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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
IN AND FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA
NATIONAL LEGAL STAFFING
SUPPORT, LLC, RESOLVLY, LLC &
GM LAW FIRM, LLC
v.

Case No. 50-2020-CA-011664XXXMB
Division: AK

Plaintiffs,

MACY D. HANSON & THE LAW OFFICE
OF MACY D. HANSON, PLLC
Defendants.
_______________________________________/
COMPLAINT
Plaintiffs National Legal Staffing Support, LLC, Resolvly, LLC and GM Law
Firm, LLC hereby sue Defendants Macy D. Hanson and The Law Office of Macy
D. Hanson, PLLC for breach of contract, libel, abuse of process, and tortious
interference. All allegations are made on behalf of all Plaintiffs against both
Defendants.

All counts are pled on behalf of all Plaintiffs against both

Defendants, except where specifically noted otherwise.
Parties, Jurisdiction & Venue
1.

Plaintiff National Legal Staffing Support, LLC is a Florida limited

liability company based in Boca Raton, Florida.
2.

Plaintiff Resolvly, LLC is a Florida limited liability company based in

Boca Raton, Florida.
3.

Plaintiff GM Law Firm, LLC is a Florida limited liability company

based in Boca Raton, Florida.
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4.
attorney.

Defendant Macy D. Hanson is a Mississippi based and licensed
He is the owner and sole attorney at The Law Offices of Macy D.

Hanson, PLLC. Upon information and belief, he is not licensed to practice law
in any other state. Both Defendants will be collectively referred to as Hanson.
5.

Defendant The Law Offices of Macy D. Hanson, PLLC is Mississippi

professional limited liability company based in Madison, Mississippi.

At all

material times, Hanson’s actions were taken in his personal capacity as an
attorney and as the owner and manager of his law firm.
6.

This Court has jurisdiction because it is an action at law in excess

of $30,000.
7.

This Court has personal jurisdiction over both Defendants pursuant

to Sections 48.193(2), 48.193(6)(a) and 48.193(7).
a. Section 48.193(2) is applicable because the Defendants committed
a tortious act within Florida. The tort of abuse of process, libel and
tortious interference occurred in Florida and were directed at Florida
Defendants concerning Florida conduct.

Defendants improperly

obtained and used an affidavit signed in Florida by a Florida-based
individual concerning conduct that occurred exclusively in Florida.
Defendants’ defamation of the Plaintiffs was on the internet, but it
was directed exclusively at injuring Florida based entities.
Defendants’ interference with GM Law Firm’s business and
contractual relationships was directed at a Florida based entity and
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concerned underlying contracts where the obligation to make
payment was due in Florida.
b. Section 48.193(6)(a) is applicable because the Defendants caused
injury to persons within Florida arising out of an act or omission by
them outside Florida, and the Defendants were engaged in
solicitation or service activities within Florida. The tort of abuse of
process, libel and tortious interference occurred in Florida and were
directed

at

Florida

Defendants

concerning

Florida

conduct.

Defendants improperly obtained and used an affidavit signed in
Florida by a Florida-based individual concerning conduct that
occurred exclusively in Florida.

Defendants’ defamation of the

Plaintiffs was on the internet, but it was directed exclusively at
injuring Florida based entities. Defendants’ interference with GM
Law Firm’s business and contractual relationships was directed at
a Florida based entity and concerned underlying contracts where
the obligation to make payment was due in Florida. All injury to
persons occurred exclusively in Florida.

The Defendants were

engaged in solicitation or service activities within Florida because
they were representing Florida citizens and were actively seeking
Florida citizens as clients. A significant percentage of GM Law Firm’s
clients were and are Florida based, and these clients are the precise
potential clients the Defendants are actively seeking out. To the
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extent publicly known, at least four of the Defendants’ clients are
citizens of Florida.
c. Section 48.193(7) is applicable because the Defendants breached
two contracts by failing to perform acts required by the contracts to
be performed in Florida. Defendants had obligations under both the
Williamson agreement and the Ali agreement and those obligations
were due to the Plaintiffs here and in Florida.
8.

Defendants consented to jurisdiction in Florida pursuant to Section

8 of the Williamson agreement. This lawsuit arises out of and relates to the
Williamson agreement.
9.

Defendants consented to jurisdiction in Florida pursuant to Section

15 of the Ali agreement.

This lawsuit arises out of and relates to the Ali

agreement.
10.

Given the Defendants extensive practice in Florida (despite not being

licensed in Florida), its active solicitation of Florida clients, its contractual
obligations owed to multiple Florida based entities and its multiple tortious acts
directed into Florida and against Florida based entities, specific personal
jurisdiction over the Defendants in Florida does not offend traditional notions of
fair play and substantial justice. It is reasonable for the Defendants to be haled
into court in Florida.
11.

Venue is proper because:

a. A confidential settlement agreement between Plaintiff National Legal
and one of its former employees (who also resides in Florida) has a
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mandatory and exclusive venue provision favoring Palm Beach
County, Florida for all actions arising out or relating to the
settlement agreement.

(The redacted settlement agreement is

attached as Exhibit A, ¶ 8).

Defendants represented the former

employee in that action, styled National Legal Staffing Support, LLC,
et al v. Je’Henna Williamson, Palm Beach Circuit Court No 50-2018CA-010100-xxxx-MB, although he did not file a formal notice of
appearance and did not seek or obtain pro hac vice status. The
contractual venue provision is broad enough to include claims
against the Defendants.
b. A confidential settlement agreement between the Plaintiffs and the
Defendants’ former clients has a mandatory and exclusive venue
provision favoring Palm Beach County, Florida for all actions arising
out of or relating to the settlement agreement. (The redacted
settlement agreement is attached as Exhibit B, ¶ 15).
c. The majority of the underlying facts and the facts contained within
the underlying lawsuits arose in Palm Beach County, Florida.
12.

Florida law governs this entire lawsuit.
FACTS
The Ali Litigation

13.

On or about February 9, 2018, the Defendants commenced litigation

known as Matthew Ali, et al, v. Kevin Mason, P.A., et al, Case No. 2:18-cv-01110CBM-FFM in the United States District Court for the Central District of
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California. Hanson named each of the Plaintiffs here as party defendants in that
action.

He also named as a party defendant GM Law Firm, LLC’s owner

personally and a credit card processing company. Hanson’s four plaintiffs in Ali
were citizens of California, Tennessee, Florida and Pennsylvania.
14.

The Ali lawsuit was baseless. The lawsuit was filed as a putative

class action, but certification was never actually pursued or granted.
15.

During the pendency of the Ali litigation, the Defendants went

beyond the realm of zealous advocacy and instead made repeated threats of
criminal prosecution against the defendants in Ali and otherwise disparaged
them.
16.

On August 1, 2018, Hanson emailed accusing a former attorney for

National Legal and Resolvly of being engaged in unethical conduct and claiming
that the attorney “will end up as Gregory Fishman’s Michael Cohen. My
prediction. Daniel and I are absolutely exploring the very likely possibility that
your involvement with Mr. Fishman goes far beyond an ethical attorney-client
relationship. Daniel and I will be exploring the potential liability of you, and your
law firm, Berger Singerman, to the victims of the fraud.” Hanson was accusing
the former attorney of being a criminal, in the vein of President Trump’s former
fixer and lawyer, Michael Cohen.
17.

On August 1, 2018, Hanson emailed concerning his relationship

with Steve Rhode, a reporter who apparently was covering student loan litigation.
In his email, and in other emails and conversations, Hanson made threats about
publicizing the litigation and the claims in the litigation.
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18.

On August 20, 2018, Hanson emailed: “Your clients are criminals.

They deserve a defense, but not the Stormy Daniels attempted gagging
treatment.”
19.

On October 8, 2018, the Ali litigation was resolved without any

admission of fault or liability. See Exhibit B, redacted.
20.

Even after Ali resolved, Defendants continued with their threats. In

connection with a reimbursement payment, Hanson emailed: “I am also going to
start returning some emails and voice mails from others clients interested in
talking to Dan and I. Same with some former NLSS employees. I was hoping this
would be over. If we get screwed on this, then Dan and I might just get interested
in continuing to litigate against your client.” The email was signed “Scum
Hanson.”
21.

Ali was formally dismissed by the district court on October 12, 2018.

22.

The Ali settlement included a confidentiality provision that bound

the Defendants:
8.
Confidentiality. As a material condition of this Agreement, the
Parties and their counsel expressly agree that except as
otherwise expressly provided herein or as may be required by
applicable law, regulation, court order or order of governmental
authority, the settlement reached in this Agreement as stated
herein, the existence of this agreement, the terms and/or
matters stated in this Agreement, and any documents produced
in the Lawsuit by any Party (the “Confidential Information”)
shall remain confidential. The Parties further agree on behalf of
themselves and their respective members, officers, directors,
shareholders, agents, employees, accountants, attorneys,
representatives, heirs, administrators, executors, predecessors,
successors, affiliates, agents, and assigns not to disclose, release,
or in any manner divulge to any person or entity not a Party to
this Agreement, without the express written consent of the
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other Parties hereto, any Confidential Information. (Emphasis
added).
23.

The Ali settlement included a non-disparagement provision that

bound the Defendants:
9.
Non-Disparagement. The Parties, the Defendants and their
counsel shall not engage in and/or cause any other person or
entity to engage in any conduct that involves the making or
publishing of disparaging or defamatory statements of any kind
or nature whatsoever about any other Party and/or any of the
Defendants. In addition to the foregoing, the Parties, the
Defendants and their counsel shall not issue or cause to be
issued any statements, including without limitation press releases,
website postings, blog postings, articles, billboards and/or
advertisements relating to, based upon, arising out of, or otherwise
in connection with the Parties, the Defendants and/or the Lawsuit,
and the Parties, the Defendants and their counsel shall not
communicate with any third persons or entities, including, but
not limited to, such third persons employed by or acting on behalf
of any news media, blogs, websites and/or press entities, relating
to, based upon, arising out of, or otherwise concerning the Lawsuit
and/or the Parties and/or the Defendants. The Plaintiffs’ counsel
agrees, to the extent they have control and the ability to do so,
to remove any published accounts of the existence of the
Lawsuit. The Parties, and the Defendants and/or their counsel
may respond to any inquiry related to the Lawsuit by stating
only that the Lawsuit was amicably resolved. (Emphasis added).
24.

After the settlement and dismissal of Ali, the Defendants blogged

about the litigation. See Exhibit E (blog posting). In response to a query about
how the lawsuit was just “dismissed,” Hanson responded that it wasn’t merely
“dismissed,” it was “settled.”

Hanson implied – given his word choice and

emphasis – that Ali settled in a significant way and he otherwise commented that
the Plaintiffs were running a fraud. His posts also solicited potential new clients
nationwide.
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25.

The blog posting violated the confidentiality and non-disparagement

provisions of the Ali agreement.
26.

The blog posting was false and defamatory.

27.

The false and defamatory blog posting remains on the internet today.
The Williamson Litigation

28.

After the filing of the frivolous Ali litigation in California, Hanson

somehow communicated with one of National Legal’s former employees. The
former employee was a signatory to a confidentiality and non-disclosure
agreement between her and National Legal. No one knows how Hanson identified
and/or contacted the former employee.
29.

Upon information and belief, Hanson had some type of agreement

with the former employee to either pay her for her assistance and testimony,
and/or to represent her or otherwise indemnify her in the event she was sued by
her former employer.

There is overwhelming circumstantial evidence that

Hanson reached some arrangement with the former employee.
30.

The former employee had no claims against National Legal. Her

involvement was limited to serving as a fact witness for Hanson.
31.

On July 29, 2018, late on a Sunday evening, Hanson emailed the

Plaintiffs’ then attorneys an executed affidavit signed by the former employee.
Hanson threatened: “Please see attached [affidavit]. Unless you[r] clients are
serious about settling promptly, we will be filing this affidavit in support of our
prior responses in opposition to the Motions to dismiss filed in this case no later
than Tuesday.”
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32.

It was immediately obvious that Hanson had somehow incentivized

the former employee to violate her non-disclosure agreement and to voluntarily
provide an affidavit for Hanson in the Ali litigation. The former employee had
resigned from National Legal just three weeks earlier in a very complimentary
resignation letter.
33.

The statements made in the former employee’s affidavit were false.

34.

On August 9, 2018, and in response to Hanson’s threat, National

Legal filed suit in Palm Beach County against the former employee to enforce the
non-disclosure agreement.
35.

The redacted Williamson complaint, with its own attachments, is

attached as Exhibit C.
36.

It is unclear whether Hanson had an attorney-client relationship

with the former employee, and if so, when it began and what was its full scope.
In an August 28, 2018 email, Hanson affirmed that Williamson “recently
retained” him in connection with her third-party deposition in the Ali litigation.
That deposition was scheduled to occur in Fort Lauderdale. That deposition
concerned Florida based entities (Williamson and her former employer) and a
non-disclosure agreement governed by Florida law.
37.

On August 31, 2018, the former employee filed her “Answer,

Counterclaim-Complaint; Motion for Leave of Court to Add Gregory Fishman,
Individually, as Impleaded-Third-Party Defendant; And Affirmative Defenses of
Defendant, Counterclaim-Plaintiff; And Prospective Third-Party (Impleader)
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Plaintiff, Je’Henna Williamson” in the Williamson litigation pending in Palm
Beach Circuit Court. See Exhibit D.
38.

On August 31, 2018, Hanson emailed to confirm that Williamson

filed a responsive pleading. It was obvious that Williamson’s responsive pleading
was prepared and ghost written by Hanson. In that email, Hanson accused the
Plaintiffs here of “wrongful litigation tactics” and “criminal acts” and accused the
Plaintiffs here of “having a goon threaten [Williamson] via text message.”
39.

In a separate August 31, 2018 email, Hanson advised: “your clients

are criminals.”
40.

In yet another separate August 31, 2018 email, Hanson advised: “I

look forward to discussing your client’s attempts at witness tampering with the
Court.”
41.

Hanson attempted to use the libelous Williamson affidavit to

threaten the Plaintiffs here into a settlement in the Ali litigation. It was obtained
by Hanson under unknown but suspect circumstances. The affidavit violated
the former employee’s non-disclosure agreement.

Hanson filed the libelous

Williamson affidavit in the then-pending Ali litigation in response to a motion to
dismiss. Filing evidence in response to a motion to dismiss is bad faith because
any competent litigator understands the rules governing motions to dismiss at
the pleading stage. It was filed in bad faith and in violation of the letter and
spirit of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure for other reasons – Hanson wanted
to take advantage of the litigation privilege when he immediately emailed the filed
affidavit to Steve Rhode, a reporter who covers student loan issues. If Hanson
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emailed the affidavit to the reporter before filing it with the court, no privilege
would attach and he could be sued for defamation.
42.

The former employee’s answer and counterclaim was technically

filed “pro se.” It was, however, rather obviously written by an attorney. Upon
information and belief, Hanson drafted the former employee’s answer.
43.

Hanson never filed a notice of appearance in the Williamson matter.

He did not seek or obtain pro hac vice status for the case. He did not retain local
Florida counsel. Despite this, it is clear that Hanson provided legal services to
the former employee in connection with the Williamson litigation.
44.

Hanson is not now and has never been a member of The Florida Bar.

Practicing law without a license in Florida is a Class 3 felony. Fla. Stat. § 454.23.
45.

The Williamson litigation ended with a confidential settlement

agreement. See Exhibit A (Redacted). Hanson represented the former employee
in connection with the settlement agreement. (In fact, all communications with
the former employee were handled through Hanson).
46.

The settlement agreement included the following provision: “Neither

Williamson nor her attorneys or agents shall further publish or produce or
disseminate the Affidavit or any information regarding National Legal or any of
its affiliates, owners, agents or employees.” See Id. ¶ 5.
47.

Hanson violated provision 5 of the Williamson settlement.
The Grijalva Litigation

48.

On November 9, 2018, the Defendants initiated a second lawsuit

styled Vivian Grijalva, et al. v. Kevin Mason, P.A., et al, Case No. 8:18-cv-02010Page 12 of 19

MCS-DFM in the United States District Court for the Central District of
California. It was substantially identical to the dismissed Ali lawsuit. It started
with four party plaintiffs but eventually had twelve party plaintiffs and was filed
as a putative class action.
49.

In Grijalva, Hanson made good on his prior threats to sue the party

defendants in Ali and also to sue their accountants and attorneys. Hanson sued
Berger Singerman, LLP and attorney Benjamin Zuckerman. Hanson also sued
the accounting firm Daszkal Bolton, LLP.
50.

Hanson also filed the false and improperly obtained Williamson

affidavit as an attachment to the Grijalva complaint. It was exhibit one to that
lawsuit. The Williamson agreement prohibited Hanson from using it. The district
court even struck as irrelevant the Williamson agreement from the pleadings on
April 10, 2020. See D.E. 115 in Grijavla.
51.

On January 15, 2019, Hanson dismissed Daszkal Bolton, LLP as a

defendant. Hanson has not refiled against them.
52.

On May 14, 2019, party defendants Berger Singerman, LLP and

Benjamin Zuckerman were dismissed for lack of personal jurisdiction. Hanson
has not refiled against them.
53.

On December 30, 2019, the district court sua sponte found

misjoinder and dismissed all plaintiffs except for the first named plaintiff, Vivian
Grijalva. Of the 11 dismissed plaintiffs, only one has re-filed. The defendants
there are thus the prevailing party against those 10 remaining plaintiffs.
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54.

On January 29, 2020, Hanson abandoned his claims against party

Defendant RAM. Hanson has not refiled against them.
55.

A much smaller, watered down version of the Grijalva litigation

remains pending. Nevertheless, Grijalva remains frivolous.
The Hodges and Winkler Litigations
56.

After the district court sua sponte severed the plaintiffs’ claims in

Grijalva, Hanson filed two additional, watered-down copycat lawsuits.

See

Zachary Hodges v. GM Law Firm, LLC, et al, Case No. 1:20-cv-03799-JPB (U.S.
District Court, Northern District of Georgia), filed on September 18, 2020; Brian
Winkler v. GM Law Firm, LLC, et al, Case No. 3:20-cv-08248-DWL (U.S. District
Court, District of Arizona), filed on September 21, 2020. All of the defendants in
these two additional lawsuits are based in Florida.
Count I – Breach of Contract
(The Williamson Settlement)
57.

Plaintiffs incorporate paragraphs 1 – 56.

58.

National Legal and Williamson are signatories to a confidential

settlement agreement. See Exhibit A (redacted).
59.

All Plaintiffs and Defendants here are intended beneficiaries of the

agreement.
60.

The Defendants here are expressly obligated under the agreement:

“Neither Williamson nor her attorneys or agents shall further publish or
produce or disseminate the Affidavit or any information regarding National Legal
or any of its affiliates, owners, agents or employees.” Id. at ¶ 5 (emphasis added).
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61.

The Defendants here breached the agreement when they published,

produced and disseminated the affidavit after the execution of the agreement not
to do so.
62.

Defendants have used the false affidavit in at least three lawsuits

following the execution of the agreement.
63.

Upon information and belief, the Defendants have used the false

affidavit to obtain new clients and to otherwise publicize what has become a
vendetta against the Plaintiffs here.
64.

Plaintiffs have been harmed by the breach.
Count II – Breach of Contract
(The Ali Settlement)

65.

Plaintiff incorporates paragraphs 1 - 56.

66.

National Legal, Resolvly, Matthew Ali, Chelsea Clem, Candace

Costanzo, and Rachel Jenista are signatories to a confidential settlement
agreement. See Exhibit B (redacted).
67.

The Plaintiffs here are intended beneficiaries of the contract.

68.

The Defendants here are obligated to comply with the confidentiality

(paragraph 8) and the non-disparagement (paragraph 9) provisions of the
agreement.
69.

The Defendants here breached the confidentiality and non-

disparagement provisions of the settlement.
70.

Hanson specifically published on the internet a statement that the

case wasn’t merely dismissed, but rather that the case “settled.” The settlement
agreement precludes the Defendants from even publicly mentioning “the
Page 15 of 19

existence of this agreement…” The Defendants were contractually obligated to
publicly state “only that the Lawsuit was amicably resolved” if any inquiry was
made by a third-party.
71.

Plaintiffs have been damaged as result of the breach.

72.

Plaintiffs are entitled to actual damages.

73.

Plaintiffs are entitled to liquidated damages in the amount of

$250,000 pursuant to the liquidated damages provision (paragraph 10(a)) of the
agreement.
74.

Plaintiffs are entitled to their attorney fees pursuant to the contract.
Count III – Libel

75.

Plaintiffs incorporate the allegations contained in paragraphs 1 - 56.

76.

Shortly after Ali settled confidentially, Defendants defamed the

Plaintiffs in a blog post. The complete post is attached as Exhibit E. (Last visited
October 20, 2020).
77.

The page discusses the Ali litigation. But various people responded

below in the comments section of the page. After Ali resolved, Hanson engaged
with someone who posted a comment defending the Plaintiffs and criticizing the
resolution of the case.
78.

In the defamatory internet post, Hanson (identified as Macy Hanson

with a picture of Hanson next to his name) wrote in response to another person’s
post: “Hey, Jeff, how long have you worked for NLSS [National Legal Staffing
Support] and Greg Fishman [NLSS’s managing member]? THIS CASE WAS
DISMISSED BECAUSE THE DEFENDANTS SETTLED. Co-counsel, Dan Gamez,
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and I have filed a new class action case. Despite what Jeff (fake name, I am sure)
claims, this is a complete scam and all victims of it should talk with an attorney.
Dan Gamez and I would be happy to discuss this with any of you.” (Emphasis in
original).
79.

The

defamatory

internet

macy@macyhanson.com 601-853-****.”

post

was

signed

(Redactions added).

“Macy

Hanson

According to

Hanson’s website, www.macyhanson.com, the blog post correctly identified his
email address and office telephone number. There is no reason to believe this
blog post was made by anyone other than Macy Hanson.
80.

The blog post is false. There is no scam.

81.

Defendants knew the blog posting was false.

82.

The target of the false blog post are the Plaintiffs here, as well as all

of the other named defendants in the Ali litigation.
83.

Presuit notice was served on the Defendants via email on October

20, 2020. The blog posting has not been deleted or retracted.
84.

Plaintiffs have been harmed as result of the Defendants’ defamation.
Count IV – Abuse of Process

85.

Plaintiffs incorporate the allegations contained in paragraphs 1 - 56.

86.

After process was issued in the Ali litigation, the Defendants abused

that process by filing a false affidavit in response to a motion to dismiss.
87.

Filing evidence in response to a Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss is

patently improper and any experienced litigator knows this.
88.

The evidence the Defendants filed was the false Williamson affidavit.
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89.

The purpose of the filing was so that the litigation privilege would

attach to the affidavit.

Defendants needed the protection of the litigation

privilege to turn the false affidavit over to reporters.
90.

Defendants transmitted the improperly obtained and improperly

filed affidavit to various reporters so that the lawsuit and the affidavit could be
publicized.
91.

The Defendants made an illegal, improper or perverted use of

process.
92.

The Defendants had ulterior motives or purposes in exercising such

illegal, improper, or perverted use of process.
93.

Plaintiffs have been harmed as a result of Defendants’ abuse of

process.
Count V – Tortious Interference
(On Behalf of GM Law Firm, LLC Only)
94.

Plaintiff GM Law Firm, LLC incorporates the allegations of

paragraph 1 – 56.
95.

Plaintiff GM Law Firm, LLC has and had an existing contractual and

business relationship with its clients.
96.

The Defendants knew and know about the Plaintiff’s contractual and

business relationship with its clients.
97.

The Defendants interfered with Plaintiff’s contractual and business

relationship with its clients.
98.

The Defendants interference was improper and unwarranted and

unjustified.
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99.

Plaintiff GM Law Firm, LLC has had clients end their contractual

and business relationship with it due to Defendants’ tortious interference.
100. Plaintiff GM Law Firm, LLC has suffered damages.
Jury Trial Demand
Plaintiffs demand trial by jury on all counts so triable.
Prayer for Relief
Plaintiffs National Legal Staffing Support, LLC, Resolvly, LLC, and GM Law
Firm, LLC pray that final judgment is entered on their behalf and against the
Defendants Macy Hanson and the Law Office of Macy Hanson, PLLC, joint and
severally. Plaintiff requests a judgment for fees (as to Count II only) and costs.
Respectfully submitted,
/s/ Matthew Sarelson
Florida Bar 888281
MATTHEW SETH SARELSON, P.A.
Attorneys for Plaintiffs
2100 Ponce de Leon, Suite 1290
Coral Gables, Florida 33134
305.773.1952
msarelson@sarelson.com
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
IN AND FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA
CASE NO.: _________________
NATIONAL LEGAL STAFFING
SUPPORT, LLC
Plaintiff,
v.
JE’HENNA WILLIAMSON
Defendant.
_____________________________________/
COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES & INJUNCTIVE RELIEF
Plaintiff National Legal Staffing Support, LLC hereby sues Defendant Je’Henna
Williamson for breach of contract as follows:
PARTIES, JURISDICTION & VENUE
1.

Plaintiff National Legal Staffing Support, LLC (“National Legal”) is a Delaware

limited liability company based in Palm Beach County, Florida.
2.

Defendant Je’Henna Williamson is a resident of Broward County and a former

employee of the Plaintiff.
3.

Jurisdiction is proper because this is an action for monetary damages in excess of

$15,000.00 and for injunctive relief that is valued at over $15,000.00.
4.

Venue is appropriate in this forum because the cause of action asserted herein

accrued in Palm Beach County and because the contract has a Palm Beach County venue
provision.
GENERAL FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS
5.

National Legal and Williamson are parties to an “At-Will Employment, Non-

Disclosure and Non-Competition Agreement.” See Exhibit A.
6.

Plaintiff National Legal fully performed under the Agreement.
KAPLAN YOUNG & MOLL PARRÓN, 600 Brickell Avenue, Suite 1715, Miami, Florida 33131, 305.330.6090
www.kymplaw.com
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7.

The Agreement contains a strict confidentiality provision in paragraph 2.

8.

The Agreement contains a strict non-disclosure provision in paragraph 3.

9.

On July 11, 2018, Williamson suddenly resigned her position with the company.

In her written resignation letter, she stated “This was not an easy decision to make. I am grateful
for the rewarding employment I’ve had with NLSS. After much consideration, though, I have
accepted a position with another company.” See Exhibit B.
10.

The restrictions contained in her the Agreement survive the termination of her

employment without regard to the circumstances of her termination and without regard to any
claims she may have against the company. See Exhibit A (¶¶ 6 & 14).
11.

On July 29, 2018, Williamson executed a 4-page affidavit concerning her views

on the business workings of National Legal. See Exhibit C (redacted affidavit). The Affidavit
contains defamatory and scandalous lies about National Legal, its owners and other companies
that do business with National Legal. It is a complete fraud that serves no legitimate purpose.
12.

The Affidavit was obtained and written by an attorney currently prosecuting a

lawsuit in California against National Legal and other parties. Upon information and belief, the
facts contained in the Affidavit were spoon fed to Williamson by the attorney. It is unclear who
contacted who first. Plaintiff reserves the right to amend this Complaint to sue that attorney for
tortious interference with a contractual relationship and other business torts.
13.

After the Affidavit was executed, it was forwarded to National Legal’s counsel

with an express threat that the (false) Affidavit would be filed in the pending California action if
National Legal did not settle the California class action. See Exhibit D.
14.

Williamson has willfully breached the confidentiality and non-disclosure

provisions of her Agreement with National Legal. She has disclosed information to at least one

2
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person, and very likely other persons. The full details and full extent of her disclosure are
unknown.
COUNT I
BREACH OF CONTRACT
15.

Plaintiff realleges and incorporates the allegations contained in Paragraphs 1

through 14 as if set forth fully herein.
16.

The parties entered in an Agreement. See Exhibit A.

17.

The Plaintiff fully performed under the Agreement.

18.

The Defendant willfully and knowingly violated sections 2 and 3 of the

Agreement.
19.

The Plaintiff has been damaged by the Defendant’s breach of contract.

20.

Plaintiff seeks monetary damages as well as temporary and permanent injunctive

relief to prevent future violations of the restrictions contained in the Agreement
21.

Injunctive relief is expressly permitted pursuant to section 7 of the Agreement.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff National Legal Staffing Support, LLC prays that this Court
enter a judgment in its favor and against the Defendant Je’Henna Williamson, awards Plaintiff
monetary damages and court costs, and awards Plaintiff temporary and permanent injunctive
relief to prevent future violations of the restrictions contained in the Agreement, and grant any
further relief the Court deems proper.
Respectfully submitted,
_/s/ Matthew Sarelson
Florida Bar 888281
KAPLAN YOUNG & MOLL PARRÓN
600 Brickell Avenue, Suite 1715
Miami, Florida 33131
Phone (305) 330-6090
msarelson@kymplaw.com
Counsel for the Plaintiff
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Please see attached. Unless you clients are serious about settling promptly, we will be filing this affidavit in
support of our prior responses in opposition to the Motions to dismiss filed in this case no later than
Tuesday. I probably will have time to get this filed tomorrow morning.
Thanks, and take care.
Macy
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