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SU I'EnJOn COU nT OF TI·IE STAT E OF WAS I-II NGTON 

IN AN D fO R SNOHOM ISI-I COUNTY 

) 
NICOLE RUE TURNER and J. ERIC TURNER. ) 

) 
\\ ire and husband. ) Case No .: 08-2-02623-8 

) 
PlairHirTs. ) FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR 

l~08 

) VIOLATION 0 1· WASHI NGTON FRANCH ISE 
VS. ) INVESTMENT PROTECTIOJ ACT A D 

) BREACH OF CONTRACT 
DREAM DINNERS, INC .. a Washington ) 

) 
corporation: STEPI-IANIE ALLEN and VERN ) 

) 
ALLEN. wife and husband: and TINA KUNA and) 

) 
scon' KUNA, wife and husband; JO I-IN A ) 

) 
BENDER JR; KEV I J COLLETTE; JOANIE Y ) 

) 
KIM; HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP; RYAN ) 

) 
SWANSON & CLEVELAND PLLC. ) 

) 
Defendants ) 

Ploil11ifTs are individuals and husband and wifc. Plaintiff." are franchisees of defendant 

Dream Dinners. Inc. They reside in and opcnlle a Drctlm Dinners franch ise in Springfield, 

Ohio. 
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2. Defendant Dream Dinners. Inc. is a Washington corporation with il ~ principal place of 

business in Snohomish COlill ty that offers and sells Dream Dinners franchises in Washington. 

and in a number of other s tates. 

3. Defendant Stephanie Al len is a resident of Snohomish County. Washington. On information 

and belief. Allen is an o rfi ccr and director of Dcfcndarll Dream Dinllers. Inc. and \\'as so at a ll 

rclcvanllimcs herein . 

Defendant Vem Allen. on information and belief. is the husband o f Defendant Stephanie 

Allen. Defendant Vem Allen"s marital communit), has benefited frOllllhc \\rongs committed 

by Defendant Slcphnnie Allen herein . 

5. Defendant Tina KUlla is a residen t of Snohomish COllnt). Washingto n. On info nnatio n and 

belie!: Kuna is an officcr and director of Defendant Dream Dinners. Inc , as \\as so at all 

relevant times herein. 

6. Defendant SCOIt Kuna. on information and be lief. is the husband o f Defendant Tina KUlla , 

Defendant Scott Kuna's marital cOllllllunity has benclitcd from the wrongs committed by 

Dcfcndant Tina Kuna hercin , 

7. Defcndant Dream Dinncrs. Inc .. defcndarus Allcn and dcfcndants Kuna arc collect i\ c ly 

referred to hercin as "Dream Dinners Defcndarus" , 

8. Defendants John A Bender. Joanie Y Kim. Kevin J Collctte, Ii o liand & Knight LLP. alld 

Ryan Swanso n & C leveland PLLC arc collcctivcly referred to herein as "La\\yer 

Defendants", 

9. On or about January 9. 2005. Dream Dinners Defendants required Plaintiffs to s ign a binding 

contract as a pre-condition to receiving any funhcr information regarding thc Dream Dinners 

Franchise opportuni ty and, spccil1cally. before receiving II Uniform Franchi se Offcring 

Circular. 
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10. 

11. 

12. 

13, 

In abOUI February. 2005. Dream Dinners Defendants invi ted Pla intiffs 10 allend a "Discovery 

Day" held in Snohomish. Washington. PlaintifTs were n OI provided wit h a Un iform 

Franchi se O ffering Ci rcu lar unti l arter they attended the Discover) On). Part of 1ha1 

Discovery Day was a PowcrPoint presentation by Dream Dinner Defendants showing the 

revenues and ex penses purponcdly produced by two Dream Dinners fac ilities operated by 

Dream Dinners Defenda nts. 

In about February. 2005. Dream Dinners Defendants presented Plaintiffs ,\ ilh a Uniform 

Franchise Offering Circular. Item 19 of that offering circular contained the follo'\ ing false 

statement : 

Dream Dinners . Inc. does not furni sh or aut horize its sa lespersons to 
furni sh any o ral o r wrillen in formm ion concerning the aCllIa l or 
potential sa les. costs. income or profit s ofa franchi se. Actu al results 
vary frOIll unit to unit and Dream Dinners. Inc . ca nnot estimate the 
results of any pal1 icu lar franch ise. 

Contrary to the representat ion contained in Item 19 that Dream Dinners Defendants do not 

furn ish earnings information. Dream Dinners Defendan ts and their la\\ )crs and accountants 

added pages to the aud ited financia l statements that contained essen tial!) the same earnings 

infonnati on that was presented in the Power Poi nt presentati on duri ng "Discovery Day", The 

additional information so presented did not com ply with the req uirements for an earn ings 

cla im statement as then requ ired by the Uniform Franchise Offering Circular Gu idelines as 

req uired by the Washington Franch ise Investment Protection Act. 

At no lime before Plai ntiff s invested in the Dream Dinners franchise did any of the 

Dcfcndal1ls inform Pla intiffs that the earn ings claims given in con nect ion \\ ith the audited 

financ ia l statemen t and in th e Discovery Day PowerPoinl presentati on were no longer 

reasonabl y rcpresentati vc o r how the company~owned out lets and fra nehiscd ou tlets \\-cre 

performing during ca lendar year 2004 and continuing into 200S, 

First Amended Complaint ror Violation or Franchise Act 
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14 . PlaintifTs paid an initial franchise fcc 0($30,000 and a "grand opening fcc" of $5,000 and 

entered into a franchise agreement with Dream Dinners Defendants dated April 6, 2005. The 

Franchise Agreement provides, among olher things: 'Thi s Agreement and all transactions 

contemplated by thi s Agreemenl shall be governed by. and construed and enforced in 

accordance wilh. Ihe laws of the Siale of Washington:' 

15. Dream Dinners Defendants represen ted 10 Plain tiffs, including in the "introduction" to the 

franchise agrccmcllllhat Dream Dinners Defendants had a well-deve loped and tested 

"system" , including "uniform standards and procedures ... training ... ad\crtising and 

promotional programs .. . customer development and service techniques . . . " What 

Plaintiffs di scovered, after investing in the franc hi se, was that Drea m Dinners Defendants' 

"system" was in the early development slages and being developed on an ad hoc bas is \\ ith 

no signs of a " proven system " . 

16. Drcam Dinners Defendants promised and used as inducemen ts to get Plaintiffs to im(,SI in 

the franchise that they would provide. among other things: site selection assistance. lease 

negotiation assistance. pre-opening inspections, pre-opening on-site training. on-si te trai ning 

during first week of operations. grand open ing assi stance. field vi si ts. advertising and public 

re lations cam paigns. loca l advcrt ising assistance, promotional meth ods and materials, and 

advertising. marketing and public relations programs. As to each of these items. Dream 

Dinners Defendants either failed entirely to provide the things promised or did sllch a partial 

and amatcurish job that it amounted to non-perfonnance . 

17. Dream Dinners Defendants' knew or rcasonably should h;"lvc kno\\ n;"lt the tiTTle they made 

the promises described in the foregoing parugraphs that Ihe) did not ha\e the infrastructure 

ond personnel experience and resources 10 perform on those promises. Nevertheless. thc) 

madc the promises (01" railed to d isclose the lruth about their inabilit) \0 perrorm), fully 

intend ing that Plaintiffs would re ly upon such promises and in vest in a fmnchise . Plo intifTs 
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did rely and did so reasonabl y. Plaintiffs invested in a franchise and , on accoum of Dream 

Dinners Defendant' s misrepresentations and omissions suffered damages. including but not 

limited to the payment or initial fees in the amount o f$35.000. 

18. Dream Dinners Defendallls ' failure to perfo rm all the promises identified in the forego ing 

paragraphs constituted matcrinl breaches orthe franchise agreement. 

19. Dream Dinners Defendants' actions and omissions described herein and the actions and 

omiss ions of Defendant Bender constitute violations of and arc "unln\\ fu'" under the 

WaShington Franchise InvestmCni Protection Act , Chapter 19. [00 R,C. W, 

20. Because Dream Dinners Defendants and Defendant Bender induced PlaintifTs to invest in the 

Dream Dinners franchise by violating the Washington Franch ise Investment Protection Act. 

the franchi se and o ther agreements so induced arc illegal and unenforceable under 

Washington law. 

21. Dream Dinners Defendants' orrer and sale of the Dream Dinners franchi se to Plainlins 

violated the Ohio Bus iness Opportunity Purchasers Protection Act. 01110 RtV. COOl:. ANN. § 

1334.01 et. seq . Dream Dinners Defendants did nOI qualify for an exemption from the Ohio 

Business Opportunity Purchasers Protection Act. 

22. The ofl'er o f the Dream Dinners franchi se originated in the State o f Was hington and Plaintiffs 

accepted it in the State o f Ohio. 

23. Defendant John A Bender is an altomey at la w. licensed to practice law in the Slate of 

Washington. I-li s Washington State Bar Association Number is 19540. 

24. During relevant times. Defendant Bender was relaincd by Dream Dinner Defend:lI1ts as 

franchi se counsel. Dream Dinners Defendants retained Defendant Bender because the) 

understood him to be experienced in franchise law. 
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25 . Defendant Bender drafted or approved the Dream Dinners Franchise Agreement , Uniform 

Franchise OfTering C irc ular. and all other contracts, agreements and documen ts lIsed by 

Dream Dinners Defendants in olTering and selling the Dream Dinners franchise to Plaintiffs. 

26. Defendant Bender approved th e procedure used by Dreams Dinners Defendants by which 

they required Plaintiffs to sign a bind ing contract before they could rece ive the UFOe or 

oliter informa tion. 

27. Defendant Bender rev iewed and approved the use of the PowcrPo int slides lIsed by Orcam 

Dinners Defend:mls at the Discovery Day which contained illega l ea rn ings claims. 

28. Defendant Bender pan icipnted wit h Drca m Oinners Defendants and their accountant in 

including illega l earn ings cla ims in the Un iform Franchise OITering C ircular by disguising 

them as being part o f the audited financ ia l stntemenl s. 

29. At le3s1 by February 28. 2005. Defendant Bender knew or reasollab l ~ should have known that 

Dream Din ners Defendants ' two company-owned outlets were no longer do ing ilS we ll as 

represen ted in the Uniform Franchi se Offering Circ ular and the PowerPo inl presentation. 

30. At least by February 28, 2005, Defendant Bender knew or reasonabl y should have known that 

Dream Dinners Defendants' franchi sees were materia lly less profit abl e than the actua l andlor 

hypot hetica l earnings cla ims prov ided in the Un ifo rm Franch ise OITcring C ircular and 

PowcrPoint presentation. 

31. At re levant times. Defendant Bender was a member of Dream Dinners Inc.·s dcfaclo board of 

d irectors. At relevant t imes, Defendant Bender ma intained a desk in the offices of Dream 

Dinners Defe ndants, sharing an om ce space with Defendan t:. A llen and Kuna . I h! spent 

approximate ly two days per week in that location. 

32. At relevant times. Defendant Bendcr active ly partic ipated in d iscuss ions and dC(:isions 

involving bus iness decisions that were not subject to atlorncy~c l ien t priv ilege. At relevant 

times. Defendant Dcnder in forma lly dispensed business and lega l ad vice to Dream Dinners 
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Defendants a nd their employees. At relevant times. neither Drc:llll Dinners Defendants nor 

Defendant Bender made any reasonable efTort to segregate priv ileged conversations from 

non-privileged communications. 

33. AI relevant limes. Defendant Bender attended social and sa les events thai included 

franchisees and prospective franchisees. 

34. At a ll re levant t imes Dcrcndam Bender knew o r rcasonabJ) shou ld have kno\\ n thai the 

documents he was prepari ng and approvi ng and the advice he gave or failed to give to Dream 

Dinners Defendan ts would result in prospective Dream Dinners Franchisees (a class of which 

PlaintifTs were foreseeable members) receiving matcrinlly fa lse. incomplete and misleading 

informa tion regarding the Dream Dinners rranchi se opportunity. 

35. At all relevant times. Derendan t Bendcr knew or shou ld ha\c "no\\n that prospective 

rranchisees would be damaged by investing in Dream Dinners rranchises based upon 

materially raise. incomplete and mi sleading information regarding the Dream Dinners 

rranchise opportunity. 

36. At all relevant limes. Defendant Bender knew o r and approved Dream Dinners Defendants' 

franchise sa les process. At relevant times. Defendant Bender could have intcr\ened to 

prcvent lhe re levant violations or the Washington Franchise Investmen t PrOleclioll Act by hi s 

cl ients. Dream Dinners Derendants. 

37. At all relevant times. Derendant Bender knew o r reasonabl y shou ld ha\c hI10\\ II that the 

infonnalion being prov ided by hi s clients. Drea m Dinners Defendants 10 Plaintirfs and other 

prospective franchisees was n1n terial ly r;llse, incomplete and mi slcnding (or om itted material 

racts) and he knew or reasonably should have known thaI Illaintirrs and other prospective 

rm nchisecs had no reasonable means to uncover the tmth that he kne\\ - ahhough his clients. 

Dream Dinners Defendants. had an aflinnalive dut), to delivery true. complcte and non-

mislead ing inrormat ion to Plaintiffs and other prospective franchi sees and Derendant Bender. 
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Defendant Kim and Defendant Holland & Knight LLP had been specifica lly retained by 

Dream Dinners Defendants to ass ist Ihem in complying with the requireme nts ofapplicab lc 

franchise taws and regulations. 

38. AI relevant times. Defendant Bender knew or reasonably should have knO\\1\ that the practice 

of Dream Dinners Defendants of requiring Plaintiffs and other prospective franchisees \0 sign 

a binding contract before obtaining a Uniform Franchise OITcring C ircu lar \\as a, ioJation of 

the Washington Franchise Investment Protection Act and of tile Fedeml Trade Commission 

Franchise and Business Opportunity Rule. 

39. At all relevant limes, Odcndanl Bender was a "person" as de fined b) RCW 19.100.010 (13). 

AI all re levant times. Defendant Bender was a "person in act of control oflhc activ ities" or 

Derendant Drcam Dinners. Inc . 

40. At all relevant times berore approximately March 26. 2004. Derendant Bender waS.1Il 

employee. partner,and/or agent of Derendant Holland & Knight LLP. At all relevant times 

after approximately March 26. 2004. Defendant Bender was an ernplo)ce. partner andlor 

agent of Defendant Ryan Swanson & C leve land PLLC. 

41. Defendant Joanie Y Kim is an attorney at law, licensed to practice law in the State of 

Washington . Her WaShington State Bar Association Number is 27289. 

42. Defendant Kim assisted Defendant Bender in carryi ng out mall) o f his ac tions and omissions 

described herein . 

43 . Defendant Kim had direct knowledge of the activities of Defendant Bender and activel) 

partic ipated with Defendant Bender in preparing documents thai contained infonnation that 

was materially fal se, mis leading or that omined to stale material inforlll:llion. 

44 . Defendant Kim caused her ass istant to execute leiters to the WashinglOn Department o r 

Financiallnstitutio ll s. tran smitting Unifonn Franchise Offering C irculars which she knew or 
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reasonably should have known contained material false and mi sleading information or failed 

to disclose material information. 

45. Even after Defendant Bender left Defendant Holland & Knight LLP. and continuing up until 

al least the lime Ihal Ihe fonn of Uniform Franchise Offering Circular recei ved by Plaintiffs 

was submitted to the Siale of Washington Depanmenl of Financial Inst itutions. Dcfcndam 

Kim continued 10 materially participate in Ihe preparation. review. approval and submission 

orthe Uniform Franch ise Offering Ci rcular and other franchise documents subject to thi s 

action. 

46. AI relevant times. Defendant Kim knew or reasonably should have kllo\\ n thalthc franchise 

disclosure documents she was preparing cOnlaincd material fal se or mis leading statementS or 

omillcd 10 state material facts . 

47. AI relevant times. Defendant Kim knew or reasonab ly should have kno\\n th allhe su bject 

franchise disclosure documents and other material s would be used by Dream Dinners 

Defendants to offer and se ll Dream Dinner franchises. 

48. At relevant times, Defendant Kim knew or reasonably should have known Ihal ])lain liffs and 

other prospective franchi sees would rely upon (and had a legal right to rei) upon) the 

franchise sa les materials subject 10 this aClion. 

49. At relevant times, Defendant Kim knew or reasonably should ha ve kno\\ 11 that Plaintiffs and 

ot her prospective franch isees would be damaged on account of investing. in Dream Dinners 

franchises in reliancc upon materially fal se and misleading information and upon omined 

material in fo rmation. 

50. At relevant timcs. Defendant Kim knew of Dream Dinners Defend'lIlts· franchise sa tes 

process. At relevant limes, Defendant Kim could have intervened to pre\ 'CIH the relevant 

violations of the Washington Franchise Invest ment Protection Act by her clients, Dream 

Dinners Defendants. 
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53. 

54. 

55. 

56. 

AI relevant limes, Defendant Kim knew o r reasonably should have kllo \\ n that the 

infomlation be ing provided by her clients, Dream Dinners Defendants to Plaint iffs and other 

prospective franchisees was materially fal se. incomplete and mi s leading (or omitted material 

information) and she knew o r reasonably should ha ve known tllat Plaintiffs and other 

prOSI>CCli ve franchisees had no reasonable means to uncover the truth thai she kncw-

although her clients. Dream Dinners De fendants. hact an affirmali'vc dut y to deli\ cr) truc. 

complete and non-mi sleading infonnation 10 Plain tiffs and other prospecti\ c franchi sees and 

Defendant Kim. togethe r with Defendant Bender and Defcndalll Iiolland & Knight LLP. had 

becn specifically reta ined by Dream Dinners Derendants to ass ist them in com pl) ing wit h the 

requirements o fapplicab lc franchise laws and regulations. 

At all relevant times bcfore approximately February. 2006. Defendant Kim \\as employee. 

partner. andlor agent of Defendant Ho lland & Knight Lt.!>. 

Defendant Kevi n J Collette is an allomey at law. licensed to pract ice I,m in the State of 

Washington. Ili s Washin gton State Bar Association Number is 10998. 

Defendant Col letle assisted Defendant Bender in carrying out many of his actions and 

omissions described herein . 

Defendant Collette had direct knowledge of the activities of Defendant Bender and acti vely 

participated with Defendant Bender in preparing documents thai he !..nc\\ o r reasonably 

should have known contained information that was materiall ) fal se. misleading or that 

Olllilled 10 Slate material informal ion. 

Dcfcndant Collctte executcd letters to the Washington Department of Financial Institutio ns, 

transmitting Unifonn Franch isc Offering C irculars which he knew o r reasonab ly should have 

known conla ined materia l false and mi sleading infonnalio n o r railed 10 disclose material 

informal io n. 
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57. At relevant times. Defendant ColleHe knew o r reasonably should ha\ c known that the 

franchise disclosure documents he \\ as reviewing and submitting contained material false or 

misleading SlalemeniS or om itted to slate material facls. 

58. At rciCVUl111il11cs. Defendant Collclle knew or reasonably should h;wc kno\\11 that the subject 

franchise disclosure documents and other materials would be used b) Dream Dinners 

Defendants to oOer and sell Dream Dinner franchises. 

59. AI relevanl times. Defendant Collette knew or reasonably sho uld have known that PlaintifTs 

and other prospect ive franchisees would rely upo n (and had a legal right to rely upon) the 

franchise sa les malerials subjcclIO this action. 

60. At rclcvant times. Defendant Collcttc kncw or reasonably should ha\c I-.no\\ n thaI Plaintiffs 

and othcr prospective franchisecs would be damaged on account of ill\ 'esting in Dream 

Dinners franchises in reliance upon materially false and misleading infonnation and upon 

omitted material infonnation. 

61. At relcvant timcs, Defendant Collette kncw of Dream Dinners Defendants' franchisc s.dcs 

process. At relevant times. Defcndant Coilcnc could have intervened to prcvcn! thc rclcvant 

viola tions ofthc Washington Fra nchise Investmen t Protection Act by his clients, Dream 

Dinners Defcndants. 

62. AI all relcvant timcs. Dcfcndant Collette kncw o r reasonubl) should ha\c kno\\n that the 

information being provided by his clients. Dream Dinners Defendants to Plaintiffs and other 

prospective franch isees was materially false. incomplete and misleading (or omitted material 

information) and he knew o r reasonably shou ld have known that Plaintiffs and other 

prospective franchisces had no reasonable means to uncover the truth that he knew- although 

his clients, Dream Dinners Defendants. had an affi nnativc duty to delivcr) truc. complclC and 

non-mislcading information to Plaintiffs and o thcr prospective franchisecs and Dcfendant 

Collette. together with Dcfendant Bender and Defendant Ryan Swanson & Cleveland PLLC, 
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had been spec ifically retained by Dream Dinners Dcfcndallls to assist them in com plying with 

the requirement's ofapplicab lc franchi se laws and regulations. 

63 . At a ll relevant times. Defendant Collette was an employee, partner. and/or agen t of 

Defendanl Ryan Swanson & C leveland PLLC. 

64. Al relevant times, Defendant I-I o lland & Knight LLP was a foreign entity. 11 law firm and an 

employer or principal of Dcfcndanl's Bender and Kim. Defcnda ntl-l o lland & Knight. at 

relevant times conducted business in th e Slate of Washington and has a Washington 

registered agent. Dcfendaml-lo ll and & Knight LLP is liab le fo r the aels and omissions of its 

partners, employees and age nt s. O n infonnation and be lief. all acts and onlissions that fonn 

the bas is for th is complaint were performed within the scope o f the employment or authority 

of Defendants Bender and Kim. 

65. AI re levant limes. Defendant Ryan Swanson & Cleveland PLLC was II Washi ngton entity. 

conducting bus iness in Ihe Slale of Washington. At relevant times. Defendant Ryan S\\ anson 

& C leveland PLLC was an e mployer or principa l of Defendants l3endcr and Co llette. 

Defendant Ryml Swanson & C leveland PLLC is liable fo r Ihe aC IS and omissions of its 

partners, employces and age nts. On in fo rmation and belief. all acts and omissions that form 

the bas is for this compla int were performed within the scope of the employment or au thority 

of Defendants Bender and Coll ette. 

66. But for Defendan ts' wrongful actions and omissions described here in. Pl aint iffs \\ould not 

have invested in the Dream Dinners franchise , paid th e in it ial franchise fcc and royalties and 

advCI1i sing fees, purchased equipment, signed 11 rea l estilte lease. and incurred debt to cm er 

operationa l losses. 

67 . But for the Defendallls' wrongfu l actions desc ribed herein . Pla inti ffs \\ould not h3\C invcsted 

in a Dream Dinners franchise and would not have incurred the opcrmionnl and other losses 

and damages d ireclly resullin g from that inveslment. 
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68. Defendants" wrongful actions described herein have caused da mages to Plaintiffs in an 

anlount not yet fully kno\\ n but which arc estimated to exceed S)OO.OOO.OO. 

69. If the Court determines that rescission is an appropriate remedy for some of 

Plaintiffs' claims he rein, Plaintiffs hereby demand resciss ion nnd hereby 

conditionally tender to Defendant Dream Dinners, Inc. a ll tangible items in their 

possess ion and control received from Defendant Dream Dinners, Inc., condit ioned 

upon tender back from Defendant Dream Dinners, l.nc. of all items and moneys 

heretofore delivered 10 Defendant Dream Dinners, Inc .. In thai ci rcumstance, 

Plaintiffs seek the Court's guidance as to how to accomplish rescission. 

PRAYER fOR RELIEf 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully ask the Cou rt for relief as follows: 

I. For a d eclaration that Dream Dinners Defendants viola ted the Washington 

Franchise [nvestment Protection Act (" the Act") by offer ing and selling a franchise to Plaintiffs 

using a Uniform Franchise Offering Circular that d id not comply with the Ac l and which 

contained false representa tions of material facts or omitted to slale facts necessary in o rder to 

make s tatements made no t misleading. 

2. For a declaration that Defendant's viola tion of the di sclosure requirements of the 

Act was willful. 

3. For a declaration that any ag-reements executed by the parties as a resul t of Dream 

Dinners Defendant s' v iolations of the Act arc unlawful, illegal, void and unenforceable in their 

entirety by Dream Dinners Defendants. 

4. For a judgme nt against all Defendants, jOintly ill1d severally, fo r Plaintiffs' damages 

caused by or resulting from Defendants' wrongfu l acts and omissions a nd vio lations of the Act. 

5. For a judgment against the Lawyer Defendants, jOintly and severally, fo r all 

damages caused to Plaintiffs by or resulting from the Lawyer Defendants' breach of duty. 
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6. In the alternative, for an order confirming and defining rescission of any 

agreements executed by the parties as a result of Dream Dinners Defe ndants' v iolations o f the Act, 

plus a judgment against all Defendants, jOintly and severally for damages suffered by Plaintiffs to 

the extent not duplicalive of the remedy of rescission as permitted by the Ac t (I~CW 19.100.190). 

7. For a declaration that Defendant Bender was a "pe rson in act o f contro l of the 

5 activities" of Dream Dinners Defendants. 
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8. For a judgment against all Defendants fo r exemplary damages lip to three limes 

actual damages as permitted by the Act (ReW 19.100.190). 

9. For a judgment against a ll Defendants for Plaintiffs' cos ts and reasonable attorneys 

fees herein as permitted by lhe Act (RCW 19.-100.190). 

10. For such othe r and furlhe r relief as the Court may deem necessary or appropri<lle 

under the circumstances. 
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Dated this October 9, 2008 

Bundy Law Firru PLLC 

B 

5400 Carillon Po int. Bldg 5000. 4th Floor 
Kirkland , \VA 98033-7356 

TEL: 425-822-7888 
FAX : 206-770-61 30 
bundv@ bundvlawtinll .com 
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