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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

PETER F. PAUL
31 Holcombe Way
Chandler, NC 28715,

Plaintiff,
V.

JUDICIAL WATCH, INC. '

501 School Street, S.W. : Civil Action No.
Suite 500 :

Washington, D.C. 20024,

THOMAS J. FITTON

5245 42™ Street N.W. :
Washington, D.C. 20015, and : JURY TRIAL DEMANDED.

PAUL ORFANEDES, ESQUIRE
1050 North Stuart Street

Unit 515

Arlington, VA 22201.

Defendants.

COMPLAINT
Plaintiff, Peter F. Paul (“Paul”), complains against the Defendants, Judicial Watch, Inc.
(“Judicial Watch™), Thomas J. Fitton (“Fitton”), and Paul J. Orfanedes, Esquire (“Orfanedes™), as
follows:
INTRODUCTION
1. This action arises out of the actions and inactions of the Defendants in connection
with their representation of Paul. Paul, a Hollywood producer and entrepreneur, at President

Clinton’s request, organized and underwrote a series of fundraising events largely for the benefit
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of Hillary Rodham Clinton’s 2000 Senate campaign. Among the events were “Hollywood’s
Tribute to William Jefferson Clinton.” After Paul discovered that the money he raised and
contributed had never properly been reported to the Federal Election Commission (“FEC”), the
Internal Revenue Service (“IRS™) or the Secretary of the Senate, Paul went public and “blew the
whistle” on these illegal and improper activities.

2. Paul contacted the Defendants in March 2001, and subsequently entered into
agreements with them to represent him in connection with all his whistle blowing activities. This
representation included providing and/or paying for Paul’s legal representation in actions he
instituted, and defending him in retaliatory actions brought against him alleging securities law and
related violations of campaign financing laws and civil litigation. Judicial Watch recognized that
its representation of Paul in these maters was “in the public interest due to its relationship to illegal
conduct by high government officials.” In return, for providing him global representation, Paul
authorized Judicial Watch to solicit donations from the public for championing Paul’s cause, and
to seek publicity for Paul as may serve the “public interest.”

3. Pursuant to their agreements, Defendants undertook Paul’s representation in
several civil and criminal matters, including, infer alia, (a) civil actions against former President
Wiltiam Jefferson Clinton, Senator Hillary Rodham Clinton and others, (b) defense of criminal
charges brought by the United States or its agencies in federal court, (c) a bankruptcy action in
California state court, (d) complaints by Paul to the FEC and the Senate Ethics Committee, and (€)
proffers to the Attorney General regarding government misconduct in connection with an operative
who, along with the Clintons, contributed to the collapse of Paul’s public company. Judicial
Watch immediately, aggressively and continuously solicited donations from the public using its

efforts on behalf of Paul to raise the funds. Defendants were spectacularly successful and on
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information and belief, raised millions of dollars from hundreds of thousands of donors.

4. Beginning in late September 2003, upon his extradition from Brazil to answer the
criminal charges against him in the Eastern District of New York, Paul languished in pre-trial
detention for over 16 months. Because it suited Judicial Watch’s purposes, Defendants employed
a strategy to antagonize the judge in the case, virtually guaranteeing that Paul would remain in
pre-trial detention, even though such was not in Paul’s best interest. Although Paul requested that
Defendants provide new attorneys under the agreements, Defendants refused the requests. Only
after Paul had to personally retain a new attorney at his own expense -— despite the agreements
with Defendants --- was that attorney able to secure Paul’s release after 43 months of pretrial
detention in Brazil and New York. The attorneys Defendants retained were based in California and
failed to even visit Paul when he requested, or to communicate with him, much less proceed as he
wished. When Paul himself found counsel who could assist him, Defendants failed to pay as they
were obligated to out of the funds Judicial Watch had raised on Paul’s behalf.

5. Thereafter, and in breach of their duties to Paul, Defendants abused their control
over Paul’s legal representation in early 2005 to coerce Paul into signing a mutual general release
for their prior misconduct. When Paul refused to release Defendants, they not only fabricated a
basis on which the existing attorneys under Defendants’ control succeeded in withdrawing from all
pending cases, leaving Paul entirely on his own, but Defendants refused to honor their agreements
to provide Paul the representation to which he was entitled. Instead, they abandoned Paul who then
had to fend for himself during critical phases of his civil and criminal cases.

6. After abandoning Paul, Defendants nonetheless continued to use his whistle
blowing activities for their own ends, including touting his actions and information as their own,

misrepresenting their efforts on his behalf, publishing photographs provided and owned by Paul
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and linked to Defendants’ website, and used the confusion they created in the public in soliciting
enormous amounts of donations based on Paul’s activities. Defendants’ outrageous and malicious

actions have injured Paul by an amount in excess of $1 million dollars.

THE PARTIES
7. Paul is an individual citizen currently residing in Chandler, North Carolina.
8. Defendant Judicial Watch is a 501(c) (3) organization formed under laws of the

District of Columbia with its headquarters in the District of Columbija. Upon information and
belief, Judicial Watch was founded in 1994 as a public interest government watchdog to
investigate and prosecute government corruption and abuse. Judicial Watch purports to be a public
interest law firm with the motto “Because No One is Above the Law!”

9. Thomas J. Fitton (“Fitton™) is President of Judicial Watch. At all times material to
the allegations made in this complaint, Judicial Watch was controlled by Fitton. Fitton has never
had a license to practice law, a law degree or even a college degree during that time.

10.  Paul J. Orfanedes (“Orfanedes”) is the Secretary and a Director of Judicial Watch.

At all times material to the allegations made in this complaint, Orfanedes was the Secretary of
Judicial Watch, a director, and the attorney managing cases at Judicial Watch, including the
representation of Paul in civil and criminal matters.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE
11. The court has jurisdiction under 42 U.S.C. § 1332 because the matter is between
citizens of different states and the amount in controversy exceeds $75,000, exclusive of interest
and costs. Jurisdiction is also proper pursuant to 15 U.S.C. §§ 1125(a), et. seq. and 15 U.S.C. §

1117(a). This court has supplemental jurisdiction over the claims in this complaint that arise under

state law, because the state law claims are so related to the federal claims that they form part of the

320008-4



Case 1:07-cv-00279-RCL  Document1l  Filed 02/06/2007 Page 5 of 24

same case or controversy and derive from the same operative facts.

12.  Venue is proper pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391. The actions occurred in whole or in

part in this jurisdiction and, therefore, venue is appropriate.
STATEMENT OF FACTS

13.  Paul was a Hollywood producer and entrepreneur who owned controlling interests
in and managed several businesses in the United States and overseas. In or around 2000, Paul
sought to have then President Clinton enter into a business arrangement with two of his companies
to use his “rainmaking” services after his Presidential term ended. Paul had discussions with
President Clinton, personally and through agents designated by him, who requested that Paul
organize and underwrite a series of fundraising events to benefit, inzer alia, his wife’s Senate
campaign. Included in these efforts was the largest fund raising event of Hillary Rodham Clinton’s
campaign, an event titled “Hollywood’s Tribute to William J efferson Clinton.” The more than
$1.2 million Paul contributed was never properly reported to the FEC, or in filings lodged with the
Secretary of the Senate or the IRS.

14.  After Paul learned about the Clinton campaign fundraising abuses, and how he and
his companies had been deceived, he decided to “blow the whistle” on these abuses. Paul knew
that Judicial Watch routinely filed suits against public agencies and officials to fight corruption.
Defendants further represented that Judicial Watch was the only public interest group with the
necessary clout to adequately and fully represent Paul in all aspects of his whistle blowing
activities. In or about March of 2001, Judicial Watch and Paul entered into an agreement whereby
Judicial Watch undertook the legal representation of Paul in all matters, criminal and civil,
pertaining to his whistle blowing activities, and particularly with respect to the exposing of

fundraising abuses of Senator Hillary Rodham Clinton. In order to fund its global representation
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of Paul, Judicial Watch would use Paul’s information, including that discovered in the lawsuits, to
solicit funds from its donors. As such, Judicial Watch advanced its public interest agenda through
championing the individual interests of Paul as whistleblower. Over the years, and in particular in
2004 through 2006, Judicial Watch’s fundraising campaign featuring its global representation of
Paul was hugely successful, delivering, on information and belief, millions of dollars of donations
to Judicial Watch and tens of thousands of new donors.

15.  On March 30, 2001 (and as amended on April 23, 2001), Paul and Judicial Watch
signed a legal representation agreement (the “Agreement”). A true and correct copy of the
Agreement, as amended on April 23, 2001 is attached hereto as Exhibit “A.”

16.  Pursuant to the Agreement, Judicial Watch agreed “to provide legal representation
to the Client for alleged securities and related violations of law, since this representation is in the
public interest due to its relationship to illegal conduct to high government officials. Civil
litigation concerning this may also be pursued.” See Agreement, Ex. Aq1l

17.  Inthe Agreement, Judicial Watch agreed to fund all of Paul’s attorneys’ fees and
expenses incurred in defending, prosecuting lawsuits or regarding any other legal action taken on
behalf of Paul. Instead, Judicial Watch arranged for payment of those legal fees and costs in
connection with the legal representation of Paul by establishing a fund to support the Judicial
Watch efforts on behalf of Paul raised by the charitable donations of its donors. The Agreement
further provided that Judicial Watch “has been authorized to obtain such publicity for Client [Paul]
as may serve the Client and the public interest...” See Agreement, Ex. AY4.

18.  In or about June 2001, Judicial Watch filed a civil action on Paul’s behalf against
former president William Jefferson Clinton, Senator Hillary Rodham Clinton, Hillary Rodham

Clinton for U.S. Senate, New York Senate 2000, and David Rosen in the California Superior Court,
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Los Angeles County, captioned Peter F. Paul v. William Jefferson Clinton, Case No. BC252654
(“Clinton I”) for business frauds that included violations of campaign fundraising laws.

19.  In or about June 2001, an indictment of Paul and two other Defendants for
violations of SEC regulations was unsealed in the Eastern District of New York, captioned United
States v. Paul, et al., Case Number 01-cr-00636-LDW. In October of 2001, a second indictment
of Paul was handed-up in the Central District of California, captioned United States v. Paul, Case
Number 01-cr-01081-AHM-ALL.

20.  InJuly 2001, Judicial Watch filed a complaint with the FEC on Paul’s behalf
alleging wrong doing and corrupt fundraising practices by, inter a(;a, Senator Clinton. (“FEC
Complaint”). Judicial Watch was not a party to the FEC Complaint.

21. At the time the indictments were filed and unsealed, Paul was living in his home in
Brazil. Because of the indictments, Paul remained there and attempted to fight his extradition.
Pursuant to the Agreement, Judicial Watch undertook Paul’s defense and retained outside criminal
counsel.

22. In August 2001, Paul, and then later in December 2001, Paul and Judicial Watch
both as plaintiff and counsel, filed a civil action against the FEC based on its failure to timely
investigate, and resolve the FEC Complaint. This action was captioned, Judicial Watch, Inc., et al
v. FEC, Docket 01-cv-02527-RJL. The Complaint was sworn to by Paul based on his involvement
with the fundraiser in 2000 for the benefit of Hillary Rodham Clinton.

23.  In the meantime, Judicial Watch aggressively solicited donations from its donors
specifically for funds to support the legal representation of Paul. Indeed, Defendants continue to
solicit donations on the back of Paul’s whistle-blowing activities. .See Solicitation by Judicial

Watch dated in 2005, attached hereto as Exhibit “B.”
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24.  In March 2002, Franklin F. Urteaga filed suit against Paul and his wife in the
California Superior Court, Los Angeles County, captioned Franklin F. Urteaga v. Peter F. Paul,
Case Number BC270350 and attempted to levy upon assets owned independently by Paul’s wife.
Judicial Watch initially provided counsel, but in or about late 2003, that attorney that had to be
discharged for mismanagement of the case in favor of an attorney, procured by Paul for his wife
and over the objections of Fitton and Orfanedes, who ultimately settled the litigation through
mediation.

25.  In August 2003, the action that Defendants brought on behalf of Judicial Watch and
Paul against the FEC was dismissed on summary judgment.

26.  In September 2003, following twenty five months of detention in Brazil, Paul
returned from Brazil on the New York indictment and was held in pre-trial detention in New York.

The matter was before Judge Wexler in the Eastern District of New York, and the Defendants
initially retained Michael Dowd to represent him. Later, however, Defendant Fitton selected
Robert Patrick Sticht (“Sticht”) from Beverly Hills, California to oversee Paul’s entire legal
representation as the agent of the Defendants. Since Sticht not only had no experience at the
criminal bar and worked out of his offices in Beverly Hills, Sticht was supposed to only oversee
and supervise experienced counsel, who would conduct Paul’s actual criminal defense. When
Sticht ventured outside of his agreed upon role, serious problems occurred to the detriment of Paul.

27. Meanwhile, in October 2003, Judicial Watch further trumpeted its association with
Paul and refiled the Clinton I action in the Superior Court of California, which had been dismissed
on procedural grounds while Paul was in pre-trial detention, captioned Peter F. Paul v. William
Jefferson Clinton, Case Number BC304174 (“Clinton II”). Clinton Il remains pending in the

Superior Court of California, Los Angeles.
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28.  In October 2003, Judicial Watch retained James C. Neville, Esquire to represent
Paul and replace Dowd as Paul’s local defense counsel in the matter before Judge Wexler.

29.  After discussions with Neville, Paul agreed on the strategy Neville recommended,
which was to petition for a Writ of Habeas Corpus to finally end the nightmare of three years of
pre-trial detention. However, in February 2004, Judicial Watch, Fitton, and/or Sticht attempted to
pressure and coerce Neville into changing that strategy. When Neville refused to put Judicial
Watch’s interests over his client’s, Defendants discharged Neville over Paul’s objections. Instead,
they hired new local counsel that would “play ball” with Judicial Watch interests. A true copy of
the letter from Fitton to Paul dated January 14, 2004 enclosing a letter from Fitton to Neville is
attached hereto as Exhibit “C.” All the while, Paul languished in pre-trial detention.

30.  In February 2004, Judicial Watch retained another attorney, Boris Orlov, Esquire,
from Sticht’s Beverly Hills office, and Scott L. Black, Esquire of Kastelanitz and Fink as local
counsel to appear for Paui in the criminal action before Judge Wexler. Over the course of the next
months up to and including November 2004, this new defense team, led by Judicial Watch, Fitton
and/or Sticht, proceeded to file numerous motions designed to anger the court, but with little hope
of success. These included motions to dismiss the indictment for lack of a speedy trial, for recusal
of Judge Wexler, and to dismiss the indictment for outrageous governmental conduct. When, as
expected, the court denied them, appeals were taken, and there was further delay. None of these
actions were designed to or succeeded in securing Paul’s release from detention. They nonetheless
assisted Defendants in raising money.

31,  When Paul repeatedly requested to consult with the attorneys, most of whom were
based far from the Eastern District of New York, the Defendants informed Paul that the attorneys

would visit when it suited their needs, not Paul’s.
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32.  In June 2004, Judicial Watch, on behalf of Paul, filed an Adversary Proceeding
Complaint against Aaron Tonken of Beverly Hills to discharge a debt in the U.S. Bankruptcy Court,
Central Division of California, captioned Paul v. Tonkin, Case Number 04-ap-01982-EC.

33, In July 2004, Judicial Watch, on behalf of Paul, filed a Notice of Motion and
Motion for Return of Seized Property against the United States, captioned In the Matter of the
Search of 18440 Burbank Boulevard, Unit 2206, Tarzana, CA 91536, Case Number
04-cv-05154-AHM.

34, Also, in August 2004, Judicial Watch hired Sticht and Orlov to represent Paul in
defense of a civil action filed by the Securities and Exchange Commission (“SEC”) in the Central
District of California, captioned SEC v. Paul, Case Number 04-cv-06613-SVW-SS.

35. By October 2004, Paul had spent more than three years in pre-trial detention
without bail (almost 2 years in Brazil before extradition and over one year in New York) as a result
of Sticht’s actions in representing and controlling Paul’s defense on behalf of the Defendants. At
that time, Judge Wexler took the extraordinary step of announcing in open court that he was
appointing a private attorney to advise Paul. Judge Wexler perceived there to be a conflict between
Paul’s interests and Judicial Watch’s interests and expressed concerns that the attorneys Judicial
Watch had appointed may be favoring Judicial Watch’s interests to Paul’s detriment, especially in
connection with a motion to unseal pleadings and documents the attorneys had made under Sticht’s
direction.

36.  Paul demanded that Judicial Watch, Fitton, Orfanedes and/or Sticht find a way to
get him released from custody. Paul identified a new counsel, the law firm of LaRusso and
Conway, he believed would obviate the conflict Judge Wexler had discerned and requested that

Judicial Watch retain that firm, especially since both partners had agreed to work jointly on his
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defense. Paul urged Defendants to retain the new attorneys, both of whom were experienced New
York based criminal defense attorneys. Paul reasonably believed the new attorneys could succeed
in obtaining his release. Further, he was entitled under his representation agreement to competent
local criminal counsel familiar with practice in the Eastern District of New York, something which
Sticht was not and which the Defendants refused to provide since May 2004. Judicial Watch not
only refused, but when Paul borrowed money to retain the attorney himself, Judicial Watch refused
to permit Sticht to meet or speak with him. The strategy Conway and his partner contemplated
would involve dismissing the counter productive motions Judicial Watch had filed and having
Paul offer to plead guilty in the New York case. Defendants rejected this because it conflicted with
and/or was not in Judicial Watch’s best interests, and disregarded Paul’s desires.

37.  Paul then retained LaRusso and Conway on his own, who proceeded to withdraw
the previous pre-trial motions and appeals filed by Defendants leading quickly to Paul’s release
from custody.

38.  Despite the Agreement and various written and oral representations by Judicial
Watch, Fitton, Orfanedes and/or Sticht, and as a result of Defendants’ disagreement with Paul and
Conway as local counsel regarding Conway’s efforts to obtain Paul’s release from custody, on or
about November 18, 2004, Sticht, with the Defendants’ support and consent, unilaterally, and
without Paul’s consent and over his strenuous objections, moved to withdraw their appearances on
behalf of Paul in the criminal and related matters captioned SEC v. Paul, Case Number
04-cv-06613-SVW-SS, United States v. Paul, et al, Case Number 01-cr-00636-LDW, United
States v. Paul, Case Number 01-cr-01081-AHM-ALL, In the Matter of the Search of 18440
Burbank Boulevard, Unit 2206, Tarzana, CA 91536, Case Number 04-cv-05154-AHM.

39.  Paul strenuously objected to Defendants’ unilateral withdrawal and demanded that

11
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Defendants pay for Conway’s legal services on his behalf pursuant to Defendants’ agreements with
and representations to Paul. Judicial Watch and Fitton categorically refused to pay Conway’s legal
fees despite the agreements and representations to the contrary. They further failed to provide
meaningful access, or return of, key files to Paul or his counsel in connection with the aforesaid
criminal matters.

40. Moreover, Fitton, who is not an attorney, was nonetheless in direct control of
Judicial Watch’s legal representation activities on behalf of Paul. He provided legal advice of his
own to Paul on various matters in connection with the aforesaid criminal matters. Fitton further
outrageously represented to Paul that any accommodation to Paul’é requests would not be at the
expense of compromising Judicial Watch’s interests. See Letter from Fitton to Paul dated March
2,2005, attached hereto as Exhibit “D.” Fitton also directed attorneys representing Paul, including
Dowd, Sticht and others, not to communicate with Paul without copying, or communicating
through Fitton, despite various duties to ensure privileges are protected.

41,  Pursuant to a bail hearing in the Eastern District of New York criminal action in
which Conway appeared for Paul, Paul was released from custody in January 2005.

42.  Beginning in late February and March 2005, Defendants then sought to coerce Paul
into releasing them from any and all claims he might have, in return for payment of the $75,000 in
fees to Conway that Defendants were obligated to pay under the representation agreements.
Defendants then presented a modified representation agreement to Paul, a copy of which is
attached as Exhibit “E”. Under that unilaterally proposed modified agreement, Judicial Watch
would pay Paul $75,000, Paul would generally release the Defendants and Sticht; Paul would be
left on his own in all remaining litigation, except two cases; and Defendants would still be able to

use Paul in their fundraising and publicity efforts.
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43,  Paul refused to sign, and demanded that the Defendants honor their existing
agreements with him. Instead, Defendants ignored their promises, and, along with Sticht, filed
motions to withdraw from their representations of Paul in the remaining cases, including Clinton II.
Thereafter, the Defendants failed and refused to provide counsel to Paul or pay him for counsel and
failed to return valuable exhibits and evidence entrusted to Fitton and Judicial Watch for use on his
behalf in Paul’s cases.

44.  Judicial Watch nonetheless continued to solicit and receive thousands of donations
from its donors in support of its legal actions on behalf of Paul. At no time did Defendants advise
their donors that they had totally abandoned Paul or their reasons for doing so.

45. By March 2005, the artificial dispute with Paul that the Defendants manufactured
with Paul regarding the aforesaid criminal and civil matters became publicized. A true copy ofa
New York Times article dated March 15, 2005 is attached hereto as Exhibit “F”.

46. On or about April 7, 2005 Paul refused to grant Defendants, Orfanedes and other
Judicial Watch attorneys the rights to withdraw from their legal representation of him in the civil
matters. Paul continued to raise objections to the unilateral withdrawal from the criminal matters
and Defendants’ refusal to pay for Paul’s legal defenses in violation of the Agreement and
subsequent representations to vigorously pursue Paul’s claims to final conclusion of the cases.

47.  Notwithstanding the above, on or about April 11, 2005, Defendants unilaterally and
without consent of their client filed an Ex Parte Application to Withdraw as Plaintiff’s Attorney in
Clinton II. A true copy of the Ex Parte Application to Withdraw as Plaintiff’s Attorney dated April
11, 2005 is attached hereto as Exhibit “G.” In his declaration to the Court, Orfanedes, on behalf
of Judicial Watch and its attorneys appearing, falsely stated that he “had not been able to ascertain

whether Mr. Paul would consent to or oppose this ex parte application...” and that “Judicial Watch
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has not been able to obtain a definitive answer from Paul...” See Ex. “G” (Orfanedes Decl.  4).

48.  While they were abandoning Paul, Defendants were busy using the information
they obtained from Paul for their own purposes. In particular, in May 2005, they caused Judicial
Watch to file a complaint with the Senate Ethics committee against Senator Clinton. The
allegations in the complaint came entirely from information Paul provided or which was developed
in the course of representing Paul. Defendants had no right to use such information for purposes
other than representing Paul. Moreover, Defendants failed to consult in any way with Paul
regarding the accuracy and completeness of these allegations in this forum. As a result of
Defendants’ failures in this regard, the Ethics Committee flatly rejected the complaint, which
caused further confusion in the public of the origin and nature of Paul’s allegations.

49, The court granted the Defendants motion to withdraw in Clinton II. Thereafter,
Judicial Watch refused to honor its representation agreement and pay for any legal counsel for Paul.

Paul was left to handle pro se claims that Defendants had induced him to bring in the first place
against the formidable legal defense mounted by the Clintons. The Defendants” abandonment of
Paul in mid-stream left him without funds to hire counsel and to pursue the necessary discovery
and pretrial preparation in his cases.

50. On or about December 29, 2005, the FEC finally ruled on Paul’s FEC Complaint
and found probable cause existed to believe New York Senate 2000 and Andrew Grossman, in his
official capacity as the Clinton campaign treasurer, violated certain federal election laws and
regulations and that the FEC accepted a conciliation agreement and payment of a fine to close the
matter.

51.  InJanuary 2006, Judicial Watch and Fitton issued a press release intentionally

misrepresenting Judicial Watch as having brought the claims against the Clintons in the FEC
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Complaint, relegating Paul to the status of mere “former client” of Judicial Watch and taking credit
for their (falsely implied) role as the complainant. A copy of the Judicial Watch press release dated
January 6, 2006 is attached hereto as Exhibit “H.”

52.  The Defendants’ failure to inform Judicial Watch’s donors that they had abandoned
Paul, and why, was intended to and did cause confusion among donors who were willing to
contribute to help Paul in his legal actions. This interfered with Paul’s ability to raise funds
himself from those and/or other donors. Paul complained of the confusion Defendants were
creating, but Defendants ignored him.

53.  After Defendants’ willful and malicious abandonment of Paul in the aforesaid
criminal and civil actions, and because of Defendants’ continual and massive fundraising efforts to
support Paul’s legal matters and the vast sums reportedly raised, Paul continued to demand that
Defendants pay and provide legal representation as required by the agreements and representations
of Defendants. Moreover, Paul has demanded the return of files, documents and other irreplaceable
evidence and exhibits relating to his cases in light of Defendants’ abandonment in order to properly
defend and prosecute the aforesaid matters.

54.  To date, Defendants have failed and/or refused to adequately respond.

COUNT ONE — BREACH OF CONTRACT

55.  Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations of paragraphs 1 through 54 as if
fully set forth herein.

56.  Pursuant to the terms of the agreements, Defendants were to provide legal
representation to Paul for the aforesaid criminal and civil matters. See Agreement Ex. “A”.

57.  Defendants breached the agreements with Paul to provide legal representation of

Paul when they unilaterally and without consent, and indeed over the objection of Paul, withdrew
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in November, 2004 from representing Paul in the aforesaid criminal matters, and subsequently
failed and/or refused to pay for legal fees and costs associated with Paul’s legal defenses therein in
violation of the agreements between the parties.

58.  Defendants breached their agreements with Paul when they attempted to coerce
Paul into modifying the Agreement to limit their representation and have Paul provide a general
release.

59. Defendants further breached the agreements with Paul to provide legal
representation of Paul when they unilaterally and without consent, and indeed over the objection
of Paul, withdrew in April 2005 from representing Paul in the aforesaid civil matters, and
subsequently failed and/or refused to pay for legal fees and costs associated with Paul’s
prosecution of claims against the Clintons in violation of the agreements between the parties.

60.  Defendants further breached the agreements with Paul by thereafter failing to
faithfully prosecute and defend Paul’s claims despite the agreements to provide for such legal
services without precondition, and causing such claims to wither and die for lack of prosecution.
As a result of the aforesaid breaches, Paul has been damaged in an amount in excess of $1,000,000
to be determined at trial for, inter alia, payment of legal fees and costs, future defense and other
litigation costs and fees related to the legal actions by Paul and Judicial Watch as Paul’s provider
of legal representation.

COUNT TWO — BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY

61.  Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations of paragraphs 1 through 60 as if
fully set forth herein.

62. By virtue of the representation agreements entered into by the parties, Defendants

owed a fiduciary duty to provide faithful, competent and vigorous legal representation to Paul.
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63.  Defendants breached the fiduciary duty owed to Paul in the provision of faithful,
competent and vigorous legal representation to Paul. Defendants failed to hold their client’s
interest above their own when, for example, in the Eastern District of New York criminal matter
Defendants refused to pursue Paul’s immediate goal in late 2003 of release from pre-trial detention
because the defense team headed by Judicial Watch and/or Fitton (a non-lawyer) and supervised
by Sticht as lead attorney believed such a strategy would be counterproductive to the interests of
Judicial Watch.

64. Defendants further breached their fiduciary duty to Paul by withdrawing
unilaterally, without consent and despite the obj ectioqs of their client, Paul, from the criminal
matters in November 2004 and from the civil matters in April 2005.

65.  Defendants further breached their fiduciary duty to Paul by failing and/or refusing
to pay for or otherwise provide faithful, competent and vigorous legal representation to Paul in
connection with the aforesaid criminal and civil matters after Defendants unilateral and
unauthorized abandonment of Paul’s litigation and other legal matter despite their fiduciary duties
to the contrary and Paul’s complete reliance on the Defendants’ undertakings.

66.  As adirect and proximate result of the aforesaid breaches, Defendants caused Paul
to suffer economic loss, physical and emotional distress and damages, and injuries and losses to his
claims, reputation and good will.

67.  As adirect and proximate result of the aforesaid breaches, Paul suffered economic
loss, physical and emotional distress and damages, and injuries and losses to his claims, reputation
and good will.

COUNT THREE — VIOLATIONS OF STANDARDS OF PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT

68.  Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations of paragraphs 1 through 67 as if
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fully set forth herein.

69.  Pursuant to the applicable standards of professional conduct governing attorneys in
the District of Columbia, the State of California, and the State of New York, Judicial Watch,
Orfanedes and/or Sticht and others are barred from abandoning the legal representation of Paul in
connection with the aforesaid criminal and related actions without Paul’s express written consent.

70.  Pursuant to the applicable standards of professional conduct governing attorneys in
the District of Columbia, the State of California, and the State of New York, Defendants owe a
continuing duty to Paul as a former client to not disadvantage Paul in connection with the legal
representations undertaken by Defendants on Paul’s behalf,

71.  Despite the applicable standards of professional conduct governing attorneys in the
District of Columbia, the State of California, and the State of New York, Judicial Watch,
Orfanedes and/or Sticht and others unilaterally withdrew their legal representation of Paul in
connection with the aforesaid criminal and related actions without Paul’s express written consent
and, indeed, over Paul’s express objections.

72.  Further, Defendants failed and/or refused to provide Paul with the return and/or any
meaningful access to his case files, key documents and other materials in connection with the
withdrawn legal representation in violation of the applicable standards of professional conduct
governing attorneys in the District of Columbia, the State of California, and the State of New York.

73.  Further, Defendants breached the applicable standards of professional conduct
governing attorneys in the District of Columbia, the State of California, and the State of New York
by failing to diligently pursue the client’s goals and, in particular, by attempting to limit the
independence of Neville and Conway in the Eastern District of New York criminal matter.

74.  Defendants further violated the applicable standards of professional conduct
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governing attorneys in the District of Columbia, the State of California, and the State of New York
by subjugating Paul’s interests to Judicial Watch’s interests by virtue of the aforesaid interference,
control and/or direction by Judicial Watch in connection with the aforesaid civil and criminal
matters.

75.  Fitton engaged in the unauthorized practice of law by providing legal advice to Paul,
and making substantive legal decisions concerning strategy and tactics in the Defendants’ legal
representation of Paul. The other Defendants, including Orfanedes, aided and abetted and
encouraged Fitton’s unauthorized practice of law.

COUNT FOUR — UNJUST ENRICHMENT

76.  Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations of paragraphs 1 through 75 as if
fully set forth herein.

77. At all times relevant hereto, Defendants solicited and accumulated vast sums from
its donor base in direct response to Defendants’ pleas to said donors to support the litigation and
other legal efforts of Judicial Watch on behalf of Paul.

78.  Defendants failed to diligently and competently provide legal representation to Paul,
in connection with the aforesaid criminal and civil matters despite their duty to do so.

79. Defendants unilaterally, without consent and, indeed, over Paul’s objections,
abandoned the legal representation despite having raised the aforesaid vast sums through the
donations of its donors specifically to support Judicial Watch’s legal representation provided to
Paul.

80.  Defendants failed and/or refused to use appropriate amounts of said funds for such
necessary, diligent and competent legal representation, and Defendants unilaterally and without

consent, withdrew their legal representation of Paul, leaving Paul without resources to pay the

19
320008-4



Case 1:07-cv-00279-RCL  Document1l  Filed 02/06/2007 Page 20 of 24

continuing fees costs and expenses associated with the aforesaid criminal and civil matters.

81.  Paul has demanded that Defendants turn over adequate funds that were raised
pursuant to Defendants’ efforts to fund Paul’s criminal and civil matters, but Defendants have
refused and/or otherwise failed to respond.

82.  Assuch, Defendants are unjustly enriched by retention of the aforesaid funds for the
provision of legal representation to Paul, as provided for in the agreements between the parties.

COUNT FIVE — VIOLATION OF SECTION 43(a) OF THE LANHAM ACT

83.  Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations of paragraphs 1 through 82 as if
fully set forth herein.

84. By placing in the U.S. mails and on the Internet letters, newsletters, photos, press
releases and other solicitations that misrepresented that Judicial Watch was championing Paul’s
interests and providing individual legal representation to Paul in defense of criminal and civil
actions, and using these published misrepresentations to raise money for Judicial Watch, Judicial
Watch engaged in false designation of origin, false and misleading descriptions, false and
misleading representations, false and misleading advertising and other illegal acts of unfair
competition which are likely and did cause confusion, mistake, and/or deception and
misrepresented the nature, characteristics and qualities of plaintiffs’ products, services, and
activities in violation of 15 U.S.C. §1125(a)(1)(A) and (B). These illegal acts were perpetrated and
occurred both nationally and internationally.

85. Defendants deliberately misrepresented and falsely advertised that Judicial Watch was
raising money to advance Paul’s interests and allegations against the Clintons and to provide legal
representation in Paul’s criminal defense and other civil matters.

86. Defendants deliberately misrepresented and falsely advertised that Paul’s victories
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against the Clintons were attributable to Judicial Watch after Judicial Watch abandoned Paul in his
criminal and other civil matters.

87. The misuse of Paul’s name and likeness when he was unlikely to be aware of the nature
of Judicial Watch fundraising efforts allegedly for the benefit of Paul, were calculated to confuse
donors into believing that Judicial Watch was soliciting their donations to directly advance Paul’s
interests, claims and defenses that Judicial Watch was doing so on Paul’s behalf.

88. Paul is a celebrity within the entertainment, and political watchdog and non-profit
community. Paul is widely recognized, both nationally and internationally, as a leading figure in
connection with allegations of the Clinton’s illegal campaign fundraising.

89. Judicial Watch, and Fitton as President of Judicial Watch, knew that donors that
received the misleading fundraising publications would be confused by the publication and use of
Paul’s name, likeness and Judicial Watch’s role in matters concerning Paul.

90. Fitton, Orfanedes and Judicial Watch deliberately used Paul’s image and name to
confuse donors into thinking that Paul was benefiting from donors’ donations, when in fact
Judicial Watch repeatedly failed to use such funds for the benefit of Paul.

91. Fitton’s, Orfanedes’ and Judicial Watch’s false portrayal of Paul and their role in Paul’s
affairs was used to misrepresent the status of Judicial Watch to entice donors to continue giving
donations to Judicial Watch.

92.  As aresult of the foregoing, plaintiff has been damaged in an amount that will be
ascertained at trial. In addition to plaintiff’s actual damages, he is entitled to receive Defendants’
profits pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(a). These damages and profits should be enhanced to achieve
justice pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(a) and/or trebled pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(b) because

Defendants conduct was willful.
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93.  The activities of Defendants have caused and will cause irreparable harm to
Plaintiff’s personal and business relationships and good will for which he has no adequate remedy
at law.

COUNT SIX — APPROPRIATION OF NAME AND LIKENESS

94.  Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations of paragraphs 1 through 93 as if
fully set forth herein.

95.  Defendants Judicial Watch, Fitton and/or Orfanedes unlawfully and willfully
copied, used and/or otherwise misappropriated all or part of Paul’s files, documents and other
irreplaceable evidence and exhibits relating to his cases, including Paul’s likeness and name for
their own use and benefit.

96.  Upon information and belief, Defendants continue to misappropriate Paul’s files,
documents and other irreplaceable evidence and exhibits relating to his cases, including Paul’s
likeness and name for their own use and benefit, thereby confusing the public and causing Paul to

suffer irreparable damages and lost access to resources and/or benefits.
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiff requests the Court grant judgment in their favor and:

A. On Counts One Two Three and Four award Peter F. Paul a sum in excess of one
million dollars ($1,000,000) plus interest, against the Defendants jointly and severally;

B. On Count Five award Peter F. Paul a sum in excess of $75,000 plus interest, a
reasonable royalty, and an amount of punitive damages to be determined at trial against the
Defendants, jointly and severally;

C. On Count Six enjoin Defendants, Judicial Watch, Fitton and Orfanedes during the
pendency of this action and permanently thereafter from appropriating, using or otherwise
distributing Paul’s photographs, images and name and likeness and to anyone; and award Peter F.
Paul damages against Defendants, jointly and severally, in an appropriate amount as determined at
trial, plus interest; require Defendants to account for and pay to Paul all gains and income/profits
that they have enjoyed at Paul’s expense as a result of their actions;

D. Award Plaintiff the costs of the action, including attorneys' fees; and

23
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E. Award Plaintiff such further relief as is just and equitable.

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

Plaintiff hereby demands a trial by jury for all issues so triable.

Respectfully submitted,

SPECTOR GADON & ROSEN, P.C.

1635 Market Street, 7th floor
Philadelphia, PA 19103
215.241.8872
215.241.8844 fax

email: ddugan@lawsgr.com

February 5, 2007 Attorneys for Plaintiff Peter F. Paul

Of Counsel:

SPECTOR GADON & ROSEN, P.C,
Jeffrey H. Schervone, Esquire

1000 Lenola Road, Bldg. 1, Suite 202
Maple Shade, NJ 08052

856.778.8100

856.772.5344 fax

email: jschervone@lawsgr.com
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. CONFIDENTTAL -
ERSTMODIFICATION 70 LEGAY. REPRESENTATION AGREEMENT
WHEREAS Mr, Potes £, Pusl (heveioadhir “tho Clsct") wndériaess 1 setaln the pobli

itoosatiegal sevvices of Fudlctsl Waich, Toc. (hzvinatter “TW), 17 TW nndertaies t Eeprescit e
Clezt; - 2 |
IT 15 HEREBY AGREED this 25e@ny o apdl, 2001 s follows:
1 m@mwmm'mwmmmm
deferaas evailzbie o the Cliant and fo yuryos sutually Kgreed-npsa legal sotina to protocs the
. Clisnt's sights and {terests. mwwm&ywmwm'gmmn
and discision with tia 1.8, Attoray's offics in Naw Jersoy and othr appropriste Javr eaforement
anthoatties, Now, tpon e conslusion of consultstion and discuslon, S sgrees 1o provids fegal
fsssiation to the Ciiewt for _gljggdm:uﬁu end relatzt vislgtions of liw, sinoo this
repressitation Iy in the public interest due to ite relatjonuhin to lsgel sonduet by high govenmens
afficish, Civﬂﬂﬂwkuwmaduﬂiswﬂnbsw
2,  TW sl oot invgios the Client for woy atfiomnoys fees uwbwmd!n
daferating the Clleny, Teosocnting & Iswenit or uy olher legal sction taken on behalf of the Clier*
Rether, only In tho svack that the Clieat eceives an avard of aticrasys” foe1 a1 (b coualusion of a1y
Yawaniit o other Enstually agresd-upon Tegal actizs, JW akall bo atitiad 1o reselve &y such oonrt-
gwded stiommoyy’ feea 25 & donationtfor s pubiln intavost loga sarvises. TV shall slgg be arifisd
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T
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CONFIDENTIAL

10 petmbursement, out of any recovery by the Climd, of any and all cosis and expenses inourred by
JW in prosecuing any {swant ot any other musally-sgreed wenn Iegal action, Shouid the Clior?
soceive an sward of costy, the award shall be credited to dhe cost and eapeanies wntom.

3. Bothtbe Cliensand JW shall ksep any end oll comamunioations beiween them in the
s&i&amﬂdma. Tha Clisnt ahall not tmderiaks any yublic sppesrauge or other comimunication
u;cnnmoiwi:}x mmoﬁuwnwﬁng&-mim%mm any fawontr oc atty other lagel sction
WMmmmwmmmmcmmmmmmum,v@mmmm
of time,” Likewwise, JW Kl 5dvise aad oomsclt Wit tho Clict it 2dvenes ad obisin Client’
approval cantaming any and all public appearances or other comamnications or cusaots JW may
have with the media conceming the Clizet’s lexal dafense, any lawsnis, or aay ethet wutuelly agrosd-
npon Jegal astion vndsctakeg by W on his belialf

&  TWhawbesnsuthocizedto obisinmeh publicity fir Clientes may sorve the Cent and
the pubHs Intareat, inchuading but not Hmtted ta sn appearance on 60 Mimrese.”

5, This Iegel regresanation agreement may be moditled only on the written consent of
fho parties, Intho svent that thia logal repredentation agreament st bemuadifled to seflecteny other
semtunlly apreed-upon lagal action, the Cilest il not wrmeesonably withhold consent to any sush

modificstion.

JUDICIAL WATCH. INC, THE CLIENT
, oy @ﬂ% |
Br Per P, Patdon
andczgwﬂcmml ' 3
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Because no ons | Thomas Fitoe

is ubove tha _5 Prevident

i

o 1 A 4 %

Re: Holding Hikary Clinton Accomntablel
1 want o sbars With you some very impartsnt news about one of the biggest political

scandsls in onr pation. -

- And ] also want to ask you io belp ses that justico is done, atd that Sepator Hillary
Clinton (D-New York) is held accountable for her comes! _

In January, the United States Departogsnt of Justioe “nnsealed” a federal gravd jury
indictment of David Rosen, the fmance director of Hillsry Clinton®s 2000 Senate campaign.
(A portion of the acmal first page of the indiotment is printed on your cavelope. “Senator
A is Hillary Clinton) .

Tn May, a federal jury in Los Angeles found Mr. Rosen “niot guilty” of charges that
ho inteationally covered Up the costs of a massive fundraising event for Hillaty’s campsign,
“Ths Hollywood Teibute to Willizm Jefferson Clinton” This verdict does nol mean M.
Rossn is “innocent™ merely mea { made g paliticat calculation, and

Sadly, jvstead of looking at who wes really responsible for the conspiracy to evade
the camprign laws ~ Bll and Hillary Climton — the Justice Depattment instead chosz to
indict the lowest-lsvel participant in the schicme, Mt Rostn. Having witnessed in a
significart postion of the trial, I am not entirely surprised that a jury of his peems falled to
convict him, dsspite the strong evideacs of wrongdoing that wes presexued diring the wial.
No one likes making samecno Hko Ms. Rosen a fall gy for his poweeful eanployems —
especially whon it was clear the government was going ont of s way NOT to implicats tha
Clintons! .

Heve's what I think you, and the rest of America, should take away from Mz, Rosen’s
indictzment and-irial.

(GWI. Plcsm)

e iy o
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Page two

2) This indictment, end the: facts it put on the public recond, never would have
happened withoat the unceasing cffoxts of Judiclal Watoh, Axmerion's gremier
WRILIIOE RILH 2t X RSUER2S RUG NTOSECTIRS ROYCTII UL s S0ME POLlilias
ooraupsion, on hehalf of our former clent, Peter Pani, and our nonstop effoits to
Force the Justice Department to investigate the erioes chafged in the Indictment.

The four cotmis of M. Rosea’s indictment all related to the Angust 2000
;}‘Hollywouds o Tribute” organized snd funded on bebalf of Hillary Chinton’s campaign for the -
. e,

Our former client, Peter Paul, contributed neasly $2 million to thds evest. M. Rosen,
Hillary Clinton and her Senate campaign not only failed to repart the fall extent of Mr.
PanY's contribution, but specifically and inteationally misstated it and reported 10 the
Fedeyal Blection Conmmisston (FHC) that My, Panl oaly coritributad $2,000 to Hillary's

Despitethnpoﬂﬂcaﬂyﬂhiﬁnweakmmtcascptwmwdbythngomnmmtaxﬁm
Mr. Rosen, the chickens are cleatly coming home 10 roost for the Chntonst
1) The FEC is pursuing its own investigation into the “Hollywood Tributa”

2) And Judicial Watch is demanding that the U.S, Senate Sclect Commities on
Ethics open an investigation inte Sen. Hillary Ciinton's own role in this
rosssive violation of federal campaign law.

Let mes assure you: the charges against Me. Rosen and the facts leid out st his trjal
sre gevions cvough to cast a deep cloud ovex the legitimacy of Hillary Clinton’s elzction to
&gﬁyﬁmmm.mdmmﬁmmmmisz‘bkfmwmby
that :

We are wlso commitied to getting the facts out that will go beyond the pedous
fundralzsing violations cited in the Rosen indictment, and expose the eatire Clintonite plan
1o ot oily violate federal campalgn Iaws, but also to “sell” the Presidency, aud presideatial
pardons, for foaeial gainl ‘ :

I am counting on you 10 help us force the Senate Select Ethics Committee to take
action! Twill zell you how in just a moment.

As 1 said earlier, the Rogen indictmeat never wonld have happened if Judiejsl Watch
fiad not relentlessly persisted in working with the Justice Department, aud providing them
with cdtical evidence regarding the criminal activities of Hillary Clinton spd ber campaign.
Tha Rosen indictment has Judicial Watch wriren ol over it/

Judicial Watch wag founded in 1994, just as the full extent of the criminality of the
Clinton White House was evidont. .

(uene page, please)
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Page three

Ovu-mapastemuym Jodicial Watch hag playad & critical role in exposing
seandaly such as “China-gate,” “E-maflgate,” and the tewdry history of the Clinion political
machine trashing Bill Clinton's many feruale victing. lemmgeyoumgomoutlntemet
m,m&m.mx.mlmmomabmnus

Although we sre proudly consstyative, Jodicial Watch is uot pagtisan. We have
i , exposed and prosecuted ethical violstions and cdmes by Jeading politicians of
bothtthepuhhcanandDemomﬁchw As our mission emphatically states, “no one i
above the law? Wearecomnimdtot}wmleoflamandtoopmmdwmn
government!

Iu&mwmmwenwotﬁngmmmglyonmsmmmybchmc -
“Hollywood Txibute” case sinoe 2001, Even though the politically well-comnected in
Washington wanted to “move on," and ignore Hillary Clintor's flagrant viclation of federat
ampaignlm,IudmAlWawhdlgm,audomﬂmedmﬁﬂnmsathefxcnmnabmnth:s
corupt scheme,

: Because of pational press attention given to the Rosen criminal tris), the heat bas
been turped up on the Clintons,

Axnd that means thapmssnmhns incroased on Judicial Watch!
'Ibday,lhmavaryspmalmqnesttomnkeofyou.

sign the mlomdﬂﬁzen?eﬁﬁunhSmnhtGmdenovkh Rs
om»mgmummmmmmmmdmmmm
committee open an Investigation into Hillary Chinton’s role in this attempt to violate
and ceade federal cxmpaign nws?

Bvus&noowebeganwoﬂdnzonthincase,wohaveﬁamdskepﬂminpohﬂcsmdin
the libezal medin,

derided our attempts to hold Bill end Hillary Clinton sccountable for their

They
cﬁmubecanaetbepoﬁﬁcalcnlmofwmdngm D.C.doesunfommatclybehzvﬂhat
gspeciall X Inl and injloex .mmmptﬁbmﬂlelawamdnﬂm

politiclans,
rhvrmofuslivebyevexyday

But ihagks to our hundreds of thousands of supporters around the country, we haye
persevered.

Andmrhmomdzcunmanduialof}lﬂlmy’smp campaign aide, a lot of the skeptics
ere suddenly not 30 skeptica aboutwbatwchavabwnuymgfxmmcam thz;tgiilgﬂ
L inton was aiected 1o e tocies [0} CLBINe IO 1O
mmmmmtwmmmammmmmmm evon the
libn‘almedmisnowfollomngﬁﬁsslbrywithm'

{over, ploase)
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Page fone

© Lat me strese that Judictal Watch does not endorse ox oppose candidates for poblie
offics. But wa believe all altizens, pacticulsnty politicians, shonid be held accountsble
vader the lew!

1 am asking you to sign the enclosed Citizen Petition because Judicial Watch needs
your personal help and itvolvement to put pressute on the Senate Sclect Bthics Comimitteo,
and go on a fill-scale media offensive against the Clintonst

Your support will not oply help force the Senete Select Ethics Committes to do its
duty, but will also help in the cott of public opinion. Yon and I bave n educate the
Amcrican peoplo about the crinvinal misdeeds of the Chintons, 'We need to remind our
dfealluwdﬁmstmithaminwnscandﬂs are not i3nes of the past, but are contiouing to this

y. . . .

And I have saother, equally important request 1o make of you today,

With your “Citlzen Patition,” will you also énclose a special tax-deductible
contribution for $25, $35 or even $50 to Judicial 'Wah:h?

You sae, Judicial Wetch has already spent well over $1 million in our investigation
and litigation over the “Hollywood Txibute.” Taking our case to the Senate Select Bthics
Committes and pursuing our media offensive will xun thet nomber even bigher! .

And our work on the “Hollywood Tribute” is not all we ate doing! Our Intemet site
glves yon a very good idea abont the scope of the work we are wadertaking to expose public
cotruption, and to make govermnment open and tansparent.

In sddition:

* This past winter wa were in comt in Miaoi on bebalf of our clicots who weze
violently and {legally attacked by government agents during ths Clintor-eta
raid to gnatch Blian Gonzaler back for Fidel Casto)

+ ‘This apring we appesred before the Vermont Supreme Couzt, defending a lowes
court victory in our lawsnit against Democratic Natiopal Chaioan, aod former
Vernont Governor, Howard Deen, who has attempted o hide 145 boxes of his
public gubematorizl papers from public ecrrtiny;

s And now we are prepating for a scheduled trisl in California on behalf of our
client, conservalive Afdcan-Asmertcan activist Rev, Josse Les Poteso. Rov,
Peterson it suing Jesse Jackson apd 2 numbey of Jacksen associates for thelr
vicions physical and verbal assanlt when onx cHent dared to publicly challenge
ong of Jackwon's Frandulent cosporams shakedown schemes.

That's .ImwMMMﬂMupymsignedaﬁdeiﬁmwhha
gensrous tax ible oo today. Your coptribation of $25 oc $35 will be

(next page, pleasc)
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Page five

pratefully received; but the cost and expenses of our many many investigations and lawsvita
meang that we also nsed to receive contributiops for $100, $250 and more.

You see, Judicial Watch is a non-profir organization. We do not shargg our clisnix
We rely entlrely on the voluntacy contributicns of Amexicans
who shmonremnmlmmt!othomhoﬂm. opan snd transparest government, spd to the
principle that “no one is above the law!”

Whatever Jevel of sappest you can give us will be an enonnous help &s we press
forward in holding politiclans, povernment officials, judgea aad buresuesats accouniable
under the law.

Ovex tha past four years, Judicial Watoh hus made incredible progress jn getting to
the facts behind Hillary Clinton's vioation of federal campaign law io pumsuit of her
political ambitions. We axe responsible for a erimdnal indictment of her chief fond-raiser..,
and riow we intend loholdSonawerBnton.mme Senate itxclf, accomntable fox her gofe in
this scandal!

1 deeply hops you will find Judicial Watch and our wotk worthy of your support.
And ] want o thank you, ig advance, for your signed Citizen Petition to Senator Voinovich
and your financlal sapport!

Sincesely,

L

P8, Wa are reaching out to concerped Amesicans like you at thig tirma because it la very
dimmmmoﬁvamswmwmmmmgaﬂwmmwommof

mmmmmnnmm Won’tyonhelpusﬁnaﬂyhom}mlnryalnmnmumblc
for her transgreselons? ‘We will carry this fight forwara right Into 2006 and Hillary's re-
election cavapaign, if necessary! Jt wonld be & great help to ug i yon conld retum yourr
signed Citizen Petition, sud your most genercus tax-dedictible contxibution, back to us by
the end of the month,
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UNIZED STATES & COURY
FOR THE CENTRAL DISTSL..s OF CALIFORNIA
UNITE STATES OF AMERTCA, } R 03-1215

Platntiff; ) INRDICTHRNE

v, ) [18 U.B.C. § 10011 Falge
DAVID P, ROIEY, ) ststmnt:sssla 8.5.C, $2
Defandant. i Causing an 2at to he Dona

ond aiding énd Abstting]

The Grmnd Jdury chargss:

{18 6.8.C. §§ 1001 and 2]
INIRODUCTORY ALLEGHYIOHS

At all times material to this indictmént:

1, paferdant DAVID ¥, ROSEN was Che Fatiomal Pipunce
Dizgctor for the 2000 United 3tatas Senatd ‘csnpaioh of a_
sandidate for the United StAtes Senafe [“Aanatol A*), and en
expurienced politioal fundralger who hid been assdciatséd with
gevern]l othar canpmigns for Zederal offica.

(XA
e
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| ]Ud]L]dl Watch

New Member’s Rep
to Thomas Fitton

FROM:

Tolelllpacl el iTarsabiHalses o8 Rasesslitanols
020098021 POS74RRN

Dear Tom:
Count me inl 1 agres with you oomlete!y No.ons it ahogs the faw! Thatsianﬂard is one to which all
Americans, inclding Hillary Cllnton, st be held,
[ 1 authorize you to deliver my signed Citizen Petition to Senator George Volnovich at the offices of the U.S. Senste
Sclect: Committee on Ethics.

03 And I want to help Mmmw I understand that my tax-dedyctible contribution will help ensure that
Hillary ammn, and hey disgraczd husband Rill, wiu beheld aawmtab!m ﬁm kwaudto mewmpwple

d My m—dednctible comrfbution. payahle o Judlcial me, is endosedin the amotmt of:
[ $25¢ (1$35 D $50 C1$100 16250 D1$500 01,000 C1Other$_
iIuJbiJuh/vbunw&a‘e ot leadd JIS will necelve Tudizial \Jateh's
16-page. werilitin, The Vudicial Wateh Verdict.”

My check Is made payable to Judictal Watch, See reverse 1o pay by credit cord.
TBclal Vet s 2 301 {3 oot orgendation. Your iR ¢ very mvuch aporeciaed and fully dedctible a6 2 chaifable contrbetion.

501 School Strect, SW » Washington, DC 20024
{Plaars 00 ot detacty; Jucictal Wetoh staft will perfaran prior 10 SeEVey)
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Beecause no one

is above the law!

Jaouary 14, 2004

Mr. Peter F. Paul

¢/o United States Department of Justice
Fedetal Bureau of Prisons

Meimgolitan Detention Ceater — Brooklyn
80 29™ Stwreet

Brooklym, NY 11232

Dear Peter:
1 hope you are helding up well under the trying conditions there in Brooklyn.

There Js no crisis on your defense teatn. As you can ses from the enclosed letter,
we believe that Jim Neville has behaved inappropristely and therefore we simply cennot
wark with him anymore. Robert Sticht is meking arrangements for a high-quality
defense firm in New York to replace him and will continus to try to set up = bail hearing
for you as soon es the jndge is available.

It is our position that Jim Nevills should not ba performing any work on your
behalf, as it may conflict with the work boing dons by your defense team led by Robext
Sticht. Qut commitment to your criminal defense has not waned, but it will not include
Jim Neville. Twill not expend any mors tinas or money on this Iasne and I suggest you
just foous on working with Robert.

Please be assored of the commitment of resouresy by Judicial Watch to both your
criminal and civil cases. Judicial Watch has abready provided you with, among other
legal services, em extradition defense and s bail application — next up is the bail hearing.
In the moantime, Sticht’s experts and Judicial Watch axs going through the thousands of
peges of material produced by the government. We are committed to the pre-trial
motions, pre~trial discovery and other legal requirements for-your defepse before trial: |
Of course, thete will then be the huge expense of the trial. If you are convicted, we are
preparcd to provide representation for you in post-rial proceedings, including sentencing
end appropriate appeals.

Paul will visit you when he feels it is necessary to consulf with you on the legal
and factual matters related to your civil matter. Robert will do the same with respect to
your criminal case — you will get your time with Robett when he thinks it is the right

501 School Streat, SW » Sulie 500 ¢« Washingon, DC 20024 » Tel; (202) 548-5172 » {B8g) IW-ETHIC
Fax: {209) 646-5199 » email iInfo@judiciakeatch.org « Web Site: warwJudiclalWach.org
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time, not when you think it is the right time. A visit with you is costly in terms of time,
money, and effort which otherwise may be more wisely spent on doing important legal

wotk for you. You siraply will have to trust your lawyers’ professional judgments as to
when visits with you are waxranted,

Judicial Watch has agreed to provide you with a criminal defense. If you do not
wish to make use of the criminal defense fot whmh we are paying, then you are free to
Hind and pay for other counsel.

Thank you.

Yayps traly,
v,ia—\ |
omas Fitton
President
oc: Robaert Sticht
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3 Watch

y Becuaitse no one
is above the lew!

V1A FACSIMILE (516) 8834954

January 14, 2004

Mx. James C. Newville

Aftomney at Law

14 Vandexventer Avenue, Suite 115
PO Box 1711

Port Washington, NY 11050

Dear Jim:

This letter is in responge to your various inappropriate etmails and voice messages
aver the past two days. You were hired by Judicial Watch to sexve as Jocal counsel in the
Peter Paul crimina) matter and were tasked with the discreet jobs to develop and argue &
bail application for Peter Panl and to devalop a discovery motion for him. It was made
clear to you that you were not the lead counsel and that Robert Sticht, wotking with
Judicial Watch, was lead criminal defense counsel. You agreed to be on our team under
these conditions.

Yet, you have consistently ignored instructions from Judicial Watch and Peter’s -
fead criminal defense attorney on various matters and have admitted 10 sending a letter to
the court without our authorization because you knew that Robert Stickt (and Judicial
Watch) would not have approved it.

And then you send a categoriocally false email implying Judicial Watch and Robert
Sticht are causing you to fail to comply with the Code of Professional Responsibility,
- evidently because you did not receive authorization to file a habeas corpus petition that
had been duly considered by the defense team and rejected as counterproductive at best.

Jim, I do not know where your head is at. You seem to have chosen to respond to
gur concerns about your bill with outrageous and false accusations. You are harming
Peter's defense by distracting bis team with emotional outbursts and false accusations of
impropriety.

Tobe cleaf, you will not be paid for any additional work you choose to
unilaterally perform on Peter’s behalf.  If you do continue to represent Pster op the cage,
we believs it would be contrary to his legal interests. He already has an experienced and
highly competent defense team in place and actions you perform may be at odds with the

501 Schoot Street, SW » Sulte 500 = Washington, DC 20024 = ‘Tel: (208) 646-517¢ + (888) IW.ETHIC
Tam {202) 536-5199 » email: info@judiclalwatch.org ~ Web Site: wwwr JudicialWatch.org
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defense team’s strategy. As you will no longer be privy to the defense team’s strategy
and information about its contacts with the court and prosecutors, any legal actions you
decide fo upilaterally undertake for Peter could have severely detriméntal consequerices
for him. Please return al} files, pleadings, and correspondence from Peter’s case to
Judicial Watch's offices immediately.

Thank you for propept attention to these matters.
i relﬁ ,
\g i
mas Fitton
President

e Peter Paul
Robert Sticht



Case 1:07-cv-00279-RCL  Document 1-5  Filed 02/06/2007 Page 1 of 4

EXHIBIT D



Case 1:07-cv-00279-RCL  Document 1-5  Filed 02/06/2007 Page 2 of 4

.. B2/95/2ea5 w@3:80 2824485665 EJF PAGE B7/19

’ .Yahoo! Mail - orfanedes@yahon.com Page 1 of 3

. mm& MAIL Print - Close Window

From:  "Jom fitton™ <tfitton@judicialwatch.org>
T Tes patarfpaul@iuno,com

Subjact: Response to your emalis of 2/28

Dats: Wed, 2 Mar 2005 17:38:19 -030D

Dataxn:

This 18 in response to your e-mail of 02/28/08. Yon appayently #ent ues ®wo,
deparate but suwbstantially similar w-meils =it different timee on 2/28, at
approximately 3:30 p.m. and £:10 p.m. I will addr=ss your sezond e-mail, bscanse
it appears to encompass the entire, ecarlier a-mail. .

Bsfors addressing the substance of tha sa-mail, howsver, Y noticed that you ce-ed
Chria

Balland and Joe Couway oo the gecond e-mall, As you know, the draft Secona,
Modified Legal Representation Agreement and Genmral Releass I actnailed t& you on
or about 2/22 was

sent as part of our continuing efforts te reaclve the issues bhetwesn you and
Judiedal Wateh (°JW~]. It certalpnly was not our expectation that you would ba
sharing our pettlement offezr with thixd partiss. Cbviouwsly, we have no prohlem
with your consulting with an attornay with regard to the draft agresment, and to
the axtent you are seaking Joe Conway's legal advice on the draft agreemsnt, that
is your premragative. However, Chris ig not an attorpey, and, cther than counsel,
we axpect you will keep all our nettlement discussions confidential and not
disclome rhem in whola or in part teo anyone other than your attormays.
Maintaining the confidentiality of any agreement wa pight resch ig one of ths
texmas of our draft agreement.

For the record, we disagree generally with your characterization of our
relationship and the events that have transpired over the four years the
relationghip has existed, iucluding our recent, 2-day mesting in Washiangton, DC
and our efforts te remolvs past lasuee and move forward. For the sake of bravity,
I will sdadress only ecms of what I beliave are the most inaccurate
characterizations scontained in

your e-mail,

You aaspext in the first paragraph that our propomed ssttlement "did nokt ¢onform
to your reguest that JW pay the 75,000 you requested to Joa Conway. Whlle we
bave offored to pay the full $7%5,000 you asked for, wa puxpossfully structured the
yayment to be made to you, rather than Jos Conway to make cleaxr that you can meke
whatavar uda of the gettlement money your deem appropriates, we felt this was
necesgaxy begause of the isgues that have arisen in the past -- expressed by ths
proszcutor and Judge Wexler -- about our paying for your lagal defenae. while we
do not belimve, nor to oux knowledge have you evor asgertad, that oux paying faor
your criminal defense impacted the independence of the criminal defendge team, we
felt the beat way to avoid any such iseue in the future is to pay the settlement
menéy to you diregctly.

You state in the second paragraph that you previously advizsd us you must make a
$15,000 payment to Joe Couway thip weck in order to continua Joe's representation
of you at & 3/8 plea hearing. 7Thig wask i3 the firsr that we have heerd of a
timstabls for any such

payment or its comneckion to a plea hearing on 3/8. We will endaavor to
accomtodate youy timetabls, if poasible, but not at the axpsnse of compromising
JW's Interests,

hiin-/hi F307.mail.vahoo.comy/ym/Showlatter?box=Inbox&Msgld=6634_6792704_59444 ... 3/7/2005
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. With respact to the fourth pavagraph, we have been offering for meveral months Lo
ship all materials associated with your qriminal defense to Jos Conway. In faar,
in my lsgt conversation with Joe Conway several weeks ago, I offerad to zend him
all these materials
again, and ke asked me to hold off on doing so untll I heard from him. He
indicatsd that he Aid not have space available for the volume of materlals at
issue,

You algo state in the fourth paragraph that ysu were "umable to locate any of the
work product that is eritical for [your] iwminent allooution . . . ™ This is
categorically falae, as I persanally went through thess materials with you whean
you were harzs at J¥‘s office in Washington recently. 2As you will recall, the
materials prepared by the forenglc

tean Were indexsd, tabbed, and placed in a thi¢k binder. Wa hed a copy of this
binder made for you to take with you when you left. FPFrankly, we don’t kunow
whether you took thia copy with you ox not, but it certainly was readily available
to you, as weye all the other doguments apd materials ragarding your case.

In fact, Paul went chrouwgh pumerons boxes of documente and materisls with you so
that you would understand what these documents and matarials sonsisted of and how
they ware arranged. Tha documents and materlals were carsfully and neatly
organized in one of ocur £ifth f£lcor conference aream. All of the documents
preduced to us by the government wers indexed and organlzed by bates stamp
nunber, We gave you unfettered access to all dogumente and materlals regarding
your camse £or as long as you dempired. We provided you an office and

a computer to review varicus CD's and digkattes, and Paul &nd other JW staff ware
readily available to you at all times ko provide whatever apsistance you neaded
and to angwor any questions you had, Your asgertion that *all of the reguasta
{you] made regarding [cur] preparatiesr for I[your] £irst ever viesit. . . was {siag)
igoored® ip completely falwa. In this vegard, your asgertion ip the Bixth
paragraph that we "casual [ly] disregard[ed]the regquests you mada about makiung
documents and materisls available to you likewiss ie ¢ompletely f£alse.

You alge assert in rhe fouxth paragraph that videotapss "were not raadily
locatable.® Multiple

sets of the videotapes we heve regarding your casa were neatly organized and
elaarly labeled in a large banker's hox, and yeu wars given ready accesa to thege
tapes. Youx statement that this relatively few nunbar of tapes {of which we havs
wultiple copiles} have not

been igventoried is irrelevant, as, again, &ll of these tapes are neatly organized
and clearly labeled in a mingle hox.

While I see no need to revisit here our re=pective posltions on your texmination
of Ropert Sticht and the entire oriminal defense team we had baen providing you,
and were willing to coatinuc to provids te you, youwr assexticn that J¥W is *holding
hoatage” monies for your criminal defanse is false as well. We have a disputs.

We are attempting £0 remolve that Aisputs ir a timely manner. We made you a good
faith gettlement offer that reprasented tha entire amount you asked for. All we
agked in return was for a clarifisation and redefinition of our relationship going
forward, an sxplicit statemant that we have no further obligation to you with
regpect to your criminal defense, and & general release for ths vague and
undefined threats of litigation you have made against JW and ite Formexr

employees. ¥We bellsve that, for a varisty of reasons, a general release i
necegsary because we cannot continue to represent you if you are threatening to
embroil us in litigation. We are not holding hostage any monies due you, nor axe
we trying to take advantage of your difficult ecjrcumstanses or "goarce* you in agy
way.

If you truly have an immediate need, I suggest it would be a more efficient use of

hitn://us.F302.mail. vahoo.com/ym/ShowLetterTbox=Inbox&Msgld=6634_6752704_59444 .. 3/7/2005
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whatever time is availabla if you would xafrain f£xrom making false accusations
- dgainst wg, to which we must reapond. Such false accusations only maks us further
_ question whether we can or should continue in cur relationship with you.

Wa loock forward to raceiving a revised draflt of the settlement agresment we sent
you, showing all changes that you desire to ba made.

Tom Pitten and Paul Orfanedes
Tudicial HWatch

httn-iha.F02.mail.vahoo.com/ym/ShowLetterTbox=Inbox&Msgld—6634_6752704_59444 ... 3/7/20035
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SECOND. MODIFIED LEGAL REPRESENTATION
AGREEMENT AND GENERAL RELEASE

This Second, Modified Legal Representation Agreement and General Release
(“Agreement and Release™) is made this _ day of February 2005, by and between Judicial
Watch, Inc. (“Judicial Watch) and Peter F. Paul (“Paul”). Judicial Waich and Paunl are
collectively referred to herein as the “parties.”

RECITALS

WHEREAS, Judicial Watch and Paul entered into a Legal Representation Agreement on
or about March 20, 2001 and subsequently modified that agreement on or about April 23, 2001;

WHEREAS, pursuant to the terms of the Legal Representation Agreement, as modified
on or about April 23, 2001, Judicial Watch agreed to provide legal representation to Paul in
connection with certain alleged violations of securities laws and other alleged criminal violations
and related matters, as such representation was in the public interest because the alleged
violations and related matters also involved allegations of illegal conduct by certain high level
officials and operatives of the federal government;

WHEREAS, pursuant to the terms of the Legal Representation Agreement, as modified
on or about April 23, 2001, Judicial Watch also agreed to provide legal representation to Paul in
connection with certain civil and bankruptcy law matters, as such representation was in the
public interest because these matters also involved allegations of illegal conduct by certain high
level officials and operatives of the federal government;

WHEREAS, pursuant to the terms of the Legal Representation Agreement, as modified
on or about April 23, 2001, Judicial Watch has provided legal representation to Paul in

connection with the above-referenced, alleged violations of securities laws and other alleged
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criminal violations and related matters, including but not limited to the matters captioned U.S. v.
Peter F. Paul, et al., Case No. 01-CR-636 (LDW) (ED.N.Y.), U.S. v. Peter F. Paul, et al., Case
No.CR01-1081-ABM (C.D. Calif)), In the Matter of the Search of 18440 Burbank Boulevard,
Unit 2206, Tarzana, CA 91536, Case No. CV04-5154-AHM (C.D. Calif), Securities and
Exchange Commission v. Peter F. Pau, et al., Case No. CV04-6613-SVW (C.D. Calif)), and
related appeals;

WHEREAS, pursuant to the terms of the Legal Representation Agreement, as modified
on or about April 23, 2001, Judicial Watch also has provided legal representation to Paul in
conpection with the above-referenced civil and bankruptcy law matters, including but not limited
to the matters captioned Peter #. Paul v. Clintan, et al., Case No. BC 304174 (Los Angeles Co.
Sup. Ct), Peter F. Paul v. Aaron Tonken, Adversary Case No. AD 04-01982 (Bankr. C.D.
Calif.), Peter F. Paul v. Clinton, et al., Case No. BC 252654 (Los Angeles Co. Sup. Ct),
Franklin F. Urteaga v. Peter F. Paul, Case No. BS 070802 (Los Angeles Co. Sup. Ct.), Judicial
Watch, et al. v. Federa! Election Commission, Case No. 01-CV-2527 (RJL) (D. District of
Columbia), and related appeals.

WHEREAS, Paul desires to retain legal representation, other than Judicial Watch, in
connection with the above-referenced, alleged violations of securities laws and other alleged
criminal violations and related matters, and has retained such other counsel;

WHEREAS, Paul also desires to have Judicial Watch continue to provide legal
representation to him in connection with the on-going civil and bankruptcy law matters
captioned Peter F. Paul v. Clinton, et al., Case No. BC 304174 (Los Angeles Co. Sup. Ct.) and
Peter F. Paul v. Aaron Tonken, Adversary Case No. AD 04-01982 (Bankr, C.D. Calif.), and

related appeals;



Case 1:07-cv-00279-RCL  Document 1-6  Filed 02/06/2007 Page 4 of 12

WHEREAS, the parties desire to further define the terms, conditions, and scope of their
ongoing relationship;

WHEREAS, the parties also desire to settle and compromise, as more fully set forth
herein, any and all claims, causes of action, and liability, known or unknown, from the beginning
of time until the execution of this Agreement and Release, without such settlement constituting
any admission of liability, wrongdoing or violation of any federal, state or local law or regulation
by any party; and

WHEREAS, the parties acknowledge that they have received from each other adequate
and sufficient consideration for the warranties, promises, releases, undertakings, and other terms
contained in this Agreement and Release in favor of or to the benefit of the other party;

COVENANTS

NQOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing and the warranties, promises,
releases, undertakings, and terms hereinafier contained, as well as other good and valuable
consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, the parties hereto
agree as follows:

L. The above recitals are expressly incorporated herein and made a part of this
Agreement and Release.

2. In consideration for the release, promises, warranties, undertakings, and other
terms contained herein, Judicial Watch agrees to pay Paul, and Paul agrees ta accept, subject to
all the terms and conditions contained herein, the total sum of Seventy-Five Thousand U.S.
Dollars ($75,000.00), to be paid by Judicial Watch to Paul in a single, lump sum payment, by

check, within fourteen (14) days of Paul’s execution of this Agreement and Release.
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3. Paul acknowledges and understands that, upon payment by Judicial Watch of the
amount set forth in paragraph 2, above, Judicial Watch shall have satisfied, fully, completely,
and forever, any and all obligations to provide Paul with a criminal defense or other legal
representation in connection with any and all alleged violations of securities laws and other
alleged criminal violations and related matters, including but not limited to the matters captioned
U.S. v. Peter F. Paul, et al., Case No, 01-CR-636 (LDW) (ED.N.Y.), U.S. v. Peter F. Paul, et
al., Case No.CRO1-1081-AHM (C.D. Calif.), In the Matter of the Search of 18440 Burbank
Boulevard, Unit 2206, Tarzana, CA 91536, Case No. CV04-5154-AHM (CD. Calif)),
Securities and Exchange Commission v. Peter F. Paul, et al., Case No. CV04-6613-SVW (C.D.
Calif)), and related appeals, and shall have no further obligation to provide Paul with a criminal
defense or other legal representation in connection with any such matters.

4, Paul acknowledges and understands that Judicial Watch has no responsibility,
obligation, or liability whatsoever with regard to the federal and state income or other tax
consequences to Paul, if any, regarding the sum paid to him under this Agreement and Release or
sums paid previously on Paul’s behalf, and Paul further acknowledges that he has received no
legal or other advice from Judicial Watch or its agents with regard to such tax consequences, if
any.

5. Judicial Watch shall continue to provide legal representation to Paul in connection
with the civil and bankrupicy law matters captioned Peter F. Paul v. Clinton, et ai., Case No. BC
304174 (Los Angeles Co. Sup. C1.) and Peter F. Paul v. Aaron Tonken, Adversary Case No. AD
04-01982 {Bankr, C.D. Calif)), and related appeals. Judicial Watch shall not be obligated to
undertake any further or additional legal representation of Paul in any matter unless the parties

expressly agree, in writing, to such additional representation. Paul understands and
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acknowledges that nothing contained in this Agreement and Release shall obligate Judicial
Watch to retain outside legal counsel to represent Paul in connection with the above-referenced
civil and bankruptcy law matters.

6. Paul shail have no obligation to pay any amount to Judicial Watch for its
attorney’s fees, litigation costs, or other expenses incurred in providing legal representation to
Paul; provided, however, that, in the event Paul receives an award of attorney’s fees and/or
litigation costs in any matter in which he is represented by Judicial Watch, Judicial Watch shall
be entitled to the full amount of any such award as reimbursement for the attorney’s fees and
litigation costs expended or incurred by Judicial Watch in providing legal representation to Paul.
In the event that Paul receives an award of damages ot other monetary compensation, recovery,
or settlement, other than an award of attomey’s fees and/ar litigation costs, Judicial Watch shall
be entitled to reimbursement, out of any such award, compensation, recovery, or settlement, of
all expenses, not including attorney and paralegal time, incurred by Judicial Watch in providing
legal representation to Paul.

7. Judicial Watch shall make reasonable efforts to advise and consult with Paul, in
advance, about any public appearance, any public statement, or any contact with any member or
representative of the media concerning any matter in which Judicial Watch provides legal
representation to Paul; provided, however, that Judicial Watch shall not be obligated to advise
and consult with Paul about any statement made by Judicial Watch in its monthly newsletter,
entitled The Verdict, in direct mail solicitations, or in any other fundraising materials. Paul
acknowledges and understands, however, that Judicial Watch may not always have the
opportunity to consult with Paul in advance of any such public appearance, public statement or

contact. Paul shall not engage in any public appearance, make any public statement, or have any
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contact with any member or representative of the media concerning any matter in which Judicial
Watch provides legal representation to Paul, without first advising and consulting with Judicial
Watch, in advance, about any such appearance, statement, or contact. In the event that Paul
engages in any public appearance, makes any public statement, or has any contact with any
member or representative of the media about any matter in which Judicial Watch provides legal
representation to Paul, without first advising and consulfing with Tudicial Watch, Judicial Watch,
in the exercise of its sole discretion, shall be entitled to cease any and all further legal
representation of Paul and shall further be catitled to withdraw immediately from any and alt
pending matters in which Judicial Watch represents Paul.

8. Paul acknowledges and understands that Judicial Watch finances its operations
and activities, including its legal representation of Paul and other clients, through direct mail
solicitations and other fundraising efforts. Paul warrants and represents that he will not
undertake any action that may harm or undermine Judicial Watch’s direct mail solicitations and
other fundraising efforts. In the event that Judicial Watch determines, in the exercise of its sole
discretion, that Paul has undertaken any action that may harm or undermine Judicial Watch’s
direct mail solicitations and other fundraising efforts, Judicial Watch shall be entitled to cease
any and all further legal representation of Paul and shall further be entitled to withdraw
immediately from any and all pending matters in which Judicial Watch represents Paul.

9. Paul hereby warrants, promises and covenants that he and his agents,
representatives, and attorneys will keep the terms of this Agreement and Release strictly
confidential and firther warrants, promises, and agrees that he and his agents, representatives,
and attorneys will not communicate the existence of or the terms of this Agreement and Release

orally or in writing to any third party unless required to do so by law or by a court of competent



Case 1:07-cv-00279-RCL  Document 1-6  Filed 02/06/2007 Page 8 of 12

jurisdiction, or unless legal action is instituted to enforce the terms of the Agreement and
Release. In the event that Judicial Watch determines, in the exercise of its sole discretion, that
Paul or his agents, representatives, and attorneys fail to keep the terms of this Agreement and
Release strictly confidential or communicate the existence of or the terms of this Agreement and
Release orally or in writing to any third party, unless required to do so by law or by a court of
competent jurisdiction, or to enforce the terms of this Agreement and Release, Judicial Watch
shall be entitled to cease any and all further legal representation of Paul and shall further be
entitled to withdraw immediately from any and all pending matters in which Judicial Watch
represents Paul.

10.  Paul, for himself, his heirs, administrators, executors and assigns, hereby fully
releases, acquits and forever discharges Judicial Watch and its past and present officers,
directors, attorneys, agents, employees, successors, subsidiaries, and assigns from all claims,
causes of action, and liability, known or unknown, from the beginning of time until the execution
of this Agreement and Release, relating to or in any way connected with Judicial Watch’s legal
representation of Paul or the legal representation of Paul by any of Judicial Waich’s and past and
present officers, directors, attorneys, agents, employees, Successors, subsidiaries and assigns,
including but not limited to any claim arising under any federal, state, or local law, common law,
statute, rule, regulation, ordinance, or provision, or any claim in equity or for monetary or
equitable relief, indemnity, impairment of economic opportunity, reimbursement, or attorney’s
fees.

11.  Paul warrants and represents that he has neither made, suffered to be made, nor
will make any assignment or transfer of any claims, actions, causes of actions, demarids, debis,

liens, contracts, agreements, promises, representations, torts, damages, costs, attorney’s fees,
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monies due on accounts, obligations, judgments or liabilities released by the Agreement and
Release. Paul warrants and represents that he is the sole and absolute legal and equitable owner
of all claims released under the aforementioned Release.

12.  Paul warrants and represents that he has relied on his own judgment and that of
legal counsel independent of Judicial Watch regarding the proper, complete and agreed on
consideration for the terms and provisions of this Agreement and Release. Paul warrants and
represents thal no statements or representations made by Judicial Watch or any of its officers,
directors, attorneys, agents, employees, agents, representatives or legal counsel have influenced
or induced him to execute this Agreement and Release.

13.  Paul acknowledges that he has read this Agreement and Release and knows and
understands the full contents and effects of it, and fully and consciously contract with Judjcial
Watch to release it from any and all lability and responsibility arising out the matters Speciﬁed
herein. Paul’s signature on the last page of this document indicates that Paul is entering into this
Agreement and Release freely, knowingly, and voluntarily, with a full understanding of its terms.

14.  Each of the parties hereto represents and warrants to the other that they are fully
competent to enter into this Agreement and Release, have full capacity and authority to enter into
this Agreement and Release, and are not afflicted by or suffering from any mental, physical,
emotional, psychological, physiological, or other disability, impairment, duress, or stress that
impairs their ability to enter into this Agreement and Release.

15.  Any controversy cr claim arising out of or relating to the Agreement and Release,
or the breach thereof, or any controversy or claim arising out of or relating to any priot
agreement of the parties, or the breach thereof, shall be settled by arbitration administered by the

American Arbitration Association in accordance with its Commercial Arbitration Rules, and
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judgment on the award rendered by the arbitrator may be entered in any court having jurisdiction
thereof. The place of arbitration shall be Washington, DC. The arbitrator shall award to the
prevailing party, if any, as determined by the arbitrator, all of the prevailing party’s costs and
fees. “Costs and fees” mean all reasonable pre-award expenses of the arbitration, including the
arbitrator’s fees, administrative fees, travel expenses, out of pocket expenses such as copying and
telephone, court costs, witness fees, and attorney’s fees. Except as may be required by law,
neither party nor the arbitrator may disclose the existence, content, or results of any arbitration
hereunder without the prior written consent of both parties.

16.  All benefits and burdens of this Agreement and Release shall be binding upon and
inure to the benefit of Judicial Waich and Paul and their respective heirs, personal
representatives, successors and assigns.

17.  The Agreement and Release may not be modified, changed, or altered, except by
a writing signed jointly by Judicial Watch and Paul.

18.  This Agreement and Release, and any prior agreements between the parties, shall
be governed by and interpreted in accordance with the laws of the District of Columbia, without
regard to its conflict of laws provisions.

19.  For all purposes herein, the use of the conjunctive “and” shall include the
disjunctive “or” and vice-versa; the singular shall include the plural and vice-versa; the
masculine gender shall include the feminine and neuter genders and vice-versa; the verb tenses
shall include the past, present and future; and “any” shall include “ail” and vice-versa.

20.  The invalidity or enforceability of any provision hereof shall in no way affect the

validity or enforceability of any other provision.
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21.  This Agreement and Release may be executed in counterparts, all of which
counterparts together with this Agreement and Release shall constitute one original agreement.
Telecopied or faxed signatures shall be effective and bind the party signing in that matter.

22.  The Agreement and Release sets forth the entire agreement between the parties
and fully supersedes any and all prior covenants, agreements, promises, representations,
warranties, or understandings between the parties pertaining to the subject matter hereof.

IN WITNESS WHERECF, the undersigned have caused this Agreement and Release to
be duly executed as the date first written above.

i
/
i

I/
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JUDICIAL WATCH, INC.
By:
Thomas J. Fitton
President
SUBSCRIBED and SWORN to
before me this day
of , 2005.
NOTARY PUBLIC
Peter F. Panl
SUBSCRIBED and SWORN to
before me this day
of ., 2005,

NOTARY PUBLIC
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Copyright 2005 The New York Times Company
The New York Times

March 15, 2005 Tuesday
Late Edition - Final

SECTION: Section B; Column 4; Metropolitan Desk; Pg. 3
LENGTH: 1005 words

HEADLINE: Baitling the Clintons, and Each Other
BYLINE: By IAN URBINA

DATELINE: WASHINGTON, March 14

BODY:

After organizing a fund-raiser for Hillary Rodbam Clinton in 2000, Peter Paul turned on the Clintons with a venge-
ance, claiming that they bilked him out of nearly $2 million in campaign donations.

Ris pursuit of former President Clinton and the senator from New York was championed by Judicial Watch, a con-
servative legal group that has sued the Clintons tepeatedly aver the years.

But now Judicial Watch and Mr. Paul are battling each other. Mr. Paul says that the organization used his case
solely to draw donations while doing litile to solve his legal troubles. Last week, Judicial Watch filed court papers in
California seeking to sever ties with Mr, Paul, who has, in turn, threatened to sue the group for nearly $1 miltion.

"It's a pretty complicated situation," said Skip Pita, who is representing Mr. Paul in his negotiations with Judicial
Watch. " At this point, they have offered my client a sum of money in exchange for his releasing Judicial Watch and
their lawyers of any potential claims against them, but my client does not believe that the terms are fair.”

Mr. Paul says Judicial Watch let his civil suit against the Clintons linger in court while using it to raise more than
$15 million since 2001 from people who dislike the Clintons. Mr. Paul also says that by botching his defense in a crimi-
nal case concerning stock frand that he pleaded guilty to last week, the crganization caused his unnecessary detention in
a Brazilian jail for two years while he awaited extradition to the United States, which occurred in September 2003. The
group is now backing out of its agreement to pay the lepal fees relating to Mr. Paul's criminal case, Mr. Paul says.

Thomas J. Fitton, president of Judicial Watch, says that his organization has tirelessly pursued the civil suit against
the Clintons, having spent more than four years on it. In the criminal case against Mr. Paul, Mr. Fitton said, Judicial
Watch never agreed fo pay legal fees after Mr. Paul hired a separate lawyer last October, and the organization offered
him a lawyer but he refused it.

"The fact that the Clintons are still stuck in the civil lawsuit speaks velumes to our success in the case,” Mr. Fitton
said. "We stood by Peter when no one else would, so frankly, we are a bit surprised by where this is coming from.”

Whatever its source, the recent bad blood between Judicial Watch and Mr. Paul cannot help but work in the Clin-
tons' favor.

Late Monday, Judicial Watch and Mr. Paul had still not come to an agreement over who would file the papers due
on Tuesday in a California appellate court responding to Mrs. Clinton's motion to dismiss the civil suit against her.
Questions about the 2000 fimd-raiser have created a political embarrassment for Mrs. Clinton, whe is preparing to run
for a second Senate term and possibly pursue a presidential bid,
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“I've got a great case against the Clintons, but Judicial Watch is going to tie me up in pointless litigation," said Mr,
Paul, who added that he planned to sue Judicial Watch for $900,000 so that he could use half of the money to pay his
criminal Jawyer and the rest to pursue the civil snit against the Clintons. Without naming names, Mr. Paul said that he
was assembling a "dream team” of Republican lawyers to replace Judicial Watch in that civil suit.

"It's too bad I have to start all over again because the point here is to bring the Clintons to justice,” Mr. Paul said,

It all started in March 2001, when Mr. Paul says Judicial Watch agreed to handle his criminal and civil legal mat-
fers.

At the time, Mr. Paul was in Brazil, where he bad gone in December 2000 to attend to a second business that he
owned, socn after the collapse of Stan Lee Media, an Internet company that he bad co-founded. Mr. Paul was facing
criminal charges of stock fraud relating to the company. He also had a civil suit against the Clintons, in which he says
that he gave close to $2 million in services and donations to Mrs. Clinton's Senate campaign based on promises that Mr.
Clinton would join Mr. Paul's Internet company when the president left office. These promises were never fulfitled, he
says.

Mr. Paul said that by failing to dedicate sufficient resources to his civil suit, Judicial Watch left the case to idle in
California courts. And in taking an overly combative approach to negotiations with the Department of Justice regarding
Mr. Paul's return for trial in the United States from Brazil, Judicial Watch Iengthened his prison stay, Mr. Paul said.

“Had Peter's prior counsel been more willing to plea with the government, as we were willing to do, it would not
have taken two years to get him out of the Brazilian prison," said Joseph R. Conway, the lawyer whom Mr. Paul hired in
October 2004 to take over the criminal case.

Mr, Paul said that in the meantime, Judicial Watch had him write a Christrmas note to be included with their fund-
raising letters stating that the organization needed money to support Mr. Paul's family while they pursued his case
against the Clintons. "In fact, they didn't give my family a cent, but I was stuck in prison -- o how was I going to raise a
stink about it?" he said. )

Mr. Fitton rejected Mr. Paul's account, "Peter hasn't the slightest idea about our how we fund-raise or what money
we have made," he said. "We actually have lost money on his case.”

M. Paul, who is under house arrest awaiting sentencing in the stock fraud case, may also be an important witness
in a criminal trial against Mrs. Clinton's campaign finance director, David Rosen, who was indicted in January on
charges of failing to repott in-kind contributions and producing a false invoice in connection with an Aug, 12, 2000,
fund-raiser for Mrs. Clinton. Mr. Rosen, who has pleaded not guilty, goes on trial on May 3 in Los Angeles.

*T don't see our relationship with Mr. Paul being resurrected,” Mr. Fitton said. "But we're still going to pursue the
Clintons, you can be sure of that.”

URL: http://werw nytimes.com

LOAD-DATE: March 15, 2005
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Sterlmg E. Norris, E%SBN 040993)
JUDICIAL WATCH

2540 Huntington Dtive, Suite 201

San Marins, CA 91180

Tel,: (626) 287-4540

Fax.: (626)237-2003

Attorneys for Plaintiff

SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF CALYFORNLA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
PETER F. PAUL, Case No. BC 304174
Plaintift,
EX PARTE APPLICATION TO
v. WITHDRAW AS PLAINTIFF’S

ATTORNEY; MEMORANDUM OF
WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON, ) POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN
HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON, SUPPORT THEREOF; DECLARATION

HILLARY RODHAM CLINTONFOR U.S. } OF PAUL J. ORFANEDES
SENATE COMMITTEE, INC., NEW YORK

SENATE 2000, DAVID ROSEN, GARY Hearing Date: April 13, 2005
SMITH, JAMES LEVIN, and AARON Time: 8:30 am.
TONKEN, Location: Dept. 47 (Hon. A. N. Munoz)

Defendants.
Original Complaint Filed: ~ October 14, 2003
First Amended Cplt. Filed:  February 27 2004

Discovery Cut-Offf  None
Trial Date: None

Filed Concurrently with [Proposed] Order
Granting Ex Parie Application to Withdraw as
Plaintiff’s Attorney .

BT 304174

Ex Parte Application to Withdtaw a5 PIaintif"s Aftoroey; Memorandaro of
Points and Authorities In Support Thereof; Declaration of Paui J. Orfanedes
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TQ ALL PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:
Please take notice that on April 13, 2005, at 8:30 a.m,, or as soon thereafter as they may
be heard, Sterling E. Norris, Panl J. Orfanedes, Michas! J, Hurley, and Judicial Watch, inc. will

—

and hereby do apply ex parte to this Cowt for an order permitting them to withdraw as counsel of
record for Plaintiff Peter F. Paul. The Court is located at the Stanley Mosk Courthouse, 111 N.
Hill Street, Los Angeles, California 90012,

The grounds for the issuance of this order are that Mr. Paul has engaged in a ¢ourse of
conduct and made demands of Judicial Watch, Ine. that make it unreasonably difficult, 1f not

(Y- RN - SR - SV Ut N

impossible, for Judicial Watch, Inc. and its attorneys to continue to represent hkim. Mr. Pau] also

—
<

has made it clear that he would terminate Judicial Watch, Inc.’s representation of hirn if Judicial

—
—

Watch, Inc. did not accede to his demands, and Tudicial Watch, Inc. has declined to accede to Mr.

bt
[ (&4

Paul's demands.

—
W

As set forth in the accompanying Declaration of Paul 1. Orfanedes, on or about April 5,

—
»

2005, Mr. Paul and all counsel of record were given notice of this ex parie application and the

—t
W

hearing date, One or more attorneys from JTudicial Watch, Inc. will be appearing at the hearing.

—
o

Judicial Watch, Inc. attempted to ascertain whether Mr. Paul would consent to or oppose this ex

—
-~

parte application and whether an attomey would be appearing at the hearing on his behalf.

o0

Judicial Watch, Inc. has not been able to oblain & definitive answer Som Mr, Paul on either of

e
\'<)

these points, Counsel for Defendants William Jeffezson Clinton, Hillary Rodham Clinton, snd

2
o

Hillary Rodhan Clinton for U.S, Senate Comimittee, Ino. will be appearing at the heating. but has

[
=3

indicated that her clients do not oppose the application. Counsel for Defendant Gary Smuith will

»n
L

not be appearing at the hearing and hag indicated that his ¢lient takes no position on the

b
W

application.

(V]
-

This ex parte application is based on (1) this Notice; (2) the Memorandum of Poinis and

[Ev]
(¥}

Authorities in Support Thereof; (3} the Declaration of Paul J. Orfanedes; and (4) all other papers

[
O

and records filed in this action.

2 N
o~

BC 304174 Ex Parte Application 1o Withdraw as Plaigriffs Attorney; Memorandum of -
Points and Authoritiss In Support Thereof; Declaration of Paul J. Ocfanodes ' 1
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1| Dated: April 11,2005 JUDICIAL WATCH, INC.
’ #/‘ 6/14_”
3 By:
4 “ (Cahf n 040993)
2540k untmgmn Drive, Suite 201
5 San Marino, CA 91108
Tel.:(626) 287-4540
6 Fax: (626) 237-2003
7 PAUL j. ORFANEDES
{Admittsd Pro Hac Vice)
3 MICHAEL J. HURLEY
{Admitted Pro Hae Vice)
9 501 School Sireet, S.W, Suite 500
Washington, DC 20024
10 Tel: §202) 646-5172
I Fax: (202) 646-5199
Arorneys for Plaintiff -
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
BC 304174 Ex Parie Application to Withdraw as Plaintifl’s Attorney; Memarandum of
Points and Auwthorities In Support Thereof; Declaration of Poul ¥, Orfanedes 2
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

v,

Messrs. Norris, Orfanedes, and Hurley, and Judicial Watch, Inc,, currently serve as
counsel for Mr, Paul. Mr. Normis is a member of the California Bar. Messrs. Orfanedes and
Hurley were admitted pro hac vice. All fhres attorneys zre employees of Judicial Watch, Inc.

M. Paul has engaged in 2 course of conduct and made demands of udicial Watch, Inc.
that make it unreasonably difficult, if not impossible, for Judicial Watch, Inc. and its attorneys to
continue to represent hirn. Mr. Paul also has made it clear that he would terminate J udicial

Watch, Inc.’s representation of him if Judicial Watch, Inc. did not accede to his demands, and

WO N Gy v s W N

Judicial Watch, Inc. has declined to accede to Mr, Paul’s demands. Accordingly, Messts. Norris,
Orfanedes, and Hurley, and Judicial Watch, Inc., tequest that they be atlowed to withdraw from

—
o

further representation of Mr. Paul in this matter pursnant to CCP § 284(a) and Rule 376 of the

-
ot

California Rules of Court.

s
w N

No prejudice will result from the granting of this application, ¢ither to Mr. Paul or any

=

other party, because no tial date has been scheduled and all discovery has been stayed pending

—
Ww

the outcome of an appeal by Defendants Hillary Rodham Clinton and Hillary Rodham Clinton

-t
=g}

For U.S. Senate Committee, Ine. from the Court’s ruling on their motion to strike pursuant to

CCP § 425.16. Messrs. Notris, Orfanedes, and Hurley, and Judicial Watch, Inc., have filed a

—
W ~3

mation to withdraw in the appellate court and that motion has been granted. The only event

—
o

currently scheduled before this Court is an 8:30 a.m. status conference on April 22, 2003

N
(]

regarding the pending appeal, Because the appeal remains pending, there is little, if anything, to

8]
—

report at the April 22, 2005 status conference, Mr, Paul can retain alternate counsel before the

N
38

date of the status conference, or, in the altemative, the status conference can be continued.

N
L

On or about April 5, 2005, Mr. Paul and all counsel of record were given notice of this ex

N
E-S

parte application and the hearing date. One or more attorneys from Judicial Watch, Inc. will be

[
193

appearing at the hearing. Judicial Watch, Inc. attempted 1o ascertain whether Mr. Paul would

[
=]

consent to or oppase this ex parte application and whether an attomey would be appearing at the

W
~

hearing on his behalf Judicial Watch, Inc. has not been able to obtain a definitive answer ffom

)
co

Mr. Paul on ejther of these points. Counsel for Defendants William Jefferson Clinton, Hillary

BC 304174 Ex Parte Applieation 1o Withdraw as Plaintiff's Attorney; Memorandum of
Points and Authoritics In Suppart Thereof; Declaration of Paul J. Orfunedes 3
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1 || Rodham Clinton and Hillary Rodham Clinton for U.S. Ssnate Committes, Inc. will be appeanng’
2 || at the hearing, but has indicated that her clients do not appose the application. Counsel for
3 || Defendant Gary Smith will not be appearing at the hearing and has indicated that his client takes
4 { no position on the application. A copy of this application and supporting papers are being served
5 | by Federal Express on Mr. Pawl at his last known address. Additional copies of this application
6 || and supporting papers are being served on al] counsel of record via facsimile.

7 WHEREFORE, Messrs. Noris, Orfanedes, and Hurley, and Judicial ‘Watch, Inc., request
8 || that they be allowed to withdraw from further representation of Mr. Paul in this matter.
9 il Dated: April 11, 2005 JUDICIAL WATCH, INC.
10 ' '
11 By 7. _
STERLING E. NO
12 (Calif, Bar Niwr'040993)
2540 HeRtington Drive, Suite 201
13 '%3111 M%rino, %A 91108
el (626) 287-4540
14 Fa:&-./((ézs) 237-2003
15 PAUL J. ORFANEDES
(Admitted Pro Hac Vice)
16 MICHAEL I. HURLEY
{Admitted Pro Hac Vice)
17 501 Sehool Street, S.W,, Suite 500
‘Washington, DC 20024
18 Tel: (202) 646-5172
19 Fax: (202) 646-5199
Attorneys for Plainsiff
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
BC 304174 Ex Parte Application 1 Withdraw as Plaintiff’s Attoraey; Memorandum of
Points and Authorities In-Support Thereof; Declaration of Paul ], Orfanedes 4
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DECLARATION OF PAUL J. QRFANEDES

1. 1 am the Director of Litigation for Judicial Watch, Inc., current counsel for
Plaintiff Peter F. Paul in the above-ceptioned matter. also am counsel of record for Mr. Paul,
along with my colleagues Sterling E. Norris end Michasl J. Hurley. Mr. Noris is a member of
the Catiforpia Bar. Mt, Hurly and I were admitted pro hac vice. All thyee of us are employees of
Judicial Wateh, Inc. 1have first hand knowledge of the facts stated herein, and could and would
testify competeutly thereto if called as a witness in this case.

2. Mr. Panl has engaged in a coursa of condust and made demands of Judicjal

W e Y N B b W N e

Watch, Inc. that make it unreasonably difficult, if not impossible, for Judiclal ‘Watch, Inc. and its

(g
[=4

attormeys to continue to represent him. Mr. Paul also hasmade it clear that he would terminate
Judicial Watch, Inc.'s representation of bim if Tudicia] Watch, Inc. did not accede to his
demands, and Judicial Watch, Inc. has declined to accede to Mr. Paul’s demands.

S
[

3. No prejudice will Tesult from the granting of this spplication, cither to Mr. Paul o

ey
4

any other party, because no trizl date has besn scheduled and all discovery has been stayed

—
A4

pending the outcome of an appeal by Defendants Hillary Rodham Clinton and Jiillary Rodham

—
(=N

Clinton For U.S. Senate Committes, Inc. from the Count's ruling on their motion to strike
pursuant to CCP § 425.16. Messrs. Noxis, Orfancdes, and Hurley, and Judicial Wateh, Ine.,

- et
@~

have Hled a motioft to Wwithdraw in the appellate court and that motion has been granted. The

P
o

only event currently scheduled befors this Coutt is an 8:30 am. status ponference on Apnil 22,

1]
(=)

2005 regarding the pending appeal. Because the appeal veains pending, there is little, if

et

anything, to report at the April 22, 2005 status conference. Mr. Paul can retain altemato counsel

N4
[N ]

before the date of the status confiorence, of, in the altemative, the status conference can be

N
“

confinued.

)
N

4, On or about April 5, 2005, Mr. Panl aud all counsel of record were given notice of

B

this ex parte application and the hearing date. Qne or more attorneys from Tudicial Watch, Inc.

B

will be appearing at the hearing. Judicial Watch, Inc. anempted to ascertain whether Mr. Paul

| o3
e

BC 304174 Ex Parte Application to Withdraw as Plaintfl's Attornsy; Memerandum of
Points and Authorilfes [a Support Thereof; Declaration of Pand J. Orfanedes 5

I
(-]
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would consent to or ¢ppose this ex parte application and whether an attornoy would be ppearing
at the hearing on his behalf. Tudicial Watch, Inc. has notbeen sble to obtain a definitive answer
from Mr. Paul on either of these points, Jan B, Nomman, counse! for Defendants Willian
Jefferson Clinton, Hillery Rodham Clinton, and U,S. Senate Committee, lic. does not oppose
this application to withdraw, but will be appearing at the hearing, Leonard 5. Matchinger,
counse] for Defemdant Gary Smith, dees not take a position or this application to withdraw, but
will not be appearing at the hearing. Judicial Watch, Inc, received no sommunication from any
other counse), and, therefore, does not know whether any othey party consetits to or opposes this

W o ~r o a e a R e

ex parte application to withdraw, or whether counsel for any other party will be appearing at the

—~
&

hearing. Copies of this Notice, the Memorandum of Points and Authoritics in support fhereof,
and this Declaration are being served by Federal Bxpross on My, Paul at his last known mailing

P e
N -

address and are being served by facsimile op il counsel or record.

—
>

1 declare under penalty of perjury of the l2ws of the Stafs of California that the foregoing
is true and correct. Exccuted this {B th day of April, 2005 in Washington, D.C.

[ IS I T - N = I e de
[

BC 304174 Ee Parte Application 1o Withdraw a¢ Pluintiff's Aromey; Memotandomm of
Poinrs and Authorities In Support Thereofs Declatation of Paul J. Orfanades 6

b
(=]
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1 P F B ‘
2 [ am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. am over the 2ge of 18
and niot a party to the within action. My business address s 2540 Yuntington Drive, Suite 201,
3 || San Marino, California 91109. ‘
4 On April 11, 2005, I served the foregoing document described as £X PARTE .
APPLICATION TO WITHDRAW AS PLAINTIFF'S ATTORNEY; MEMORANDUM
s | OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT THEREOF; DECLARATION
OF PAUL J. ORFANEDES on the interested farnes in this action by placing a frue copy
6 || thereof enciosed in a sealed envelope addressed as followa:
7 See Artached Seyvice List
3 () BY MAIL: By placing a true copy of thereof in sealed envelopes and causing
them to be deposited in the mail at San Marine, California. The envelopes were
9 mailed with posiage thereon fully grcfpaid. 1am aware that on motion of the party
served, service is presumed invalid i Foml cancellation date or postage meter
10 date is more than one day afier date of deposit for mailing affidavit.
11 {) BY EAND: By placing a true copy thereof in sealed envelopes and causing such
envelopes to be hand-delivered to the offices of the parties listed on the attached
12 Service List,
13 (X) PBY FAX: By transmitting 2 true copy thercof via facsimile to the offices of the
partics listed on the attached Service List. I caused the copy to be transmitted
14 from the facsimile pumber of (626) 237-2003. The frarismussion was reported as
complete and without error.
15
(X) BY OVERNIGHT MAIL (VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS): By placing a true copy
16 thereof in sealed envelopes and causing them to be dzposited in the Federal
Express depository maintained at 2540 Huntington Drive, San Marino, California
17 $1108. The envelopes were sent with Federal Express fees thexefor paid fily,
with written instructions for “next day” delivery.
18
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is tree and correct of my own
19 || personal knowledge and that 1 executed this document on Aptil 11, 2003, arino,
o California.
2 el /"
21 Constaice S. Ruffley 7 J _
22
23
24
23
26
27
28
BC 304174 Ex Partz Appllcation to Withdraw 1 Plaintiff's Attotticy; Memotandum of
Points and Authoritios In Support Thereofl Declanation of Paul J. Orfancdes 7
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SERVICE LIST
Peter F, Paul v. William Jefferson Clintan, etal.
Case No. BC 304174

Peter F. Paul Marc E. Elias

1601 River Ridge Drive PERKINS COIE LLP

Asheville, NC 28803 607 Fourteenth Street, N.W.,
Washingon, DC 20005-2001

H. K. Skip Pita Fax: (202) 434-1690

PITA & DEL PRADO

9350 S. Dixie Highway, Suite 1200 David E. Kendal)

Miara, FL 33156 Suzanne H. Woods

Fax: (3053) 670-6666 Christiag A, Weideman
WILLIAMS & CONNOLLY LLP

Brad D. Brian 725 12th Strest N.W.

Michasl R. Doyen Washington, DC 20005

Eric J. Lorenzint Fax: (202) 434-5029

MUNGER, TOLLES & OLSON LLP -
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355 South Grand Avenus, 35th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1560
Fax: (213) 687-3702

Joseph Sandler .

SANDLER, REIFF & YOUNG PC
50 B Strect S.E., Suite 300
Washington, DC 20003

Fax: 202) 479-1115

Panl Mark Sandler

SHAPIRQ SHER GUINOT & SANDLER
36 South Charles Street

Baltimore, MD 21201

Fax: {410) 539-7611

Steven Gonzalexr

PERKINS COIE LLP ,

1620 26th Street, Sixth Floor - South Tower
Santa Monica, CA 20404

Fax: (310) 788.3399

Carolyn Utrecht

RYAN, PHILLIPS, UTRECHT &
MACKINNON

1133 Connecticut Avenue, N.W,, Suite 300
‘Washington, DC 20035

Fax: (202) 293-3411

Jan B. Norman -

1000 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Fax: (213} 629-9022

Leonard 8. Machiinger

KENQFF & MACHTINGER, LLP
1901 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 1050
Las Angples, CA 90067

Fax: (310) 277-0653

BC 304174

Ex Parie Application to Withdraw as Plaintiff*s Attarney; Memorandum of

Points and Authoritias In Suppoere Thereof; Declaration of Paul 1. Orfanedss

Page 10 of 15
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Sterling E. Norris, Bsq. (SBN 040593)
JUDICIAL WATCH, INC.

2540 Huntington Drive, Suite 201

San Matino, CA 91180

Tel.: (626)287-4540

Fax.. (626)237-2003

Attorneys for Plaintiff

SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STAYK OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
PETER F. PAUL, Case No. BC 304174
Plaintiff,
[PROPOSED] ORDER GRANTING EX
V. . PARTE APPLICATION TO WITHDRAW
AS PLAINTIFF’S ATTORNEY
WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON,
HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON, [Assigned to Hon. Aurelio N. Munoz]
BILLARY RODHAM CLINTON FOR U.S.
SENATE COMMITTEE, INC., NEW YORK
SENATE 2000, DAVID ROSEN, GARY
SMITH, JAMES LEVIN, and AARON
TONKEN,
Defendants.
BC 304174 {Proposcd] Order Granting Ex Parte Application 10 Withdraw 43

Plaintiffs Aftomey
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1 IT 1S HEREBY ORDERED upon consideration of the Ex Parte Application to
21| Withdraw as Plaintiff’s Attorney of Sterling E. Norris, Paul J. Orfanedes, Michae] J. Hurley,
3 || and Judicial Watch, Inc. and the entire record herein that
4| 1) the Ex Parte Application to Withdraw as Plaintiff’s Attorney is granted and
5| 2) Sterling E. Notris, Paul J. Orfanedes, Michael J. Hurley, and Judicial Watch, Itic. ars relieved
6 of any and all further dutiss and responsibilities on behalf of Plaintiff Peter F. Paul.
7
g
9
DATED:
10 The Honorable Aurelio N. Muncz
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
2i
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
BC 204174 [Froposed] Osder Granting Ex Parte Application to Withdraw as
Plaintiff’s Attorney )
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B4/11/2885 11:25 6262372883 JUDICIAL WATCH INC
1§ Dated: Apnil 11,2005 JUDICIAL WATCH, INC.
2 =7
4 (Calif. B#r No: 040953)
2540 Huntington Drive, Suite 201
5 San ¥Marino, CA 91108
Tel.: {626) 2874540
6 ng (626) 2372003
7 PAUL J. ORFANEDES
(Admitted Pro Hac Vics)
8 MICHAEL J. HURLEY
{(Admitied Pro Hac Vice)
9 501 School Sireet, S.W., Suite 500
Washington, DC 20024
10 Tel.: 5202) 646-5172
" Fax: (202) 646-5199
2 Anerneys for Plaintiff
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
BC 304174 [Propoaed] Order Granting Ex Parse Application to Withdraw as
Plaintiff's Attomey 2
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PR F SER

—

I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. Iam over the age of 18
and pot a party to the within action. My business address is 2540 Huntington Drive, Suite 201,
San Marino, California 91109,

On April 11, 2005, [ served the foregoing document described as EX PARTE
APPLICATION TO WITHDRAW AS PLAINTIFFS ATTORNEY; MEMORANDUM
OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT THEREOF; DECLARATION
OF PAUL J, ORFANEDES on the interested parties in this action by placing a true copy
thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope addressed as follows:

See Attached Service List

{) BY MAIL: By placing 2 trus copy of ther2of in scaled envelopes and causing
them to be deposited in the mail at San Marino, Califomia. The envelopes were
mailed with postage thereon fulﬁl prepaid. Iam aware that on motion of the party
served, servics is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage meter
date is more than une day after date of deposit for mailing affidavit.

M
o O oo ~1 & » w 3%

11 () BY HAND: Ry placing a true copy thersof in sealed envelopes and causing such
envelopes to be ll:an -delivered to the offices of the parties listed on the attached
12 Service List.
13 (X) BY FAX: By transmitting 2 true copy thereofvia facsimils to the offices ofthe
parties listed on the attached Service List. I caused the copy to be transrnitted
14 from tha facsimile number of (626) 237-2003. The transmission was reportad as
s complete and without error.
(X) BY OVERNIGHT MAIL (VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS): By placing a true copy
16 thereaf in sealed envelopes and causing them to be deposited in the Federal
Express depository maintained at 2540 Huntin%ton Drive, San Marino, California
17 91108, The envelopes weye sent with Federal Express fees therefor paid fully,
8 with written instructions for “'next day” delivery.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct of my own

19§ persomal knowlédge and that I executed this document on April 11, 2005,.at.5an Marino,
California. -

20

21

22

24
23
26
27
28

BC 304174 {Proposed) Order Granring Ex Parte Application to Withdraw as
Plaintiff's Attomey 3
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JUDICIAL WATCH INC

SERVICE LIST

Peter F, Paul v, William Jefferson Clirtton, et al.
Case No, BC 304174

Peter F. Paul
1601 River Ridge Drive
Asheville, NC 28803

H. X. Skip Pita

PITA & DEL PRADO

9350 8. Dixie Highway, Suite 1200
Miami, FL 33156

Fax: (305) 670-6666

Brad D. Brian

Michael R. Doyen

Eric J. Lorenzini

MUNGER, TOLLES & OLSON LLP
355 South Grand Avenue, 35th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1560

Fax: (213) 687-3702

Joseph Sandler

S LER, REIFF & YOUNG PC
50 E Street S.E., Suite 300
‘Washington, DC 20003

Fax: (202) 479-1115

Pau) Mark Sandler

SHAPIRO SHER GUINOT & SANDLER
36 South Charles Street

Baltimore, MD 21201

Fax: (410) 539-7611

Steven Gonzalez

PERKINS COIE LLP

1620 26th Street, Sixth Floor - South Tower
Santa Monica, CA 90404

Fax; (310) 788-33%9

Mar: E. Elias

PERKINS COIELLP

607 Fourteenth Street, N.'W.
Washington, DC 20005-2001
Fax: (202) 434-1650

David E. Kendali

Svzanne H. Woods

Christian A. Weideman
WILLIAMS & CONNOLLY LLP
725 12th Street N.W.
Washington, DC 20005

Fax: (202) 434-5029

Carolyn Utrecht

RYAN, PHILLIPS, UTRECHT &
MACKINNON ,

1133 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Suitc 360
Washm%tor:., DC 20035

Fax: (202) 293-3411

Jan B. Norman

1060 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA, 90017

Fax: (213} 629-9022

Leonard S. Machtinger

KENOFF & MACHTINGER, L1LP
1901 Avenne of the Stars, Suite 1050
Los Angeles, CA 90067

Fax: (310) 277-0653

BC304174

[Proposed] Order Gramting £x Parte Application to Withdaw as

Plaintiff's Attomey

Page 15 of 15
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CIVIL COVER SHEET
‘(,g-e:‘.‘uos DC)
1 (a) PLAINTIFFS DEFENDANTS

EPeter F. Paul

(EXCEPT IN U.S. PLAINTIFF CASES)

(b) COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF FIRST LISTED PLAINTIFF

Judicial Watch, Inc.; Thomas J.Fitton; Paul :

‘Orfanedes

LAND INVOLVED

COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF FIRST LISTED DEFENDANT
(IN U.S. PLAINTIFF CASES ONLY) e
NOTE: IN LAND CONDEMNATION CASES, USE THE LOCATION OF THE TRACT OF

11635 Market Street, 7th Floor
iPhiladelphia, PA 19103
215.241.8872

(c) ATTORNEYS (FIRM NAME, ADDRESS, AND TELEPHONE NUMBER)

fDanieI J. Dugan; Spector Gadon & Rosen, PC.

T
'
L et ot m e e e ke e = e = o = W e = e == === =

ATTORNEYS (IF KNOWN)

II. BASIS OF JURISDICTION
(PLACE AN x IN ONE BOX ONLY)

O 1 U.S. Government
Plaintiff

O 2 U.8. Government @ 4 Diversity

Defendant

@ 3 Federal Question
(U.S. Government Not a Party)

(Indicate Citizenship of
Parties in item [11)

I CITIZENSHIP OF PRINCIPAL PARTIES (PLACE AN x IN ONE BOX
FOR PLAINTIFF AND ONE BOX FOR DEFENDANT) FOR DIVERSITY CASES ONLY!

PTF  DFT PTF DFT
Citizen of this State O 1 O 1 Incorporated or Principal Place 4 4
of Business in This State
Citizen of Another State @ 2 2 Incorporated and Principal Place @ 5 O 5
of Business in Another State
Citizen or Subject of a 3 3
Foreign Country Foreign Nation O 6 O 6

IV. CASE ASSIGNMENT AND NATURE OF SUIT

(Place a X in one category, A-N, that best represents your cause of action and one in a corresponding Nature of Suit)

A. Antitrust

[T 410 Antitrust [ 310 Airplane

© B. Personal Injury/
Malpractice

i s ial Security:

[ 315 Airplane Product Liability Socia .

[ 320 Assault, Libel & Slander [l_t:]] gg; ';lIA é([{395f0923

[[7] 330 Federal Employers Liability ack Lung (923)

] 340 Marine (] 863 DIWC/DIWW (405(g)
] 864 SSID Title XVI

[ 345 Marine Product Liability

O C. Administrative Agency
Review

[ 151 Medicare Act

[] 865 RSI (405(g)

] 350 Motor Vehicle

[C_] 355 Motor Vehicle Product Liability

Other Statutes

© D. Temporary Restraining
Order/Preliminary
Injunction

Any nature of suit from any category may

be selected for this category of case
assignment.

*(If Antitrust, then A governs)*

[ 360 Other Personal Injury
[ 362 Medical Malpractice

1 365 Product Liability

[1 368 Asbestos Product Liability

[] 891 Agricultural Acts

892 Economic Stabilization Act
893 Environmental Matters
894 Energy Allocation Act

TREN

890 Other Statutory Actions (If
Administrative Agency is Involved)

O E. General Civil (Other)

OR

© F. Pro Se General Civil

Real Property
%210 Land Condemnation

220 Foreclosure
[T1230 Rent, Lease & Ejectment
7240 Torts to Land
["]245 Tort Product Liability
[T1290 Al Other Real Property

Personal Property
[]370 Other Fraud
[]371 Truth in Lending
[ ]380 Other Personal Property Damage
[1385 Property Damage Product Liability

Bankruptc
CTan Appeal 28 USC 158

[] 423 Withdrawal 28 USC 157

Prisoner Petitions
[1535 Death Penalty
[1540 Mandamus & Other
[1550 Civil Rights
[]555 Prison Condition

Property Rights
1820 Copyrights
{1830 Patent
[1840 Trademark

Federal Tax Suits
[] 870 Taxes (US plaintiff or
defendant
(3871 IRS-Third Party 26
USC 7609

Forfeiture/Penalty
] 610 Agriculture

["1 620 Other Food &Drug

7] 625 Drug Related Seizure
of Property 21 USC 881

[1630 Liquor Laws

[[1640 RR & Truck

[[] 650 Airline Regs

{1660 Occupational
Safety/Health

1690 Other

Other Statutes

[[] 400 State Reapportionment

[] 430 Banks & Banking

[]450 Commerce/ICC
Rates/etc.

460 Deportation

[] 470 Racketeer Influenced &
Corrupt Organizations
Consumer Credit
Cable/Satellite TV
[C]1810 Selective Service
1850 Securities/Commodities/

Exchange

1875 Customer Challenge 12 USC
3410

1900 Appeal of fee determination
under equal access to Justice

[[1950 Constitutionality of State
Statutes

1890 Other Statutory Actions (if
not administrative agency

review or Privacy Act
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O G. Habeas Corpus/
2255

= 530 Habeas Corpus-General
[ 510 Motion/Vacate Sentence

O H. Employment
Discrimination

[ 442 Civil Rights-Employment
(criteria: race, gender/sex,
national origin,
discrimination, disability
age, religion, retaliation)

*(If pro se, select this deck)*

O

[ 895 Freedom of Information Act
l:] 890 Other Statutory Actions

*(If pro se, sclect this deck)*

1. FOIA/PRIVACY
ACT

(if Privacy Act)

J. Student Loan

[ 152 Recovery of Defaulted
Student Loans
(excluding veterans)

O K. Labor/ERISA
(non-employment)

=1 710 Fair Labor Standards Act
[ 720 Labor/Mgmt. Relations
{1 730 Labor/Mgmt. Reporting &
Disclosure Act
1 740 Labor Railway Act
790 Other Labor Litigation
791 Empl. Ret. Inc. Security Act

O L. Other Civil Rights
(non-employment)

] 441 Voting (if not Voting Rights
Act)

1 443 Housing/Accommodations

444 Welfare

[ 440 Other Civil Rights

1 445 American w/Disabilities-
Employment

[1 446 Americans w/Disabilities-
Other

M. Contract

110 Insurance

120 Marine

130 Miller Act

140 Negotiable Instrument

150 Recovery of Overpayment &
Enforcement of Judgment

153 Recovery of Overpayment of
Veteran’s Benefits

160 Stockholder’s Suits

190 Other Contracts

195 Contract Product Liability
196 Franchise

O0x0 O 00000

O N. Three-Judge Court

[ 441 Civil Rights-Voting
(if Voting Rights Act)

V. ORIGIN
@ 1 Original @ 2 Removed
Proceeding from State
Court

O 3 Remanded from
Appellate Court

€© 4 Reinstated
or Reopened

S Transferred from
another district

{specify)

6 Multi district
Litigation

O 7 Appeal to
District Judge
from Mag. Judge

VII. REQUESTED IN
COMPLAINT

CHECK IF THIS IS A CLASS
ACTION UNDER F.R.C.P. 23

JURY DEMAND:

: Check YES only if demanded in complaint
vES [ X NO

VIII. RELATED CASE(S)
IF ANY

(See instruction)

ves [ |

vo [

If yes, please complete related case form.

paTe February 5, 2006 SIGNATURE OF ATTORNEY OF RECORD W

("4

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING CIVIL COVER SHEET JS-44
Authority for Civil Cover Sheet

The JS-44 civil cover sheet and the information contained herein neither replaces nor supplements the filings and service of pleadings or other papers as required by
law, except as provided by local rules of court. This form, approved by the Tudicial Conference of the United States in September 1974, is required for the use of the Clerk of
Court for the purpose of initiating the civil docket sheet. Consequently a civil cover sheet is submitted to the Clerk of Court for each civil complaint filed. Listed below are tips
for completing the civil cover sheet. These tips coincide with the Roman Numerals on the Cover Sheet.

L COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF FIRST LISTED PLAINTIFF/DEFENDANT (b) County of residence: Use 11001 to indicate plaintiff is resident of
Washington, D.C.; 88888 if plaintiff is resident of the United States but not of Washington, D.C., and 99999 if plaintiff is outside the United States.

CITIZENSHIP OF PRINCIPAL PARTIES: This section is completed only if diversity of citizenship was selected as the Basis of Jurisdiction under Section

CASE ASSIGNMENT AND NATURE OF SUIT: The assignment of a judge to your case will depend on the category you select that best represents the

primary cause of action found in your complaint. You may select only one category. You must also select one corresponding nature of suit found under

1L
18
v,
the category of case.
VI
VIIL

Office.

CAUSE OF ACTION: Cite the US Civil Statute under which you are filing and write a brief statement of the primary cause.

RELATED CASES, IF ANY: If you indicated that there is a related case, you must complete a related case form, which may be obtained from the Clerk’s

Because of the need for accurate and complete information, you should ensure the accuracy of the information provided prior to signing the form.



