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Francois Choquette

31735 Riverside Drive

#C295

Lake Elsinore, California 92530
Telephone: (310) 597-9532
Facsimile: (951) 224-6624

Email: francoischoquette@yahoo.com

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE

CENTRAL DISTRICT

FRANCOISG. CHOQUETTE, an
individual

Plaintiff,
V.

CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY
INTERNATIONAL, a California
corporation; BUILDING MANAGEMENT
SERVICES, a California corporation;
DANIEL ALAN DUNIGAN, an individual;
KENNETH R. SEYBOLD, an individual;
MATTHEW JAMESBUTLER, an
individual; SALVATORE MEO, and
individual; and DOES 1 through 20,
inclusive,

Defendants.
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Case No. RIC 538634

Assigned: Hon. Sharon J. Waters, Dept.10
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SECOND AMENDED
PLAINT FOR DAMAGESFOR:

. Assault & Battery

Assault & Battery, Excessive Force

. False Arrest & Imprisonment
. Malicious Prosecution
. Violation of California Civil Code §

52.1
Violation of California Constitution
Article 1, 881, 2, 3,4, 7 & 13

UNLIMITED CIVIL CASE

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

Complaint filed: June 25, 2010
Trial Date: None
M otion Cut-off: None
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Plaintiff, FRANCOIS G. CHOQUETTE, on information and belief, makes the followin
allegations to support hisrst Amended Complaint as of right:
SECULARACTION

1. This First Amended Complaint is not directed at ahfpefendants’ religious beliefs or
freedoms. It is onlylirected at Defendants' demonstrably sequidicies, processes, practices
and conduct in connection with, at the very maatgiously motivated conduct which is subject
to regulation for the protection of society.

PARTIES

2. Plaintiff FRANCOIS G. CHOQUETTE (“Choquette” or ldmitiff”) is an individual who
currently resides in the County of Riverside, Catiia.

3. Defendant CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY INTERNATIONAL (“CSlis an entity
incorporated under the laws of the State of Calitoas a religious corporation with its principa
place of business at 6331 Hollywood Boulevard, Aogeles, CA. CSl also does business as
GOLDEN ERA PRODUCTIONS (“GOLDEN ERA") at 19625 Higlay 79, Gilman Hot Springs
CA 92583. In doing the acts herein alleged, CStpleyees, subcontractors, volunteers and
agents acted within the scope of their employmadtagency with CSI. Defendant CSI engage
in the acts alleged herein and/or condoned, pexdhittuthorized, and/or ratified the conduct of
managing agent Sea Organization Captain David Migeacorporate affiliates, employees,
subcontractors, volunteers and agents allegedrerei

4. Defendant BUILDING MANAGEMENT SERVICES (“BMS”) israentity incorporated
under the laws of the State of California as agielis corporation with its principal place of
business at 6331 Hollywood Boulevard, Los Angel®s, BMS also does business as BUILDIN
MANAGEMENT SERVICES (GOLD) at 19625 Highway 79, @ian Hot Springs, CA 92583.

BMS is one of the corporations of Scientology withprincipal object being the ownership and
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management of various Scientology properties. ingithe acts herein alleged, its employees,
subcontractors, volunteers and agents acted whikiscope of their employment and agency W
BMS and its affiliates. Defendant BMS engaged madbts alleged herein and/or condoned,
permitted, authorized, and/or ratified the condiagts managing agent Sea Organization Captg
David Miscavige, corporate affiliates, lessees,tgagors, employees, subcontractors, volunteg
and agents alleged herein.

5. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

6. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

7. There exists, and at all times relevant heretoelasged, such a unity of control and
interest among the corporate Defendants, the Sgan@2ation and the Commodores Messenge
Organization, and all of the other corporations eimdrches of Scientology, including but not
limited to those churches and corporations of Solegy that are or have been the subject of
Internal Revenue Service § 501(c)(3) exemptiomistithat any individuality and separateness
between each of them has ceased and eachafi¢hego or agent of the others.

8. Plaintiff is informed and believes that other Stix¢ogy corporate entities also occupy or

have designated staff at the Golden Era prope@ilatan Hot Springs. These allegedly separate

Scientology corporate entities include Church afig@l Technology, Religious Technology
Center, Building Management Services and Buildirepn&gement Services (GOLD). Currently
Plaintiff lacks information as to whether any oé$le corporations or any of their assigned staff
participated in the acts, circumstances and oceoealleged herein. When the true and preci
nature of their relationship and participatioraiily, in the events and matters relating to this
Complaint becomes better known than at the praseat this Complaint will be amended to
reflect the same (by appropriate additions, debstand/or dismissals) or it will be established &

the time of trial, according to proof.
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9. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

10. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

11. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

12. Defendant DANIEL ALAN DUNIGAN (“Dunigan”) is a redient of Riverside County
California and/or was a security guard at Goldes d&r October 26, 2008. At all relevant times,
Defendant Dunigan was under the direct supervigomloy, and control of Defendant CSI or
BMS. In doing the acts alleged herein, Defendamifan was acting within the course and scqg
of his employment and agency with Defendant CBMS.

13. Defendant KENNETH R. SEYBOLD (“Seybold”) is a resit of Riverside County
California and is an employee of CSI or BMS antdeBeved to be the “Estates Manager” and/d
the “Port Captain” for the Golden Era property.aitrelevant times, Defendant Seybold was

under the direct supervision, employ, and contf@&fendant CSI or BMS. In doing the acts

pe

alleged herein, Defendant Seybold was acting wittencourse and scope of his employment and

agency with Defendant CSI.

14. Defendant MATTHEW JAMES BUTLER (“Butler”) is a refnt of Riverside County
California and/or was a security guard at Goldea d&r October 26, 2008. At all relevant times,
Defendant Butler was under the direct supervistonploy, and control of Defendant CSI or
BMS. In doing the acts alleged herein, DefendarttdBuvas acting within the course and scope
his employment and agency with Defendant CSI or BMS

15. Defendant SALVATORE MEO (“Me0”) is a resident ofierside County California
and/or was a security guard at Golden Era on Oc@®e2008. At all relevant times, Defendant
Meo was under the direct supervision, employ, androl of Defendant CSI or BMS. In doing
the acts alleged herein, Defendant Meo was actitignthe course and scope of his employme

and agency with Defendant CSI or BMS.
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16. Upon information and belief, at all times releveamthe conduct and communications

herein each of the individual defendants was adtngupon, and in furtherance of the business

their employer (s) and/or Church of Scientology) @8 BMS managing agent David Miscavige.

Plaintiff is ignorant of the true names and capesiof Defendants, Does 1 through 20, and
therefore sues said Defendants by fictitious nanféaintiff will seek leave to amend this
complaint when the true names of said Defendante bhaen ascertained. Plaintiff is informed
and believes and on that basis alleges that eattte diictitious Defendants was in some way
responsible for, participated in or contributedhie matters and things of which Plaintiff
complains herein and, in some fashion, has legalomsibility therefore.

17. At all times herein mentioned, each of the Defetsland/or their predecessors, affiliate
subsidiaries and related entities, and each dDtheeDefendants, was the agent, servant,
employee, fellow member, associated and/or jointwer or conspirator of each of the other
Defendants, and of the various corporations andcties of Scientology, the Sea Organization
and the Commodore's Messengers' Organization, asdatvall times acting within the purpose
and scope of said agency, employment or joint venaand acting with the express and/or impli
knowledge or consent of the Defendants, and eateat.

18. To the extent any one of more Defendants may coatia claim to be a peace officer
Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereongaethat the acts of such Defendant (s) allege
this Complaint were done by such Defendant (s) uodier of law and under pretense of the
constitution, statutes, ordinances, regulationstaus and usages of the United States, the St3
of California, and the County of Riverside thereind under the authority of their offices, and
during the course and scope of their service asepeflicers for said State or County, and said
State or County is legally responsible for theinact according to principals of vicarious

liability and respondeat superior. In such evejntiff will seek leave to add appropriate fede

Second Amended Complaint for damages 5

of

U

din

1te

-

a




© 00 N oo g A~ O wWw N P

N RN N N N N N NN P P R R RB RB R R R
0w ~N o O N W N P O © 0o N o 00 M W N R O

civil rights claims herein pursuant iofer alia, 42 U.S.C. 8881983, 1985 and 1988. At the time of

filing herein, Plaintiff lacks sufficient knowledgaformation and belief to assert such a claim
relative to any conduct that may be beyond thetdichimmunity granted California peace office
receiving persons delivered into their custodydwihg a “citizen’s arrest” or “private person’s
arrest.”

COMMON ALLEGATIONS

19. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)
20. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)
21. In or about February 2008 a loosely organized Idas® global collective or group of

human rights and Internet activists, numbering ntioa@ nine thousand, began protesting the

alleged copyright abuses, crimes, frauds, humdngigbuses, and civil rights abuses committed

by the churches and corporations of Scientologythen representatives. The amorphous glob
collective (in over 110 cities and more than 42ore) called itself Anonymous and it engaged
light hearted non-violent protests and other relditst amendment protected activity against th
Scientology enterprise (s). Many of the Anonymoasipipants wore “V for Vendetta” masks
(also known as Guy Fawkes masks) to prevent Defer@al from retaliating against them with
its copyrighted secular policies and practicegtierhandling and destruction of Suppressive
Persons.

22. In or about March 2008 the Plaintiff participatachis first monthly Anonymous global
picket with the Anonymous group protesting Scieodg human and civil rights abuses thereby
becoming subject to CSI's secular Suppressive Regyshicies and practices himself.

23. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

24. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

25. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)
Second Amended Complaint for damages g
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26. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

27. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

28. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

29. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

30. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

31. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

32. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

33. The 500 acre Golden Era property at 19625 Highv@gyGilman Hot Springs, CA is
bisected by California State Highway 79. At thethern end of the property is approximately 1
acres of unfenced unused vacant land that inclagesblic right of way, dirt tracks, and an area
that has regularly been used for vehicle parkingtoyestors and the public generally (“the
unfenced roadside land”). Upon information anddfebefore October 26, 2008 the unfenced
roadside land was not properly posted with the @rejzed, positioned or number of “no
trespassing” signs as required by applicable Galifdaw (e.g. Penal Code 88552-556).
Subsequent to the events at issue herein the GBldeno trespassing” signs were changed ar
relocated upon the unfenced roadside land on on®og occasions.

34. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

35. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

36. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

37. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

38. Prior to October 26, 2008 the Plaintiff had becdamailiar with the positioning of the no
trespassing signs on the unfenced roadside latitedBolden Era property and he reasonably |
wrongly assumed that they were located at and dlmmgroperty lines as required by applicabl

California law. Unbeknownst to the Plaintiff, thigrs (s) were not in accordance with the
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applicable law and thus was/were a public nuisascgpecifically provided in Penal Code 88553

and 556.3.

39. On Internet message boards during the week preg€itober 26, 2008, the Plaintiff an
other participants in the Southern California Anmoys group openly discussed their intention
picket the CSI Golden Era property on Sunday Ogt86e2008.

40. At approximately 11-30 A.M. on Sunday October 2802 the Plaintiff and four other
Anonymous picketers arrived at the Golden Era ptygl traveling in the same vehicle, a rent
passenger van. In accordance with local custonuaade, they parked the vehicle on the south
east side of Highway 79 upon the unfenced roadaitttwhich is part of the dedicated public
easement and commenced their picketing activittherpublic easement along Highway 79 anc
the Golden Era property. In addition, for their ogafety, the picketers cell phoned the Riversic
County Sheriff's Department and advised them oif theesence and the picket taking place.

41. Soon after the October 26, 2008, picket of the @olHra property commenced a
deafening and disturbing discordant organ tri-mute was broadcast across the landscape by
least seven huge outdoor concert speakers positmméhe inside edge of the Golden Era

property adjacent to Highway 79. The sound was oredsas being at or exceeding 110-115

decibels which substantially exceeds the 75 desibpetmissible noise level in Riverside County.

The ordinance violating noise continued throughoast of the picket (approximately 3.5 hours).

42. At the commencement of the picket on October 2682€he Plaintiff remained hidden in

the vehicle the picketers had arrived in. On th&daf past experience, the Plaintiff expected ¢

security guards would drive up to the vehicle angage in a thorough examination and possib
vehicular interference while the picketers wereudldd® minutes walk away. In time a CSI
security guard arrived in a black pathfinder SUM apent significant time examining the

picketer’s parked vehicle while the Plaintiff remad hidden but observing and recording from
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inside. Eventually, the Plaintiff emerged from thehicle. The Scientology security guard rushe
back to his vehicle and drove in reverse alongs#mi-circular dirt track beside Highway 79 an(
the unfenced roadside land.

43. During the rest of the picket the Scientology si#gguard (s) repeatedly drove back to
protestor’s vehicle, got out of his own vehicle qiysically examined the exterior and undersi
of the picketer’'s van. On several times, one officketers proceeded back down Highway 79
see what the Scientology security guard was dairtbe vehicle. Each time the picketer
approached the van the Scientology guard wouldeceapecting/interfering with the picketer’s
vehicle, return to his own vehicle and drive intoearby cluster of trees on the unfenced roads
land. At one point Defendant Butler approachedpibketer’s van with what appeared to be a t(
and departed with some acquired object. Finally,Sbientology security guard positioned, lit a
then returned to reposition a flaming roadsidesflaehind the gas tank of the protestor’s vehicl
and provoked the subsequent events as complaimethhe

44. At about 11-50 A.M. on October 26, 2008, Riverdiputy Sheriff George Foresburg
arrived at the picket and remained for the duratibmost of the protest. During the course of tf
picket and in violation of applicable United Stafgreme Court case authority, he
unsuccessfully insisted that one or more of thégstors had to give him his identification
information if the picketer was to wear a mask pratest anonymously.

45. At about 12-55 P.M. on October 26, 2008, DeputyeBburg and two other Sheriff’'s
deputies returned. They spend a considerable tioseted on the Golden Era property with
Scientology security guards and other staff. THeze®eputy Foresburg emerged and engageq
one or more of the picketers in conversation. Dgporesburg informed the picketer (s) that by
protesting outside the Golden Era guardhouse ard emé&rance they were engaged in illegal

residential picketing and that they should movér thieket down the road and onto the unfence
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roadside land where some of the events at issakidiimg the alleged assault, battery, false arrest

and false imprisonment) herein later occurred. Deporseburg added that the picketing of the
main entrance to the Golden Era property mayse an accident and if it did the picketers @ou
be named as parties to the cause of the accideistcleim by the Deputy Sheriff was similar to
those made by Scientology representatives on oteasions. The Deputy Sheriff was visibly
annoyed at the picketer’s refusal to move theitggiodown to the very same portion of unfence
roadside land where he later took custodial defieéithe Plaintiff after the Plaintiff had been
subjected to a “citizen’s arrest” by the Defenddatsalleged trespassing and battery upon a pe
officer.

46. During the October 26, 2008 protest against Sciegyoabuse and unlawful
imprisonments at the Golden Era property, thereev@&reriff's deputies present the majority of
the time but they either refused of failed to regpto the pleas of the protestors regarding Chu
of Scientology civil rights and noise violationgrgdirected against them or the assault by
directed water sprinklers. The picketers had advike deputies of their intended departure tim
of about 3 P.M. Upon information and belief, a $ffisrdeputy so informed the Scientology
employees.

47. Upon information and belief, the Golden Era propéds encroached upon public land
with, among other things, roadside vegetation ititahtionally, maliciously and/or negligently
creates a public nuisance and/or restricts thei@silalbility to walk on the public easement
without being forced into the traffic stream of Higay 79. These obstructions upon the public
easement beside the Golden Era property and Higii@alp not exist reasonably nearby on
Highway 79 other than outside the Golden Era pityptself. This public easement also contain
Scientology installed, maintained and monitoredhsstfrated motion detectors, camera and

microphone equipment as well as a sprinkler syshahsprays water onto the public easement

Second Amended Complaint for damages 10
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and across Highway 79, often creating a very siiyppad dangerous road surface. Upon
information and belief these encroachments upomptidic highway easement have not been
authorized by duly issued permit (s) issued byGbanty of Riverside or the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans).

48. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

49. At about 2-15 P. M. on October 26, 2008, the GolHemproperty roadside sprinkler
system was turned on. There were stationery camaragpods within the sprinkler spray area.
They belonged to the Anonymous picketers. The Gokea property sprinklers caused the
picketers, or some of them who included the Pltih&rein, to be assaulted by wet water spray
which forced them into the roadway and put thempdtential physical danger. As with the
continuing excessive discordant organ tri-notealitge Riverside County Deputy Sheriff's
passively remained with the Scientology stafferd ok no action to curb either the excessive
noise or the sprinkler assault upon the picketdrs were acting lawfully at all pertinent times a
anxious for the active assistance and protectidheRiverside County Sheriff's Department.

50. At about 2-45 P.M. the Riverside County Deputy 8fiedeparted from the Golden Era
property. Very soon thereafter Defendant Butleunregd to the picketer’s van and lit an
incendiary road flare despite the county-wide bisuch devices because of the late summer K
fire danger; it was a “red flag” day. Initially, Bendant Butler pointed the flaming road flare

under the picketer's van and near its gas tankdbet returned and re-positioned in the northert

gh

direction. The Plaintiff observed this conduct aveis alarmed by it and the potential for causing a

catastrophic explosion and/or fire in an area oftataged by late summer wild fires and subjec
that very day to a county-wide total ban of ak§irandjnter alia, any roadside flares.
51. The Plaintiff went to his rented vehicle which whaeeatened by the illegal flaming

roadside flare while Defendant Butler retreatedudlbioirty feet away next to some roadside

Second Amended Complaint for damages 11
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vegetation. Meanwhile another vehicle, a grey Hodeord, had arrived and was parked about a

guarter mile away. Believing the car may includdiidnal picketers who were expected, the
Plaintiff walked towards the vehicle. However, ks Plaintiff walked towards the Honda Accor
it began slowly reversing down the Highway and thetked a U turn and sped away to the sou

52. As the Plaintiff walked back to the picketer’s véme grey Honda Accord came back, rig
behind him. The Plaintiff, now concerned for hige$ proceeded back to towards the picketer
van using a small dirt road path, adjacent to Higlynw9, as an apparent safe short cut. As he
doing this the Plaintiff noticed Defendant Butléelplack Nissan Pathfinder parked and he walke
over to enquire as to what he had been doing giitketer’s vehicle and why.

53. At all relevant times the Plaintiff had no intemtito trespass upon the unfenced roadsid
land and he reasonably believed, from past observaf the location of the no trespassing sigr
(s), that he was still on the public easement. AQaober 26, 2008 the Plaintiff had no record ¢
prior arrests or criminal convictions.

54. When Plaintiff arrived at the location of Defend&nitler he had less than five seconds
make his enquiry before the Honda Accord screethadhalt beside him and Defendant’s
Dunigan and Seybold leapt out screaming “trespgsgar under arrest.” Contrary to the
provisions of law and custom, the Defendants hadjiven the Plaintiff any and/or adequate
notice that he was trespassing on a portion of@ittienced roadside land and they had not give
him any reasonable opportunity to exit the unmarkediside land.

55. As one of the three Scientology security guards{fan, Seybold and Butler) screamed
“trespassing your under arrest” they wrongfullykiessly and negligently swarmed him, tackle
him to the ground, dog piled the Plaintiff, dangesly wedged and pressured their knees into tf
Plaintiff’'s back and neck and thereby used unlawtaddly force while forcing his full face and

mouth into the dry desert dirt where he proceedaédeive bruising on his face, arms and legg

Second Amended Complaint for damages 12
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and was made to suffer great pain, serious injhgyfear of suffocation and the fear of death. A
three of the Defendants were on top of him and heddvands behind his back while they punch

him many times causing him severe bruising, ne@kspand permanent injuries. At the same

time, video taken at the incident clearly recordmtappears to be a single gun shot. During this

time the Plaintiff reflexively and unintentionalbyt one of the hands that was holding his face

hard in the desert dirt and suffocating him. DetertdMeo then arrived on the scene and

participated in the conduct of the three other @olBra employees. After several minutes of this

the other picketer’s arrived and intervened to tegfour Golden Era security guards to get off

the Plaintiff and to stop beating and suffocatiimg because their conduct was killing the

Plaintiff. Eventually, Defendants did so but thesdthis hands behind with tight plastic handcuffs

and detained him until the Deputy Sheriff's retidn€hey had withdrawn from the property just
before events commenced with the illegal flaminadside flare, the grey Honda Accord, and tf
Defendant’s attack upon the Plaintiff. Photogrégihof the Plaintiff during/ after this false arreg
are attached hereto as Exhibit A. The entire dagats at issue herein were captured upon
numerous video-audio and still camera equipment.

56. During the aforesaid assault and battery by theebdnts upon the Plaintiff one of the
picketers attempted to intervene and was also paljgiassaulted by Defendant Dunigan. He
yelled at her that he was “making a citizen’s dfras he held the Plaintiff face down in the dirt
while kneeing him in the neck and attempting totleolgim. Later Defendant Dunigan informed
the Deputy Sheriff's that the female picketer hazkéd him but he was declining to press charg
against her. The video showed the exact opposééeridant Dunigan was the one who had
attacked her. She suffered abrasions from beirggvihto the ground, a deep bruise to one arm
split nail and a strained back muscle. Upon infdromeand belief, the bruised and battered

woman was caused to fear subsequent arrest byitkesile County Sheriff's Department.
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57. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

58. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

59. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

60. After the Deputy Sheriff's returned Defendant Dwarig“acting in the capacity of a
security guard for his employer,” and apparentiining to be a “peace officer,” placed the
Plaintiff under a “private persons” arrest for mésteanor trespassing and felony battery upon
peace officer. Upon information and belief, eitberrently or in the past, Defendant Dunigan h
served as a volunteer peace officer for one ofaba law enforcement agencies and has recei
training in arrest and detention there-from.

61. Plaintiff continued to complain that he was inrpaibm the assault and battery upon hin
and the tight handcuffs but his pleas were igndmethe Defendants who had arrested him and
later by the Sheriff's Deputies who refused andded to view an audio-video of the attack in
order to conduct a proper investigation before ik¢eg the Plaintiff into their custody. Had the
Sheriff's Deputies conducted a proper investigataond properly exercised their statutory
discretion regarding a citizen’s arrest, they wéshduld have concluded that, in the
circumstances (improper sign posting, no reasonadtiee of trespass, and no reasonable

opportunity to leave) there had been no probahlse#o arrest and imprison the Plaintiff

irrespective of whether or not the Defendant haalysd a little beyond an invisible line in the dirt

of the unfenced roadside land.

62. Eventually the Plaintiff, still handcuffed, wasnsported in a black and white sheriff’'s
cruiser to the Riverside County South West Jusieeter in Murrieta which is at the other end
Riverside County.

63. The Plaintiff was held in the County Jail at Mutaidor over twelve hours before being

released upon his own recognizance in the earlyimghours of October 27, 2008.
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64. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

65. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

66. On October 26, 2008 Plaintiff did not fail to cedise alleged trespass and to exit the
relevant portion of the unfenced roadside landr aéteeiving reasonable notice and opportunity

do so. The Plaintiff did not resist arrest or obstjustice. There were no exigent circumstance

5 Or

attempt to escape. The entire incident was captyped numerous CSI surveillance cameras and

the identity, name and address of the Plaintiff wa§ known to Defendant CSI.

67. On January 5, 2009 the Plaintiff met with Invediiga&im Judge at the Riverside County
Sheriff’'s Department in San Jacinto. After an egeghinterview and a review of other evidencs
the Sheriff's investigator submitted a report thafendants Dunigan, Matthew Butler and
Kenneth Seybold be prosecuted. A copy of this teipattached hereto as Exhibit B.

68. The Plaintiff had intended the report to be a saggpolice complaint requiring separate
action. Instead, the Sheriff's Department treatedRlaintiff's complaint as a supplemental repg
Upon information and belief, by designating theortas a supplemental report and not as a n¢
complaint, the Plaintiff's allegations were ignomekpite the unequivocal analysis, conclusion
and “exceptional” recommendation contained in #yort.

69. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

70. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

71. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

72. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

73. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

74. On December 3, 2008 the Plaintiff made his firgiesgyance before the California Super

Court in Murietta. On this occasion he did not eatplea. The Court continued the hearing ang
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released the Plaintiff upon his own recognizancéstAy away” from the Golden Era property
order was stated, but not entered.

75. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

76. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

77. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

78. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

79. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

80. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

81. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

82. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

83. Upon information and belief, the actions of Defamdan connection with unmasking the
anti-Scientology crime and abuse protestors collelgt known as Anonymous and the old Guard,
who included the Plaintiff herein, as alleged &t leginning of the Common Allegations herein,
and the subsequent wrongful conduct of the Defetsdaither jointly or severally, includes but is
not limited to: (a) the violation of the Plaintéfconstitutional right to exercise his First
Amendment rights lawfully and anonymously, (b) lagious false arrests and false
imprisonments of the Plaintiff between October 28)8 and October 2, 2009, (c) the abuses of
process and malicious prosecution that continuathagthe Plaintiff through October 19, 2009,

84. Even if the Plaintiff had briefly entered over awisible line in the desert dirt on Octobe
26, 2008, and thereby committedeaminimis technical trespass which is denied, he did not
occupy the land or cause damage to it.

85. The wrongful conduct, acts and omissions of theeBeénts against the Plaintiff were

commenced in front of his friends and associatesewnaliciously and baselessly continued in fthe

public arena for nearly twelve months, were pulgdivorldwide, and will remain upon the
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Internet and World Wide Web in perpetuity. This pasmanently damaged the Plaintiff's aero-
space employment prospects, particularly for segmeernment work, and consequently his
financial prospects.

86. At all times Plaintiff believed he was acting laWyu violating no laws and he had no
intention to violate any laws.

87. Defendants assault (s) and battery (s) upon thatPiavas/were unjustified and without

provocation.

88. When the Plaintiff was swarmed and dog piled byDeé&ndants he was not free to leave.

89. When the Plaintiff was placed in handcuffs he weatsfree to leave.

90. The dog piling of the Plaintiff constituted excegsforce as a matter of law and the
handcuffing of the Plaintiff was unlawful and unassary because there was no probable caus
and/or legal basis to either arrest or handcufRlaentiff.

91. The dog piling and handcuffing of the Plaintiff sad physical pain and injury to the
Plaintiff for which he sought medical treatment.

92. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

93. While and when the Defendants swore out a “prip&tsons” arrest form and delivered
the Plaintiff into the custody of the Riverside 8fis Department he was not free to leave.

94. When the Plaintiff was placed in a sheriff’'s vehible was not free to leave.

95. On the subsequent occasions upon which the Pfavds arrested, transported, detaine(
and/or imprisoned as alleged herein he was notiérésave.

96. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

97. On October 26, 2008, or any material date theredfte Plaintiff did not intentionally
trespass (and any trespass is denied), threatéefieadants of any Peace Officer, obstruct

justice, resist arrest, batter and/or assault @age officer. The lack of probable cause and shg
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of force by the Defendants causeder alia, an unreasonable seizure and unlawful imprisonm
of the Plaintiff in violation of his federal andas¢ constitutional and civil rights.

98. On October 14, 2009 the Riverside District Attorseyffice advised the Plaintiff's
lawyer herein that, at the next court date, athanal charges against the Plaintiff would be
dismissed pursuant to California Penal Code §1@850ctober 19, 2009 the Riverside Superig
Court granted the motion of the District Attorneg¥ice to dismiss all charges against the
Plaintiff.

99. Upon information and belief, in the course of tkaduct and communications set forth
above and/or related thereto, Defendants or pe@sswiated with them have made false
statements about the Plaintiff under oath, malgipand with knowledge that such statements
were materially false. Among other things, thedatatements were relied upon by deputy
sheriffs and prosecutors and further encouragedrtiest and continued prosecution of the
Plaintiff. Among other things, such false statem(ghicaused the Plaintiff to be falsely arrested
four occasions, charged with misdemeanor trespassy battery upon a peace officer, and
falsely imprisoned on three occasions for overdltays in aggregate.

100. Defendant’s false statements about the Plaintiif, @acts and/or omissions against the
Plaintiff, are alleged to have violated the Pldfistifederal first amendment and fourth amendm
rights, and his comparable California constitutiarghts, including Plaintiff’s right to be free of
arrest without probable cause and to be free oécessary, unreasonable and excessive force
Upon information and belief, and as commented upasrious United States and State of
California trial court and appellate court opinip@$SI’s predecessor, CSI and certain of its
representatives have a demonstrable history ofmgaddach false statements to police officers,

prosecutors and judges.
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101. All of Defendant CSI's employees who were preseétiha scene of the Defendant’s
citizen’s arrest of the Plaintiff on October 26080and all those CSI employees who were
monitoring the Defendant’s conduct through suraeitle cameras/monitors, cell phones and o
communication devices, whether or not specificdiigcting the conduct of the individual
Defendants are also liable to the Plaintiff forithiailure to intervene to prevent the preventable
harms and violations of the Plaintiff's rights amd injuries committed and caused in their
presence or audio/visual view and/or hearing.

102. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

103. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

104. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

105. Plaintiff is informed and believes that Defenda®l Gacting through its executives and
employees, maintained, fostered, and condonedi@ypptactice or custom of deliberate and/or
willful indifference to violations of public lawsnad related rights, which was a direct, proximaté
and probable cause of the Plaintiff's damages atldwerein.

106. The Defendant’s use of excessive force againdPliatiff, as alleged herein, was
effected by the Defendants without authority of kawd without any reasonable necessity to us
any force, much less the excessive force thatéhggloyed and the force employed was used
without legal justification, without Plaintiff's esent, with malice and with intent to inflict pain
and suffering which it did thereby also causing dg& injury, pain, suffering and the other
damages alleged herein.

107. Plaintiff is informed and believes that communicat and conduct alleged herein that
may otherwise be subject to the Civil Code §4@dition immunity were also part of a single
sequence of conduct, foreseeable consequencess evess gestae in accordance with the

foregoing allegations. Upon information and belfcause at least some if not all of those
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communications were made in furtherance of a confeaud, none of them are subject to any
otherwise applicable privileges including but riotited to the attorney-client privilege.

108. Upon information and belief, the Plaintiff allegésit at all times material herein the
Defendants engaged in the conduct and/or commumisadlleged of them intentionally,
recklessly, negligently and with a willful disregdior the Plaintiff’s rights under the law.

109. The Defendants conduct was performed knowinglgntionally, willfully and

maliciously, and were a deliberate and callouswitdo inflict physical and financial injury and

damage upon the Plaintiff thus entitling him tosavard of exemplary and punitive damages for

the sake of example and by way of punishing theebadints. The conduct alleged of the
Defendants herein, including but not limited to th&ms of false arrest and false imprisonment
was unlawful and not privileged as claimed hergaiespective of whether or not the Plaintiff
would have been convicted of either misdemeansp#égs and/or felony battery upon a peace
officer as charged at the Defendant’s requestddilrerside County Sheriff's Department, on
October 26, 2008, after Defendants had failed éwige the Plaintiff with proper and adequate
notice of the alleged trespass and opportunitiias required by applicable law.

110. As direct, proximate and/or foreseeable resulhefthreats, arrests and force applied
against him, Plaintiff has suffered serious ananaerent physical and health related injuries an
complaints, distress, stress, humiliation, embamasnt and false statements made about him i
public for a such as courts, council hearing roamegghborhood fliers and on the Internet.

111. As a direct, proximate and/or foreseeable resulhetthreats and force applied againsit
him, Plaintiff has been caused suffer medical atated expenses in excess of five thousand

dollars and similar related expense will contimerhaps for the rest of the Plaintiff’s life.
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112. In violating the First Amendment, Fourth Amendmant other constitutional rights of
the Plaintiff, and in the doing of the other condaiteged herein, the Defendants and its/their
agents have caused the Plaintiff damage to hidaBpn and his future prospects and earnings

113. As a direct, proximate and/or foreseeable resulhetthreats and force applied againsit
him, Plaintiff has been caused considerable angpeih and suffering.

114. As a direct, proximate and/or foreseeable resutheffalse arrests, false imprisonment
and prosecution of the Defendant (through to treeadtrial), the Plaintiff has been caused to
incur defense related costs such as land survey fee

115. As a result of Defendants conduct as alleged héheiflaintiff continues to incur
medical expenses, related expenses and generagdammaan amount (s) to be disclosed in
discovery and proven at trial.

116. The aforementioned acts of the individual Defenslaamd any corporate Defendant ng

incorporated as a religious corporation under éiweslof the State of California, were willful,

wanton, despicable, malicious and oppressive astdyjuhe awarding of exemplary and punitive

damages in an amount subject to proof at the tintiead of this matter.

117. Upon information and belief, Defendants CSI an®MS are incorporated as Californi
religious corporations and, as such, may only leel $ar punitive damages after the making of §
successful special motion herein to add a clainpfmitive damages. Accordingly, at an
appropriate time after the filing of this complaihe Plaintiff will make a special motion pursua
to Code Civ. Proc. 8425.14 to add a claim (s) forifive damages against the corporate defen

(s) herein.
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FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
Assault & Battery
(Against all Defendants and Does 1-20 inclusive)

118. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by referemsethough fully set forth herein, each
and every allegation set forth in paragraphs lddave.
119. The individual Defendants, individually and in cenig while in the course and scope ¢

their employment or volunteer duties for CSI andBbtS, intentionally and/or recklessly and/or

=

in willful disregard of Plaintiff's rights, commit acts which threatened and resulted in immirent

apprehension of and harmful or offensive contath Wwiaintiff's person, to which Plaintiff did nat

consent. Said imminent apprehension of and haranfaffensive contact caused physical and
pecuniary injury, damage, loss and/or harm to Hftsras alleged herein.

120. The individual Defendants, individually and in cenig while in the course and scope ¢
their employment or volunteer duties for CSI andBbtS, intentionally and/or recklessly and/or
in willful disregard of Plaintiff's rights, commgt acts which involved offensive criminal,
tortuous and non-consensual contact with and upopdrson. The aforesaid contact and condl
upon Plaintiff's person included intentionally aodwillfully broadcasting an excessively loud
organ tri-note for many hours at a time in willtlisregard for the Plaintiff's rights and health arn
for the purposenter alia, interfering with the Plaintiff's First Amendmenghts and their
communication and receipt.

121. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

122. The acts described above constitute assault atehpadctionable under the laws of
California.

123. The assault and battery and of the Plaintiff wagast in part, in furtherance of the

CSI’s copyrighted “Suppressive Person” policies prattices as alleged herein.
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124. By the aforesaid acts and omissions of Defendants each of them, the Plaintiff has

been directly and legally caused to suffer geremdl special damagaster alia, as alleged herein

in an amount to be proven at trial.

125. At the appropriate time, the Plaintiff will makeCade Civ. Procedure 8425.14 motion
add a claim for punitive damages herein againsesdnts CSI and/or BMS.

126. The Defendants, Does 1 through 20, and each of,tbemmitted the foregoing acts af
engaged in the foregoing conduct intentionally pitsbly, maliciously, and oppressively to inju
the Plaintiff andjnter alia, to subject him to the Suppressive Person polanespractices of the
corporate defendants and/or their alter egos ambcate affiliates, to otherwise cause him inju
damage and/or hardship in willful, conscious okhess disregard to the physical and safety of
Plaintiff and his rights. The Plaintiff is there#oentitled to an award of punitive damages agair]
the individualDefendants, and Does 1-20, jointly and sever#&dlythe sake of example and by
way of punishing the individudbefendants, Does 1-20, and each of them.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION

Assault & Battery, Excessive Force
(Against all Defendants and Does 1-20 inclusive)

127. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by referemasethough fully set forth herein, each
and every allegation set forth in paragraphs 1di®é/e.
128. The Defendants, individually and in concert, whiléhe course and scope of their

employment or volunteer duties for CSI and/or Bl ntionally and/or recklessly and/or in

willful disregard of Plaintiff's rights, committeacts which threatened and resulted in imminent

apprehension of and harmful or offensive contath Wwiaintiff's person, to which Plaintiff did ngt

consent. Said imminent apprehension of and haranfaffensive contact caused physical and

pecuniary injury, damage, loss and/or harm to Bftsras alleged herein.
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129. The individual Defendants, individually and in cerig while in the course and scope ¢
their employment or volunteer duties for CSI andBbdtS, intentionally and/or recklessly and/or
in willful disregard of Plaintiff's rights, commit acts which involved offensive criminal,
tortuous and non-consensual contact with and upopdrson. The aforesaid contact and condl
upon Plaintiff's person included swarming him, tawgx him to the ground, dog piling him,
dangerously wedging and pressuring their kneeshistoeck and back while forcing his full facs
and mouth into the dry desert dirt where the Piiptoceeded to suffer great pain, serious inju
the fear of suffocation and death. To this endgadt three of the individual Defendants were d
piled on top of the Defendant at one time, his RegBng in the air, with the individual
Defendants holding his hands behind his back wthég punched and kicked him many times
causing him severe bruising, neck pains and permiam@ries. At this same time, audio-video
film (s) recording the incident clearly records whppears to be a single gun shot.

130. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

131. Defendants, and each of them, knew or should hagerk, that the Plaintiff had been

assaulted and battered. After learning of the iddial Defendant’s unlawful conduct, Defendants

CSl and/or BMS failed to discipline them and kdygr in their employ, thereby authorizing an
ratifying their unlawful conduct.

132. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

133. The conduct of the Defendants, as described aloownstitutes assault and battery,
actionable under the laws of California.

134. The conduct of the Defendants, as described alaowekacting either under the authorit
of their office (s) as a peace officer (s) andfothie course and scope of their employment as

security guards and estates manager and/or asngfizonstituted excessive force.
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135. By the aforesaid acts and omissions of Defendants each of them, the Plaintiff has
been directly and legally caused to suffer geremdl special damagdsier alia, as alleged hereif
in an amount to be proven at trial.

136. Upon information and belief, Defendant Dunigan a&gsopensity for violence and he
has engaged in acts of violence against other pgiliscluding his wife, a member of the public
who drove up to the Golden Era property guardhoBsentology staffers attempting to escape
from the Golden Era property and Scientology staffeho had escaped from the Golden Era
property and were proceeding along the public readw

137. At the appropriate time, the Plaintiff will makeCade Civ. Procedure 8425.14 motion
add a claim for punitive damages herein againsegints CSI and/or BMS.

138. The Defendants, Does 1 through 20, and each of,tbemmitted the foregoing acts af
engaged in the foregoing conduct intentionally pa=sbly, maliciously, and oppressively to inju
the Plaintiff andjnter alia, to subject him to the Suppressive Person polemespractices of the
corporate defendants and/or their alter egos armbcate affiliates, to otherwise cause him inju
damage and/or hardship in willful, conscious okhess disregard to the physical and safety of
Plaintiff and his rights. The Plaintiff is there#oentitled to an award of punitive damages agair]
the individualDefendants, and Does 1-20, jointly and sever#dlythe sake of example and by
way of punishing the individudbefendants, Does 1-20, and each of them.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION

False arrest and imprisonment
(Against all Defendants and Does 1-20 inclusive)

139. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by referemsethough fully set forth herein, each
and every allegation set forth in paragraphs 1di38e.

140. The Defendants jointly and/or severally causedrti@l arrest (s) of the Plaintiff and
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Plaintiff whether or not caused by them, CSI aganthe Hollywood Christmas parade, CSI's
attorneys Elliot Abelson and Kendrick Moxon.

141. On October 26, 2008, the Defendants arrested Hietff at the Golden Era Property
without probable cause to believe that Defendadtdmenmitted criminal activity and/or arresteqg
the Plaintiff in disregard of mandatory applicaptevisions of the Penal Code including giving
the Plaintiff notice of the alleged trespass andasonable opportunity to exit the unfenced
roadside property.

142. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

143. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

144. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

145. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

146. (Redacted from first amended complaint.)

147. Upon information and belief, Defendant Church ak8tlogy International, acting

through certain of its employees and agents, wadvad in some manner in the false arrest, false

imprisonment and bail matters that occurred orbouaOctober 2 and October 8, 2009.
148. As a result of the Defendants’ conduct as alledmxVe, the Plaintiff was confined upor
multiple occasions without his consent, he wasfireat to leave, and the confinement was not
otherwise privileged.
149. The conduct of the Defendants was in violationhef Fourth Amendment to the United
States Constitution, Article 1, section 13 of thiat& of California Constitution, and the provisio
of other applicable Federal and State laws, beiagerparticularly the Plaintiff's rights to be free

of arrest and imprisonment without probable causEa due process.
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150. The false arrest (s) of the Plaintiff was causedheyDefendants, without any legal
justification, without authority of the law and Wadut any reasonable cause of belief that the
Plaintiff was in fact guilty of the charged crimes.

151. The various Defendants who knew of the false afgsind allowed the illegal detentign
of the Plaintiff to continue are liable to the ki as a result of their affirmative duty to
intervene.

152. Defendant’'s managing agent (s), supervisors, sogeaind others (whether within or
outside the Scientology enterprise) who knew offéitee arrest of the Plaintiff and continued to
allow and/or order the resulting unlawful prosesatand subsequent arrests and imprisonments of
the Plaintiff and/or who either directly participdtin the violation of the Plaintiff's rights or wh
after learning of the violation failed to immedigtand/or promptly to remedy the wrong are
liable to the Plaintiff for the various violations$ his Federal and State constitutional rights, and
his other applicable legal rights.

153. The false arrest (s) and confinement (s) of thenfawas, at least in part, in furtherance
of the CSI’s copyrighted “Suppressive Person” pei@and practices as alleged herein.

154. As a direct, proximate and foreseeable result @f timlawful arrest (s), the Plaintiff was
has been subjected to illegal confinements, fotoedtend court appearances, suffered harm,
mental anguish, embarrassment, humiliation, anxaty pecuniary loss. His reputation in the
community was impaired, he was prevented from ditgnhis necessary affairs of business, and
he was otherwise injured and permanently damaged.

155. At the appropriate time, the Plaintiff will makeCade Civ. Procedure 8425.14 motion [to
add a claim for punitive damages herein againsesdnts CSI and/or BMS.

156. The Defendants, Does 1 through 20, and each of,tbemmitted the foregoing acts and

engaged in the foregoing conduct intentionally pitsebly, maliciously, and oppressively to injure
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the Plaintiff andjnter alia, to subject him to the Suppressive Person polemespractices of the
corporate defendants and/or their alter egos ambcate affiliates, to otherwise cause him inju
damage and/or hardship in willful, conscious okhess disregard to the physical and safety of
Plaintiff and his rights. The Plaintiff is there#oentitled to an award of punitive damages agair]
the individualDefendants, and Does 1-20, jointly and sever#dlythe sake of example and by

way of punishing the individudbefendants, Does 1-20, and each of them.

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
Malicious prosecution
(Against all Defendants and Does 1-20 inclusive)

157. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by referemsethough fully set forth herein, each
and every allegation set forth in paragraphs ldl&®/e.

158. On or about October 26, 2009, Defendant Dunigaingetithout probable cause and
aided and abetted by each of the other Defendaadie i false citizen’s arrest of the Plaintiff ar
caused the subsequent false arrests and falsesonprents and [malicious] prosecution of the
Plaintiff by also making a private persons arrest delivering the Plaintiff into the custody of th
Riverside Sheriff's Department as alleged herehre &foresaid conduct of the Defendants caug
a criminal proceeding to be brought and maintaegainst the Plaintiff until voluntarily
dismissed in Plaintiff's favor upon the eve of ltria

159. The Defendants sought out the police and prosdalrthorities, falsely reported fact
to them falsely indicating that the Plaintiff hamhemitted a crime. The Defendants were active
instrumental in causing the prosecution of therfifiiand they were actively involved in causin
a continuation of the prosecution.

160. The criminal proceeding ended in the Plaintiff'sda
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161. No reasonable persons in any of the Defendantsigistances would have believed that
there were grounds for causing the Plaintiff talrested and/or prosecuted.

162. The Defendants acted primarily for a purpose otihan to bring the Plaintiff to justice.

163. In initiating the false arrest, false imprisonmant baseless twelve month prosecution
of the Plaintiff on a misdemeanor charge of tresgaml a felony charge of battery upon a peade
officer the Defendants werinter alia, acting in furtherance of their copyrighted pagand

practices for the handling of Suppressive Persaddlzey thereby entertained an ulterior motivg

1%

in using the process and committed a wrongfulmet wrongful manner including the making o
false private persons arrest, false police repalde and misleading statements to the Sheriff's
Department, the District Attorney’s office and f@eurt, and permitting the false imprisonment
and false prosecution of the Plaintiff to be maimegd until dismissed at the motion of the
Riverside District Attorney’s Office upon the evitoal.

164. The Plaintiff was harmed and damaged by the malecimrosecution of the Plaintiff by

the Defendants and each of them as alleged hdieis damage includes the Plaintiff out of

pocket costs, distress and injury to his reputati®@a result of the groundless allegations made|
pleadings that are a matter of public record.

165. The Defendant’s wrongful conduct and malicious poogion of the Plaintiff was/were a
substantial factor andhter alia, the proximate cause in causing the harm and daneeitpe
Plaintiff as set forth herein.

166. The Defendant’s conduct, concealment and suppredsilse and misleading
representations of fact to the Sheriff's Departm#re District Attorney’s Office and the court
were /was a substantial factor (s) and the prox@roatise in causing the harm and damage to the

Plaintiff as alleged herein and constituted a phetide fraud upon the Riverside Superior Court
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167. The Plaintiff cannot ascertain at this time thé fidture, extent or amount of his harm

and damages suffered by virtue of the Defendandllicious prosecution of him. These monies

would not otherwise have been spent, or would tizgravise be required to be spent in the future,

but for the failure of the Defendants to discldse ¢oncealed and suppressed facts.

168. Even if Defendants had properly obtained the ihtracess against the Plaintiff they
subsequently misused it and engaged in the peoveosilegal procedure by acts and omissions
which resulted in the issuance and maintenanceoakgs against the Plaintiff by the Riverside
Sheriff, District Attorney and Superior Court.

169. The conduct of the Defendants as alleged hereinatdsast in part, in furtherance of
the CSI's copyrighted “Suppressive Person” polieied practices as alleged herein.

170. At the appropriate time, the Plaintiff will makeCade Civ. Procedure 8425.14 motion
add a claim for punitive damages herein againsegints CSI and/or BMS.

171. The Defendants, Does 1 through 20, and each of,tbemmitted the foregoing acts af
engaged in the foregoing conduct intentionally paesbly, maliciously, and oppressively to inju
the Plaintiff andjnter alia, to subject him to the Suppressive Person polemespractices of the
corporate defendants and/or their alter egos armbcate affiliates, to otherwise cause him inju
damage and/or hardship in willful, conscious okhess disregard to the physical and safety of
Plaintiff and his rights. The Plaintiff is there#oentitled to an award of punitive damages agair]
the individualDefendants, and Does 1-20, jointly and sever#dlythe sake of example and by
way of punishing the individudbefendants, Does 1-20, and each of them.

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION

Violation of California Civil Code §52.1
(Against all Defendants and Does 1-20 inclusive)

172. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by referemsethough fully set forth herein, each

and every allegation set forth in paragraphs ldiive.
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173. As alleged and set forth herein, the Defendané&ntionally, recklessly and/or with

willful disregard for Plaintiff’s rights, interfecewith or attempted to interfere with the rights of

Plaintiff, and those engaged in Anonymous protest iim, to be free from any violence threats

intimidation, and/or coercion of rights by threatep and committing violent, intimidating or
coercive acts in violation of Cal. Civ. Code § 52rilthe course of such interference the

Defendants assaulted and battered the Plaintifatened and intimidated him, and restrained

freedom of movement through false police reposetsef arrests, false imprisonments, abuses of

process and malicious prosecution.

174. The aforesaid unlawful conduct of the Defendant$aséh herein was, at least in part, i
furtherance of the CSI's copyrighted “SuppressieesBn” policies and practices as alleged
herein.

175. Defendants CSI and/or BMS engaged in the actsealégrein and/or condoned,
permitted, authorized, and/or ratified the condafdts employees, subcontractors, and agents
are vicariously liable for the wrongful conductitsf employees, subcontractors, and agents for|
cause of action.

176. In addition to all other relief sought herein, gndsuant to California Civil Code 8§852.1
(@) & (b) the Plaintiff requests that statutory dayes in the amount of $25,000 be assessed ag
each of the corporate Defendants and each of tfenBants individually who/which are/is
determined at trial to have violated the aforesaide provisions.

177. In addition to the other relief requested hereinmspant to California Civil Code §52.1
(h) the Plaintiff requests his reasonable attormiéses herein.

178. In addition to the other relief requested hereinmspant to California Civil Code §52.1

(b), the Plaintiff herein requests injunctive anber appropriate equitable relief to protect the
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peaceable exercise of enjoyment of his rights secunder the constitutions and laws of the
United States of America and the State of Calirni

179. At the appropriate time, the Plaintiff will makeCade Civ. Procedure 8425.14 motion
add a claim for punitive damages herein againsesdnts CSI and/or BMS.

180. The Defendants, Does 1 through 20, and each of,tbemmitted the foregoing acts af
engaged in the foregoing conduct intentionally pitsbly, maliciously, and oppressively to inju
the Plaintiff andjnter alia, to subject him to the Suppressive Person polanespractices of the
corporate defendants and/or their alter egos ambcate affiliates, to otherwise cause him inju
damage and/or hardship in willful, conscious okhess disregard to the physical and safety of
Plaintiff and his rights. The Plaintiff is there#oentitled to an award of punitive damages agair]
the_ individualDefendants, and Does 1-20, jointly and sever#&dlythe sake of example and by

way of punishing the individudbefendants, Does 1-20, and each of them.

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION
Violation of California Constitution Article 1, 8P, 3,4, 7 & 13
(Against all Defendants and Does 1-20 inclusive)

181. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by referemsethough fully set forth herein, each
and every allegation set forth in paragraphs 1di&tve.

182. The California Constitution Article 1, 813 providé$he right of the people to be secu
in their persons, houses, papers, and effects stgaimeasonable searches and seizures may n
violated; and a warrant may not issue except upobgble cause, supported by oath or
affirmation, particularly describing the place ® $earched and the persons and things to be
seized.”

183. The California Constitution Article 1, 824 providéRights guaranteed by this

Constitution are not dependent upon those guardigéhe United States Constitution.”

Second Amended Complaint for damages 32

to

nd

re

Y,

the

st

e

ot be




© 00 N oo g A~ O wWw N P

N RN N N N N N NN P P R R RB RB R R R
0w ~N o O N W N P O © 0o N o 00 M W N R O

184. The Plaintiff is informed and believes and theratleges that the Defendants violated
the Plaintiff's right to be secure in his persomiagt unreasonable seizures and caused the
Plaintiff to suffer damages throughier alia, false arrest and false imprisonment as alleged
herein.

185. The Defendant’s aforesaid conduct, and all ofstdmected at the Plaintiff among othe
because he/they is/were not Scientologists anghposed to Scientology and/or a Suppressive
Person denied the Plaintiff his right to be fremnirhate based conduct and communications, h
based violence, ordinary violence and/or and irdtation by threats of violence because of his
political affiliation and religious views, in vidi@n of the Plaintiff's rights under the California
Constitution [and the Federal Constitution].

186. Defendants CSI and/or BMS engaged in the actsealégrein and/or condoned,
permitted, authorized, and/or ratified the condafdts employees, subcontractors, and agents
are vicariously liable for the wrongful conductitsf employees, subcontractors, and agents for|
cause of action.

187. The above described conduct of the Defendants denieattempted to deny, the
Plaintiff his rights of privacy and anonymity, teély and anonymously to speak, write and
publish his sentiments, to instruct his represerdst petition government for redress of
grievances, to assemble freely and anonymoushjuégprocess of law and equal protection of {
laws, and to be free from unreasonable searcheseanares as provided for by the California
Constitution, Article 1, 881, 2, 3, 7 and 13.

188. In addition to all other relief sought herein, gndsuant to California Civil Code 852.1
(@) & (b) the Plaintiff requests that statutory dayes in the amount of $25,000 be assessed ag
each of the Defendants individually who/which agelétermined at trial to have violated the

aforesaid code provisions.
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189. As a direct and proximate result of the above-desdrconduct and denials of state
constitutional rights, the Plaintiff has sufferetiacontinues to suffer general and special
damages, great pain of mind and body, shock, dstembarrassment, loss of self-esteem,
disgrace, humiliation and loss of earnings andiegroapacity in an amount to be proven at trig

190. The conduct alleged of the Defendants herein wdsaat in part, in furtherance of the
CSI’s copyrighted “Suppressive Person” policies prattices as alleged herein.

191. At the appropriate time, the Plaintiff will makeCade Civ. Procedure 8425.14 motion
add a claim for punitive damages herein againsesdnts CSI and/or BMS.

192. The Defendants, Does 1 through 20, and each of,tbemmitted the foregoing acts af
engaged in the foregoing conduct intentionally pa=sbly, maliciously, and oppressively to inju
the Plaintiff andjnter alia, to subject him to the Suppressive Person polemespractices of the
corporate defendants and/or their alter egos armbcate affiliates, to otherwise cause him inju
damage and/or hardship in willful, conscious okhess disregard to the physical and safety of
Plaintiff and his rights. The Plaintiff is thereéoentitled to an award of punitive damages agair]
the_ individualDefendants, and Does 1-20, jointly and severatlyitie sake of example and by
way of punishing the individu@efendants, Does 1-20, and each of them.

1

I
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff seeks judgment as follows:

A. For general and compensatory damages, includirggdbgarnings and other econom

or pecuniary damages, against all Defendants adld efathem in an amount to be determin
according to proof at trial;

B. At this time of initial filing, as against the inddual Defendants, and Does 1 through
only sued in their individual capacities, for puvetand exemplary damages, according to prog
trial;

C. After a Code Civ. Proc. 8425.14 motion permittihg taddition of a claim for punitiv
damages against religious corporations CSI andMB6Ban award of punitive and exemplg
damages against all Defendants and each of them amount according to proof at trial;

D. For nominal damages as provided by law and/or daugto proof at trial,

E. For statutory damages and penaltieter alia, pursuant to Civil Code 88 52 and 52.1;

F. For reasonable attorney’s fees, expenses and abstst, inter alia, pursuant to Civil
Code 8852 and 52.1, Code Civ. Proc. §1021.5, and.82C. §1988, and an additional lodes
because of CSI's litigious nature and record asddapyrighted mandatory policies and practi
involving the abuse and misuse of civil litigatitmat, inter alia, discourage potential opposir]
counsel from accepting retention in litigation ihkinog CSI,

G. For pre-judgment interest, according to law arabfyr

H. For such other and further relief as the Courtaepist and proper.

Second Amended Complaint for damages 35

c

ed

20

f at

11%

tar

Ces

19




© 00 N oo g A~ O wWw N P

N RN N N N N N NN P P R R RB RB R R R
0w ~N o O N W N P O © 0o N o 00 M W N R O

Dated: June 25, 2010 By:

FRANCOIS G. CHOQUETTE

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

The Plaintiff hereby demands trial by jury &l appropriate issues and causes of action.

Dated: June 25, 2010 By:

FRANCOIS G. CHOQUETTE
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PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIL

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
)  SS.:594-26-7752
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE )

FRANCOISG. CHOQUETTE V. CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY INTERNATIONAL,
RIC 538634

I reside in the County of Los Angeles, State ofifGatia. | am over the age of 18. |
served by mail on interested parties in said adtypplacing a true copy thereof in sealed
envelope(s) addressed as stated below.

SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES

The President, Jeanne M. Gavigan
Church of Scientology International, Agent for Service of Process
19625 Highway 79, Church of Scientology International
Gilman Hot Springs, CA 92583. 3055 Wilshire Boulevard

Suite 900

Los Angeles, CA 90010
The President, Jeanne M. Gavigan
Building Management Services, Agent for Service of Process
19625 Highway 79, Building Management Services
Gilman Hot Springs, CA 92583. 3055 Wilshire Boulevard

Suite 900

Los Angeles, CA 90010
Mr. Daniel A. Dunigan Mr. Kenneth R. Seybold
19625 Highway 79, 19625 Highway 79,
Gilman Hot Springs, CA 92583. Gilman Hot Springs, CA 92583.
Mr. Matthew J. Butler Mr. Salvatore Meo
19625 Highway 79, 19625 Highway 79,
Gilman Hot Springs, CA 92583. Gilman Hot Springs, CA 92583.

I am readily familiar with my practice of collectiand processing correspondence for
mailing. Under that practice it would be depositéth the U.S. postal service on that same da

with postage thereon fully prepaid at Los Angefeslifornia, in the ordinary course of business.

am aware that on motion of party served, serviggesumed invalid if postal cancellation date
postage meter date is more than one day afteoflaposit for mailing in affidavit.

Executed on June 25, 2010, at Los Angeles, Caldorn

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laithe State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Francois G. Choquette (Signature)
(Type or print name)
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