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WOODNICK LAW, PLLC 
1747 E. Morten Avenue, Suite 205 
Phoenix, Arizona 85020 
Telephone: (602) 449-7980 
Facsimile: (602) 396-5850  
Office@WoodnickLaw.com 
 
Gregg R. Woodnick, #020736 
Isabel Ranney, #038564 
Attorney for Respondent 
 

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA 
 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA 
 

In Re the Matter of: 
 
LAURA OWENS, 
 
  Petitioner, 

and 

CLAYTON ECHARD, 
     
                      Respondent, 

 Case No.:  FC2023-052114 
 

RESPONSE/OBJECTION TO 
PETITIONER’S MOTION FOR 
CONFIDENTIALITY AND 
PRELIMINARY PROTECTIVE 
ORDER 
 
(Assigned to The Honorable Julie Mata) 
 

 

 Respondent, CLAYTON ECHARD, by and through undersigned counsel, hereby 

provides his Response and objects to Petitioner’s unverified Motion for Confidentiality and 

Preliminary Protective Order. As a threshold matter, Petitioner’s requested relief under Rule 

53 constitutes an impermissible prior restraint of protected speech. Beyond that, it also 

represents tremendous overreach in the use of Rule 53 to diminish Respondent’s rights as a 

litigant. 

 Apparently, Petitioner feels she is entitled to what is essentially a backdoor Motion to 

Seal after this Court already denied her attempt. See Minute Entry dated 10/19/2023. Why?  

Clerk of the Superior Court
*** Electronically Filed ***

C. Diaz, Deputy
1/19/2024 3:37:40 PM

Filing ID 17213308
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Because after she contacted tabloids and the media to disparage Respondent, the publicity she 

initiated backfired when it was exposed that she had engaged in previous pregnancy 

fabrications and that her “medical evidence” was lacking in science.  The entire underpinning 

of her Petition to Establish Paternity was predicated upon a con/scam and fraud upon this court. 

Petitioner has furthered her noxious agenda by failing to appear at a properly Noticed 

Deposition (see Notice filed January 17, 2024). This occurred notwithstanding three (3) 

different attorneys in a matter of weeks having discussed the deposition and ongoing discovery 

issues (Exhibit 1, for example). Meanwhile, she continues to advance meritless lawsuits 

against the media for questioning the narrative she shared with The Sun while simultaneously 

contacting the media. Now Petitioner has the chutzpah to flout Court Rules and suggest this 

Court ignore the First Amendment, while in the same breath arguing that she is entitled to 

protection by the Court.  

To the extent applicable, Respondent incorporates his pending filings. As and for his 

Response/Objection, Respondent states as follows: 

1. Currently pending before the Court are: 

a. Respondent’s Motion for Leave to Amend Respondent’s Response to Petition to 

Establish (filed December 12, 2023); 

b. Petitioner’s Motion to Dismiss (filed December 28, 2023), Respondent’s 

Response/Objection to the same, and Petitioner’s Reply (ostensibly, this matter 

has been ruled on, as the docket reflects an evidentiary hearing set for February 

27, 2024); 
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c. Respondent’s Expedited Motion to Extend Dismissal Date on Inactive Calendar 

and Schedule an Evidentiary Hearing (filed December 13, 2023) and Petitioner’s 

Response, and Respondent’s Reply to the same (also ostensibly addressed by this 

Court setting the matter for an evidentiary hearing); 

d. Petitioner’s Expedited Motion to Quash Deposition of Petitioner (filed January 

1, 2024) and Respondent’s Response/Objection to the same; 

e. Respondent’s Motion for Sanctions Pursuant to Rule 26 (filed January 3, 2024). 

2. The Court must begin with the presumption that prior restraint on 

protected speech is dubious and subject to the highest scrutiny. Petitioner does not address, 

or even attempt to explain, why prohibiting Respondent from speaking about the issues she 

brought in this action would withstand Constitutional scrutiny. This is not the least restrictive 

means to accomplish the ends stated, nor do the concerns Petitioner express outweigh the 

substantial interests of Respondent’s freedom of expression, freedom of the press, the public’s 

interest in open legal proceedings, etc.  

Petitioner’s demand would trigger a woefully unnecessary and inappropriate procedure 

overtly designed to thwart disclosure.  Recall, she has entirely failed to comply with Rules 49, 

Rule 62 and Rule 57, Arizona Rules of Family Law Procedure.  Petitioner has not shown good 

cause for deviating from the ordinary process for petitioning the Court for confidentiality or 

sealing documents when the Court deems it appropriate. Here, she seeks to hide behind Rule 

57 as a justification for willfully failing to attend a properly noticed deposition and for 

continuing to fail to provide any disclosure going on eight (8) months. Meanwhile, initiating 

contact with the media, publishing articles and otherwise soliciting media attention.  
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3. The fact that discovery may annoy or embarrass Petitioner does not mean 

that sealing and confidentiality are appropriate remedies.  Petitioner not only brought this 

action in bad faith, but also, she shared it with the media and even wrote a de facto Op-Ed 

furthering her fictious narrative and painting herself as a “victim.”  

Absent from Petitioner’s Motion is that Petitioner filed the underlying action, Petitioner 

threatened repeatedly to bring her alleged “pregnancy” to the media, Petitioner reached out 

directly to the media with her unsupported allegations (The Sun, People Magazine, TMZ, 

Reddit, Medium) (see Exhibit 2), and Petitioner published information (including her alleged 

medical records) about the case online. Petitioner now continues to contact the media to 

advance her fictitious narrative while simultaneously asking this Court for special 

accommodations for confidentiality? This, after the Court already denied her Motion to Seal.  

(Parenthetically, Petitioner’s efforts to seal the other case with nearly identical claims of being 

pregnant with “twins” and with similarly doctored sonograms was also denied seal protection. 

See generally, CV2021-052893). Her conduct and legal positions simply do not align. 

Petitioner is not special. Respondent does not doubt that Petitioner will be annoyed or 

embarrassed by examination by oral deposition, but if that were the legal standard to oppose a 

deposition, the exception would swallow the rule. Every litigant is uncomfortable being 

examined under oath. That is inherent to the adversarial system that Petitioner triggered with 

her filing. It is only when those burdens are undue, or the discovery process is abused that those 

concerns become sufficient grounds to prohibit discovery mechanisms. All litigants are entitled 

to use discovery for legitimate purposes, which includes gathering information, testing the 

deponent’s knowledge and truthfulness, exploring patterns of past behavior (including other 
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fictitious pregnancies, appearances under oath in Court with a fake pregnant stomach, collateral 

proceedings, etc.) and other acts relevant for impeachment and/or to show that the underlying 

cause was malignantly filed. Moreover, Petitioner cannot now evade deposition (critical for 

establishing evidentiary foundations) after she invoked Rule 2.  

The fact that Petitioner finds participating in the litigation embarrassing is no different 

from the experience of anyone else, except that in this case, she brought the petition, she made 

sensational allegations, and she threatened to (and did) bring media attention to the case in an 

attempt to control Respondent’s behavior (and disturbingly, to get him to sign a dating contract 

and coerce him to “explore intimacy” with her (see Exhibit 2)).  

Not only is Respondent entitled to the information and discovery necessary to defend 

against her claims, but he also has a fundamental Constitutional right to discuss the nature of 

those claims (just like any other litigant). Petitioner is requesting an order that would prohibit 

Respondent from defending his character in public view despite the fact that she made his 

character a matter of public interest and that she self-identifies as a public figure. The toothpaste 

cannot be put back in the tube. Moreover, that the public is interested in the case only adds 

weight to maintaining transparency, not limiting it, even if Petitioner now finds that interest 

uncomfortable after she invited it.  

4. Respondent has the right to depose Petitioner pursuant to Rule 57, Arizona 

Rules of Family Law Procedure. This is not in dispute. Petitioner has provided zero Rule 49 

disclosure to date and now files this unverified motion alleging, for the first time, that she had 

a miscarriage?  Petitioner appeared on video during trial on October 24, 2023 wearing what 

appeared to be a moon bump (a device used to appear pregnant) and asked the Court if she 
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could show Respondent her “pregnant stomach” (which Judge Gialketsis promptly denied). 

(Note, the Motion for Protective order was filed after Petitioner was copied with a Spoliation 

Notice to Amazon.com, Inc. to preserve records confirming the purchase of said moon bump 

and to affirm that babies come from intercourse, not Amazon.com (Exhibit 3)).  

On November 2, 2023 Petitioner testified that she was “100%” and “24 weeks” pregnant 

by Respondent and that she was due “February 14, 2024.” Petitioner specifically testified that 

she was having a high-risk pregnancy (due to her alleged epilepsy) and that she was being seen 

by “Dr. Makhoul” and “Dr. Higley.” To date, Petitioner has provided no verifiable information 

that supports these allegations (other than doctored sonograms ostensibly from Etsy, a 

borrowed YouTube video of an actual sonogram, and positive HCG tests). 

Petitioner then filed a Motion to Dismiss claiming, for the first time, that she was “no 

longer pregnant” but still refused to provide any information whatsoever about what happened 

to the alleged twin fetuses. Now, for the first time she alleges that she “miscarried.” That is a 

salient fact in dispute because Respondent does not believe that Petitioner was ever pregnant 

(and certainly not by him as they did not have intercourse). Moreover, if Petitioner did miscarry 

that late into a pregnancy, a fetal death certificate would be produced and there would be 

corroborating medical records. See A.R.S. § 36-329. Respondent has repeatedly asked for this 

death certificate and even provided the vital records request forms to Petitioner. See “Exhibit 

A” to Respondent’s Notice of Non-Appearance as Deposition Pursuant to Rule 57(g) (filed 

January 17, 2024).  

Due to Petitioner’s historic refusal to provide any medically verifiable information to 

support her allegations and her history of arts and crafts “medical” evidence, written discovery 
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is not sufficient. She does not get to dictate which discovery rules apply to her. A deposition 

is the most efficient and least burdensome way to ascertain the validity of Petitioner’s claims 

under oath.  Her fear of inculpating herself criminally (perjury, filing false police reports, etc) 

is the antithesis of good cause. Limiting Respondent to the “alternative means” of discovery 

referenced on page 6 of Petitioner’s Motion would incapacitate Respondent’s ability to obtain 

relevant and necessary evidence. Ironically, Petitioner also requested Respondent’s deposition 

immediately upon hiring her current attorney (i.e., before taking any other action to address the 

supposedly burdensome discovery, Petitioner first retaliated by scheduling Respondent’s 

deposition). Petitioner cannot have her cake and eat it too. 

5. Respondent is entitled to depose Petitioner about all relevant matters, 

including similar false pregnancy allegations made against past putative fathers and 

inconsistent statements admissible for impeachment purposes. Not only do those 

allegations speak to her credibility, but they also establish an overt and escalating pattern of 

fraudulent behavior and abuse of legal process. Respondent cannot properly bring his 

counterclaims of non-paternity, sanctions, and attorney’s fees without deposing Petitioner and 

receiving definitive statements under oath about her past actions. The scope of inquiry 

absolutely includes: 

 Relevant questions about past relationships that resulted in similar threats and 

legal actions (brought by Petitioner, in writing and in prior litigation); 

  Emails and text messages she sent to other men with nearly identical verbiage; 

  Prior doctored “evidence;” 
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 Factually similar matters about which Petitioner authored editorials, TEDx 

Talks, podcasts; 

 Petitioner’s medical and associated health conditions.  

After discovery, nothing prevents Petitioner from seeking confidentiality or other 

appropriate protective orders as to limited portions of the deposition if the Court were to then 

determine they exceeded legal scope.  However, preventing those questions from being asked 

in the first place would improperly limit Respondent’s ability to defend himself and stymie this 

Court’s ability to make findings pursuant to the law.  

In addition to the misuse of court procedure, there are significant First Amendment 

concerns here. Prior restraint against relevant discovery is an extraordinary remedy that is not 

remotely warranted in this matter. Petitioner has not shown good cause to override 

Respondent’s legal rights, the public’s interest in transparent proceedings, and this Court’s 

legal and equitable duties. Petitioner’s prospective concerns (after willfully failing to comply 

with Court Rules for eight (8) months) are nothing more than an opaque attempt to thwart this 

Court’s ability to make findings. Petitioner cannot simply seek generalized and speculative 

relief as a means to justify a blanket restriction prior to providing any discovery/participating 

in a deposition. Moreover, her objections are not valid grounds for a willful failure to appear 

for a validly noticed deposition. See Respondent’s Notice of Non-Appearance.  

6. It is premature to designate as confidential documents, recordings, or 

records that do not exist and have not yet been produced. To the extent a response to this 

assertion is warranted, there is nothing to be designated confidential. No deposition has 

occurred (due to Petitioner’s willful failure to appear). Petitioner has not provided any Rule 49 
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disclosure, and there are no exhibits or sensitive documents in the Court record that could be 

designated confidential, even if Petitioner had shown good cause. Simply put, Petitioner’s 

request is impossibly premature, and the discovery being sought is relevant (including the 

“HIPPA” [sic] releases referenced in her Motion). Further, and contrary to Petitioner’s 

assertions, discovery cannot be conducted during trial.  

7. Respondent is entitled to his reasonable attorney’s fees and costs incurred 

responding to this Motion pursuant to A.R.S. § 25-324. After properly noticing Petitioner 

of his intent to depose her and agreeing to a date and time, Petitioner willfully failed to appear. 

Instead, Petitioner filed this Motion, which alleges speculative relief that cannot be granted, 

seeks Unconstitutional prior restraints on protected speech, and lacks good cause.  

Petitioner’s unreasonableness in this matter only persists as she continues to seek out 

new ways to evade the disclosure and discovery obligations for the action she filed.  Petitioner 

has a history of being creative in coming up with ways to avoid legal accountability. She 

previously made abhorrent allegations in prior proceedings involving similar false twin 

pregnancy allegations against an officer of the Court to evade Court appearances (fortunately 

foiled by Judge Bachus, whose Judicial Assistant intercepted Petitioner’s ex parte effort, which 

was subsequently addressed in proceedings.). As a result of Petitioner’s behavior, Respondent 

continues to incur attorney’s costs and fees having to defend his right to exercise the discovery 

tools available to all litigants. Respondent requests this Court permit him to file a China Doll 

Affidavit. 

 WHEREFORE, Respondent respectfully requests that this Court enter the following 

Orders:  
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A. Deny Petitioner’s Motion for Confidentiality and Preliminary Protective Order 

in its entirety;  

B. Award Respondent his reasonable attorney’s fees and costs incurred due to 

Petitioner’s unreasonableness pursuant to A.R.S. § 25-324; 

C. For such other and further relief as this Court deems just and proper under these 

circumstances.  

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 19th day of January, 2024. 

       WOODNICK LAW, PLLC   

       
             
       Gregg R. Woodnick 

Isabel Ranney  
       Attorneys for Respondent 
ORIGINAL of the foregoing e-filed 
 This 19th day of January, 2024 with: 
  
Clerk of Court 
Maricopa County Superior Court 

COPY of the foregoing document 
delivered/emailed this 19th  day of January, 2024, to: 

The Honorable Julie Mata   
Maricopa County Superior Court  

Cory Keith 
The Valley Law Group, PLLC 
3101 N. Central Ave, Ste 1470 
Pheonix, AZ 85012 
cory@thevalleylawgroup.com  
Attorney for Petitioner 

By: /s/ MB  





  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT “1” 



From: Gregg Woodnick
To: Alexis Lindvall; Sarah Saxon; Tiffany Benz
Cc: Maribeth Burroughs; Isabel Ranney
Subject: Owens v. Echard - Pending Motions and Withdrawal
Date: Friday, January 5, 2024 12:32:47 PM
Attachments: Exhibit 15-Threat to Sue and Kill Herself ADMITTED.pdf

Exhibit 19-Email of Youtube Ultrasound copy ADMITTED.pdf
Exhibit #6-Laura Blocked #5 ADMITTED.pdf
Exhibit 14-Threat to go to the Media ADMITTED.pdf

Lexi,
 
You filed to withdraw with Laura’s consent. Had you indicated that you were withdrawing under E.R.
1.16(b)(2), (3), and (4) (or even simply ER 3.3) I would, without hesitation, agree to courtesy extend
time. But, you filed a lot of the pleadings that you must still reply to on the same day you withdrew
(keeping in mind that Replies are not even required). I will also point out that if Laura chose to cut
ties with your office (evidenced by her consent) she is accepting responsibility for her case.  She can
file the Reply pro per.  As such, her request for an extension is respectfully denied.    
 
Laura is well experienced in hiring attorneys and having them withdraw. What is inevitably going to
happen is she is going to surface with yet another attorney, who is going to ask for more time
because they are “new” to the case. They, too, will be ill informed by Laura about what has
happened and will walk themselves into what has become a pattern of withdrawals from counsel
navigating a client whose behavior requires an E.R. 1.16(b)(2), (3), and (4) withdrawal. Ultimately (as
I suspect was the case with Modern Law), they will offer consent as an option to avoid having to
address the elephant in the room (the extreme fraud and perjury).
 
The real issue here is that your client is not seeing the obvious exit ramp, as there is a very easy
way for her to end this situation. You previously said she would not sign the affidavit because it
would be perjury. The perjury already happened when she filed the most bizarre paternity case and
submitted a parenting plan for imagined zygotes with no verifiable proof of pregnancy (still none)
and then continued to make statements under oath (including in her verified response).
 
The best advice any lawyer, friend, or her parent could tell Laura is that she needs to come clean. I
appreciate she is scared of perjury charges under A.R.S. 13-2702.  I also know she will have to invoke

her 5th Amendment Rights for many questions during the video deposition on the 17th (and this
Court will make negative inferences from that) and that she will have to arrive with the information
requested (nonexistent medical records) in Exhibit A (the RFP) of our Notice of Deposition.
 
Laura’s exit here is to admit that she has made some horrible choices and allegations that were not
predicated on fact or science. Perhaps it is her head injury (assuming that is actually factual) or
mental health issues and that she is humbly sorry for what she put Clayton through, as she was not
(and could not have been) pregnant by Clayton.
 
She then needs to get into treatment to address whatever has caused her to live a life enmeshed in
delusion.  She needs to come clean and say I did exactly what I have been caught doing and am
committed to getting healthy. (The alternative is that her behavior has been entirely predicated on
toxicity and maliciousness and she is the hook for attorney’s fees?).



 
The result will be:
 

1. Clayton is a mental health advocate. He will probably be the first to accept the apology and be
supportive of her embracing help.

2. The narrative about these two public figures (and yes, Laura is a public figure and she started
this entire mess by not only going to the press, but bizarrely admitting her agenda including
threats in emails) ends.

3. Laura can control how this saga resolves.   She started this with the media, Reddit, and The
Sun…then double, triple and the quadrupled down with the lies that are and will continue to
be exposed before the Court.  (Per the news, she was emailing Reality Steve just yesterday!) 

4. She can make this into a story of redemption (hers) when she admits she cannot control
herself regarding this pathology and that she apologizes for the harm she has caused.

5. And…I bet the world loves that. Her next Ted Talk and Medium article would be epic as she
humbly shows that change is possible.  And, you know who would likely be the first to say
congratulations?  Clayton Echard.

 
The alternative is that we continue to go down this route. The list of Gillespies, Marraccini’s,
Garrett’s, Lewis’, Bloom’s, the Professor and Mary Ann…and all those who have received Bar, Board,
Secretary of State complaints only grows as the media attention she sought is now relentlessly
digging for more content.   They are going to find it. Now is the time for her to admit she lied, get the
help that she needs, and commit to change.
 
I am attaching more evidence of your client’s bizarre and harassing behavior (yes, there is much
more data).
 
You may also want to peruse her Reddit comment history – which is all archived and is further
evidence of her malignant behavior  (see https://ihsoyct.github.io/index.html?
mode=comments&subreddit=&sort_type=created_utc&sort=desc&limit=100&after=&before=&autho
r=Strict_Schedule2441&score=&num_comments=&q=; https://ihsoyct.github.io/index.html?
mode=submissions&subreddit=&author=Strict_Schedule2441).
 
Gregg
 
 
WOODNICK LAW, PLLC
1747 E. Morten Ave., Suite 205
Phoenix, AZ 85020
Phone: (602) 449-7980
Fax: (602) 396-5850
www.woodnicklaw.com
Email: gregg@woodnicklaw.com
 
 
 



 

From: Alexis Lindvall @mymodernlaw.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 04, 2024 7:47 PM
To: Gregg Woodnick < >; Isabel Ranney < >; Sarah
Saxon < >; Tiffany Benz >; Maribeth
Burroughs < >
Subject: Owens v. Echard - Pending Motions and Withdrawal
 
Gregg and Isabel,
 
As you know, I filed my Motion to Withdraw on Tuesday.  We still don't have the order granting my
withdrawal despite following up with the division via email this morning.  They are also not
answering the phone.  The Reply in Support of the Motion to Dismiss is due Wednesday and the
Reply in Support of the Motion to Quash is due Thursday.  This puts me and my client in an
interesting predicament.  Would you be willing to agree to toll the reply deadlines until 5 judicial
days after my withdrawal is granted?
 
Thank you,

Lexi Lindvall, Esq.
Attorney | Modern Law
Call/Text:  (602) 730-7343
Mesa | Peoria | Scottsdale
www.mymodernlaw.com
 
Modern law is a paperless office and hard copies of documents will not be
mailed unless requested.  
 
This email contains confidential, legal information.  If you realize this email was not
intended for you, please ignore the content, immediately notify me that you received it, then
delete it.  Otherwise bad legal stuff could happen.
 
Please be advised, this communication does not constitute an agreement pursuant to Rule
69, Arizona Rules of Family Law Procedure.  Any statement concerning settlement is made
pursuant to Rule 408, Arizona Rules of Evidence, and shall be considered protected from
use in any future litigation.



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT “2” 



CE0027







12/12/23, 9:50 AM I am the anonymous woman in the Clayton Echard scandal. Here’s my story. - Anonymous - Medium

https://web.archive.org/web/20230922030934/https://anonymouswoman1.medium.com/i-am-the-anonymous-woman-in-the-clayton-echard-scandal-… 1/18

The Wayback Machine - https://web.archive.org/web/20230922030934/https://anonymouswoman1.medium.com…

I am the anonymous woman in the
Clayton Echard scandal. Here’s my
story.

Anonymous · Follow

3 hours ago

--

Search Medium

CE0045



12/12/23, 9:50 AM I am the anonymous woman in the Clayton Echard scandal. Here’s my story. - Anonymous - Medium

https://web.archive.org/web/20230922030934/https://anonymouswoman1.medium.com/i-am-the-anonymous-woman-in-the-clayton-echard-scandal-… 2/18
CE0046



12/12/23, 9:50 AM I am the anonymous woman in the Clayton Echard scandal. Here’s my story. - Anonymous - Medium

https://web.archive.org/web/20230922030934/https://anonymouswoman1.medium.com/i-am-the-anonymous-woman-in-the-clayton-echard-scandal-… 3/18
CE0047



12/12/23, 9:50 AM I am the anonymous woman in the Clayton Echard scandal. Here’s my story. - Anonymous - Medium

https://web.archive.org/web/20230922030934/https://anonymouswoman1.medium.com/i-am-the-anonymous-woman-in-the-clayton-echard-scandal-… 4/18
CE0048



12/12/23, 9:50 AM I am the anonymous woman in the Clayton Echard scandal. Here’s my story. - Anonymous - Medium

https://web.archive.org/web/20230922030934/https://anonymouswoman1.medium.com/i-am-the-anonymous-woman-in-the-clayton-echard-scandal-… 5/18
CE0049



12/12/23, 9:50 AM I am the anonymous woman in the Clayton Echard scandal. Here’s my story. - Anonymous - Medium

https://web.archive.org/web/20230922030934/https://anonymouswoman1.medium.com/i-am-the-anonymous-woman-in-the-clayton-echard-scandal-… 6/18
CE0050



12/12/23, 9:50 AM I am the anonymous woman in the Clayton Echard scandal. Here’s my story. - Anonymous - Medium

https://web.archive.org/web/20230922030934/https://anonymouswoman1.medium.com/i-am-the-anonymous-woman-in-the-clayton-echard-scandal-… 7/18
CE0051



12/12/23, 9:50 AM I am the anonymous woman in the Clayton Echard scandal. Here’s my story. - Anonymous - Medium

https://web.archive.org/web/20230922030934/https://anonymouswoman1.medium.com/i-am-the-anonymous-woman-in-the-clayton-echard-scandal-… 8/18
CE0052



12/12/23, 9:50 AM I am the anonymous woman in the Clayton Echard scandal. Here’s my story. - Anonymous - Medium

https://web.archive.org/web/20230922030934/https://anonymouswoman1.medium.com/i-am-the-anonymous-woman-in-the-clayton-echard-scandal-… 9/18
CE0053



12/12/23, 9:50 AM I am the anonymous woman in the Clayton Echard scandal. Here’s my story. - Anonymous - Medium

https://web.archive.org/web/20230922030934/https://anonymouswoman1.medium.com/i-am-the-anonymous-woman-in-the-clayton-echard-scandal… 10/18
CE0054



12/12/23, 9:50 AM I am the anonymous woman in the Clayton Echard scandal. Here’s my story. - Anonymous - Medium

https://web.archive.org/web/20230922030934/https://anonymouswoman1.medium.com/i-am-the-anonymous-woman-in-the-clayton-echard-scandal-… 11/18
CE0055



12/12/23, 9:50 AM I am the anonymous woman in the Clayton Echard scandal. Here’s my story. - Anonymous - Medium

https://web.archive.org/web/20230922030934/https://anonymouswoman1.medium.com/i-am-the-anonymous-woman-in-the-clayton-echard-scandal… 12/18
CE0056



12/12/23, 9:50 AM I am the anonymous woman in the Clayton Echard scandal. Here’s my story. - Anonymous - Medium
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Finally, Clayton wrote on his Response to Establish Paternity that he did not
want to give the children his last name or be put on their birth certificates if
he is found to be the natural father.

Bachelor Clayton Echard The Bachelor
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The anonymous woman in the Clayton Echard pregnancy scandal
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Echard is accused of impregnating a former
ing earlier this year, though he allegedly told

her via text message, 'I will not be raising it in
any capacity'

‘BBaacchheelloorr’’ AAlluumm CCllaayyaaa ttoonn EEcchhaarrdd AAlllleeggeeddllyy
TTooTTT lldd WWooWWW mmaann WWhhoo ClClaaiimmss ttoo BBee PPrreeggnnaanntt
WWiiWWW tthh HHiiss TTwwTTT iinnss ttoo GGeett aann AAbboorrttiioonn::
RReeppoorrtt
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'The Bachelor'rr Alum Clayton Echard
Declares the 'Truth Will Always Set YoYY u
Free' amid Paternitytt Scandal
A woman that Echard allegedly slept with once reportedly claimed in a

new lawsuit that he refused to take a paternitytt test after she became

pregnant with twtt ins

By | Published on September 21, 2023 10:54PM EDTDD
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Clayton Echard. PHOTO: ABC/PAPP MELALL LITTTT KYKK

The Bachelor alum Clayton Echard is setting the record straight.

On Thursday,yy the 30-year-rr old realitytt star posted a screenshot of a receipt

for a paternitytt test in order to clear the air after he was named in a

paternitytt lawsuit in August by an unidentified woman.

In the lawsuit, the woman alleged that Echard got her pregnant after the

twtt o met for a one-night stand. Since filing the suit, the woman has

requested Echard take a test to find out the paternitytt of her unborn twtt ins

before she gives birth in Februaryrr .yy The 33-year-rr old woman, who has

chosen to remain anonymous, has recently claimed that the former

Bachelor wasn’t complying with her requests for a test.

“This is the timeline. The truth will always set you free,” Echard wrote over

the email receipt in a post to his Instagram Storyrr .yy Per his screenshot, the

television personalitytt paid $725 to schedule an appointment with a

paternitytt clinic.
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Results will then take about a week to get back. I believe we re all on the

same page now.ww ”

PEOPLE has reached out to Echard's reps for comment.

““RResullts wiillll thhen takke abbout a weekk to get bbackk II bbelliieve we’’re allll on thhe
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The Sun

that he refused to take a test and that she had to pay a $725 deposit for it,

but Echard called her accusations “baseless” and “lacking in merit.”

In court documents obtained by PEOPLE, the woman stated that Echard

refused to believe she was pregnant when she originally informed him

back in June.

“I wanted you to come over to confirm what I was doubting. And you did

confirm that. So, I don’t see you as a liar anymore,” he allegedly texted the

unidentified woman.

RELATED : Clayton Echard and Rachel Recchia Poke Fun at 'Reality TV Trauma' as

They Reunite Beside 'Bachelor' Pals

After the twtt o parties take the paternitytt test, they are scheduled for an early

resolution conference and will appear in court immediately on Sept. 28.

Echard’s alleged paternitytt scandal comes nearly one year after he and

Susie Evans announced their decision to split. The former couple met on his

season of ThTT e Bachelor and lived together for less than a year before

going long distance and eventually parting ways.

thhat hhe reffusedd to takke a test andd thhat shhe hhadd to pay a $$772255 ddeposiit ffor iit
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Susie Evans and Clayton Echard. PHOTO: CRAIG SJODIN/ABC

RELATED : Clayton Echard Says He's Focusing on Himself After Susie Evans Split: 'I'm

Not Mentally Healed'

With incredibly heavyvv hearts, we wanted to share that we have decided to

go our separate ways,” Echard and Evans wrote in a joint Instagram

statement at the time. “For anyone who has ever loved, knows this was a

painful decision to make and not one taken lightly.yy "

"WeWW understand that there will likely be a lot of questions about this

decision — social media is definitely a highlight reel and much of our

experiences together we have kept private as I'm sure most can

understand. But we will share this — although this last year together has

brought us so much joy and so many laughs, there has also been a

significant amount of pain," they continued. "WeWW know no healthy

relationship comes without its struggles, but we've realized that we were

not prepared for the external forces that hindered our abilitytt to not only

heal as individuals but also as a couple."
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EXHIBIT “3” 



January 17, 2024  

URGENT - VIA EMAIL AND FIRST-CLASS MAIL  
Amazon.com, Inc – Headquarters 
Attn: Legal Department 
410 Terry Avenue  
North Seattle, WA 98109 

Amazon.com, Inc  
P.O. Box 81266  
Seattle, WA 98108 
Legal@amazon.com  

Re: Owens v. Echard – Maricopa County Superior Court (FC2023-052114; 
CV2023-05392) – SPOLIATION NOTICE

Dear Amazon Legal Department:  

 Our firm represents Clayton Echard in a court proceeding currently pending before 
Judge Mata in Maricopa County, Arizona (FC2023-052114). Our firm also represented Mr. 
Echard in a civil proceeding under CV2023-05392. We are requesting that Amazon 
preserve what may be critical evidence in both causes..  Specifically, order and purchase 
history related to Laura Michelle Owens.  

Spoliation Notice: This letter demands that Amazon preserve and not alter any 
evidence relating to this matter, including, but not limited to orders/purchases associated 
with the following identifying information:  

The purchase history of any Amazon account associated with any of the following
email addresses:  

o @lauramichelleowens.com
o @nobodytoldmeshow.com
o @gmail.com
o @lauraowensmusic.com
o @gmail.com
o @aol.com
o @gmail.com
o @gmail.com
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The itemized list of all products purchased from any of the above accounts made 
from May 1st – December 31st, 2023. 

All records of deliveries made to Laura Michelle Owens or any occupant at 11440 
N 69th Street, Scottsdale, AZ 85254, from May 1st – December 31st, 2023.

Any other information, real evidence, or documents that may be relevant to this 
matter. 

Please immediately take steps to preserve this digital data and anything else related to this 
matter. In addition, please do not alter or destroy any related materials. 

We will be proceeding by subpoena for the same under separate cover, but wanted to notify 
you of this in advance to assure the information is preserved.

Very truly yours,
WOODNICK LAW, PLLC

Gregg R. Woodnick

GRW/mb
CC: Cory Keith (attorney for Ms. Owens); 
Clayton Echard (via email) 




