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Juri sd iction and Venue 

S. The subjcctmat tcr in controve rsy is with in thcjuri sdic tionallirnits of thi s Court. 

All parties are Texas residents and the incidcnt s giving risc 10 thi s suit occurred in Harri s County. 

Texas. Defendants herein are also domiciled in th is cOllnty. Further. all part ies reside andlor do 

business in Harris County. Texas. Thus. ve nue is appropriate pursuant to § IS.002 Texas Civ il 

Practi ce & Remedies Codc. 

Facts 

6. Plaint i IT is the wi Ie of R. Allen Stanford. Mr. Stanford is the so le shareholder of the 

Houston based Strmford Financia l Group. Aftc r 34 years o f marriage. Plainti fTlilcd fb r di vorec from 

Mr. Stanford. She retained Defcndan t. Nancy Rommelman. to represent her in th is divorce action. 

Ms. ROllll11elman's physical ornce is contai ned inside the orticcs o f Defendant. Pavlas. Brown & 

York. L.L.P. On or about November S. 2007. Plain tilTfil eci lOr d ivorce. 

7. During the course of her representat ion of Plai ntiff in the divorce proceedings. and 

likely as a result of the very large va lue of the marital estate. Ms. Rommelman i'urther engaged John 

Pavlas of Defendant. Pavlas. Brown & York. L.L. P .. to ass is t her wi th the divorcc case. Although 

Plaint ilThad no express contract direct ly with Pavlas. Brown & York . L.L. P .. on infomlat ion and 

belie f: ei ther a contract existed in f~lct between Defendants regard ing their joint representation of 

Plaint iff. o r they were operat ing as ajo int en terpri se. 

8. In Janua ry 2008. a hearing rega rding Temporary Orders was conducted in Plainti n· s 

divorce casco At the hearing. Plaintifl" was spec itica lly rcprcscnled by Ms. ROlllll1clman and Mr. 

I>avlas. During the eourse o f thi s heari ng. Mr. Stan lo rd ' s attorney. Bucky Allshouse. made <l verbal 
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orfer of sett lement to Ms. Rommelrnan and tvlr. Pavlns. The a lTer of selllemcnt was for Mr. 

Stanford to pay Plaintiff S200 million dollars plus lor he r share of the community property estate. 1 

PlaintilT was not only unaware that such alTer was made. bu t she was ne ver appri sed orthe offer by 

either of her auorncys. 

9. On vebruary 20. 2009. Mr. Allshouse sent a lettc r to Ms. Roml11elm31l withdrawing 

the offer ofsenielll en l. Short ly therea tic r. Plainti lTbeeame aware o rthe afTer. questioned why it was 

ne ver d isc losed. and terminated Delc ndants as her counse l. Unlo rlunate ly. by the time Plaintiff 

became aware of the offe r. the substantial cOlTlmunity propert y/assets at issue in her di vorce 

proceed ings were se ized and/o r fi'ozen by the Securities Exclmnge Commiss ion (SEC). 

10. If Plaintiff had been made awarc of the substantia l sum offered as settlement in her 

divorce proceedings. she would have read il y accepted. Because she was never afforded slleh 

opportunity. much less even to ld of the offer' s ex istencc. and bC(':<l lIse all her cO llllll un ity properly 

assets arc now at the mercy orthe SEC. Plaint ilT has sut"tcred signilicant damages. 

Le£!.al Theo ries and Causes or Action 

II. Negligence : In failing to convey a legit imatc se ttlemc nt a lTer to Pla inti IT. Defendants 

breached thc duty o f care that should be exercised by a reasonably prudent attorney in representing 

a clien t. Such breach proximately caused Plaintiff s damages. 

12. Breach oIFidlfcicllJl Dwy: As her atlo rll r.::ys . Defendants owed PlaintilTa fiduciary 

du ty. Because De fe ndants I ~l i l cd to act with abundant good faith. pcrfect candor. openness . honesty. 

1 This figure is no t a typo. Mr. Stan lord was an exceedingly sllccessful international 
businessman who stockp iled most. o r all. of hi s lortune during hi s marriage with PlaintifT. 
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and witho ut conceal ment or decept ion. she breac hed that d uty. As U resu lt o f their br~ach . Plai ntifr 

suffered da mages. 

Damages 

13. As a d irec t resu lt or Defendants' actions. Plainti ff has surfe red damages and seeks 

the fo llowing: 

A. Actua l damages 0 1' $200 mil lion pl us: 

B. Fcc lo rlc iture and re imbursement of all Ic es paid \0 Dclcnda tll : 

C. Both prcjudgmctll and post j udgmcnt in terest: 

D. Cos ts o f Coul1: 

E. Anorney"s Ices 

Jurv Demand 

14. Pla in ti ITrcqucsts a tri al by j ury. With thi s lawsuit. Pla intifrhas dcpositcd lhe rcq uired 

fcc with the Distri ct Clerk . 

Request fo r Disc losure 

15. Pursuant 10 Rule 194. De fendants arc requcsted to d isclose. within lift y (50) days o f 

se rvice o f thi s requl.!St. the information or materi al described in Rule 194 .2 or thc Texas Rule o r C ivil 

Proced ure. 

WHEREFORE. PREM ISES CONS IDERED. Plainti ff. Susan Stanford . prays that 

Defe ndants. Nancy ROllllllc lman and Pavlas. Brown. & York . L. L.P .. bc c it ed in terms a ria\\' 10 

appear and answcr herein: tha t upo n final tri al ol" thi s casco Plainlilf havc judgment against said 

Defe ndants. for the full amoll nt o r damages as se t fo rth above. with interest thereoll. bo th pre· 
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judgment and post·judgmcnt. m the legal rate: lor costs of coun: and for such OIher and further 

relief. special and gen\!raJ. at law and in equity. to which they may show thcmselves justly 

entitled. 

13y: 

Respectfu lly submittcd. 

J ichacl P. Mallia 
Texas S1l"lIC Bar No. 12866500 
Fred II. Shepherd 
Texas StaiC Bar No. 24033056 
One Ri verway Drive. Suite 1150 
Ilouston. Texao; 77056 
Telephone: (713) 526-1100 
Facsimile: (7 13) 523·5939 
ArrORNEY FOR PLAINTIFFS 
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