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SINNOTT, DITO, MOT'RA & PUEBLA, P.C.
David M. Harris, #1451?3 (dhanis@sdmp.com)

707 Wilshire Btvd., Suite 3200
Los Angeles, California 900 I 7-3514
Tef.: (213) 99G4200; Fax: (213)892-8322

OF COIINSEL:
BruceMeckler, *
James Kallianis, #14

MECKLER BULGER &
123 North Wacker, Suite 1800

ll Chicago, lllinois 60606
7 ff Tel.: (3r2)474-7900;Fax: (312)474-7898

STEVEN SEAGAL and STEAMROLLBR
PRODUCTIONS, INC.,

Plaintiffs.

v

LOEB & LOEB, LLP and DOES 1-100
Inclusive,

,*^HLk&,p.",*

Attomeys for Plaintiffs, STEVEN SEAGAL and
STEAMROLLER PRODUCTIONS, INC.
*Application for Pro Hac Yice pending

SUPERIOR COURT OT THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT

CASENo. 8G574170
COMPLAINT FORBREACH OF AN
ORAL CONTRA(:T AIID BREACTI OF
FIDUCTARY DUTY

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

DISCOVERY CUTOFF: None Set
MOTION CUTOFI: None Set

Defendanl TRIAL DATE: None Set

The Plaintiffs, Steven Seagal and Steamroller Productions,Inc,, allege and

complainasfoltows: H * 5# $

HssEFS**F
l. Ptaintifl, Steven Seagal ('Seagal"], was at all rnateritl ti*€s*iEofio"S= 

- 
fi

herein, a resident of Los Angelcs County, California, and, among other things,.a ntfii e6t$-- :  ; l in
in major motion pictures. Plaintiff, Steamroller Productions, Inc.,'was, at ail rdJevantS H ;!

ii, --: I,l

tirnes, a corporation owned by Seagal, which corporation has its principal place of bu{nesi
. :., 1>

in Los Angeles, Califomia. Steamroller Productions, Inc. sened as Seagal's agent'fof=the

ffi
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receipt and payment of his legal representation, described more fully herein.

2. Defendant, Loeb & Loeb, LLB at atl times relevant herein, ivas I Califomia

timited liability partnership, organizod and existing undet thc law of the Starc of

Califomia, with its principal place of business in Los Angeles Coulrty and was entitled to,

and did, practice law pursuant to Business & Professional Code Section 6160, et seq.

3. Defendants Does l-100, inclusive, are the flrctitious names of other

defendants and whose true names are unknown to Plaintiffs, and whose true capacities,

whether as irtdividual, corporations, partnerships, joint ventures anrVor associations, ars

also unknown to Ptaintiffs, and when such true narnes are ascertained, Plaintiffs will

amend this complaint by inserting said tue narnes in place of said tictitious names in

accordance with the Code of Civil hocedure Section 474. Plaintiffs are informed and

believe and thercon allege that whenever and wherever in this cornplaint defendants are the

subject of any charging allegations by Plaintiffs, said Does are also responsiblo in some

manner for the events and h4ppenings alleged herein, and it shalt b,: decmcd that said Doe

defendants, and cach of thern, are likswise the subject of said charging allegations herein

by Seagal.

4. Seagal is informed and believes and thereon alleges that at all times herein

m€ntioned Doe defendants l-l00 were the agents, servants and employees of defendant

and in doing the things hereinafter mentioned.were action in the sc'rpe of their authority as

such agents, seryants and employees wittr permission and consent liom their co-

defendants.

STATUTORY P'REREQUISITE

5. The stahrtory prerequisite for this litigation under Catifomia Business

Professional Code $6200, et seq.,were metwhen thc parties arbitrated the tegal fee dispute

described herein to a decision rendered on or about May 4, 2007. lly letter agreement

dated on or about May 30, 200?, the.parties agreed to extend the tirne to lile a lawsuit with

r€spect to the arbitration decisionthrough and including July 13, 2007. This action has

been timely fi led consistent with the May 30, 2007 written extensirh.

l . ld8e!t  eooz eI  tnr
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BACKGROUND FACTS

6. In the early 1990's, Seagal produced several films with a man narned Julius

Nasso ("Nasso") in which Seagal staned as thc leading actor and tr'asso served as a

producer or co-producet. Together, Seagal and Nasso did business as SeagalNasso

Productions. Despite the financial success of these films, Seagal dr:cided to part ways with

Nasso in or around 1999-2000.

7. Unhappy with Seagal's decision to no longer producc fitms with him, Nassg

and certain alleged co'conspirato$, attempted to extort money ftom seogal in or around

February of 2001. Unbeknownst to Seagal, agents of the United Srates Federal Bureau of

Investigalion ("FBI") captured sorne of these extortion attempts on tape whilc conducting

surveillance of the alleged co-conspirators in an investigation into organized qime.

8. In or around March of 2Q02, the Govemment subpoenaed Seagal to testif,

before a federal grand jury in an investigation of Nasso and his alleged co-conspirators

regarding the extortion scheme.

g. In or around April of 2002, Seagal retained Defendant to represent him in

connection with his appearance as a witness before the grand jury and at any subsequcnt

criminal trial of Nasso and his alleged co-conspirators. In return fcrr its professionat

s€rvices, Seagal agreed to pay Defendant for its reasonable fees and expenses insurred in

connection thercwith. Plaintiffs legal fees were billed to, and paic. for by, Stcamroller

Productions, Inc,, for and on behalf of Seagal, At all relevant time.;, Seagal was

Defendant's client.

10. [n or around May of 2002,Seag4l testified before the grand jury. On or

around February 11,2003, Seagal also testified at the criminattrial of Nasso and his

alleged co-corrspirators in federal courl in Brooklyn, New York. Prior to his testimony

before the grand jury and his testimony at the subsequent criminal tiat, Seagal was granted

imrnunity and informed that he was not a target of the investigation or a suspect in any

criminal activily. At atl times rnaterial, Defendant was aware of these facts.

/ t /
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I l. Despite being rnerely a wihress and not a tsrget of an:r criminal investigation,

Seagal was billed approximately $1,046,966 in fees and $37,236 in expenses by Defendant

from March of 2O02 through August of 2003. A second firm, Schutte, Roth &Zabel, also

incurred approximately $1.2 rnillion dollars in matters relating to Nasso, some ofwhioh

duplicated the work of the Loeb & Loeb firm and was recommended as 'hecessary" by

Deftndant.

lZ. During the course of Defendant's representation, Defendant sent invoices to

Plaintiffs for fu services in care ofthe acoountant for Steamroller Productions, Inc. The

invoices included only a surnmary description of the legal services provided. The invoices

did not include the dstes that any services were provided, the identity of rhe billers

providing services, the amount of time sp€nt by cach of the bitlen on a daity basis, ttre

amount each biller spent on each individual task or work effort, orlre hourly rates that

werebeing charged lor the at0orneys' services and those of their suppoft staff. This

information was nec,essary and material to evaluating Defendant's seryices and Defendant

knew, or should have known, that the omission of such information would prevent

Plaintiffs from evaluating the reasonableness and nec€ssity of Defendant's services on a

timely basis.

13. As a result of, inter alia, the lack of necessary and mrrterial information in

Dcfendanfs billings, Seagal did not have thc n€cessary means to evaluate or object to the

invoices issued by Defendant, and even ifhc had substantiatly rnor,s information, he lacked

the ability, skill or cxpertise to object to the invoices issued by Def.:ndant in the absence of

full and cornplete disclosure. Given the relationship of trust Seaga. hadwith Defendant,

Seagal also had no reason to mistrust Defsrdant. As a result, Seag,il paid Defendant more

than $500,000 for their services.By July 2003, however, Seagal had grorvn skeptical of

Defendant's experience, its representation and its billing practices.

14. In or around that tirne, Seagal sought out professional assistaace for the

specific purpose of evaluating the reasonableness and necessity of Defendant's legal bills

and providing Seagal with advice as to: (a) the entent to which the Defendant's invoices

Hd8e:t  tooe eI  Inf
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rcpresented reasonable fees and costs nesessary to his representation, and (b) thc cxtent to

which he was obligated to continue to pay Defendant for the arnowrts invoiced,

15. Thereafter, Seagal determined that he had becn substrurtiatty overcharged

anilthat he had already paid for substantialty more than what was r3asonable for the legal

representation ttrat he had authorized.

16. Prior to retaining outside assistance to review the work and services of

Defendant and the rcsulting billings, Seagal could not have known that he had been

overcharged.

17. Defendant claims Seagal owes defendant an additional $575,403,78 for irs

legal services,

FTRSTCAUSE OF A9TTON

(BREACH OF AN ORAL CONTRACT)

(AGAINST ALL DEF'ENDANTS)

18. Plaintiffs incorporate herein the allegations ofparagraphs 1 thnough 17 as

though set fofth in their €ntirety.

19. On or about April 2002, Seagal and Defendant entered into an oral con6act,

Plaintiffs clairn rhat Defendant breached that contract and that at all material tirnes Seagal

fully performed all parts of his agreement with Defendant.

20. The terms of the oral con{ract included an agreement that Defendant would

use its best efforts and professional skill, expertise and experience to provide nec€ssary

and reasonable legal services to Seagal to represent him as a witness at 0re grand jury and

subsequent criminaltrial of Nasso and his co-conspirators. In retunr, Seagal world pay the

reasonable vatue of those services that were authorized, necessary and reasonable.

21. Irnplicit in their duties to represent Seagal, Defendant had a fiduciary duty to

act solely in dre best intercsts of Seagal and to avoid any conflicts of interes! including

any conflicts of interost arising from any cornpeting financial interests Defendant may

have.
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22. Also irnplicit in Defendsst's duties to represent Seagal was its fiduciary duty

to truthfully and completely inform Seagl of all facts known to De:fendant and rnatorial to

his representation, As part of its duty to keep Seagal fully advised of the representation,

Defendant was obligated to advise Seagal and seek his authorizaticn as to significant

services or expenses that were likely to result in substantial charge:i to Seagal for which

Defendant would expect Seagal to pay.

21, As part of its contract with Seagal, Defendant also had the fiduciary duty to

accurately and fairly account for its legal se.rvices on Seagal's behalf and to disclose to

Seagal, after it incurred services on his behalfi sufficient information from which he could

review and evalu,ate Defcndant's charges or services in a timely farihiort.

24. Defendants brgached their contactual duties to Seagtl by:

a. engaging in rvork that was not specifically authorized, or if

authorized, was unnecessrl, excessive and/or othennise unreasonable

to the point of being unconscionable; .

b. advising Seagal to authorize Defendant to undertake sewioes or work,

or to authorize Dofendant to direct fhe service: of others, which

services were unnecessary, excessive and/or othcnrise unreasonable

to the point of being unconscionable;

s. failingto fully advise Seagal, in a tirnely mamler, of all facts

nccessary to approve and authorize services or work to be incuned,

which services were likely to result in substantial charges to Seagal

for which Defendant would expect to be paid;

failing to fully advise Seagal of material aspe(;ts of its representation

that would ot did affect the costs of Defendant's services, resulting in

activities and services that were not specifically authorized by Seagal

and/or services which were unnecessary, excessive, and/or were

otherwise unreasonable to the point of being unconscionable;

concealing and/or failing to advise or inform tieagal, after services

;FffiUffiffi
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were rendercd, of materiat information or fact:; ngcessEry for Seagal to

timely evaluatc the necesity and reasonablencss of Defendant's

charges which Defendant prescnted to Seagal forpaymen! and

. f. charging Seagal an unconscionabtb legal fee.

25. As a direct and proxirnate result of Defendant's breach of the oral contract,
I

I Seagal paid, or caused to be paid, rnore than $500,000 for services that w€re unauthorized

and/or worth substantially less.

26. As a direct and proximate result ofDefendant's breacb ofthe oral confrast,

Defendant also caused Seagal to pay others, including the law firrn of Schulte, Roth &
I

lzabel, substantial sums that wer€ unnccessary and uueasonable.
I

I Zl. As a direct and proximate result of Defendant's breach of the oral contact,
I
lSeagat has been damaged in an amount believed to be not less rhan $450,000, but which is
I
lnevertheless equal to the difference between the amounl pai{ or ce.used to be paid, to

ln"tundrn and orhers and the reasooable value of services that were nec€ssary and

lreasonable qnd specifically authorized after full disclosure of all rnaterial facts.
I
| 28, As a frrrthcr ptoximate result of Defendants' breach, Plaintiffhas incurred,

IanA continues to incur, intetes! oosts, and attorney's fees in 0n amountto be determined
I
laccording to proof at tial.
I
I secoun cnusn oF lc'rroN
I

I cREACrr oF TTDUCTARY DUTY)
I

, .N'AINST ALL DEFENDANTS)
I

I 29, Plaintiffs incorporate herein tho allegations of paragrryhs I through 28 as
I
Ittrough set forth in their entirety.
t -
I

| 30, By virtue of the attorney-client relationship, arising wholly or in part from,
I
I Seagal's oral contract with Defendant, Dcfendant owed Scagal the fiduciary duty to act
I

I with ttre utrnost good faith and care with respect to the representation of Seagal. As part of
t -
I its Outies; Deftndant had the obligation to be truthful and honest artd to disclose to Seagal

lail material information relevant to its representation of Seagal.
,l
l l . -z
ll coMpLAtNT FOR BREACH OF AN ORAL CONTRACT AND BREASH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY

Hd6e.. ,  LOOa eI Inc



I

z
3

4

{

6

7

I

9

ql0
tn
1r{
B^;$ t2
FEE$ I .
: in la rJ
Q5un

Egf;{ ' I4gEdE 15
ggilii 16
AF;3 N
E !g
o i8z

Are
20

2t

22

23
,:jiz4
,r-
!'t5
{iio

g'd f . ldot : t  Looz eI  Inc

31. Scagal trusted that Defendant would look out for his best interests and act

solely on his behalf, that Defendant would deal honestly and fairly with hirn, and be at all

times truthful, disclosing to hirn all information material andpertinent by which to

autlrotize, approve or evaluate Defildant's services andthe service's of others renderod, on

his behatf.

32. Defendant breached its fiduciary duties to p1aintiffbl.:

a. engaging in work that was not specifically authorized, or if

authorized, was unnecessafy, excessive and/sr otherwise unrcasonablc

to the point of being unconscionable;

advising Seagal to authorize Defendant to undertake services or work,

or to authorize Defendant to direct *re services of others, which

services were tmnecessary, excess ive and/or o.therwise urueasonabt e

to the point of being unconscionable;

failing to fully advise Seagal" in a timely manner, of all facts

necessary to approve and authorize servicos ol work to be incured,

which setvices were likely to result in substantial charges to Seagal

for which Defendant would €xpect to be paid;

failing to fully advise Seagal of material aspects of its representation

thar would or did affect thc costs of Defendant's services, resulting in

activitics and services that were not specifically authmizndby Seagal

and/or services which were unnecessary, exce;$ive, and/or were

otherwise unreasonable to the point of being unconscionable;

concealing and/or failing to advise or inform $eagal, after ssrvices

were rendered, ofmaterial information or facts necesafy for Seagalto

timely evaluate the necessity and reasonablencss of Defendant's

charges which Defendant presented to Seagal tirr payrnent;

ctrarging Seagal an unconscionabl.e legal fee; :md

undertaking a representation that was in conflict of interests of other

e

b.

d.

e.

27

28

f.

g.
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33, As a direct and proximate result of Defendant's breach of its Iiduciary duties,

Seagal paid, ot caused to be paid, more than $500,000 for services that wcre unauthorized

and.ior worth substantially less.

34. As a direct and proxirnate result of Defendant's breach of ils fiduciary duties,

Defendant also caused Seagal to pay others, including the law llrm of Schulte, Roth &

Ztbel, substantial sums that were unnecessary and unreasonable.

35. As a direct and proximate result of Defendant's breach of its fiduciary duties,

Seagalhas been damaged in an amount believed to be not less than $450,000, but which is

neveftheless equal to the difference between the amount paid, or caused to be paid, to

Defendant and others and the reasonable value of sewices that were necessary and

reasonable and specifically authorized aAer full disclosure of all material facts.

36. As a further proximatc rcsult of Defendants' breach, Plaintiffhas incurred,

and oontinues to incur, intenest costs, and attorney's fees in an amount to be determined

according to proof at bial.

PRAYDR FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for judgment against Defendants, and each of them,

as follows:

l. For general damages according to proof, but believec to be not less than

$450,000;

2. For special darnages acoording to proof;

3. That the Court award Plaintiffs all oftlreir attorneys' fees and costs incurrcd

in this action;

4, For interest to be calculated from thc datc of the breach of contract;

5. For suph other and further relief from all Defendants as the Court may deem

just and proper.
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DATED: sAy t?zoot Respectfully submitted, .

SINNOTI, DITO, MOURA &, PUEBLA, P.C.

DAVID M. I{ARzuS
Attorneys for Plaintiffs, STEVEN SEAGAL
and STEAMROLLER PRODUCTIONS, INC.
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