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MENNEMEIER, GLASSMAN & STROUD LLP
ANDREW W. STROUD (SBN 126475) :
E-mail: astroud@mgslaw.com

980 9th Street, Suite 1700 .

Sacramento, CA 95814

Telephone: (916) 553-4000

Facsimile: (916) 553-4011

Attorneys for Plaintiff STEPHANIE TAYLOR

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

STEPHANIE TAYLOR, CASENO: € @ e F130

Plaintiff, COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES

V.

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED
Delaware Corporation,

)
)
)
)
- 3
HILTON HOTELS CORPORATION,a )
)
Defendant. %

)

)

Plaintiff Stephanie Taylor (“Taylor”™) alleges as follows:

INTRODUCTION

1. . Inor about 1996, Hilton Hotel Corporation (“Hilton™) commissioned
Taylor to create several large murals to be displayed in the Hilton Hotel located at 333 O’Farrell
Street in San Francisco. One of the murals was created in the Lobby Bar. The mural covered
three walls in the bar, the main portion depicted hands doing various sports in sepia tones and the
two smaller walls were covered by a mural depicting a horse race, also in sepia tones {("“the
.mural’)._ The mural compiemented and was integral to several large'gfove sculptures that Taylor_ __ . ___,
had created and placed at the entrance to the bar, reflecting the tone of the lobby decor. The

mural was displayed from approximately 1997 until approximately 2006, The mural was

important as a work of art and was of recognized quality and stature.
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2. Taylor is informed and believes, and on that basis alleges, that in 2006
Hilton destroyed the mural by wall-papering over it without taking aﬁy steps to brotect the work.
Hilton did not'coﬁtact Taylor before destroying'the mural. In fact, Taylor leamedAof the
destruction when a client visited fhc bar to show the piéce only to discover thaf the mural was no

longer there. .

JURISDICTION

- 3. This Court has jurisdiction ovér the subject matter of this complaint
pursuant to 17.U.S.C. sections 101 and 106A et seq., the Visual Artists Rights Act of 1990, or
VARA, part of the Copyright Act, and 28 .U.S.C. sections 1331 and 1338.

PARTIES |

4 Stephanie Taylor is an artist and mAuralisf who r—naintains her home and
principal place of b.usiness in Carmichael, California.

5. Taylor is informed and believes, and on that basis alieges, that Hilton is

a Delaware corporation doing business in California.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
Visual Artists Rights Act (VARA)
17 U.8.C. sections 101 and 106A et seq.

6. Taylor repeats and realleges as if set forth in fﬁi! herein the facts alleged in
ﬁaragraphs 1 through 3 of this Complaint.

7. Taylor has been a highly successful artist and muralist for thirty years. She
has created murals for significant nationai and international private and public sector clients in
C.alifornia, Florida, New York, Paris, and Japan, among other locations, for clients such as the
Disney Corporati()'n, Nittettso Shoji Corporation, Coliumbia Pictures, the City of Los Angeles,

and the State of California (the Califomié Railroad Museum,'thse California State Fair, and the

. . ] .
_Crocker Art Museum)... Her work shows weekly. at the Salomon Dubnick Gallery. «~ = « = =

8. In 1996, Hilton commissioned Taylor to design and paint several murals
in its hotel focated at 333 O’Farrell Street in San Francisco.
e
I
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9. One of the murals Taylor designed and painted was located in the Lobby
Bar. The mural covered three walls in the bar, the main portion depicted hands doing various
sports in sepia tones and the two smaller walls were covered by a mur.al.c_l-Cpicting a horse race,
also in sepia tones. The mural was diéplayed from‘ 1997 until approximate]y 2006. The mural is
a work of fine art and of récognized qualityrand stature within the meaning of VARA.

10.  Taylor was never an employee of Hilton. '

11. Taylor is informed and believes‘, and on that basis alleges, that Hilton
destroyed the mural by wall-papering over it. ‘

12.  The Visual Artists Rights Act of 1990 was adopted to protect artists’ rights
of attribution (the ri ght of an artist to be recognized by name as the autﬁor of a work) and of
integrity (the right to prévent the destruction of her work). By 'wall-,papering over the mural,
Hilton has violated the rights guaranteed to Taylor by VARA. Tﬁylor has not waived in writing
or in any other fashion, the rights guaranteed. her by VARA.

13. Hilton acted i.ntentionaily and with extreme indifference in destroying the
mural without contacting Taylor beforehand.

14. Taylor has suffered actual damages in the form of the destruction of her
work of art and damage to her reputation as an artist. The amount of such damages will be the
éubject of p-roof at trial. "fa.ylor also seeks reasonable attorneys’ and expert witness fees, and any
other relief that the Court deems proper under VARA.

15, Because Hilton’s destruction of the mural was intentional within the
meaning of VARA, Taylor is also entitled to statutory damages in the amount of $150,0Q0 for
each intentional act. 17 U.S.C. §504(c).

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

1
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1. For actual damages arising out of the destruction of the mural and from the

' harm to Taylor’s rights of attribution and integrity, in a sum to be ascertained,

2. For statutory damages in the amount of $150,000 pursuant to the Visual
Artists Rights Act;
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3.

4,

Rights Act; and
5.

For punitive damages pursuant to the Visual Artists Rights Act;

" For attorneys’ fees and costs of suit as provided for by the Visual Artists

For such other and further relief as this courts deems just and proper.

Dated: December 15, 2006 . MENNEMEIER, GLASSMAN & STROUD LLP
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(v Andrew W. Stroud
Attorneys for Plainstf STEPHANIE TAYLOR
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