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Attorneys for WILLIAM MORRIS AGENCY

and WILLIAM MORRIS ENDEAVOR
ENTERTAINMENT, LLC

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT

WILLIAM MORRIS AGENCY and WILLIAM | CaseNo. B85 140145
MORRIS ENDEAVOR ENTERTAINMENT, | -
LLC, Assigned to
Department: P
<)
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CONFIRM DETERMINATION OF
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TOMMY LEE JONES, an individual, COMMISSIONER; DECLARATION OF
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| DATED: October 31,2012

TO THE COURT, ALL PARTIES, AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on , at 8:30 a.m., or as soon thereafter as the
matter may be heard in Department __of the above-entitled Court, located at 111 N. Hill St., Los
Angeles, California 90012, William Morris Agency and William Morris Endeavor Entertainment,
LLC (collectively, “WME"), will and hereby do petition this Court to confirm the Determination of
Controversy (With Amended Order) (the “Labor Commissioner Award”) issued by Julie A. Su, the
California State Labor Commissioner, and David L. Gurley, attorney for the California State Labor
Commissioner, in the underlying Labor Commission proceeding between WME, on the one hand,
and Tommy Lee Jones and Javelina Film Company (collectively, “Jones™), on the other hand,
entitled Tommy Lee Jones, et al. v. William Morris Agency and William Morris Endeavor
Entertainment, LLC, Case No. TAC 16396.

The petition is made pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure section 12835, ef seq.,
and California Labor Code section 1700, ef seq., and is based on this Notice, the accompanying
Memorandum of Points and Authorities, the supporting Declaration of Kerry Garvis Wright and all
exhibits thereto, the complete files and records of this action, all matters of which the Court may

take judicial notice, and such further matters as may be presented at the time of the hearing on this

petition.

o

| Attorneys for Petitioners William Morris Agency
and William Morris Endeavor Entertainment, LLC
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PETITION TO CONFIRM DETERMINATION OF CONTROVERSY BY CALIFORNIA

LABOR COMMISSIONER

I William Morris Agency and William Morris Endeavor Entertainment, LLC
(collectively, “WME”) bring this petition to confirm the award issued by the California State Labor
Commissioner against Tommy Lee Jones and Javelina Film Company (collectively, “Jones”)
ordering Jones to pay WME commissions for compensation Jones received for the film No Country
For Old Men (the “Film™). The Labor Commissioner determined that Jones must pay WME all
commissions owed and due on any and all compensation Jones received for the Film, including 10%
of $15,000,000 which Jones received from Paramount Pictures Corporation (“Paramount”) (the
Film’s producer) for the Film following an arbitration Jones initiated against Paramount.'

| JURISDICTION AND VENUE

2. Subject matter jurisdiction is proper in the Superior Court of California for the
County of Los Angeles pursuant to Article VI, Section 10 of the California Constitution..

3. Venue is proper in the Superior Court of California for the County of Los Angeles,
because the California Labor Commission hearing on this matter was heard in Los Angeles County.
See Cal. Civ. Proc. § 1292.2; see also, Buchwald v. Katz, 8 Cal.3d 493, 499 (1972) (labor
commission awards confirmed in same manner as awards of private arbitrators).

PARTIES
4, William Morris Endeavor Entertainment, LLC, formerly known as William Morris

Agency, is a limited liability company organized under the laws of Delaware.

5. Upon information and belief, Tommy Lee Jones is an individual residing in Texas.
“ 6. Upon information and belief, Javelina Film Company is a Texas corporation.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY
7. On or about January 19, 2010, Jones filed with the Labor Commission of the State of

California a Petition to Determine Controversy (the “Original Labor Commission Petition”) against

! As a result of the Jones-Paramount arbitration, Paramount was ordered to pay Jones approximately
$15,000,000 representing compensation for worldwide box office receipts for the Film pursuant to
the contract negotiated between Jones and Paramount.
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Wl\;[E, puréuant to sections 1700, et seq., of the California Labor Code, commonly known as the
Talent Agencies Act (“TAA”). The Original Labor Commission Petition asserted claims for breach
of fiduciary duty and declaratory relicf. Jones sought disgorgement of any and all commissions paid
to WME by Jones for compensation in connection with Mr. Jones’ role in the Film, as well as,
among other relief, a determination that WME was not entitled to recover commissions on any
monies received by Jones for the Film,

8. On or about February 25, 2010, WME filed an Answer to the Original Labor
Commission Petition, and asserted Counterclaims for breach of contract and quantum meruit,
seeking commissions on monies recei?ed by Jones in connection with the Film, to which WME was
entitled inasmuch as WME served as Jones® talent agency that procured Mr. Jonesr’ role in the Film,
and also participated in negotiations on Jones’ behalf,

9, On or about February 4, 2011, Jones filed an Amended Petition to Determine
Coritroveréy (the “Amended Labor Commission Petition”). A true and correct copy of the Amended
Labor Commission Petition is attached as Exhibit A to the Declaration of Kerry Garvis Wright
(“Wright Decl.”). On or about February 10, 2011, WME filed its Answer to the Amended Petition
and also filed Amended Counterclaims, adding a claim for declaratory relief (the “Amended |
Counterclaims™). A true and éonect copy of WME’s Answer and Amended Counterclaims is
attached as Exhibit B to the Wright Decl. -

10. -~ The hearing on the Amended Labor Commission Petition and the Amended
Counterclaims was presided over by David L. Gurley, attorney for the Labor Commission, and took
place between February 15 and 16, 201 1, at the offices of Glaser Weil Fink Jacobs Howard Avchen
& Shapiro LLP, 10250 Consteliation Boulevard, 19th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90067, and
between August 25 and 26, 2011, at the offices of Lavely & Singer, P.C., 2049 Century Park East,
Suite 2400, Los Angeles, California 90067-2906.

¢

11.  After considering the evidence presented by the parties and, their respective written
closing briefs, on October 1, 2012, Mr. Gurley issued a Determination of Controversy, signed by the
California State Labor Commissioner, Julie A. Su, awarding WME “10% commission for earnings

connected with the film No Country For Old Men including commission on the award issued in the

1
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Paramount arbitration” plus interest calculated at 10% per annum (the “Original Award”). A true
and correct copy of the Original Award is attached as Exhibit C to the Wright Decl. On or about
October 10, 2012, Mr. Gurley issued an amended order clarifying the calculation of interest in the
Original Award (the “Amended Award”). A true and correct copy of the Amended Award is
attached as Exhibit D to the Wright Decl.

12, On or about October 10, 2012, Jones filed a Notice of Appeal and Request for Trial
De Novo Pursuant to Labor Code Section 1700.44(a) (the “Original Notice of Appeal”) with the Los
Angeles Superior Court. A true and correct copy of the Original Notice of Appeal is attached as
Exhibit E to the Wright Decl.

13.  On or about October 19, 2012, Jones filed a First Amended Notice of Appeal and
Request for Trial De Novo Pursuant to Labor Code Section 1700.44(a) (the “First Amended Notice

of Appeal™). A true and correct copy of the First Amended Notice of Appeal is attached as Exhibit
F to the Wright Decl.

i4. A prevailing party in a Labor Commission proceeding may enforce an award where
the "opposi'hg party has appealed the award but has failed to post the requisite bond. Buchwald v.
Katz, 8 Cal.3d 493, 499 (1972). “[T]he proper procedure for enforcing such an award is to first
apply to the superior court for judicial confirmation of the award in the same manner as awards of
private arbitrators under Code of Civit Procedure sections 1285-1288.8.” Id. [internal citations
omitted].

15. To date, Jones has not posted a bond pursuant to Labor Code section 1700.44. See
Wright Decl., 11 8-9. Absent a satisfactory bond, an award issued by the Labor Commissioner is_
not stayed and may be confirmed by the Superior Court. See Cal. Lab. Code § 1700.44(a); see also,
Buchwald, supra, 8 Cal.3d at 499. Here, therefore, the Amended Award issued 'by the Labor
Comimissioner is enforceable and may be confirmed by the Court because Jones has failed to post
any bond.
11
117

I
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Court may deem proper.

DATED: October 31, 2012

WHEREFORE, WME prays for an order confirming the Labor Commissioner’s Amended

Award, for entry of judgment in conformity therewith, and for costs and such other relief as the

ALy
AGE CY and ILLIAM MORRIS
ENDEAVOR ENTERTAINMENT LLC
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT OF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS
DIVISION OF LABOR STANDARDS ENFORCEMENT
David-L. Gurley, Esq. (SBN 194298)

300 Oceangate, Suite 850

Long Beach, California 90802

Telephone: 562; 590-5461

Facsimile: (562)499-6438

Attorney for the Labor Commissioner

BEFORE THE LABOR COMMISSIONER

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
TOMMY LEE JONES, an individual, CASE NO. TAC 16396
JAVELINA FILM COMPANY, a Texas
Corporation, DETERMINATION OF

Petitioner, ' ORDER)
Vs,
WILLIAM MORRIS AGENCY AND
WILLIAM MORRIS ENDEAVOR
ENTERTAINMENT, LLC

Respondents.

WILLIAM MORRIS AGENCY and
 WILLIAM MORRIS ENDEAVOR
ENTERTAINMENT, LLC.

Cross-Petitioners,

Vs,

TOMMY LEE JONES, an Individual,
JAVELINA FILM COMPANY, a
Texas corporation.

Cross-Respondents.
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L INTRODUCTION

The above-captioned matter, a Petition to Determine Controversy under Labor
Code §1’700.44, came on regularly for hearing in Los Angeles, California, beforc the
undersigned attorney for me'Labor Commissioner assigned to hear this case. Petitioner
TOMMY LEE JONES, (hereinafter, refemred to as “JONES”) appeared and was
represented by Martin D. Singer, Esq. of LAVELY & SINGER, A Profcssional
Corporation.  Respondents/Cross-Petitioner WILLIAM MORRIS AGENCY and
WILLIAM MORRIS ENDEAVOR ENTERTAINMENT (hereinafler, referred to as
«“WME”) appeared through Kerry Garvis Wright, Esq., of GLASER, WEIL, FINK,
JACOBS, HOWARD, AVCHEN & SHAPIRO, LLP. .
" The Petitioner alleges Respondents brcar;hed the fiduciary duty of loyalty owed to
Petitioner by virfue of their agency relationship and seeks a Determination denyin'gv
Respondents any further commissions or monies owed in connection with the f_ihﬁ No
Country For Old Men (NCF OM) and an order requiring Respondents td disgorge to
Petitioners all commissions previously received. Respondents filed a cross-petition
denying a breach of fiduciary duty and seeking unpaid commissions of not less than $1.5
million plus future commissions owed for NCFOM and interest. The matter was taken
under submission, ' ‘

Based on the evidence presented at this hearing and on the other papers on file in

this mattet, the Labor Commissioner hereby adopts the following decision.

L FINDINGS OF FACT
L. Tommy Lee Jones is a professional actor in the éntertainment industry.
Jones has been acting and directing for decades and throughout his successful career was
represented by his long-time talent agent Michael Black. In or around late 2004, Jones

and Black parted ways requiring Jones to retain a new talent agent.
i | |

i
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2.- In or about January 2005, Jones communicated with Jim Wiatt (“Wiatt™),
then Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of the William Morris Agcncy,1 to become a
client of WME. Wiatt, a friend of J onés, indicated that he would personally serve as his
talent agent- and that he would build éteam to serve Jones’s needs. One member of that
team, another WME agent Michael Cooper (“Cooper™), worked closely with Jones. ‘

. 3. Jones trusted Wistt as they had known each other for years since Wiatt, like
Jones, had also been performing at the highest levels of the entertainment industry as CEO
of International Creative Management (ICM) and then Chairman and CEO of the William
Morris Agency. Based on Wiatt’s assertions to 'Iones.that he would personally handle
Jones's agency needs, Jones entered into an oral agreement withIWME to become Jones’s
talent agent. It was clear from the testimony of Jones that WME would be entitled, per

indusiry standard, to 10% commissions on Jones’s earnings on engagements procured by
H 4, Jones’s entertainment team not only included his talent agents, i.e., Mr.
Black and now M. Wiatt, but also included & valued and instrumental member, Jones’s |,
long-time transactional attorney, Bill Jacobson (“Jécobson”)., Jacobson held a very
valuable role for Jones in that Jacobson would carefully monitor the written contracts and
engineer the contracts so that they clearly and specifically reflected the intent of the
parties. In light of the many years that Jacobson worked as Jones’s transactional attorney
he became keenly aware of Jonés’s deals and was able to confidently advise Jones along
with his agents whether the deal was right for Jones. More importantly, it was Jacobson
who would assure Jones that the intent pf the parties’ negotiations was accurately

reflected in whatever written contract or instrument was in issue at the time of the deal.

Jonés and Jacobson were friends, looked afier each other and at the end of the day were

extremely successful both professionally and personally.
i

a

! On or around May 2009 William Morris Agency and The Endeavor Agency, LLC, merged to form William Morris
Endeavor Entertainment, LLC. The new agency will be referred throughout this Determination as WME.

3
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A. NO COUNTRY FOR OLD MEN

5. In apprommately J'auuary 2006, Jones was advised, through WME and
Wiatt, that Paramou.nt Pictures ‘Corporation (“Paramount”) was interestcd in cngagmg
Jones to poriray a ceatral character in the motion picture entitied No Countzy Jor Old Men
(“NCFOM"), NCFOM would be produced by Scott Rudin and dlrected by Joel and Ethan
Coen, all considered top talents within the entertainment industry in their respective fields.
It was clear that Wiatt, along with Michael Cooper and another WME agent Michael
Simpson had several conversations with Rudin, and Coen about casting Jones as “The
Sheriff” in NCFOM. Thcre were several meetings and e-matils between all of the parties,
including Wiatt, Cooper, Coen and Rudin confirming Jones’s interest in the part. With all
of the talentéd and major players committing to the project, it was soon thereafier that
Paramount agreed to 'make the filin and conveyed that intent to WME and their desire to
cast Jones as “The Sheriff”.

6. Notwithstanding all of the talent as referenced above agreeing to ptitticipate
in tﬁe film, Paramount anticipated the picture would not be-a commercial success. As a
tesult, Paramount mtended that the negotiations for Jones and the other major talent would
not be based on up—front payouts, but instead would largely be based on the “back endz”
In other words, the better the picture did in the theaters, the more the a_.msts would earn.
In fact, Paramount specifically requested from Jones, as they did with the other major
talent, that ;hc accept a substantial reduction in the up-front fixed fee that he would
typically receive for his éct'mg services in other films negoﬁated with Paramount.
i
i
i
i

! The “Back-End” entitled fhe talent to benefit financially based not on fees paid up front but would be based and
paid on the success of the picture domestically and internationally. In short, the better the picture did at the box
office, the more money the talent would receive based on those box office numbers. There are various “back-end”
deal structures and one of those deals would becorne central to the litigatior between Jones and Paremount and
ultimately the central issue in this talent agency controversy. .

0 . : 4
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 B. THE NEGOTIATIONS

7.  Asaresult of the film’s allocated budget by Paramount, Jones was advised
he would not earn his standard rate on the front-end applied against 12.5% of the first
dollar gross back-end. Notably, Jacobson was intrinsically in{rolved in the early
negotiations between Petitioner and Paramount. Jones enjoyed and befriended the author
of the book which served as the basis for the script fqr NCFOM, Cormack McCarthy,
which increased his desire to participate in the film. Consequently, and in exchange for
accepting the substantially reduced up-front fixed fee, Jacobson requested on Jones’s
behalf, that Wiatt seek Jones’s standard first-dollar gross back-end compensatior® that
was consistent with his prior films with Paramount. Ultimately, Paramount rejected this
demand. Paramount’s counsel, Jeff Freedman, indicated that Paramount was paying small
amounts up front and that all of the major talent would be paid the same amount,
somewhere in the neighborhood of a $500,000 up front fee, far below his usual up-front
fee.

8. After Paramount rejected Petitioner’s demand for Jones’s first-dollar gross
precedence, Jacobson requested Wiatt seek favorable alternative contingent compensation,
namely in the form of substantial box office bonuses. Through é-mails it was determined
tﬁat Wiatt continued to seek favorable terms for Jones, including first dollar gross. Wiatt
also leaned on Cooper to assist in pushing the negotiaiions forward. Sometime in |
February 2006, Paramount through their counsel confirmed that Jones would receive the
largest box office bonuses and a substantial up-front cash fee. One e-mail in particular
indicated that Paramount was willing to provide Jones with up to a million dollar up-front |
fee, but for reasons unknown, Wiatt did not convey this information to Jacobson or .Tones.
and agreed to a $750,000 up frc_mt fec. - Consequently, based on an up-front fee of
$750,000, the back-end portion of the deal quickly became the muost significant aspect of

Jones’s deal with Paramouni.

? «First dollar gross back-end” entitled Jones to the best back-end deal of all of the players, including Rudin and the
Coen Brothers and was consistent with his usual deal with a Paramount picture.

5
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C. THE BACK-END

9. Jones argues Wiatt did nothing to assist on the back-cnd portion of the

NCFOM contract and that he essehtiaily dropped out of the negotiations for the back-end
leaving that responsibility to Jacobson and Cooper. Jones convincingly argued and the
evidence established that it was Jacobson’s tenacity that enabled Jones to receive the best
back-end deal and coﬁﬁtmed that Jones’s deal should include 2 times worldwide box
office bonuses. On February 11, 2006, Freedman confirmed that Jones would receive the
best box office bonuses of aﬁyone on the film.
‘ 10.  Ultimately, Jones entered into a written and fully executed agresment (“The
zl\green;en ™} with Parax_nount’s.subsidiary, N.M. Classics, Inc. (“Classics™), to render
acting services on the picture which inclixdcd domestic and 2 times worldwide box office
bonuses. Notably, it was Mz. Jacobson and not Wiatt, Cooper nor anyone else at WME:
wﬁo demanded on behalf of Jones that the 2 times worldwide box office bonuses be
included in the contract.

11. Thenegotiations were not yet entirely complete as of April 6, 2006, when
Jacobson received the first draft of the NCFOM contract.  Although the back-end was not
fully complete, Michael Cooper on behalf of WME, sent an e-mail to Paramount on April
4, 2006 (“Cooper 1¥ e-mail”), claiming Jones’s deal for the Picmfe was done and asking
when WME would receive written documentation from Paramount. However, as
previously mentioned, the negotiations of the Agreement were not complete as of the date
of the 1% Cooper e-mail as the box office bonuses were still being negotiated between
Jacobson and Paramount’s counsel as of lat.e May 2006. This 1* Cooper e-mail wés a
::lear niistakg By Mr. Cooper, as the deal was not officially finalized and Mr. Cooper
failed to confinn negotiations were fully completed with J acobson before sending the
April 4" e-mail. 1t was a careless mistake and fortunately the e-mail did not harm Mr.
Tones in his arbitration where the back-end and the effective date of the contract became
the focus of the litigation.

i
6
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12. It was clear Mr. Jacobson dcr_nandcd Jones have the best back-end deal
of any 'majbr player in the picture and Paramount would not confirm this to be true.
Finally, on May 18, 2006, Paramount confirmed that Jones had the best back-e_and deal.
Once it was confirmed that Jones would receive the best back-end deal, Jones accepted
the offer. Again, it was evident that Jacobson’s efforts speatheaded the back-cnd portion
of the deal and not WME.

" 13.  Wiattand Cooper were copied on communications between Jacobson and
Paramount regarding the Agreement but it was unclear to what eitént that WME had been
involved in the substantive negotiations of the box office bonus provisions contained in
the Agreement. But, as is custom in the industry, it was Jacobson, the traméctidnal

attorney who oversaw the drafﬁng of the agreement and the inclusion of the back-¢end.

o : D. JONES COMMENCES ARBITRATION
PROCEEDINGS AGAINST PARAMOUNT

14.  The film was released and it was a huge success both domestically and

'intemationaily. In fact, NCFOM won the Academy Award for Best Picture of the Year in

2008. In or around January 2008, after Jones had completed all of his services on the
Picture, Paramount requested that Jones amend the written Agreement for the Picture.
Paramount argued that.the 2 times worldwide box office bonus provision in the contract
was a mistake, The effect of Jones signing an amendment to the contract woild be to

siglﬁﬁdantly reduce Jones’s back-end compensation in an amount to excéed $13,000,000.

During this period, Jones continued to pay WME 10% of his earnings from NCFOM for| .

al} of the domestic box office bonuses, but he was not going to give up the commissions
on his 2 times worldwide bonuses without a fight against Paramount. _

15.  Jones declined to sign any amendment to the contract and Paramount refused
to pay Jones his back-end deal of 2 times the worldwide box office bonus. As a result,
Jones, in or around March 2008, hired representation and commenced arbitration
proceedings against Paramount (the “Arbitration™).

H

”
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16. Inthe Arbitration, Paramount contended that Jones was not entitled to the box
office bonuses that were negotiated by Jacobson and that were ultimately incorporated
into the written Agreement. One of Paramount’s arguments relied on the 1* Cooper e-
r;;ail as one reason that Petitioners should not receive the box office bonuses which were
negotiated after the datc of the April 4, 2006 Cooper e-mail. Paramount argued Cooper’s
¢-mail established when the contracts were finalized and therefore Paramount should not
be liable for payments .on negotiations cenducted after April 4, 2006. In reality, Jacobson
had substantially negotiated the box office bonuses for Jones after April 4, 2006, the date
of the Cooper e-mail, and that is what the arbitrators determined. In short, the Cooper e-
mait was not determinative in the outcome of the arbitration.

17. On November 18, 2009, the Arbitration Panel issued a Final
Arbitration Award ordéril_lg Paramount to perform.its obligations to Jones p;ursuant to the
written Agreement and required Paramount to pay Jones the 2 times worldwide box office

ponuses provided in the Agreement in the amount of $15,000,000.

E. WMEPARTICIPATION IN PARAMOUNT
: ARBITRATION '

’ 18.  Jones argues WME utterly failed to cooperate with Jones’s litigation team in
the Paramount arbitration. Jones maintains Jacobsoﬁ was alone in defending Jones when
Paramount requested Jones sign an amendment to the contract. Jones argues Wiatt did not
us¢ his influence as Jones’s Agent to assist Jones in avoiding litigation, and moreover,
failed to assisthim in collecting the monies owed to Jones, Jones ‘speciﬁcally alleged that
Wiatt failed to use his influence with his friend, the Chairman of Paramount, B'rad' Grey, '
to honor the NCFOM contract. Jones argues WME essentially hid from the conflict as e- |
mails directed to Wiatt were ordered blind copied and in short, WME sought to avoid
entering the fray with a major studio. That argument is sozﬁcwhal belied by the evidence.

Wiatt communicated with Brad Grey on several occasions, as well as with the president of

Paramount, John Lesher, about the dispute. Wiatt instructed the heads of Paramount that

- Jones would not sign the amendment and he argued that Paramount should pay Jones,

8
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pursuant to the signed contract. Moreover, Wiatt communicated to Jones that he should
not sign the amendment. In addition, WME ultimately created the financial analyses that
were used in the arbltratlon to support the $15,000,000 demand. '

19. Jones further argues Cooper and other WME employccs were unwilling to
testify in the arbitration, and specifically Cooper would have made an unreliable and
possible adverse witness for Jones. The testimony of Cooper did not show this to be true.
‘While Mr. Cooper, was nervous, maybe even terrified of being placed in the center of a
major financial dispute between a superstar actor and a major studio, in which his e-mail
could:potcntially cost his client millions of dollars, he was not unwilling to participate.
He was simply scarcd and based on witness testimony it 'would have been incredibly
unlikely that Mr. Cooper ever could have turned adverse against Jones. The documentary
evidence and the testimony of Mr. Cooper conversely established that Cooper cared
deeply about Jones’ carcet;, worked hard at progressing Jones’s career, but made mistakes.
Some of those mistakes were rather conspicuous and arguably negligent, but werc
mistakes nonetheless. Finally, it was Jones's legal team, ;vho for tactical reasons alone,

decided not to use Cooper as a witness in the arbitration.

F. “SCREW TOMMY LEE” E-MAIL

] 20. On or about September -l 2009, in connection with discovery in the
Arbitration, Jones's legal team recéived a copy of an e-mail from Michael Cooper ™
Cooper e-mail) to Scott Rudin, the producer of Rudin’s next movie a remake of “True
Grit” True Grit again involved Rudin and the Coén brothers and was predicted to do
well following the succcés of NCFOM. Apparently, Jones was being considered for the
lead role of “Rooster Cogburn”, eventually portrayed by Jeff Bridges, who was nominated
for an academy award for his-role. The 2™ Cooper e-mail to Rudin stated, “So screw
Tommy Lee for *T. Grit Spoke to Ethan about Kurt Russell (who’s the right age énd isa
real shitkicker). Love this idea.” ' ' '

i
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21.  Jones argues this e-mail is yet another example of WME breaching its’

fiduciary duty to Jones, since one of Jones’s primary agents and an employee of WME
was essentially sabotaging their former client, Jones, by seeking to cast another WME

artist for the role of Cogburn.

22.  Finally, Jones argues WME failed to provide financial projections to assist
in the arbitration. The evidence suggested there was a transfer of employees and the one
accountant who prepared the original calculations went on leave,‘ and the newly
supplemented cmployée was unfamiliar with the previously provided financial projections
for the film. From'Joncs’s perspective, it was again WME'’s failure io cooperate and

assist Jones in his arbitration against Paramount. The evidence suggested it was simply a

new employee, who was still unacquainted and unfamiliar with the former employee’s

work product. This was not a breack of duty, but rather, a new employee becoming

familiar in a new working environment. And ultimately the projections were furnished

and used by Jones in his arbitration that became the heart 6f the award,
"~ G. JONESTERMINATES WME
23, Mr Wiatt resigned as CEO of William Morris Agency on or around May of
2009, from WME and ceased performing talent agent servicés to Jones. Jones terminated
WME and Wiatt on June 5,2009, and engaged Creative Artists Agency as Jones’s new
talent agent. | . . .
24, WME now demands a ten percént (10%) commission on all net sums

recovered by Petitioners pursuant to the Arbitration Award, approximately $1,500,000

‘ ﬂlu_s interest. Jones refused to pay the commission from the arbitration award and argues

that WME breached its fiduciary duty and failed to perform the obligations that are
expected of a talent agency and consequently are not entitled to those commissions.
" |
1
i
I,
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1. LEGAL FINDINGS

1. Labor Code §1700.4(b) includes “actors” in the definition of “artist” and
Petitioner is therefore an “artist” within the meaning of Labor Code §1700.4(b).

2. Ttwas stipulated the William Morris Endeavor Entertainment, LLCisa

California licensed talent agency.

3. I.abor Code §1700.23 provides that the Labor Commissioner is vested with
jurisdiction over “an& controversy between the artist and the talent agency relating to the
terms of the contract,” and the Labor Commissioner’s jurisdiction has been held to include
the resolution of contract claims brought by artists or agents seeking damages for breach
of a talent agency contract (Garson v. Div. Of Labor Law Enforcement (1949) 33 Cal . 2d
861, Robinson v. Superior Court (1950) 35 Cal.2d 379)) 'I'hercfore, ‘the Labor

~ Commissioner has jurisdiction to determine this matter.

4. The sole issue is whether the alleged acts and omissions by WME and
argued by Jones, constitute a material breach of the unphed covenant of good faith and
fair deallng in an agency relan0nsh1p thereby rendering any commissions owed to WME

null and void. An alternative although similar way to describe the issue is whether WME

_engaged in acts rendering a failure of performance of the agent thereby rendering the

contract void and thus excusing the performance of Jones to pay commission on NCFOM.
Whether the analysis is based on a breach of fiduciary duty by an agent or a material
breach of contract by a party rendering the contract void for failure to perform a party’s

obligation under the contract, we arrive at the same conclusion. The actions of WME do |

not constitute a material breach.

5. In general, the wrongful act, the unjustified or unexcused, failure to pcrfdrm
on a contract, is the breach. (See Rest.2d Contracts §235(2).) Ordinarily, a breach is the
result of an intentional act, but negligent performance may also constitute a breach, 'giving
fise to alternative contract and tort actions. (See Witkin 10” Ed. Contracts §847 citing

Cal Proc.A™, Actions §§ 158, 159). Any breach, total or partial, that causes a measurable

11
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injury, gives the injured party a right to damages as comﬁensation thereof. (See
Borgonovo v. Henderson (1960) 182 C.A.2d 220, 231, quoting Rest.2d Contracts §236;
Corbin §948). ‘The important question, however is whether 2 particular breach will also
give the injured party the right to refuse further performance on his or her own part, i.e., to
terminate the contract. The test is whether the breach is material; and a total or complete
breach is, of course, material and grounds for termination by the injured party. (See
Witkin 10™ ed. Contracts § 852.) '

6.  When analyzing the facts in this case, and determining whether a breach is
material we must look closely at the facts as presented. Here, utilizing this standard it is |
clear WME provided considerable performance which did not breach or affect the root of |
the contract and thus does not justify termination, The law is-well settled in this state that
a person is not entitled to rescind or abandon a contract for an alleged breach of that
contract when the breach does not go to the oot of the consideration (See Karz v.
Department of Professional Vocational Standards (1936) 11 C.A.2d 554,557, quoting
fl"'alker'v. Harbor Business Blocks Co., 181°Cal. 773, 186 P. 356, 13.C.1. 614, § 664.}

:7. When we analyze the facts of each argued breach, at the end of the inquiry
we are left with the fact that WME ultimately performed and fulfilled its primar‘y
responsibility under the terms of the oral contract and within tﬂc meaning of Labor Code
§1700.4 which states a “talent agency” means a person or corporation who engages in the
occupation of procuring . . . employment or engagements for an artist . .. .” WME clearly
did not perform in the manner expected by Jones, nor did they perform to the Ievel that
Jonies was accustomed to with his transactional attorney, Mr Ja_cobsqn‘ Nor did WME
perform with the same results Jones experienced with his ‘litigatioﬁ counsel in the
Paramount arbitration. Jones has expetienced such exceptional representation, going all
the way back to Mr. Black, he was not accustomed to mistakes. But let us not forget the
primary job of a talent égéncy is to obtain work, and this is what WME did. In fact,
obtaining the role as the Sheriff in NCFOM is considered onelof Jones’s most highly

acclaimed roles in Jones’s career.

[\
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8. It is the role of the transactional attorney to verify that a contract’s terms
purport what they are supposed to say, and it is the role of litigation counsel to fight when
a party does not abide by the contract. And that is what both William Jacobson and
;mny' & Singer did in the Paramount arbitration. Everyone did their job here, including
WME albeit with a few bumps along the way. And in the end, Jones received every dollar
he was entitled to. We will briefly highlight the facts and evidence produced at the
hearing that contradicts an alleged total breach of the contract as argued by Jones:

A.  WIATT'S ARGUED FAILURE TO SECURE JONES’S
. FRONT-END COMPENSATION OF $1 MILLION,
DESPITE AN INDICATION FROM PARAMOQUNT

THAT THE STUDIO WAS WILLING TO PAY
$1 MILLION TO JONES TO GET THE DEAL DONE

9. Here, based on a review of the e-mails, it appears these were ongoing

-negotiations and discussions between Wiatt and Paramount President, John Lesher. The

e-mail referenced by petitioners failed to incorporate the $1,000,000 front-end fee was
contingent upon “Mecting Jones’ back-end as well.” The e-mail established $1,000,000
was a consideration Paramount was willing to pay, but it was part of an ongoing dialogue
regarding ongoing negotiations. Instead 'o_f‘ establishing bad faith on Wiatt’s part, it
established Wiatt was involved in ﬁe negotiatioﬁs, including the back-end. As a result,
Wiatt's failure to procure $1,000,000 front-end compensation was not a breach of his
fiduciary duty towafds Jones and the e-mail cannot be used out of context to prove as
much, Could Wiatt havc.fo.ught harder and obtained Jones.the $1,000,000.up front? Itis|
possible, but based on the evidence we cannét éonclusively state Wiatt readily failed to
obtain an extra $250,000 for Jones. These were negotiations and th_e le-mail was only a
part of those negotiations.

"o
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B. JONES ARGUES THAT WIATT'S LACK OF
INVOLVEMENT IN THE NEGOTIATION OF JONES’S
BACK-END DEAL FOR WORLDWIDE BOX OFFICE
BONUSES ON NCFOM ESTABLISHED A
DISREGARD FOR JONES'S BENEFIT.

10.  Again, it ws well documented, including dozens of e-mails establishing
Wiatt was involved in negotiating the back-end. Clearly, he was not as involved as
Jacobson, but he was not “entirely out of the negotiations” as a;gued by Petitioners. Both
Wiatt’s testimony and the e-mails prcducgd by Wiatt and WME may have established
‘Wiatt was less than diligent or consistent, but the evidence d_id e_.stablish he often relied on
Cooper to push the negotiations forward. Unfortunately for Wiatt and Jones it could be
implied the ongoing merger between William Morris and Endeavor may have distracted
Wiatt from total concentration for his friend and client, Jones. In short, WME may have
failed to meet the standards expected of Jones, but the perceived lack of effort on the part
of WME did not rise to the level of fraud or even bad faith regarding Wiatt’s lack of

involvement in the negotiations of Jones’s back end.

C. = JONES ARGUES THAT COOPER’S E-MAIL TO
PARAMOUNT STATING THE DEAY. HAD CLOSED AS OF
LATE MARCH 2006, WHEN A DRAFT OF A WRITTEN
CONTRACT HAD NOT BEEN SENT TO JONES’S
REPRESENTATIVES YET AND THE WORLDWIDE BOX
OFFICE BONUSES HAD NOT BEEN INTRODUCED AS
A BACK-END MECHANISM WAS A MATERIAL BREACH
11. Michael Cooper demonstrated inexperience and eagerness to finalize the
deal but nmportantly the testimony from Cooper along with the myriad of e-mails
estabhshcd that Cooper was working extremely hard for Jones. As a consequence of his
inexperience and eagerness, he s:mply made mistakes. Mistakes that could have seriously
hurt his client’s chances in the arbitration and mistakes that could and should have been |
avoided, But, at the end of the day, Cooper simply made mistakes that did not injure his
client. There was not a shred of evidence he ever wanted to harm Jones by sending the
March 2006 e-méil, nor that the sending of the e-mail harmed Jones in any manner. There

was no nexus established between the e-mail and the .outcome of the Paramount

14
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arbitration. In fact, Jones was not harmed and instead received large bonuses and
payments as a result of WME bringing the NCFOM opportunity to-Jones in the first place.
This should not be forgotten, and Michael Cooper played a role in that process.

D. WME AND WIATT’S PERCEIVED FAILURE TO FIGHT
AGAINST PARAMOUNT FOR THE WORLDWIDE BOX
QFFICE BONUSES REFLECTED BY WIATT INSISTING
THAT HE NOT BE COPIED ON CORRESPONDENCE TO
PARAMOUNT

12.  Cooper, Wiatt and Munoz’s, (M. Munoz was a WME accountant involved

with financial projections) failure to assist Jones in the arbitration against Paramount did

not amount to a total failure to fight or engage against Paramount.  Coaoper, Wiatt and
Mupoz were all willing to festify in the arbitcation. It was' determined that it was
Petitioners who failed to call them to.tcstify for strétcgic reasons, but any refusal to testify
was uncorroborated at the hearing. Cooper had reason to be nervous, taking into

consideration the mistakes he had made during and after the projeo:t, but he was credible |

‘when he testified that he would have and was prepared to testify at the arbitration. Wiatt

also was willing and able to testify but had limited knowledge about thc back-end
compensatmn as it was Jacobson who ncgotlated that’ portion of the deal with little
assistance from Wiatt. Munoz simply had no meaningful testimony to add, as he did not
create the initial projections and for strategic reasons, he was also not called. In the end,

WME was ready to assist Jones in his arbitration matter agairist Paramount. It did appear

- that Wiaft's request to be blind copied showed an intent to shield himself from potentially

harmful documentation that would be used against Paramount, but that act alone does not |
give rise to a breach of fiduciary duty and clearly nowhere near a total breach of his duties

as Jones agent which would excuse performance from Jones.
i
"
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o - . E. THE MICHAEL COOPER “SCREW TOMMY LEE”
EMAIL TO RUDIN POSSIBLY SABOTAGING JONES’S
EFFORTS TO SECURE THE ROLE OF ROOSTER COGBURN
IN THE REMAKE OF TRUE GRIT.

13. ° This e~-mail was troubling as its express message was contrary to Jones's
professional well-being and appeared to be writlen in a manner tﬁat not only disregarded
his prior client as a candidate for True Grit, but was written with malice toward Jones.
Taken alone, thisr e-mail provides a damaging piece of evidence presented by Jones in his
effort to establish a breach of fiduciary duty. As an agency relationship-is a fiduciary one,
obliging the agent to act with diligénce, care and loyalty to the principal. (Civil Code
§2322(c);- Res‘;t. 2d Agency §13; Mendoza v. Rast Produce Co., Inc., 140 -Cal.‘»f!\pp-.‘tLh
1395, 1405-1406 (5 Dist., 2006).) Where such a relationiship arises, the agent assumes
“a fiduciary duty to act loyally for the principal’s benefit in all matters connected with the
agency relationship.” (Rest.3d, Agency, § 8.01; Van De Kamp v. Bank of America, 204
Cal.App.3d 810, 861 (2™ Distr., 1988) (Agent must disclose to principal whether, in a
given agency-related transaction, the agent is acting on its own account or adversely to
principal).) As a matter of law, the relationship of principal and agent binds the agent to
the utmost good faith in his or her dealihgs with the principal. (Estate of Baldwin, 34
Cal.App.3d 596, 605 (4™ Dist,, 1973)) .

~ 14. It should be noted Jones had already terminated the relationship between the
parties prior to tﬂe e-mail. This fact coupled with Cooper’s credible explanation at the
hearing highlighted the circumstances and the intent behind the e-mail. Cooper was very
upset at losing such a valuable client as Jones. Cooper credibly testified he was
expressing his utter disappointment at losing Jones while at the same time pushing another
WME client {Kurt Russell) for the role. Cooper clearly wished and expressed he had used
better judgment before sending out the e-mail and has undoubtedly learned a valuable
lesson, but he did not send the e-mail with malice nor with the intent to harm Jones but
instead sent.it out of disappointment in losing what Copper felt was an invaluable asset to

WME. The injury WME will suffer here is that they lost this client, but they did not |
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breach their obligations going to the root of the relationship to the extent argued by Jones.
Moreover, the e-mail had no effect on whether Jones was selected for the role as|
evidcnéed by the declaration of Scott Rudin who indicated that Cbopér’s e-mail played no
role in the selection of Jeff Bridges as “Rooster Cogbum” in True Grit. _
“ 15.  Jones cites many cases, some referenced above qudting the applicable
standards of care required by an agent. The cases are all distinguishable. First, none of
the cases cited involve talent agents or the Talent Agencies Act (Labor Code §1700 et
s¢q.). But far more important, all of the cases cited by Petitioner involve fraud,.
conversion, scif dealing or a combination and are thus not persuasive. There simply is no
causal connection or relationship between the acts.of WME and any pcrceive;d injury to
Jones. In fact, there was no injury to Jones aﬁd as such we do not find a material breach
of the oral contract or a material breach of the agent’s fiduciary duty to Jones. The
question whether Cooper’s e-mail rises to the level of intent to damage his former client,
and/or establiéhes self dealing thus breaching his fiduciary duty is also answered in the
niegative. '

16.  Case law agrees in that {njegligence by an . . . agent in the performance
of his duties does not deprive him of all right to éompensation in the abécnée of
disloyalty, fraud or bad faith on his part. (Tacker v. Croonguist, 244 Cal.App.2d 572, 577
{4"® Dist., 1966).) In conclusion, Cooper, Wiatt nor WME acted with disloyalty or bad
faith; and consequently, Petitioner’s request is denied. The Respondent/Cross Petitioner |-
is entitled to their commissions earned for Jones’s performance in NC'F OM and interest.
it
i
i
i
i
i
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PROOF OF SERVICE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

1, Tina Provencio, declare and stafe as follows:

"1 am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California.. 1am over the age of
eighteen years and not a party to the within action; my business address is MOLINA CENTER,
300 Oceangate, Suite 850, Long Beach, CA 90802. :

On October 10, 2012, 1 served the foregoing document described as: .
DETERMINATION OF CONTROVERSY (WITH AMENDED ORDER), on all interested
parties in this action by placing 2 true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope addressed as’
follows: o : .

Martin D. Singer, Esq. - - Kerry Garvis Wright, Esq.

. LAVELY & SINGER GLASER, WEIL, FINK, JACOB‘S,
.. 2049 Century Park East, Suite 2400 HOWARD, AVCHEN
" Los Angeles,.CA'90067-29(_)6 & SHAPIRO, LLP

Attorneys for Petitioner .- . 10250 Constellation Blvd. 19% Floor
E-Mail: mdsinger@lavelysinger.com Los Angeles, CA 90067
_ T . Attorneys for Respondents
E-Mail: kgarviswright@glaserweil.com

Jr/ (BY. CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED) 1 am readily
familiar with the business practice for collection and processing of correspondence | -
for mailing with the United States Postal Service. This correspondence shall be |
deposited with the United States Postal Service this same day in the ordinary
course of business at our office address in Long Beach, California. Service made
pursuant to this paragraph, ypon motion of a party served, shall be presumed
invalid if the postal cancellation date of postage meter date on the envelope is
more than one day after the date of deposit for mailing contained in this affidavit. ~ |-

#’ (BY E-MAIL SERVICE) I caused such document (s) to be delivered
electronically via e-mail to the e-mail address of the addressee(s) set forth above.

_ 1 declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the above
is true and correct. . . o .

Executed this 10° day of October, 2012, at Long Beach, California.

% na %rovencio '
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e - PROOF OF SERVICE
1013A(3) C.C.P. Revised 5/1/88

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. 1am over the age of

18 and not a party to the within action. My business address is 2049 Century Park East, Suite

2400, Los Angeles, California 90067-2906.
On the below-listed date, I served the foregoing document described as:

FIRST AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL AND REQUEST
FOR TRIAL DE NOVO PURSUANT TO
LABOR CODE SECTION 1700.44(a)

on the interested parties in this action by placing: :
[X] a true and correct copy -OR- [ ] the original document
thereof enclosed in sealed envelopes addressed as follows:

State of California Patricia J. Glaser, Esq.

Dept. of Industrial Relations Glaser, Weil, Fink, Jacobs, Howard &
Division of Labor Standards Enforcement Shapiro, LLP

David L. Gurley, Esq. 10250 Constellation Blvd., 19™ Floor
ARCO Center Los Angeles, California 90067

300 Oceangate, Suite 850
Long Beach, California 90802 Attorneys for Respondents and
Counter-Claimants: William Morris Agency and
William Morris Endeavor Entertainment, LLC.

[X] BY FEDERAL EXPRESS - NEXT DAY DELIVERY:

[X]1 As follows: I am "readily familiar" with the firm's practice of collection and
processing correspondence for Federal Express. Under that practice it wonld be
deposited with Federal Express on that same day with all costs fully prepaid at Los
Angeles, California in the ordinary course of business.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the above
is true and correct. Executed October 19, 2012, at Los Angeles, California.

&‘
; Jelena Jov%ovic
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Glaser Weil Flnk JaCObS 10350 Constellation Bivd,

_ 18th Floor
Howard Avchen & Shapiro tip Los Angeles, A P06

' 310.556.2920 FAX

. Kerry Garvis Wright

October 15, 2012
Direct Diat
310.556 7889
. Direct Fax

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL AND FIRST CLASS MAIL 310.843.268¢

Email
kgarviswright@glaserweil.com

Martin D. Singer, Esq.

Michael D. Holtz, Esq.

LAVELY & SINGER

2049 Century Park East

Suite 2400

Los Angeles, California 90067-2906

Re: Tommy Lee Jones, et al. v. William Morris Endeavor Entertainment, et al.
Dear Marty and Michael,

We are in receipt of your Notice of Appeal and Request for Trial De Novo
pursuant to Labor Code Section 1700.44(a). There isno indication, either from your
papers or the Court docket, that you property and timely posted a bond as required by
Section 98.2(b) of the California Labor Code.

Please provide us with proof that you have timely posted a satisfactory bond to

. cover the full amount of the Labor Commissioner’s award, including the interest that

the Commissioner clarified is due and owing on the award.

If we do not receive such proof by Noon tomorrow, October 16, 2012, we will
file a motion to dismiss the appeal and seek sanctions, including, but not limited to, a
dismissal of the appeal. See Progressive Concrete, Inc. v. Parker, 136 Cal, App. 4th
540, 552 (2006).

This is without.wajver of or prejudice to our clients’ rights and remedies, at
law apd/or in eqiity,\allb f*wh:1c73re expressly reserved.
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Kerry Garvis Wrig_h_tu

L
From: Kerry Garvis Wright
Sent: Tuesday, October 16, 2012 2:40 PM
To: Kerry Garvis Wright; ‘Martin Singer'; 'Michael Hoitz'
Subject: RE: TOMMY LEE JONES { WME

We will presume by your silence that you have not bonded the award and will proceed accordingly, including as set forth
in my letter and with respect to initiating collection procedures, Kerry :

From: Kerry Garvis Wright

Sent: Monday, October 15, 2012 5:21 PM
To: Martin Singer; 'Michael Holtz'
Subject: TOMMY LEE JONES / WME

Please see attached letter of today’s date. »

Kerry

Glaser Weil Fink Jacobs
Howard Avchen & Shapiro s

Kerry Garvis Wright | Partner

10250 Constellation Blvd., 19th Floor, Las Angeles, CA 80067
Main: 310.553.3000 | Direct: 310.556.7889 | Fax: 310.843.2689
E-Mail: kgarviswright@glaserweil.com | www.glaserweil.com

This message and any attached documents may contain information from the iaw finn of Glaser Weil Fink Jacobs Howard
Avchen & Shapiro LLP that is confidential andfor privileged. If you are not he intended recipient, you may not read, copy.
distribute ar use this information. Hf you have received this transmission in error, please notify the sender immediately by
reply e-mail and then delete this message.

S% Please consider ke environment before printing this email.
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ORIGINAL

ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY (Name, State Bar number, and address): FOR COURT USE ONLY

~Kerry Garvis Wright (SBN 206320)

Amin H. Al-Sarraf (SBN 265116)

Glaser Weil Fink Jacobs Howard Avchen & Shapiro LLP
10250 Constellation Boulevard, 19th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90067 .
revephone N0 310-553-3000 raxno: 310-356-2920 SUPERIOR £§LEB
AFTORNEY FOR (Namey_ illiam Morris Agency, LLC and William Morris Endeavor Emertainment, LI COUNTVO#E&E%%E‘FGRNM
SUPERIOR COURT OF]tijﬂiu;JOR}!lelf?.i cSourm' or L.os Angeles . LES
STREET ADDRESS: . Hill Street
e o 0CT 8 1 2012
Y AND ZiF copE: LOS Ang[glcs, CA 90012 : Tobu 4, Lar,

arancn nave; Central District sy k. ; e e Officer/Clark
cASE NAME.  William Morris Agency and William Morris Endeavor e
Entertainment, LLC v. Tommy Leg Jones and Javelina Film Company i
CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET Complex Case Designation CASE NUMBER:
X I(Lnlimit?d ] Limited [ counter [ ] Joinder Q_g_l_4_0_1_4_5_r
moun mount Filed with first appearance by defendant | JUOGE:
g%neae%%efzs.oom %%33%1 lass) (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 3.402) DEPT:
ltems 1-6 below must be completed (see instructions on page 2).
_ Check one box below for the case type that best describes this case:

-

Auto Tort Contract Provisionally Gomplex Civil Litigation
[ Auto {22) [ Breach of contractiwarranty {08} (Cal. Rules of Court, rulas 3.400-3.403)
[l Uninsured motorist (46) ] Rule 3.740 cotlections (09) [} Antitrust/Trade regulation {03)
Other PUPD/WD (Personal Injury/Property |:] Other collections (09) [:| Construction defect (10}
Damage/Wrongful Death) Tort [ ] insurance coverage (18) [ Mass tort (40)
[ | Asbestos (04} [_] Other contract (37) [ securities litigation {28)
[ product fiability (24) Real Property ] EnvironmentaliToxic tor {30)
[_] Medical malpractice (45} [} Eminent domainfinverse | Insurance coverage claims arising from the
[} Other PVPD/WD (23) condemnation (14) above listed provisionally complex case
Nen-PIIPO/WD {Other) Tort [ wrongful eviction {33) types (41)
[ ] Business torunfair business practice (07) [C_] other real property (26) Enforcement of Judgment
[ civii dghts (08) . Unlawful Detainer {1 enforcement of judgment {20)
[} Defamation {13) ] commercial (31} Miscelaneous Civil Complaint
[ Fraud (16) [ Residential (32} [l rico@n

) Ej Intellectual property (19} T 1: Drugs (38) :\ Other complaint (not specified above) (42}
[ ] professional negligence (25) Judicial Review Miscelianeous Civil Petition
("] Other non-PUPD/WD tart (35) [_] Asset forfeiture (03) [ Partnership and corporate governance (21)
Employment Petition re: arbitration award (11} [T Other petition (not specified above) (43)
[:I Wrongful termination (36) :! Writ of mandate (02)
[ other employment {15) [_] Other judicial review (38)

2. Thiscase [_is is ot complex under rule 3.400 of the California Rules of Court. If the case is complex, mark the
factors requiring exceptional judicial management: )
a. | Large number of separately represented parties d. ] Large number of witnesses

b. [ ] Extensive motion practice raising difficult or novel e. | Coordination with related actions pending in one or more courts
issues that will be time-consuming to resolve in other counties, states, or countries, or in a federal cour

¢. ] Substantial amount of documentary evidence f. [ Substantiat postjudgment judicial supend jon

Remedies sought {check aff that apply}. a. monetary b. [__] nonmonetary; declaratory/or injups ﬂ . L1 punitive

3

4. Number of causes of aclion {specify).

5 Thiscase [_Jis [X]isnot aclassactionsuit. .
6. If there are any known related cases, file and serve a nptiéé‘ of relaled casd. (You may u§

Date: October 31 | 2012 }
Kerry Garvis Wright (SBN 206320) .
" (TYPE OR PRINT NAME) \ (SLEANATLIDE AT OR ATTORNEY FOR PARTY)
g . NOTICE
3 o Plaintiff must file this cover sheet with the first paper filed in the action or proceeding { ILotSims cases or cases filed
!.“,;‘ under the Probate Code, Family Code, or Welfare and Institutions Code). {Cal. Rul e 1.220.} Failure to file may result
w|  in sanctions.
sl o File this cover sheet in addition to any cover sheet required by local court rule.
« If this case is complex under rule 3.400 et seq. of the California Rules of Courl, you must serve a copy of this cover sheet on al
other parties to the action or proceeding. .
» Unless this is 2 collections case under rule 3.740 or a complex case, this cover sheet will be used for statistical purposes only.
Page 1012
Mand: Cal. R: Coun, rul 30, 3,220, 3.400-3.4D3, 3.740;
Foﬂd?;:réml oiaré:\ilft:)frymgu CI\"L CASE COVER SHEETSO]'I%S. . m?a:.”" Qu‘l:‘ 'r‘ e:‘!iudicial Admi 4 ion, std. 3.10
CM-010 {Rev. July 1, 2007] l%us



SHORTTITLE: . CASE NUMBER
william Morris Agency, et al. v. Tommy Lee Jones, et al.

CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET ADDENDUM »!\NDB S 1 40 1 _ 4 5
STATEMENT OF LOCATION
(CERTIFICATE OF GROUNDS FOR ASSIGNMENT TO COURTHOUSE LOCATION)

This form is required pursuant to Local Rule 2.0 in all new civil case filings in the Los Angeles Superior Court.

AL

OR

Item |. Check the types of hearing and fill in the estimated length of hearing expected for this case:
JURY TRIAL? D YES CLASS ACTION? D YES UMITED CASE? DYES TIME ESTIMATED FOR TRIAL [0 Hours! [1 DAYS

ttem 1. Indicate the correct district and courthouse location (4 steps —If you checked “Limited Case”, skip to ltem [H, Pg. 4):

Step 1: After first completing the Civil Case Cover Sheet foren, find the main Civil Case Cover Sheet heading for your
case in the left margin below, and, to the right in Column A. the Civil Case Cover Sheet case type you selected.

Step 2: Check one Superior Court type of action in Golumn B below which best describes the nature of this case.

___z Step 3: In Column C, circle the reason for the court location choice that applies to the type of action you have
CD checked. For any exception 1o the court location, see Local Rule 2.0

Applicable Reasons for Choosing Courthouse Location (see Column C belowLI

1. Class actions must be filed in the Stanley Mosk Courthouse, central district, 6. Location of property of permanently garaged vehicle.

2. May be filed in central {ather counly, or na bodily injury/property damage}. 7. Location where petitioner resides. .

3. Location where cause of action arose. 8. Location wherein defendanl/respondent funclions wholly.
4. Location where bodily iniury, death or damage ocourred. 9. Location where one or more of the g_ames reside.

5. Lacation where performance required or defendant resides. 10. Location of Labor Commissioner Otfice

Step 4: Fili in the information requested on page 4 jn ltem N complete ltem IV. Sign the declaration.

 'Civil Case Gover Shee
2. Category No." _
o Auto {22) 0O A7100 Motor Vehicle - Personal InjuryfProperly Damage/Wrongful Death 1,2, 4.
546
-
< Uninsured Motorist (46) (2 A7110 Personal Injury/Property Damage/Wrongful Death — Uninsured Motorist | 1., 2.. 4.
— no— — e e ———
= —
1 A6070 Asbestos Properly Damage 2.
. Asbestos (04}
2 O A7221 Asbestos - Personal InjuryMrongful Death 2.
e D :
E’ E Product Liability (24) Il A7260 Product Liability {not asbestos or toxic/environmental} 1.2,3.,4.8
Q. @© :
— D -
ea O A7210 Medical Malpractice - Physicians & Surgeons 1..4.
=2 Medical Malpractice (45)
=2 [1 A7240 Other Professional Health Care Malpractice 1,4,
E 5 1 A7250 Premises Liability (e.g., slip and fall} 1.4
Oth .
vy B Personal Injury 0} A7230 intentional Bodily Injury/Property Damage/Wrongful Death (e.g.. 4
#Es Property Damage assault, vandalism, etc.) A
! ° Wronngzu:;)Dealh DO A7270 Intentionat Infliction of Emotional Distress "
:.:: © A7220 Other Personal Injury/Property Damage/Wrangful Death
R . —
; e — e e
LACIV 108 (Rev. 03/11) CIVIL. CASE COVER SHEET ADDENDUM Local Rule 2.0

LASC Approved 03-04 AND STATEMENT OF LOCATICN Page 1 of 4
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SHORT TITLE: o .
William Morris Agency, et al. v. Tommy Lee Jones, et al.

CASE NUMBER

Non-Personal Injury/ Property
Damage/ Wrongful Death Tort

Employment

Contract

Real 'Property

Unlawful Detainer

— e —
Wrongful Termination (38)

. Cwvil Case ‘______Sh:e‘ ‘Applicablé: Reasong
S leh Category.No. b seg_a'__Slepa_Aboyem:
Business Tort {07) 0 A8029 Other Commercial/Business Tert (no! fraud/breach of contract} 1.3,
Civil Rights (08) O A8005 Civil Rights/Discrimination 1,2,3
Defamation {13} O A601C Defamation {slanderflibel) 1,2.3
Fraud (16) O AGB013 Fraud {no contract) 1.2.3
0O ABQ17 Legal Malpraclice 1. 2.
Professional Negligence (25)
O ABDS0 Other Professional Malpractice (not medical or legal) 1.2,3
Other {35) 00 A6025 Other Non-Personal lnjury/Properly Dramage tort 2.3

___,__._—_——-——-__——-'—
O AG037 Wrongful Terminalion : N R

O As024 OQther Employment Complaint Case

Wrongiul Evictiort {33)
[} .

1,2,3
Other Employment {15) :
O A6109 Labor Commissioner Appeals 1C.
e —— wﬂ._—
1 AB004 Breach of Rental/Lease Contract (not uniawiul detainer or wrangful 2.5
eviction} -2
" Breach of Contract/ Warrant
(06) y O AG0OB ContractWarranty Breach -Seller Plaintiff (no fraud/negligence) 2.5
(not insurance) [0 A6019 Negligent Breach of ContractWarranly (no fraud} 1.2.5
0 A6028 Other Breach of ConlraclWarranty [not fraud ar negligence)} 1.2.5
- O A6002 Collactions Case-Saller Plaintifi 2.,5.,86.
Gollections {09} ‘ .
O A8012 Other Promissory Note/Collections Case 2., 5.
Insurance Coverage (18) 0O A6015 Insurance Coverags {nol complex) 1.,2,5.8
O A6009 Conlractual Fraud 1.2.3.5
Other Contract (37) O A6031 Tortious Interference 1., 2. 3., 5
0O A6027 Other Cantract Dispute{not breachfinsurancelfraud/negligence) 1.2,3.,8.
Eminent Domain/nverse . .
Candemnation (14) [1° AT300 Eminent Domain/Condemnation Number of parcels, 2.
O A8023 Wrongful Eviction Case 2.6

Other Real Property (26)

Unlawful Detainer-Commaercial

O ASME Morigage Foreclosure
O A6032 Quiet Title

0 AB060 Other Real Proparty {not emineni domain, landiordftenant, foreclosure) | 2., 6.

e

w

!

@1 O A8021 Uniawful Detainer-Commercial (not drugs or wrengful eviction) 2., 6.

Unlawul De‘?g’;j“nes'de“"a' O A6020 Unlawlul Detainer-Residential {not drugs or wrangful eviction) 2..6.
ng:l-?:gléi:gi::ar:i;) O ABO20F Unlawful Detainer-Post-Foreclosure 2,6,
Unlawful Detainer-Drugs (38) | 3 AB022 Unlawful Detainer-Drugs 2. 6.

m.—m"___u-”_————-—-—

LACIV 109 (Rev. 0311}
LASC Approved 03-04

CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET ADDENDUM
AND STATEMENT OF LOCATION

Local Rule 2.0
Page 2 of 4
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SHORT TITLE: . CASE NUMBER
William Morris Agency, et al. v. Tommy Lee Jones, et al.

-5 Givil'Case Cover Sheet

“Applicable ééas«ms E

fram Complex Case (41}

< : Category No. (Check only one) See Step 3 Above
Assat Forfeilure {05) O AB108 Asset Forfeiture Case 2., 6.

% Petition re Arbitration (11) AB115 Petition to Compel/Confirm/\Vacate Arbitration @ 5.
=
k-]
o O A6151 Writ- Administrative Mandamus 2,8
™
;g Writ of Mandate (02) O AB152 Writ- Mandamus on Limited Court Case Matter 2.
3 C0 A6153 Writ- Other Limited Court Case Review 2,

Other Judicial Review (38) | O AB150 Other Writ Audicial Review 2,8

T —— —

g Antitrust/Trade Ragulation (03) | O AB003 Antirust/Trade Regulation 1.2.8
£
2 Construction Defect (10) O AB007 Construction Defect 1.,2.3
=3
» ] -
L Claims tmvo oy MassTorl 1 n Agoe Claims Involving Mass Tort 1.2.8
g 7 -
‘; Securilies Litigation (28) O A6035 Securifies Litigation Case 1.,2.,8
©
3 Toxic Tort . ]
=]
Z Environmental (30) 0O A6036 Toxic Tor/Envirpnmental 4.2,3,8.
e
o }
0. insurance Coverage Claims | 1 pgo14 Insurance Coverage/Subragation (complex case cnly) 1.,2,5,8.

Partnership Corporation

i U A — e S
0 A6141 Sister State Judgment 2.9
E € 1 A6160 Abstract of Judgment 2.6
D
g" Enforcement 0O AB107 Confession of Judgment {non-domestic relations) 2.9
53 of Judgment {20) [ AG140 Administrative Agency Award (not unpaid taxas) 2.8
TR O AS114 Petition/Certificate for Entry of Judgment on Unpaid Tax 2.8
O A6112 Other Enforcement of Judgment Case 2,8.8.
" RICO (27) [t AB6033 Racketeering (RICO} Case 1.2.8
I
2 4-% 0 ABO30 Declaratory Relief Only 1.2.8.
]
@ 8 Other Complainls O AB040 Injunctive Relief Only (not domestic/harassment) 2.8
é = {Not Specified Above) (42) [0 AG011 Other Commercial Complaint Case {nan-tortnon-complex) 1,2.8.
o
I AS000 Other Civil Complaint (non-tort/hon-camplex) 1.2,8

Governance (21) O A&113 Partnership and Corporate Governance Case 2.8
aQ “
® o 0O A6121 Civi Harassment 2.,3.9
g 15 T AB123 Workplace Harassment 2.3.9.
3 0 A8l 3.0,
% g Other Petitions _ AG124 Elder/Dependent Adult Abuse Case 2,,3.,9
ST (Not Specified Above)} O AB190 Election Contest 2,
= 0 43
- =° “3) O AG110 Petition for Change of Name 2.7.
& O AG170 Peition for Relief from Late Ciatm Law 2.3.4.8.
4 D AB100 Other Civil Petition 2.9,
m;
oY
LACIV 100 (Rev. 03/11) CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET ADDENDUM Local Rule 2.0
LASC Approved 03-04 AND STATEMENT OF LOCATION Page 3 of 4
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SHORT TITLE: 'CASE NUMBER

witliam Morris Agency, et al.-v. Tommy Lee Jones, et al.

Item Hi. Statement of Location: Enter the address of the accident, party's residence ar place of business, performance, or ather
circumstance indicated in ltem I1., Step 3 on Page 1, as the proper reason for filing in the court location you selected.,

ADDRESS:

REASON: Check the appropriate boxes for the numbers shown | William Morris Endeavor Ertertainment, LLC
undar Column C for the type of action that you have selectad for | 9601 Witshire Bivd., Third Floor
this case.

0O4. F2. J3. 04, [15. 0s. O7. 08, O9. L)10.

CIryY: STATE: 2iP CODE:

Beverly Hills CA 90212

ttem IV. Deciaration of Assignment: | declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true
1o the Stanley Mosk quse in the

and correct and that the above-entilled matter is properly filed for assignment
Central District of the Superior Court of California, County of Los Angsles [Code Ci

Rule 2.0, subds. (b), {c) and {d)).

Dated: October 3‘ , 2012

{AGNATUR

PLEASE HAVE THE FOLLOWING ITEMS COMPLETED AND READY TO BE FWCED IN DER TO PRGPERLY

COMMENCE YOUR NEW COURT CASE:

1. Qriginal Complaint or Petition.

2. If filing a Complaint, a completed Surmmons form for issuance by the Clerk.
3. Civil Case Cover Sheet, Judicial Council form CM-01C.
4

.%"" Case Cover Sheet Addendum and Statement of Location form, LACIV 109, LASC Approved 03-04 (Rev.
11).

Payment in full of the filing fee, unless fees have been waived.

o

A signed order appointing the Guardian ad Litem, Judicial Council form CIv-010, if the plaintiff or patitioneris a
minor under 18 years of age will be required by Court in order to issue a summons. .

7. Additional copies of documents to be conformed by the Clerk. Copies of the cover sheet and this addendum
must be served along with the summeons and complaint, or other initiating pleading in the case.

LACIV 109 (Rev. 03/11) CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET ADDENDUM Locat Rule 2.0
LASC Approved 03-04 AND STATEMENT OF LOCATION Page 4 of 4






