬁe PLAINTIFF is informed
and believes that AVRA DOUGLAS is also a co-executor of the estate of Marlon Brando.

5. PLAINTIFF is Informed and believes, and based on that information and belief
alleges, that at all times mentioned in this complaint, that Penﬁy Poke Farms, LTD was
solely owned by Marlon Brando or the Estate of Marlon Brando:and that prior to Marion
Brando's death he was the managing shareholder, an officer arid director of said
Corporation and after his death the estate became the managing shareholder, an officer
and director of said Corporation. :

6. Charles Larson, hereinafter “"LARSON” Is an attorney licensed to practice law in
the State of California, The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that LARSON drafted
the June 18, 2004, codicil to the DECEDENT’s 2002 last will and a Trust Amendment
dated June 18, 2004, purporting to amended the DECEDENT’s trust. PLAINTIFF is
informed and believes that LARSON was DRESSLER’s attorney at alt times mentioned
herein, including, but not limited to, June 18, 2004. |

7. Plaintiff is informed and believes that Neil Dexter ( hereinafter "DEXTER) is &
notary public licensed under the laws of the State of California; The PLAINTIFF is
informed and believes that DEXTER alleges that he witnessed the June 18, 2004, Codicit
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and notarized the June 18, 2004, Amendment to Trust. The PLAINTIFF is informed and
believes that DEXTER had a prior business refationship DRESSLER.

8. “Sam” was a part-time employee of the decedent who%allegedly witnessed the
execution of the alleged codicil to the DECEDENT’s will.

9, Jo An Corrales ( hereinafter “CORRALES") was the former business manager
for the DECEDENT, Marlon Brando. CORRALES'emponment ended on or about March
of 2004. Shortly thereafter, DRESSLER started to work for the DECEDENT and PENNY
POKE FARMS. Petitioner is informed and believes that the DECEDENT, Marlon Brando,
met DRESSLER on two occasions. The first time was when DRESSLER came to the
DECEDENT’s Mulholland residents for a job interview and the second time was the day
the June 18, 2004, codicil was allegediy executed. The June 18, 2004, alleged codicit
deleted CORRALES’ name as the executor of the decedent’s 2002 will and DRESSLER's,
MEDAVOY's, and DOUGLAS' names were added as co-executors.

10. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that ALICE MARCHAK, was the
DECEDENT’s longtime assistant/confidante of approximately 50 years and the
DECEDENT had named MARCHAK as the 1st successor trustee of his August of 2002
Trust . On June 18, 2004, the DECEDENT’s trust was aliegedlyé amended. The
PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that said Trust Amendmerft purportedly removed
Marchak as the successor trustee. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that
CORRALES was named by the DECEDENT as the second succeésor trustee of his 2002
Trust. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that the alleged June 18, 2004, Trust
Amendment removed CORRALES as the Second Successor Trustee of the DECEDENT's
2002Trust. '
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11. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that David Seeley (hereinafter
“SEELEY”) was and is an attorney who had known and worked for the DECEDENT the
last few years of the DECEDENT's life. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that
SEELEY represented the DECEDENT only on a limited number of miscellaneous legal
issues. However, SEELEY is currently employed by the DECEDENT's estate.

12. The PLAINTIFF is ignorant of the true names and capacities of defendants
sued herein as Does 1 through 50, inclusive, and therefore sues these defendants by
such fictitious names. Plaintiff will amend this complaint to allege their true names and
capacities when ascertained. Plaintiff will amend this complaint to allege their true
names and capacities when ascertained. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon
afleges, that each of said fictitiously named defendants is responsible in some manner
for the occurrences herein alleged, and the Plaintiff injuries as herein alleged were
proximately caused by such fictitiously named defendant’s conduct.

13. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes, and based on that information and
belief alleges, that at all times mentioned in this complaint, deféndants were the
agents, employees, partners, joint venturers, and/for co-conspirators of their co-
defendants and in doing all things afleged in this complaint were acting within the
course and scope of such agency, employment, partnership, venture, andfor

conspiracy.

14. MARLON BRANDO (“Decedent”) died on July 1, 2004 in the County of Los
Angeles, State of Califomia.

15. The PLAINTIFF had an approximately 10 year professional and personal
relationship with the decedent, MARLON BRANDO. In February of 1995, the PLAINTIFF
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was initially hired as a cook for the DECEDENT. The PLAINTIFF eventually acted in
other positions, including the major-domo of DECEDENT’s Mutholland Drive residence,
his personal assistant, office assistant, executive assistant and acted in his stead when

he was not home.

16. The DECEDENT and the PLAINTIFF created an oral contract in which the
DECEDENT would purchase a house for the PLAINTIFF in consideration of and for the
p| AINTIFF's many years of dedicated service to the DECEDENT and for the PLAINTIFF's
promise to continue and increase her duties from the DECEDENT’s personal assistant to
the DECEDENT's executive assistant, as well as, continuing to maintain her previous
duties as the DECEDENT's personal assistant, and major-domof of the DECEDENT’s
household. When the DECEDENT’s health started to fail the PLAINTIFF worked 24
hours a day, 7 days a week, for the DECEDENT,

17. The DECEDENT materially and substantial performed under the terms of
the contract by purchasing the real property { house) for PLAIN'I‘IFF and by orally
conveying said real property to PLAINTIFF. Said real property was and is located at
20410 Runnymede Street In the City of Winnetia, California ("Real Property”). When
the property was purchased by the DECEDENT, the title was p@aced into the name of
the DECEDENT’s California Corporation, PENNY POKE FARMS, LTD. The PLAINTIFF is
informed and believes that, at all times prior to his death on July 1, 2004, the
DECEDENT was the sole shareholder of PENNY POKE FARMS. SThe PLAINTIFF is
informed and believes that PENNY PCKE FARMS was and is the DECEDENTs alter ego.
PLAINTIFF Is informed and believes that the decedent's corporation was a shell
corporation and that the corporation and the DECEDENT were one of the same, The
DECEDENT and the PLAINTIFF agreed that the real property belonged to the
PLAINTIFF but title would temporarily be held in the name of PENNY POKE FARMS
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because 1) they believed that the decedent would potentially re;:eive some type of tax
advantages under this arrangement, 2) Plaintiff’s INS status was in questions, 3) there
was a lawsuit being litigated between Christina Ruiz and Marlon Brando, and 4) there
were congerns by the Decedent’s business manage, CORRALES, that if the property
was placed in the plaintiff's name, the plaintiff’s husband could make a community
property claim to it. Even though the DECEDENT"s corporation was holding title to the
property, neither the Corporation or the DECEDENT ever cla[mfed to be the rightful
owner of the real property. After the RUNNYMEDE property wés purchased in
November of 2002, the PLAINTIFF immediately moved into the house and remained
there until she received an eviction notice from the personal representatives of the
decedent's estate. Any and all actions by the Personal representatives to remove the
PLAINTIFE from the property occurred many months after the DECEDENT's death.

18. The DEFENDANT, MEDAVOY proclaimed to the PLAINTIFF that he had
actual and personal knowledge of the PLAINTIFF's interest in the real property, as well
as, knowledge of the DECEDENT"s and the PLAINTIFF’s agreement concerning the real
oroperty. Attorney SEELEY, acknowledged to the PLAINTIFF that he had actual and
personal knowledge that the real property was purchased by the DECEDENT for the
PLAINTIFF and that the property belonged to the PLAINTIFF (:but the decedent died
prior to transferring title from his Corporation to the PLAIN'HFF). The PLAINTIFF is
informed and believes that the DECEDENT had informed one dr more of the
DEFENDANTS that the RUNNYMEDE property belonged to the PLAINTIFF and ot the
DECEDENT. Between the July 1, 2004 ( date of the Decedent’s death) and January of
2005, there were communications between DEFENDANT, MEDAVOY and the PLAINTIFF,
whereby DEFENDANT, MEDAVOY repeatedly confirmed and informed the PLAINTIFF
that he was aware and understood that the PLAINTIFF owned the Real Property and
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that the PLAINTIFF would have no probiems obtaining legal titie to the property
because he was an executor of the DECEDENT's estate.

19. The PLAINTIFF'S employment with the DECEDENT spanned over a ten (10)
year period. PLAINTIFF'S unigue position as the DECEDENT’S executive assistant
allowed her to personally observe those who came in contact with the decedent,
MARLON BRANDO. During the entire term of her employment (except for a honus in
1997), the PLAINTIFF received no significant pay increases or bonuses.

20. In lieu of a raise, the DECEDENT advised the PLAINHFF that he would
purchase the PLAINTIFF a house in return for her promise of continued and increased
services in the future. The DECEDENT, Marion Brando, personally contacted CORRALES
(the Decedent’s Business Manager), and after discussing the sales price and other
details with CORRALES, the DECEDENT instructed CORRALES to contact Remax to
negotiate the purchase of a single family home located at 16333 Gledhill Street, North
Hills, Ca 91343. This took place on or about October of 2002, ‘The down payment was
made through an earnest money deposit from Penny Poke Farms. Arrangements were
made to place title to the Gledhill property in PLAINTIFF'S name alone,

21. The PLAINTIFF decided against the purchase of the Gledhill property for @
number of reasons. Accordingly, CORRALES arranged for the feturn of the earnest
money deposit and put another earnest money down-payment on a second property
located at 20410 Runnymede Street in the City of Winnetka, Cé!lfornia {the “Property”).
The DECEDENT authorized CORRALES to use his personal line of credit with Telesis
Credit Union to pay off the property in full. The Title to the property was taken and
held in the name of PENNY POKE FARMS for convenience only but all ownership
interest remained to be that of the PLAINTIFFS. The PLAINTIFF maintained possession
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and control over the property up until March of 2005 when the DECEDENT's estate
evicted her from the property.

22, The transaction concerning the property was documented. CORRALES sent
SEELEY numerous correspondence indicating that the DECEDENT had purchased a
house for the PLAINTIFF. CORRALES provided SEELEY with the a copy of the deed to
the property as an attachment to a fax. Moreover, the DECEDENT had informed many
other people of his purchase of the property and his agreemeni with the PLAINTIFF,

23. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that towards the end of his life the
DECEDENT suffered from a plethora of diseases including, but :not limited to, pulmonary
fibrosis which resulted in changes to the DECEDENT's brain chémistry. The PLAINTIFF
is informed and believes that said changes in the DECEDENT's brain chemistry resulted
in dementia, sleep deprivation, and confusion. Ultimately, the DECEDENT lost the

ability to control normal bodily functions, including mental and ‘motor skills.

24. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that it was: during this period in
time that there were several major changes involving the DECEDENT’S personal and
financial affairs. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that these changes were
spearheaded by a group of individuals ( i.e., the Defendants, Seeley and others). The
PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that said changes were designed to Isolate the
DECEDENT from his long time trusted advisors and personal friends in order to facilitate
a take over of the DECEDENT's financial and personal affairs during the DECEDENT’s
life and to gain control over the DECEDENT’s estate after his d_eath. One of the first
changes that was instituted was that the DECEDENT'S trusted business manager,
CORRALES, was suddenly replaced. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that the
decision to remove CORRALES as the DECEDENT's business manager was a decision
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that was procured and/or made by the DEFENDANT'S, DRESSLER and MEDAVOY { not
the Decedent, Marlon Brando). The PLAINTIFF is informed and;believes that another
significant change that was procured and/or was made by said iﬁndividuals was the
change in the DECEDENT's estate plan, The DECEDENT's estate plan was changed just
days before the DECEDENT’s death without the advise, input, involvement, or
consultation from the DECEDENT’s longstanding business attorney, LEON BENNETT,
and his estate planning attorney, DOUG LAWRENCE. The PLAINTIFF is informed and
believes that it was DRESSLER and MEDAVQY, who procured and facilitated the
changes in and to the DECEDENT's estate plan. On or about March of 2004,
MEDAVOY #msk insisted to PLAINTIFF that they needed to change the executors in
MARLON BRANDO's will. On or about early June of 2004, DEFENDANT DRESSLER
faxed a letter to the PLAINTIFF seeking to change the executors in the DECEDENT's
will.  On or about June 13, 2004, DEFENDANT DRESSLER telephone the PLAINTIFF
and informed her that the DECEDENT's will needed to be im médiately changed but that
it would be insufficient to just write down the names of new executors on a piece of
paper, have the DECEDENT sign it, and have the PLAINTIFF fax it to DRESSLER, The
PLAINTIFF is informed and belleves that during said June 13, 2004, telephone
conversation DEFENDANT DRESSLER instructed the PLAINTIFF that he would see to it
that the change in the DECEDENT’s will were carried out and that he would come to the
DECEDENT's house in order to facilitate the changes in the will. The PLAINTIFF is
informed and believes that the DECEDENT never arranged for or requested that
DEFENDANT DRESSLER come to his residence in order to change the DECEDENT’s
estate plan. '

25. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that on June 18, 2004, LARSON
(Dressler’s attorney) and DRESSLER showed up at the DECEDENT’s Mulholiand
residence to meet with the DECEDENT. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that
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the DECEDENT, MARLON BRANDO, never arranged or requested said meeting with
DRESSLER and LARSON. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that on June 18,
2004, the DECEDENT was confused, non-communicative, non-vérbal and in a lethargic
mental and physical state. Upon arriving at the Mulholland residence, LARSON and
DRESSLER were received by the PLAINTIFF, at which time she escorted them into the
DECEDENT’s bedroom. LARSON and DRESSLER informed the PLAINTIFF that they
were there to have the DECEDENT change his wili. LARSON ané! DRESSLER informed
the PLAINTIFF that she could not be a witness to the signing of the codicil, and
insisted that the DECEDENTs handyman “Sam” serve as the witness. At the time, the
PLAINTIFF did think that LARSON's and DRESSLER’s request was unusual but the
SLAINTIFF believe that It probably did not mattered much because the DECEDENT (due
to his condition) was incapable of signing anything that day. The PLAINTIFF did
observe DRESSLER’s, LARSON’s, SAM’s, and BRANDO's interactions during the June 18,
2004, meeting. When the meeting adjourned the PLAINTIFF thought that nothing had
been signed because she knew that the DECEDENT was incapable of signing and that
the PLAINTIFF did not observe any communication between the DECEDENT and
DRESSLER, LARSON, and SAM.

26. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that within in days of filing the
instant complaint, her attorney met with LARSON in order to give him the opportunity
to explain and/or clarify the events, circumstances and allegations as set forth in this
complaint. The PLAINTIFF was surprised to hear that LARSON informed her attomey
that he was never at the DECEDENT's residence on June 18, 2004. The PLAINTIFF had
met LARSON just days before and is informed and believes that LARSON was absolutely
and unequivocally at Mullholand on June 18, 2004 as alleged.
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27. The DECEDENT placed great trust in the PLAINTIFF. For many years the
DECEDENT taught the PLAINTIFF to decipher his true signature from forgeries. The

DECEDENT had advised the Plaintiff, as well as at least one other close adviser, that he

will. The DECEDENT informed the PLAINTIFF that she could authenticate the
DECEDENT’s signature by these dots. The DECEDENT referred to these dots as his

secret code.

58, On June 18, 2004, LARSON and DRESSLER told the PLAINTIFF that they
were there to change the DECEDENT's will, The PLAINTIFF was able to see and
observe LARSON’s and DRESSLER's interactions (or lack of interaction) with the
DECEDENT during the June 18, 2004, visit. At no time did the PLAINTIFF observe the
DECEDENT sign the document that the DEFENDANTS, MEDAVQY and DRESSLER are
holding out as a codicil to the DECEDENT’s last will and testament. The PLAINTIFF is
informed and believes that on June 18, 2004, at no time did the DECEDENT ever
communicate or speak with LARSON and DRESSLER conceming the alleged codicil. The
PLAINTIFF never saw the alleged codicit until she received a copy in Aprll of 2006.
Upon seeing the codicll for the first time the PLAINTIFF was surprised to learn that the
codicil bore the date June 18, 2004. The PLAINTIFF was surprised because 1) DEXTER
(the notary who allegedly notarized the decedent’s trust amendment and allegedly
witness the codicil to the decedent’s will) was never at the DECEDENT's home on June
18, 2004, and therefore could not (and did not ) witness the decedent’s codicil in the
decedent's presents, 2) the decedent was incapacitated, confused, medicated and non-
communicative at the time of the alieged signing ceremony, 3) the PLAINTIFF
observed LARSON’s, DRESSLER’s and the DECEDENT’s actions on June 18, 2004,
whereby the PLAINTIFF never observed the DECEDENT sign any documents (including
the codicil), 4) the plaintiff having been trained by the DECEDENT to recognize the
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decedent’s signature is informed and believes that the June 18, 2004 codicil does not

bear the decedent’s signature.
29, Page one of the decedent’s Codicil indicates that:

“on this date written below, MARLON BRANDO declared to us, the undersigned,
that this instrument, consisting of two (2) pages including the page signed by us
as witnesses, was a Codicil to his Will and requested us to act as witnesses to it.
He thereupon signed, this instrument, which we understand to be a Codicil to his

Will, in our presence, all of us being present at the same time.”

30. The PLAINTIFF controlled all access in and out of the DECEDENT's secluded
and private Beverley Hills home. The PLAINTIFF is informed arjd believes that DEXTER
never appeared in front of the DECEDENT on June 18, 2004 nor did he witness the
DECEDENT’s Codicil in the DECEDENT's presence. The PLAINTIFF is informed and
believes that the DECEDENT, MARLON BRANDO, never asked DEXTER to witness the
Codicl to his will. The PLAINTIFF Is informed and believes that both the alleged codici
to the last will and the alleged first amendment to the DECEDE:NT'S trust were not
signed by the DECEDENT on June 18, 2004. The PLAINTIFF observed the DECEDENT
on June 18, 2004, as well as, the days prior to and after June 18, 2004. Based on the
PLAINTIFF’s firsthand experience and observations, she is informed and believes that
the DECEDENT lacked the necessary mental capacity required i:o understand what was
transpiring at his residence on June 18, 2004.

31. The documents allegedly executed on June 18, 2004 appointed the
DEFENDANTS as the executors of the DECEDENT'S estate and the successor trustees of
the DECEDENTs trust. Less than two weeks after the alleged execution of these
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documents the DECEDENT died. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that
CORRALES, as the executor named in the DECEDENT’s 2002 will, knew that the
subject real property belonged to PLAINTIFF. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes
that had CORRALES been allowed to serve as the executor of the DECEDENT's estate
and had a fraud not been perpetrated on the CREDITORS, BENEFICIARIES,
INTERESTED PARTIES and the COURT, as a result of the offering of the June 18, 2004
codicll into probate, title to the property would have been transferred in to the
PLAINTIFF's name by CORRALES and thus the PLAINTIFF would not have been

damaged.

32. Shortly after the DECEDENT's death, the PLAINTIFF did have discussions
with MEDAVOY, DRESSLER, DOUGLAS and others in an attempt to make sure that her
interest in the real property was protected. When discussing fthe issue of ownership of
the property with MEDAVOY and DOUGLAS they both acknowledged to the PLAINTIFF
that they knew that the RUNNYMEDE property belonged to thé PLAINTIFF and that
they understood that MARLON BRANDO had purchased the property for the PLAINTIFF.
Accordingly, the PLAINTIFF began speaking to DEFENDANT, MEDAVOY regarding the
status of her house (i.e, the RUNNYMEDE property). On September 17, 2004,
MEDAVOY secretly met with the PLAINTIFF at IT Pastaiao restaurant located in Beverly
Hills, California. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY cautioned the PLAINTIFF by telling her not to
advising anyone that he was helping her. Defendant, MEDAVOY advised the PLAINTIFF

to write a letter/fax to the estate attorney and the executors telling them why the
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house belonged to her. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY advised the PLAiNﬂFF as to what
specific content should be set forth in the letter/fax. The PLAINTIFF mailed and faxed
the letter, along with various documents concerning PLAINTIFF's ownership In interest
in the property, on September 24, 2004. When DEFENDANT M;EDAVOY saw the
letter/fax, he informed the PLAINTIFF that the letter was well worded. DEFENDANT
MEDAVOY insisted that everything would work out for the PLAINTIFF. DEFENDANT
MEDAVOY indicated that he knew that the DECEDENT gave the éPLAINT!FF the
RUNNYMEDE property. LARSON sent a letter to PLAINTIFF offe'ring employment
separation pay as result of DECEDENT'S death. PLAINTIFF was 5surprised that the offer
did not include the transfer of RUNNYMEDE property to the PLAINTIFF. On September
29, 2004, MEDAVOY telephoned the PLAINTIFF and told PLAIN'i'IFF that she needed to
file a creditor’s claim in order to for the estate to have a basis :n which to turn over the
RUNNYMEDE property to the PLAINTIFF. Again, MEDAVOY professed to the
PLAINTIFF that everything would work out and that the PLAINTIFF would get the
RUNNYMEDE property. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY insisted that the PLAINTIFF decline the
separation offer and advise the PLAINTIFF to insist on the RUNNYMEDE property. The
PLAINTIFF followed MEDAVOY's instructions and advise. DEFE!\!DANT MEDAVOY
continued to assure the PLAINTIFF that she did not need to wén'y because he knew the
RUNNYMEDE property belonged to her. Even after the PLAINTIFF filed a creditor’s
claim and the estate rejected her claim, DEFENDANT, MEDAVOY continued to profess to
the PLAINTIFF that the issue of the RUNNYMEDE property would be resolved in

PLAINTIFF's favor, It was not until the PLAINTIFF was evicted in earty 2005 that the
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PLAINTIFF realized that DEFENDANT MEDAVOY had been misrepresenting himself to
PLAINTIFF and that he never intended to transfer the RUNNYMEDE property to the

PLAINTIFF.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
BREACH OF ORAL CONTRACT

BREACH OF ORAL CONTRALL
( Against Defendant Medavoy)
33, PLAINTIFF incorporates paragraphs 1 through 32 infto her first cause of

action, as though fully set forth herein.

34, On or about October 29, 2004, DEFENDANT, MEDA‘:VOY, in this capacity as
an executors of the DECEDENT's estate, entered into an oral contract with the
PLAINTIFF, whereby DEFENDANT MEDAVOY agreed to make sure that the PLAINTIFF
would receive clear title to the RUNNYMEDE real property and that title would pass to
the PLAINTIFF, and the PLAINTIFF in return agreed to forgo any fitigation against the
DECEDENTs estate. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY’s and PLAINTIFF's bargained for
exchange created an oral contract. The PLAINTIFF never filed suit against the estate
even after DOUGLAS and DRESSLER rejected the PLAINTIFF's :creditor’s claim in
January of 2005. The PLAINTIFF justifiably and detrimentally relied on MEDAVOY’s
promise and believed that MEDAVOY was going to take the necessary actions to
transfer title to the RUNNYMEDE property to the PLAINTIFF, The contract was fully

performed by the PLAINTIFF but MEDAVQY never performed {mder the agreement and
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breached the oral contract, DEFENDANT, MEDAVOY breached;the oral contract by 1)
failing to approve the PLAINTIFF’s creditor’s claim, 2) failing to Petition the Court for an
Order requiring the other co-executors to take a specific action Z( i.e., approve the
PLAINTIFE's claim and/or transfer the RUNNYMEDE property to the PLAINTIFF) when
DEFENDANT MEDAVOQY learned that the other co-executors woiu Id not approve the
PLAINTIFF’s claim, and 3) failing to transfer title to the RUNNYMEDE property to the
PLAINTIFF. DEFENDANT, MEDAVOY’s breach occurred when DOUGLAS and DRESSLER
rejected the PLAINTIFF's creditor’s claim on JANUARY 20, 2005. DEFENDANT

MEDAVOY continues to breach the oral contract to this day.

35. The PLAINTIFF detrimentally relied on the represeﬁtations and promises of
MEDAVOY all to PLAINTIFF legal determent. The PLAINTIFF did not file a lawsuit on
the rejected creditor’s ciaim because PLAINTIFF claim had not been rejected by
MEDAVOY. When the PLAINTIFF asked DEFENDANT, MEDAVO;Y on February 9, 2005,
about the rejected ctaim, MEDAVOQY advised the PLAINTIFF that he was going to talk to
the other executors and the estate attorneys to straighten it out and that the
PLAINTIFF should not worry because everything was going to Work out in the
PLAINTIFF’s favor. Even after the rejection of PLAINTIFF's creditor's claim,
DEFENDANT, MEDAVOY failed to advise the PLAINTIFF that he was not going to stand
by his promise to make sure that the title to the RUNNYMEDE bropertv was transferred
to the plaintiff. On December 2, 2005, the PLAINTIFF contacted DEFENDANT,

MEDAVOY and asked him why she received, from the estate attomey, a notice to
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vacate her home ( i.e., the RUNNYMEDE property). The PLAINTIFF had informed
DEFENDANT MEDAVOY that she had done exactly what he had instructed her to do by
filing the creditor’s claim and refraining from bringing a legal acﬁon against the
DECEDENT's estate . DEFENDANT, MEDAVOY indicated that hegwas going to the City
of New Orieans and that he would deal with PLAINTIFF's claim then he returned.
DEFENDANT, MEDAVQY again, instructed PLAINTIFF not to worry. On December 21,
2004, after his return from New Orleans, DEFENDANT MEDAVQY contacted the
PLAINTIFF and informed hes that he was taking care of the issue regarding the
RUNNYMEDE property. At that time, PLAINTIFF still believed that DEFENDANT
MEDAVOY was there to help PLAINTIFF. The PLAINTIFF believéd that the DEFENDANT
MEDAVOY, as an executor of the Estate of MARLON BRANDOQ, ivould follow through
with his agreement either to approve her claim or to transfer the RUNNYMEDE property
into PLAINTIFF's name. On December 22, 2004, the estate attbrneys offered
PLAINTIFF $25,000.00 to settle her claim with the estate. The PLAINTIFF did not
understand why she was being offered a settlement because sﬁe had already made an
agreement with DEFENDANT MEDAVOY. The PLAINTIFF had 5een assured and
reassured numerous times by DEFENDANT MEDAVOY that he would make sure that the
jssue conceming the ownership of the RUNNYMEDE property v;fouid be resolved in her
cvor. The PLAINTIFF was advised by DEFENDANT MEDAVOY many times to ot worry
because he was taking care of things for the PLAINTIFF. At the time of the December
22, 2004, offer the PLAINTIFF was otill under the understanding that DEFENDANT

MEDAVOY would approve her claim. On January 1, 2005, the PLAINTIFF received 3
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telephone call from DEFENDANT MEDAVOY whereby DEFENDANT MEDAVOY indicated
that he did not understand why the other executors had made PLAINTIFF such an
offer. DEFENDANT, MEDAVOY did not say anything that would suggest that he was fot
going to stand by his promise and agreement with the PLAINTIFF. DEFENDANT
MEDAVOY should had advised the PLAINTIFF that he could not honor their agreement
and/or DEFENDANT MEDAVOY should have advised the PLAINTIFF that he shouid not
have made assurances to the PLAINTIFF concerning the outcome of the title issue
regarding the RUNNYMEDE property. Believing that DEFENDANT MEDAVOY would
honor his agreement to transfer and/or cause the other executors to transfer the
RUNNYMEDE property to her, the PLAINTIFF rejected the $25,000.00 settlement offer.
On January 20, 2005, DRESSLER and DOUGLAS rejected the PLAINTIFF's creditor’s
claim. Upon close review of the rejected claim, the PLAINTIFF }ealized that
DEFENDANT MEDAVOY had not rejected her creditor’s claim. The PLAINTIFF believed
that DEFENDANT MEDAVOY was still going to transfer title to the RUNNYMEDE property
to the PLAINTIFF. On February 9, 2005, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY informed the
PLAINTIFF that he was going to talk to the other executors ané the estate attorneys
about approving or paying the PLAINTIFF's creditors claim. Oné February 9, 2005,
DEFENDANT MEDAVOY did not inform the PLAINTIFF that he did not intend on keeping
his promise nor did he advise the PLAINTIFF that there was noﬁing he could do for
her. Instead, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY informed the PLAINTIFF fhat she would be
contacted by the estate attorney. The PLAINTIFF did have sosﬁe concern because on

this one occasion, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY did not reassure the PLAINTIFF that
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everything would work out in PLAINTIFF’s favor.  On Februaryé 14, 2005, the
PLAINTIFF telephone MEDAVOY and left a voice mail. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY never
returned the PLAINTIFF call. Sometime thereafter the PLAINTIFF attempted to contact
DEFENDANT MEDAVOY at his company. The PLAINTIFF was advised by MEDAVOY's
staff that MEDAVOY did not want to communicate any further with the PLAINTIFF
because DEFENDANT MEDAVOY was afraid that the other exedutors may want to sue

him for his communications with the PLAINTIFF .

36, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY’s breached the terms of thé oral contract with the
PLAINTIFF. Said breach was the direct, legal and proximate cause of PLAINTIFF's
damages. The PLAINTIFF suffered damages in amount equal?to the current fair
market value of the RUNNYMEDE property. PLAINTIFF seeks damages in an amount to

be determined at the time of trial.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
DECEIT

(Against Defendant, MEDAVOY).

37. PLAINTIFF incorporates paragraphs 1 through 36 into her second cause of

action, as though fully set forth herein.

38. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that DEFENDANT MEDAVOY

knowingly, willfully and maliciously misrepresented material facts to the PLAINTIFF for
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the purpose of decelving and defrauding the PLAINTIFF. From mid 2004 through
February of 2005, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY repeatedly representeﬁ to PLAINTIFF that he
would make sure that the PLAINTIFF received clear title of the liUNNYMEDE property.
The PLAINTIFF justifiably relied on the DEFENDANT MEDAVOY‘é promises to transfer
and/or to cause the other co-executors to transfer ownership of the RUNNYMEDE

property to the PLAINTIFF.

39. Under California Civil Code Section 1710, Deceit, is either; the suggestion, as
fact, of that which is not true, by one who does not believe it té be true; a promise
made without any intention of performing it; or any other act fitted to deceive.
California Civil Code Section 1709 provides damages for fraudulent deceit, stating that
one who willfully deceives another with intent to induce him to alter his position to his

injury or risk is liable for any damage which he thereby suffers.

40. The elements of fraud which give rise to the tort cause of action for deceit
are misrepresentation, knowledge of falsity or scienter, intent to defraud or induce
reliance, justifiable reliance and resulting damages. Maddax v Philade!phia Life

Insurance Co. (1999) 77 F.Supp.2d 1123, 1131.

41, Immediately after the decedent’s death on July 8, 2004, DEFENDANT
MEDAVOY contacted the PLAINTIFF and discussed various issues facing the

DECEDENT's estate. On August 4, 2004, the PLAINTIFF had a-conversation with
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DEFENDANT MEDAVOY whereby DEFENDANT MEDAVQY informéd the PLAINTIFF that
he had no doubt in his mind that the RUNNYMEDE property was:E given to the
PLAINTIFF by the DECEDENT. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY and theé PLAINTIFF discussed
the PLAINTIFF's need to straighten out her immigration status 50 that the RUNNYMEDE
property could be transferred to her. Furthermore, there were discussions that BOB
LINDSEY, and longtime associate and close friend of the DECEDENT, MARLON BRANDO,
also had personal knowledge that the RUNNYMEDE property belonged to the
CLAINTIFF. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY informed the PLAINTIFF that the DECEDENT's
Estate was afraid that CHRISTINA RUIZ would sue the estate ahd that DEFENDANT
MEDAVOY and the other two executors needed to address that issue before teking

steps to transfer the RUNNYMEDE property to the PLAINTIFF. -

42. On September 14, 2004, SEELEY informed the PLAINTIFF that the
EXECUTORS agreed that DEFENDANT MEDAVOY would be haridling the Issue regarding

PLAINTIFF's interest in the RUNNYMEDE property.

43. On Septerber 17, 2004, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY met with the PLAINTIFF at
a restaurant located in Beverly Hills, California, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY cautioned the
PLAINTIFF not to tell anyone that he was advising her. DEFEﬂDANT MEDAVOY advised
the PLAINTIFF to write a letter to the estate attorney and the gxecutors telling them
why the house belonged to her. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY advised the PLAINTIFF as to

what content to provide in the letter. On September 24, 2004, the PLAINTIFF mailed
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and faxed the letter to the Executors. Upon seeing the letter/féx, DEFENDANT
MEDAVOY informed the PLAINTIFF that the letter was weli wrii;.ten. DEFENDANT
MEDAVOY insisted that everything concerning the RUNNYMEDE property would work
out and that he knew that the DECEDENT bought the PLAINTIFF the RUNNYMEDE

house as part of an agreement between the DECEDENT and the PLAINTIFF.

44, Furthermore, at the September 17, 2004, meeting between DEFENDANT
MEDAVOY and the PLAINTIFF, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY informéd the PLAINTIFF that the
other two executors (DRESSLER and DOUGLAS) were going to;give the PLAINTIFF a
Lexus automobile (Plaintiff to pay the taxes) and $4,000.00 as separation pay as a
result of the estate’s termination of the PLAINTIFF's employment. The separation pay
was going to be for the periods of September 2004 and October 2004. The PLAINTIFF
was advised by DEFENDANT MEDAVOY that she would get the Lexus and the
separation pay provided that she execute a confidentiality agréement, prohibiting the
PLAINTIFF from divulging any information concerning the BRANDO family or the

BRANDO estate.

45. MEDAVOQY instructed the PLAINTIFF to decline the separation offer and to
insist that the RUNNYMEDE property was hers. The PLAINTIFF trusting and relying on
DEFENDANT MEDAVOY's advice did in fact dedlined the sepami:ion offer. After the
PLAINTIFF followed DEFENDANT MEDAVOY’s instructions, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY

continued to assure and reassure the PLAINTIFF that she did not need to worry
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because he knew that the RUNNYMEDE property was the PLAINTIFF's and that he
would take care of the title issues for her. Even after the PLAINTIFF filed a creditor's
daim and the estate rejected the PLAINTIFF’s claim, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY continued
to profess to the PLAINTIFF that the issue concerning ownership of the RUNNYMEDE
property would be resolved in the PLAINTIFF's favor. It was not until the PLAINTIFF
was evicted in early March of 2005 , did the PLAINTIFF realized that she was being lied

to and deceived by DEFENDANT MEDAVOY.

46. During the September 17, 2004, meeting DEFENDANT MEDAVOY instructed
and advised the PLAINTIFF not to disclose or tell anyone that he was personally

instructing the PLAINTIFF as to what to write and what to do. -

47. On September 27, 2004, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY told the PLAINTIFF that
her letter was well stated and that he would talk to the estate Beneﬂciaﬁes conceming
the RUNNYMEDE property. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY informed the PLAINTIFF that he
would set up a meeting with the decedent’s children to inform ihem about the
PLAINTIEF's claim. Again, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY assured the PLAINTIFF that the
RUNNYMEDE property belonged to the PLAINTIFF because that was what the
DECEDENT and the PLAINTIFF had previously agreed to. On September 27, 2004,
after speaking to MEDAVOY, PLAINTIFF received a letter from the estate attorney,
LARSON, offering separation pay as result of DECEDENT’S death, The offer did not

include the RUNNYMEDE property.
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48. On September 27, 2004, the PLAINTIFF spoke to f?IEDAVOY and MIKO
BRANDQ (the decedent’s son). During said conversation both MEDAVOY and MIKO
indicated that they understood that the decedent bought the RUNNYMEDE property for
the PLAINTIFF, MEDAVOY informed PLAINTIFF that he did ndt understand why the
estate attorney LARSON had to send the letter concerning the ;epamﬁon offer but
MEDAVOY reassured PLAINTIFF that to just hold on to the letter and just sit back and
relax. MIKO indicated to PLAINTIFF that he understood that thé property was hers and
If his father was still alive the PLAINTIFF would not be treated this. MIKO BRANDO
expressed to the PLAINTIFF his understanding and sympathy. MIKO feit bad about the

way the EXECUTORS and their attorneys had been treating the' PLAINTIFF

49. On September 28, 2004, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY telephoned the PLAINTIFF
and told the PLAINTIFF that she needed to file a creditor's claim so that the
DECEDENT's estate would have a basis in which to turn over the RUNNYMEDE property
to the PLAINTIFF. Once again, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY professed to the PLAINTIFF
that everything would work out concerning the property but that the PLAINTIFF would
have to submit the claim form as a formality. At no time, did D?FENDANT MEDAVOY
advise the PLAINTIFF that absent a court order he would need at least one additional
executer’s approval to transfer the RUNNYMEDE property to the PLAINTIFF or to
approve her claim. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY insisted that if the PWNHFF filed a
creditor’s claim everything would work out in a favorably way foréthe PLAINTIFF, This

was a misrepresentation of a material fact meant to deceive the PLAINTIFF.
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50. On Septernber 30, 2004, the PLAINTIFF met with the DEFENDANT
MEDAVOY at his house priot to going to the DECEDENT’s Mulholland residence to pick

up some of PLAINTIFF's personal belongings.

51. On or about October 13, 2004, the PLAINTIFF read an article published in
the New York Times whereby DEFENDANT MEDAVOY was quoted as stating he would
be fair with everyone included those people who were not in tﬁe DECEDENT's will.
DEFENDANT MEDAVOY’s statement in the article was consistent with what he had been

promising PLAINTIFF.

52. On September 28, 2004, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY contacted the PLAINTIFF
to discuss the letter. Again, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY promised and assured the
PLAINTIFF that he would make sure that the estate would do the right thing and

transfer title to the RUNNYMEDE property to the PLAINTIFF.

53. On October 25, 2004, the PLAINTIFF e-maited DEFENDANT MEDAVOY

reasserting and restating her position concerning the RUNNYMEDE property.

54. On October 28, 2004, the PLAINTIFF spoke to DREéSLER and SEELEY who
informed the PLAINTIFF that they were there to help the PLAINTIFF. They advised the

PLAINTIFF to mail them the creditor’s claim so they could act on PLAINTIFF’s request
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to transfer title to the property to her. DRESSLER and SEELEY informed the PLAINTIFF
that if she needed help filing out the claim form that one of the ‘estate attorney
BAWDEN { an associate of LARSON) could help her. During that meeting the
PLAINTIFF was never advised that the EXECUTORS had no intention on transferring
title of the property to PLAINTIFF or that they were going to dény her claim. The
executors knew shortly after the decedent’s death that the PLAiNﬂFF was claiming an
ownership interest in the RUNNYMEDE property. The EXECUTORS always
communicated to the PLAINTIFF that they were there to help her and resolve the title
issue concerning the RUNNYMEDE property. PLAINTIFF is infoﬁmecl and believe that
legal counsel for the DECEDENT's estate was providing the PLAiNTIFF with legal advise
concerning her claim thus creating an actual and existing conflict of interest. Estate
attorney LARSON states in his September 27, 2004, letter to Plaintiff that he
understands that PLAINTIFF is claiming that the Lexus and the RUNNYMEDE property
belonged to the PLAINTIFF and that “(b)ecause Mr. Brando’s Last Will and Living Trust
do not ieave you them to you , the ONLY way to pursue this is to file a creditor’s claim
with the executors.” PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that L%ARSON‘S legal advise to
PLAINTIFF was incorrect and misleading. The PLAINTIFF had other remedies such has
filing an 850 petition. The PLAINTIFF after consulting with Iegéi counsel is informed
and believes that a creditor’s claim was and is not the ONLY way to pursue her claim to
the Lexus and the RUNNYMEDE property. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that

the estate ATTORNEYS purposely mislead the PLAINTIFF to her determinant.
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55. Furthermore, the September 27, 2004, letter from LARSON to the
PLAINTIFF also indicated that “(y)ou should be aware that were you to file a Creditor’s
Claim with the EXECUTORS, depending upon the nature of the claim, it is quite possible
that i it were approved and the Runnymede residence were giyen to you, it would be
given to you subject to the mortgage and you would be responSibIe for paying the
monthly mortgage. At the time of the September 27, 2004, letter the EXECUTORS and
their attorneys already knew the nature of the PLAINTIFF’s ctaiﬁw. Again, there was no
indication that the EXECUTORS intended on rejecting the PLAINTIFF’S claim, only
representations as to what would happen if it was accepted. f)uring the same time
period, DEFENDANT MEDAVQY was communicating to the PLAIN‘I‘IFF that he knew
that the DECEDENT, MARLON BRANDQ, purchased the RUNNYMEDE property for the
PLAINTIFF and to not worry about it because he would see to it that the PLAINTIFF's

claim would be resolved in a favorable way.

56. On October 29, 2004, the PLAINTIFF spoke to DEFENDANT MEDAVOY. The
PLAINTIFF informed DEFENDANT MEDAVOY that she had a positive conversation with
DRESSLER and SEELEY concerning the RUNNYMEDE property.g DEFENDANT MEDAVOY
appeared to be pleased that PLAINTIFF and a positive conversétion with DRESSLER and
SEELEY. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY informed DRESSLER and SEELEY that he needed a
favorable resolution in the PLAINTIFF’s matter. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY made
assurances to the PLAINTIFF that the issue with the property would be worked out to

PLANTIFF’s favor. The DEFENDANT MEDAVOY and the DECEDENT's son MIKO BRANDO
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It informed the PLAINTIFF that she needed to get her INS status straightened out so that

there would be no problems transferring the RUNNYMEDE propérty and the Lexus

automobile to the PLAINTIFF.

57, On November 3, 2004, the PLAINTIFF met with DRESSLER and DOUGLAS at
the decedent’s Mulholland residence. They both promised the PLAINTIFF that they

would be there for the PLAINTIFF,

58. On November 24, 2004, the PLAINTIFF spoke to DEFENDANT MEDAVOY
concerning the creditor's claim and the PLAINTIFF wanted to know when she would be
getting clear title to the RUNNYMEDE property, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY was unable to
say for sure. What DEFENDANT MEDAVOY did not tell the PLAiNTIFF is that the cother

two executors intended on rejecting her claim.

59. On December 1, 2004, the PLAINTIFF received a (60) sixty day notice to
vacate the RUNNYMEDE property. Said notice was sent to the PLAINTIFF hy the estate
attorneys. On December 2, 2004, the PLAINTIFF contacted DE.FENDANT MEDAVOY and
asked him about the (60) sixty day notice. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY informed the
PLAINTIFF that he would deal with it when he returned from New Orieans and not to
worry. On December 22, 2004, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY contacted the PLAINTIFF and
informed her that he was taking care of the issue regarding thle rejected creditor’s claim

and that he was going to give the PLAINTIFF’s telephone number to actor WARREN
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BEATTY because he needed some domestic help. At that time,ithe PLAINTIFF still
believed that DEFENDANT MEDAVOY was there to help her and as an executor of the
Estate of MARLON BRANDO he would follow through with his agreement to either

approve her claim or to transfer the RUNNYMEDE property intq her name.

60. On December 22, 2004, the estate attorneys offered the PLAINTIFF
$25,000.00 to settle all issues with the DECEDENT's estate. The estate attorneys
indicated that the PLAINTIFF would be required to sign a conﬁ@ientiality agreement not
to talk about all that the PLAINTIFF knew concerning the DECEDENT or the
DECEDENT’s estate. The PLAINTIFF did not understand why she was belng offered a
settlement because she had already made an agreement with bEFENDANT MEDAVQY
and was just waiting for her claim to be approved by DEFENDJ;ANT MEDAVOQY. The
PLAINTIFF had previously been advised by DEFENDANT MEDA;\IOY that the ciaim was
just & formality. Therefore, the PLAINTIFF refused the $25,00D.00 offer believing that

DEFENDANT MEDAVOY would stand by his agreement.

61. On January 1, 2005, the PLAINTIFF received a telephone call from
DEFENDANT MEDAVOY. He instructed the PLAINTIFF to not v\;orry about the other
executors offer, and that the PLAINTIFF should think about what she really wanted
from the estate. The PLAINTIFF informed DEFENDANT MEDAVOY that all she wanted

was title to the RUNNYMEDE property.
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62. On January 20, 2005, DRESSLER and DOUGLAS rejeéted the PLAINTIFF's
creditor’s claim. After a careful review of the rejection, the PLAINTIFF realized that
MEDAVOY had not rejected her claim. The PLAINTIFF believed that DEFENDANT
MEDAVOY was still going to follow through with his promises by transferring title to the

RUNNYMEDE property over to the PLAINTIFF.

63. On February 9, 2005, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY informed the PLAINTIFF that
he was going to talk to the other executors and the estate attofneys about paying the
PLAINTIFF's claim and that one of the Estate attorneys would be contacting the
PLAINTIFF very soon. The PLAINTIFF still heid out hope that DEFENDANT MEDAVOY

would stand by his promises.

&4. On February 14, 2005, the PLAINTIFF telephoned ESEFENDANT MEDAVOY
and left a voice mail. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY never returmed the PLAINTIFF telephone
call. PLAINTIFF was advised by DEFENDANT MEDAVQY’s staff that MEDAVOY did not
want to communicate with PLAINTIFF any further because the;other executors may

want to sue him.

65. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY made promises to the PLAINTIFF on numerous of
occasions. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY continuously promised to the PLAINTIFF that the
title issue conceming the RUNNYMEDE property would be resolved in her favor.

PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that DEFENDANT MEDAVOY never intended on
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keeping his promise to the PLAINTIFF. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY made assertions of
fact: 1) That DEFENDANT MEDAVOY understood and knew thaﬁ the decedent and the
PLAINTIFF had an agreement concerning the RUNNYMEDE property and that
DEFENDANT MEDAVOY would make sure that the estate would do the right thing and
transfer title to the RUNNYMEDE property to PLAINTIEF, 2) that all the PLAINTIFF
needed to do was to file a creditor's claim so that the estate would have a basis to turn
over the RUNNYMEDE property to the PLAINTIFF, and that if the PLAINTIFF filed the
creditor's claim it would be resolved in PLAINTIFF's favor, 3) thét if the PLAINTIFF
would agree to not bring a legal action against the DECEDENT’s estate, he would see
that the title Issue concerning the RUNNYMEDE property would? be resolved in
PLAINTIFF’s favor. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that DEFENDANT MEDAVOY
knew that his assertion of fact were not true and that DEFENDANT MEDAVOY believed

that his assertion of fact were not true at the time he asserted them .

66. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY suppressed the fact that the executors never
intended to transfer title of the RUNNYMEDE property to the PLAINTIFF nor did they
intend on granting the PLAINTIFF's creditor’s claim. PLAINTIFF is Informed and
believes that DEFENDANT MEDAVOY intentional conveyed false and misleading facts to
the PLAINTIFF. Said facts include, but are not limited, to the following: 1) that
MEDAVOY never intended on following through with his oral contract with the
PLAINTIFF for the transfer of title to the real property in exchénge for PLAINTIFF'S

agreement not to sue the estate 2) that the estate would resolve the PLAINTIFF's
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creditor’s claim and the title issue in PLAINTIFF'S favor, 3) that the other co-executors
never intended on approving the creditor’s claim or transferring étitle to the PLAINTIFF,
4) that DEFENDANT MEDAVOY did not have the sole authority bo convey title to the
PLAINTIFF, 5) that all the PLAINTIFF had to do was to file her creditor’s claim and he
would see to it that the estate approved the claim. Even after fhe estate attomeys
conveyed contrary information to the PLAINTIFF, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY continued to
mislead the PLAINTIFF to believe that she would end up with clear title to the

RUNNYMEDE property. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY, knew this to be not true.

67. The PLAINTIFF, in the alternative, seeks an Order df this Court tolling the
Statute of Limitations In which to file a fawsuit on PLAINTIFF's rejected Creditor’s Claim.
The conduct of DEFENDANT MEDAVOY caused the PLAINTIFF to rely on his
representation, as set forth In this complaint, and therefore caused the PLAINTIFF
to forego the filing of a fawsuit on her rejected Creditor's Clairﬁ. Under the California
Probate Code a creditor of a decedent’s estate has three months from the date of
a rejected claim in which to file a lawsuit on that rejected claim. The PLAINTIFF did not
discover that DEFENDANT MEDAVOY never intended on approving her creditor’s claim
until the PLAINTIFF was evicted from the RUNNYMEDE property in March of 2005. Asa
result the PLAINTIFF was deprived of the full three month period in which to file a
Complaint on a rejected creditor’s claim. The PLAINTIFF hereby seeks an order
allowing her 30 days from the granting on an order by this codrt tolling the Statute of

Limitations in which to file a lawsuit on a rejected Creditor’s cléim.
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68. As a direct and proximate result of DEFENDANT MEDAVOY's deceit, the
PLAINTIFF has suffered compensatory, incidental and consequential damages, including
the loss of her bargain, all in a sum according to proof at time of trial. Plaintiff is

further entitied to pre-judgment interest at the legal prevailing rate.

69. The PLAINTIFF seeks punitive in the sum of $2,000,000.00 against
DEFENDANT MEDAVOY to punish the DEFENDANT and to deter future bad conduct.
The PLAINTIFF seeks punitive damages against DEFENDANT MEDAVOY personally and

does not seek to recover said punitive damages from the DECEDEN’I"S estate.

70. In the alternative, the PLAINTIFF seeks an order of the Court tolling the

Statute of fimitations in which to file a Lawsuit on Rejected Creditor’s Claim.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION
BREACH OF IMPLIED COVENANT OF GOOD FAITH AND FAIR DEALING

( Against defendant MEDAVOY)

71. The PLAINTIFF realleges and incorporates herein b\) reference each of the

allegations set forth in all of the above paragraphs as if fully set forth herein.

72. At all times herein mentioned, there existed a covenant of good faith and
fair dealing incident to the oral contract by and between the PLAINTIFF and
DEFENDANT MEDAVOQY that:

a. Each party would act in good faith and deal fairly tov{vard the other conceming
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all matters relating to the administration of the decedent’s estaté;

b. Neither party would do anything to deprive the other pérty of the benefits of
the oral agreement;

c. Neither party would take any action that would unfairlfz prevent the other from
obtaining the benefit of the contract; and

d. The Defendant would treat the Plaintiff equally to creditors who are similarly

situated to Plaintiff.

73. PLAINTIFF is Informed and believes that commencing in or around July 1,
2004, through the date of the filing of this complaint , DEFENDANT MEDAVOY,
intentionally and purposefully breached the implied covenant of good faith and fair
dealing by acting and failing to act as altleged herein. The bad faith conduct of
DEFENDANT MEDAVOY destroyed and/or impaired PLAINTIFF's right to receive the

benefits to which she was entitled pursuant to the oral agreement.

74. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that by acting and failing to act as
alleged herein, DEFENDANT MEDAVOY breached his fiduciary duty to PLAINTIFF as a
creditor of the DECEDENTs estate. DEFENDANT MEDAVOY breached and

continues to breach the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing.

75. As a direct and proximate result of DEFENDANT MEDAVOY’s breach of the
implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing, the PLAINTIFF has suffered
compensatory, incidental and consequential damages, including the loss of her bargain,

all in a sum according to proof at time of trial. The PLAINTIFF is further entitled to pre-
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judgment interest at the legal prevailing rate.

FORTH CAUSE OF ACTION
FRAUD

(As to Defendants, DRESSLER and MEDAVOY)

76. The PLAINTIFF incorporates paragraphs 1 through 75 into her forth cause of

action, as though fully set forth herein.

77. The PLAINTIFF seeks to recover damages against the DEFENDANTS,
DRESSLER and MEDAVOY for their misrepresentations concerning the alleged Codicil to
the decedent’s 2002 Last Will and Testament. The PLAINTIFF is informed and belleves
that from July 1, 2004, to the present, DEFENDANTS, MEDAVQY and DRESSLER held .
out to the PLAINTIFF, the Court, and all other interested persdns, the alleged June 18,
2004, codicil as being : 1) duly executed, 2) bearing the signéture of the DECEDENT,
and 3) as a valid testamentary document. The PLAINTIFF is iinformed and believes
that said Codicil is not a valid testamentary document, was noi duly executed, and
could not be valid even if the DECEDENT did sign it, because the codicil was procured
or obtained at a time when the DECEDENT did not have the required testamentary
capacity to execute a codicil. However, the PLAINTIFF is informed and befieves that
said codicil was not executed by the decedent on June 18, 20d4. The PLAINTIFF is
informed and believes that on or about June of 2004, the DEFEN DANTS, DRESSLER and

MEDAVOY created (or caused it to be created) the codicil to the DECEDENT's 2002 Last
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Will and Testament for the purpose of gaining control over the DECEDENT’s
muldmition dollar estate. The PLAINTIFF did not see the decedent’s codicil until April
of 2006, which was long after the DECEDENT's death. Shortly after the DECEDENT"s
death, the PLAINTIFF was advised by the DEFENDANTS that thé codicil was a valid and
legal document thus causing the PLAINTIFF to justifiably and déterminately relied on
the DEFENDANT's representation that the codicil was valid and that the DEFENDANTS
were the rightfully named executor of the DECEDENT's 2002 Laét Wwill and Testament.
But Eor the DEFENDANTS' fraudulent act of creating {or procuring) a codicil to the
DECEDENT’s 2002 Last Will and Testament, and offering it to the court for probate, the
previously named executor (CORRALES) would have served as the Personal
Representative/Executor of the DECEDENT’s estate and would have paid the
PLAINTIFF's creditor’s claim and/or would have transferred the RUNNYMEDE property
o the PLAINTIFF. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that she will be able to
offer to the court a sworn statement by CORRALES establishing this allegation.
CORRALES was the person who was asked by the DECEDENT and the PLAINTIFF to
assist them with the purchase of the RUNNYMEDE property. CbRRALES knew with
great detall the agreement between the DECEDENT and the PLAINTIFF and would have
honored the Oral Contract by transferring title to the RUNNYMEDE property In to the
PLAINTIFF's name. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that it was the fraudulent
acts of the DEFENDANTS, DRESSLER and MEDAVOY that resulted in DRESSLER,
MEDAVOY and DOUGLAS being appointed by the court (though extrinsic fraud) as the

personal representatives of the DECEDENT's estate. The PLAINTIFF is informed and
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belleves that it was the DEFENDANTS fraudulent actions that placed the DEFENDANTS
in a position of authority, which allowed them to reject the PLAINHFF'S claims
concerning the RUNNYMEDE property. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that
had CORRALES served as the Personal Representative/Executor;of the DECEDENT's
estate, CORRALES having personal knowledge concerning the DéECEDENT’s agreement
with PLAINTIFF, would have transferred titie to the RUNNYMEDE property to the

PLAINTIFF.

78. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that said fraudulent acts (as alleged

herein) were knowingly, willfully and maticiously committed by the DEFENDANTS,
DRESSLER and MEDAVOY. The PLAINTIFF is informed and be!}eves that said
DEFENDANTS intentionally and purposely misrepresented the twe nature and purpose
of the June 18, 2004, codicil to the PLAINTIFF (a creditor and interested person in the
decedent’s estate), the Court, and the estate beneficiaries. Th§ PLAINTIFF is informed
and believes that said DEFENDANTS knowing and purposely offered said codicil to
probate claiming it to be a validity executed document, beariné the DECEDENT's
signature and that the document was not the product of undué influence and/or fraud
andjor duress. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that this was false and
misleading. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that DEFENDANT, DRESSLER,
was at the DECEDENT’s residence on une 18, 2004, and kne\f\;Jr or should have known
that the DECEDENT was incapacitated and that the alleged witness, DEXTER, was not

present.
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79. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that DEFENDANT MEDAVOY
repeatedly made statements to the PLAINTIFF that they needed to change the
EXECUTORS of the DECEDENT's will. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that it
was MEDAVOY who forced the issue about changing the DECEDENT‘S will. The
PLAINTIFE is informed and believes that it was and is the DEFENDANTS, DRESSLER,
MEDAVOY, as well as, Co-Executor DOUGLAS who benefitted foi‘ the changes in the
alleged codicil. The PLAINTIFF Is informed and believes that the June 18, 2004, codicil
did nothing more than change the executors to the DECEDENT’s 2002 Last will and
Testament, The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that the D:ECEDENTJr MARLON
BRANDO, had a large estate and that being in control of his estate was and is a
prestigious job and valuable job. The PLAINTIFF is informed and believes that the
DEFENDANTS, DRESSLER and MEDAVOY, as well as, Co-Executor DOUGLAS have
received and will continue to receive, for years to come, substa_ntial financial gain for

controlling the MARLON BRANDO emplre.

80. As a direct and proximate result of DEFENDANTS', MEDAVOY and
DRESSLER, fraudulent conduct the PLAINTIFF has suffered compensatory, incidental
and consequential damages, including, but not limited to, an amount equal to the
current fair market value of the RUNNYMEDE Property, all in a sum according to proof
at time of trial. Plaintiff is further entitled to pre-judgment interest at the legal

prevailing rate.
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81, The PLAINTIFF seeks punitive in the sum of $2,000,0Q0.00 against
DEFENDANT MEDAVOY and DRESSLER to punish the DEFENDANTS and to deter future
bad conduct. The PLAINTIFF seeks punitive damages against DEFENDANTS MEDAVOY

and DRESSLER personally and not against the DECEDENT's estate.

WHFREFORE, Plaintiff prays judgment against defendants aé follows:
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
General and compensatory damages in a sum according to proof at trial,

Consequential and incidental damages in a sum according to proof at trial;
Pre-judgment interest at the legal prevailing rate; :

o=

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION

General and compensatory damages in a sum according to proof at trial;

Consequential and incidental damages in a sum according to proof at trial;

Pre-judgment interest at the legal prevailing rate; :

Punitive damages against Defendant, MEDAVOY personally in the sum of $2,000,000.00.
In the Alternative, an order tolling the Statute of Limitations in which to file suit on a
rejected creditor’s claim, thus granting the PLAINTIFF 30 days for the granting of said
request to file sue on her rejected creditor’s claim. '

Al e

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION

General and compensatory damages in a sum according to profof at trial;
Consequential and incidental damages in a sum according to proof at trial,
Pre-judgment interest at the legal prevailing rate; :

N

FOQURTH CAUSE OF ACTION

General and compensatory damages in a sum according to proof at trial,

Consequential and incidental damages in a sum according to proof at trial,

Pre-judgment interest at the legal prevailing rate; 3

Punitive damages against Defendants, MEDAVOY and DRESSLER personally in the sum
of $2,000,000.00

=

FOR ALL CAUSES OF ACTION

1. For reasonable attomey fees according to proof;
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2. For costs of suit incurred in this action; and

3 For such other an further relief as this court may deem just and proper.

Date: é’gp 2006 PE

Peter J. Linden, Esq,
Attorney for Plaintiff
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VERIFICATION - 446 2015 C.C.P.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )} -
) S8 Evelyn “Angela” Borlaza Magaling

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )

1 am a named PLAINTIFF in the above-certified action. I have read the foregoing

COMPLAINT FOR: 1. BREACH OF ORAL CONTRACT, 2. DECEIT, 3. BREACH OF
COVENANT OF GOOD FAITH AND FAIR DEALING, 4. FRAUD

and know the contents thereof. I certify that the same is true of my own knowledge, except as
to those matters which are therein stated upon my information and belief, and as to those
matters I believe it te be true.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on é’“?)!?-' Qé; __,at L@ N\Crdﬂs , CALIFORNIA

By:

—EVELYN “ANGELA” BORLAZA
MAGALING




