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Colbern C. Stuart 111 _
E-Mail: Cole.Stuart@Lexevia.com
4891 Pacific Highway Ste. 102
San Diego, CA 92110

Telephone: 858-504-0171
Facsimile: 619-231-9143

In Pro Se

Dean Browning Webb
Email: RICOman1968@aol.com
Law Offices of Dean Browning Webb
515 E 39th St.

Vancouver, WA 98663-2240
Telephone: 503-629-2176

Eric W. Ching, Esq. SBN 292357
5252 Balboa Arms Dr. Unit 132
San Diego, CA 92117

Phone: 510-449-1091

Facsimile: 619-231-9143

ro hac vice pending)

Attorneys for Plaintiff California Coalition for Families and Children, PBC

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

CALIFORNIA COALITION FOR
FAMILIES AND CHILDREN., a_
Delaware Public Benefit Corporation,
and COLBERN C. STUART, an
individual,

Plaintiffs,
VS.

SAN DIEGO COUNTY BAR
ASSOCIATION, a California
Corporation; WILLIAM D. GORE, an
individual, COUNTY OF SAN
DIEGO, a municipal entity;
SUPERIOR COURT OF SAN DIEGO
COUNTY, a municipal entity;
ROBERT J. TRENTACOSTA, an
individual; MICHAEL RODDY, an
individual; JUDICIAL COUNCIL, a
municipal entity; STEVEN JAHR, an
individual; ADMINISTRATIVE
OFFICE OF THE COURTS, a
municipal entity; TANI G. CANTIL-
SAKAUYE, an individual;

Case No. 3:13-cv-1944 CAB BLM
Judge Cathy Ann Bencivengo

FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT

1. VIOLATIONS OF THE CIVIL
RIGHTS ACT OF 1871 (42 U.S.C. 88
1983, 1985, 1986);

2. RACKETEERING AND CORRUPT
ORGANIZATIONS ACT OF 1970
(18 U.S.C. § 1962);

3. FALSE ADVERTISING (15 U.S.C. §
1125);

3. DECLARATORY JUDGMENT
(28 U.S.C. § 2201);

4. MOTION FOR HARASSMENT
PROTECTIVE ORDER (18 U.S.C. §
1514(b))

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL
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COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL
PERFORMANCE, a municipal entity;
LAWRENCE J. SIMI, an individual;
BRAD BATSON, an individual,
NATIONAL FAMILY JUSTICE
CENTER ALLIANCE, a California
Corporation; LISA SCHALL, an
individual; LORNA ALKSNE, an
individual; OFF DUTY OFFICERS,
INC., a business entity of unknown
form; CHRISTINE GOLDSMITH, an
individual; JEANNIE LOWE, an
individual; WILLIAM MCADAM, an
individual; EDLENE MCKENZIE, an
individual; JOEL WOHLFEIL, an
individual; MICHAEL GROCH, an
individual; EMILY GARSON, an
individual; JAN GOLDSMITH, an
individual; CITY OF SAN DIEGO, a
municipal entity; CHUBB GROUP OF
INSURANCE COMPANIES, a
corporation; KRISTINE P. NESTHUS,
an individual; BRIAN WATKINS, an
individual; KEN SMITH, an individual
MARILOU MARC(?, an individual;
CSB-INVESTIGATIONS, an entity of
unknown form; CAROLE BALDWIN,
an individual; LAURY BALDWIN, an
individual; BALDWIN AND
BALDIWN, a California professional
corporation, LARRY CORRIGAN, an
individual; WILLIAM
HARGRAEVES, an individual;
HARGRAEVES & TAYLOR, PC, a
California Professional Corporation;
TERRY CHUCAS, an individual,
MERIDITH LEVIN, an individual;
ALLEN SLATTERY,INC.,a
California Corporation, a Corporation;
JANIS STOCKS, an individual;
STOCKS & COLBURN, a California
grofessmnal corporation; DR.
TEPHEN DOYNE, an individual;
DR. STEPHEN DOYNE, INC,, a
professional corporation; SUSAN
GRIFFIN, an individual; DR. LORI
LOVE, an individual;, LOVE AND
ALVAREZ PSYCHOLOGY, INC., a
California corporation; ROBERT A.
SIMON, PH.D, an individual;
AMERICAN COLLEGE OF
FORENSIC EXAMINERS
INSTITUTE, a business entity of
unknown form; ROBERT O’BLOCK,
an individual; LORI CLARK
VIVIANO, an individual; LAW
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OFFICES OF LORI CLARK
VIVIANQO, a business entity of
unknown form; SHARON
BLANCHET, an individual;
ASHWORTH, BLANCHET,
KRISTENSEN, & o
KALEMENKARIAN, a California
Professional Corporation; MARILYN
BIERER, an individual; BIERER AND
ASSOCIATES, a California
Professional Corporation; JEFFREY
FRITZ, an individual; BASIE AND
FRITZ, a professional corporation, and
DOE Defendants herein enumerated,

Defendants.

Plaintiffs, California Coalition for Families and Children, Inc., and Colbern C.
Stuart allege as follows:
. JURISDICTION
1. This Court has jurisdiction pursuant to the following statutes:
a. Federal Question Jurisdiction: Title 28 United States Code § 1331,
b. Federal Regulation of Commerce Jurisdiction: Title 28 United States Code §
1337,
c. Federal Supplemental Jurisdiction: Title 28 U.S.C. 1367(a);
d. Federal Declaratory Judgment Act of 1946: Title 28 United States Code 88
2201-2202;
e. Federal Supplemental Jurisdiction: Title 28 United States Code §8 1367(a)-
(b);
f. Section 1964(a) of the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act of
1970 (“RICQO”) Title 18 United States Code 88 1964(a), (b), (c), and (d);
g. RICO 18 U.S.C. § 1965(a), (b), and (d); and
h. Rules 57 and 65 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure; and

I. The general legal and equitable powers of this Court.
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2. Venue is proper under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b) as one or more Defendants are
located or reside in this District, and a substantial part of the events and omissions
giving rise to Plaintiffs’ Claims occurred in this District.

Il. PARTIES

3. Plaintiff Colbern C. Stuart 111 (STUART) is a citizen of the United States and at
all times relevant hereto a citizen of the state of California, an attorney at law licensed
and admitted to practice in the states of California, Arizona, and Nevada, and certain
United States District Courts therein, President and CEO of Plaintiff CALIFORNIA
COALITION, residing and doing business in this District.

4. Plaintiff California Coalition for Families and Children, PBC (CALIFORNIA
COALITION) is a Delaware public benefit corporation doing business in this District.

5. Defendant San Diego County Bar Association (SDCBA) is a corporation
organized and existing under the laws of the State of California, doing business in this
District. Defendants SDCBA DOE 1 and SDCBA DOE 2 are employees and agents
of SDCBA whose names are unknown.

6. Defendant William D. Gore (GORE) is the Sherriff of San Diego County
residing and doing business in this District. He is sued in his individual and official
capacities.

7. Defendant County of San Diego (COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO) is a municipal
entity existing within this District and doing business as the County of San Diego.
Defendants COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO DOE 1 is an employee and agents of
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO whose name is unknown.

8. Defendant Superior Court, County of San Diego (SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR
COURT) is a “beneath State level” municipal entity chartered under and doing business
in the County of San Diego and this District.

9. Defendant Hon. Robert J. Trentacosta (TRENTACOSTA) is the former chief
executive officer and Presiding Judge of San Diego Superior Court residing and doing

business in this District. He is sued in his individual and official capacities.
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10. Defendant Michael Roddy (RODDY) is the Court Executive Officer for the
SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT residing and doing business in this District. He is
sued in his individual and official capacities.

11. Defendant Judicial Council (JUDICIAL COUNCIL) is a “beneath State-level”
entity overseeing the administrative functions of California courts, including the SAN
DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT, doing business in this District.

12. Defendant Steven Jahr (JAHR) is the Administrative Director of the
Administrative Office of the Courts, chief policymaker and director for all County
court operations statewide, including those within this District. He is sued in his
individual and official capacities.

13. Defendant Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) is a “beneath State-level”
entity, operating and overseeing operations within the SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR
COURT within this District.

14. Defendant Tani G. Cantil-Sakauye (CANTIL-SAKAUYE) is the Chief Justice
of the California Supreme Court and head executive of Defendants
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS, and JUDICIAL COUNCIL doing
business in this District. She is sued in her individual and official capacities.

15. Defendant Lawrence J. Simi (SIMI) is the former Chairperson for the
Commission on Judicial Performance residing in San Francisco, California, and at
relevant times performing acts in this this District as the Chairperson for the
Commission On Judicial Performance and performing certain ultra vires acts in this
District. He is sued in his individual capacity.

16. Defendant Brad Battson (BATTSON) is an individual employed as an
investigator for the Commission On Judicial Performance. BATTSON at times herein
mentioned was an agent and employee of the Commission on Judicial Performance
addressing the DDIJO COMPLAINTS I and Il and performing certain ultra vires acts

in this District. He is sued in his individual capacity.
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17. Defendant National Family Justice Center Alliance (ALLIANCE) is a California
Corporation doing business in this District at 707 Broadway, Suite 700, San Diego,
CA.

18. Defendant Hon. Lisa Schall (SCHALL) is a judge of the SAN DIEGO
SUPERIOR COURT residing and doing business in this District, and at all times
relevant herein exercised jurisdiction within the Family Law Division of the SAN
DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT in this District. She is an elected official by the citizens
of San Diego County, receives all compensation from San Diego County, and oversees

jurisdiction only in San Diego County. She is sued in her individual and official

capacities.
19. Defendant Hon. Lorna Alksne (ALKSNE) is a judge of the SAN DIEGO
SUPERIOR COURT residing in this District. At all times relevant herein she was the

supervising judge for the Family Division of the SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT
doing business in this District. She is sued in her individual and official capacities.

20. Defendant Off Duty Officers Inc. is a business organization of unknown form
doing business at all relevant times within this District. Defendants ODO DOES 1 and
2 are unknown employees of Defendant ODO (collectively “ODO”). At all relevant
times herein, ODO acted under contract with one or more other defendants, including
SDCBA and SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT to provide security services at the
April 15, 2010 SDCBA SEMINAR within this District.

21. Defendant Hon. Christine Goldsmith (C. GOLDSMITH) is a judge of the SAN
DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT, and at all times relevant herein exercised jurisdiction
within the Family Law Division. She is an elected official by the citizens of San Diego
County, receives all compensation from San Diego County, and oversees jurisdiction
only in San Diego County. She was an organizer and panel member of the SDCBA
SEMINAR working for or on behalf of the SDCBA and at all times relevant herein
acted as an agent of Defendants SDCBA and SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT. She

Is sued in her individual and official capacities.
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22. Defendant Hon. Jeannie Lowe (LOWE) is a judge of the SAN DIEGO
SUPERIOR COURT, and at all times relevant herein exercised jurisdiction within the
Family Law Division. She is an elected official by the citizens of San Diego County,
receives all compensation from San Diego County, and oversees jurisdiction only in
San Diego County. She was an organizer and panel member of the SDCBA SEMINAR
working for or on behalf of the SDCBA and at all times relevant herein acted as an
agent of Defendants SDCBA and SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT. She is sued in
her individual and official capacities.

23. Defendant Hon. William McAdam (McADAM) is a judge of the SAN DIEGO
SUPERIOR COURT, and at all times relevant herein exercised jurisdiction within the
Family Law Division. He is an elected official by the citizens of San Diego County,
receives all compensation from San Diego County, and oversees jurisdiction only in
San Diego County. He was an organizer and panel member of the SDCBA SEMINAR
working for or on behalf of the SDCBA and at all times relevant herein acted as an
agent of Defendants SDCBA and SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT. He is sued in
his individual and official capacities.

24. Defendant Hon. Edlene McKenzie (McKENZIE) is a judge of the SAN DIEGO
SUPERIOR COURT, and at all times relevant herein exercised jurisdiction within the
Family Law Division. She is an elected official by the citizens of San Diego County,
receives all compensation from San Diego County, and oversees jurisdiction only in
San Diego County. She was an organizer and panel member of the SDCBA SEMINAR
working for or on behalf of the SDCBA and at all times relevant herein acted as an
agent of Defendants SDCBA and SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT. She is sued in
her individual and official capacities.

25. . Defendant Hon. Joel Wohlfeil (WOHLFEIL) is a judge of the SAN DIEGO
SUPERIOR COURT residing and at all times relevant herein exercising jurisdiction
within the Family Law Division of the SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT within this

District. He is an elected official by the citizens of San Diego County, receives all
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compensation from San Diego County, and oversees jurisdiction only in San Diego
County. He was an organizer and panel member of the SDCBA SEMINAR working
for or on behalf of the SDCBA and at all times relevant herein acted as an agent of
Defendants SDCBA and SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT. He is sued in his
individual and official capacities.

26. Defendant Hon. Michael Groch (GROCH) is a judge of the SAN DIEGO
SUPERIOR COURT residing and at all times relevant herein exercising jurisdiction
within the SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT within this District. He is an elected
official by the citizens of San Diego County, receives all compensation from San Diego
County, and oversees jurisdiction only in San Diego County. He is sued in his
individual and official capacities.

27. Defendant Emily Garson (GARSON) is an Assistant City Attorney within the
San Diego City Attorney’s Office, an employee of the City of San Diego, and residing
and doing business in this District. She is sued in her individual and official capacities.

28. Defendant Jan Goldsmith (J. GOLDSMITH) at all times herein mentioned was
the City Attorney for the City of San Diego, an employee of the City of San Diego, and
residing and doing business in this District. He is sued in his individual and official
capacities.

29. Defendants City of San Diego (CITY OF SAN DIEGO) is a municipal entity
chartered in the County of San Diego, California, at all relevant times operating the
Office of the City Attorney of San Diego, employer of J. GOLDSMITH and GARSON.

30. Defendant Chubb Group of Insurance Companies is a business entity of
unknown form doing business in this District providing liability insurance and Claims
representation services for Defendant SDCBA and on information and belief one or
more other STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR Defendant.

31. Defendant Kristine P. Nesthus, Esq. (NESTHUS) is employed as Court Counsel
and Director, Legal Services, for Defendant SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT and

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGQO, residing and doing business in this District. She is an

_8-
FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT
3:13cv1944 CAB BLM




© 0O N o o1t A W DN B

N DN DN DN NN R R R R R R R R R
0o N o o A WOWN P O O 00O N O D wWw DN e O

agent of each judicial officer Defendant named herein and RODDY. She is sued in her
individual and official capacities.

32. Defendant Brian Watkins (WATKINS) is employed as an Officer of the
California Highway Patrol residing in the State of California, doing business in the City
of San Francisco, and performing acts within this District. At relevant times he acted
as an agent of NESTHUS, and certain judicial defendants herein. He is sued in his
individual and representative capacities.

33. Defendant Ken Smith (SMITH) is a Detective for Defendants COUNTY OF
SAN DIEGO, working in the San Diego County Sheriff’s Department under the
supervision and control of Defendant GORE, residing and performing acts in this
District. He was at all relevant times acting as an agent for Defendant NESTHUS. He
is sued in his individual and official capacities.

34. Defendant Marilou Marcqg (MARCQ) is an individual residing in this District
and doing business for Defendant CSB-Investigations within this District. She was at
all relevant times acting as an agent for Defendants NESTHUS and SMITH. She is
sued in her individual and official capacities.

35. Defendant CSB-Investigations (CSB INVESTICATION) is an entity of
unknown form located and performing acts in this District.

36. Defendant Carole Baldwin (C. BALDWIN) is an attorney at law licensed to
practice within the State of California residing and doing business in this District. She
was an organizer and panel member of the SDCBA SEMINAR working for or on
behalf of the SDCBA and at all times relevant herein acted as an agent of Defendants
SDCBA and Baldwin & Baldwin.

37. Defendant Laury Baldwin, CLS-F (L. BALDWIN) is an attorney at law licensed
to practice within the State of California residing and doing business in this District.
He was an organizer and panel member of the SDCBA SEMINAR working for or on
behalf of the SDCBA and at all times relevant herein acted as an agent of Defendants

SDCBA and Baldwin & Baldwin.
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38. Defendant Baldwin & Baldwin is a professional law corporation licensed to
conduct business as a law firm within this District.

39. Defendant Larry Corrigan, M.S.W. (CORRIGAN) is a family law professional
licensed to practice within the State of California residing and doing business in this
District. He was an organizer and panel member of the SDCBA SEMINAR working
for or on behalf of the SDCBA and at all times relevant herein acted as an agent of
Defendant SDCBA.

40. Defendant William Hargreaves, CLS-F (HARGRAEVES) is an attorney at law
licensed to practice within the State of California residing and doing business in this
District. He was an organizer and panel member of the SDCBA SEMINAR working
for or on behalf of the SDCBA and at all times relevant herein acted as an agent of
Defendants SDCBA and Hargraeves & Taylor, LLP,

41. Defendant Harfraeves & Taylor, LLP is a professional law corporation licensed
to conduct business as a law firm within this District.

42. Defendant Terry Chucas, Esq. (CHUCAS) is an attorney at law licensed to
practice within the State of California residing and doing business in this District. He
was an organizer and panel member of the SDCBA SEMINAR working for or on
behalf of the SDCBA and at all times relevant herein acted as an agent of Defendant
SDCBA.

43. Defendant Meredith Levin, CLS-F (LEVIN) is an attorney at law licensed to
practice within the State of California residing and doing business in this District. She
was an organizer and panel member of the SDCBA SEMINAR working for or on
behalf of the SDCBA and at all times relevant herein acted as an agent of Defendants
SDCBA and Allen, Slattery, Inc.

44. Defendant Allen, Slattery, Inc. is a professional law corporation licensed to
conduct business as a law firm within this District.

45. Defendant Janis Stocks, CLS-F (STOCKYS) is an attorney at law licensed to

practice within the State of California residing and doing business providing forensic
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psychology and child custody evaluation/mediation services in this District. She was
an organizer and panel member of the SDCBA SEMINAR working for or on behalf of
the SDCBA and at all times relevant herein acted as an agent of Defendants SDCBA
and Defendant Stocks & Colburn.

46. Defendant Stocks & Colburn is a business entity of unknown form not licensed
to conduct business as a law firm within this District.

47. Defendant Dr. Stephen Doyne, Ph.D. (DOYNE) is a psychologist licensed to
practice within the State of California, residing and doing business providing forensic
psychology and child custody evaluation/mediation services in this District. He is
regularly referred business by Defendant SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT and
performs work in conjunction with, on behalf of, at the request of, or on referral from
other Defendants, including Defendants SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT, ABC&K,
FRITZ, BIERER, VIVIANO, and LOVE. In such capacities he operates as an agent
thereof. He was an organizer and panel member of the SDCBA SEMINAR working
for or on behalf of the SDCBA and at all times relevant herein acted as an agent of
Defendants SDCBA and DOYNE, INC. He is sued in his individual and official
capacities.

48. Defendant Stephen M. Doyne, a Psychological Corporation, (DOYNE, INC.) is
at all times relevant herein a professional corporation licensed to do business providing
forensic psychology and child custody evaluation/mediation services within this
District. Defendants Doyne and DOYNE INC. shall collectively be referred to hereafter
as DOYNE, INC.

49. Defendant Susan Griffin, M.S. (GRIFFIN) is a family law community
professional licensed to practice within the State of California, residing and doing
business providing forensic psychology and child custody evaluation/mediation
services in this District. She was an organizer and panel member of the SDCBA
SEMINAR working for or on behalf of the SDCBA and at all times relevant herein

acted as an agent of Defendants SDCBA.
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50. Defendant Lori Love, Ph.D. (LOVE) is a psychologist licensed to practice within
the State of California, providing forensic psychology and child custody
evaluation/mediation services and residing and doing business in this District. She is
regularly referred business by Defendant SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT and
performs work in conjunction with, on behalf of, at the request of, or on referral from
other Defendants, including Defendants SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT, ABC&K,
FRITZ, BIERER, VIVIANO, and DOYNE INC. In such capacities she operates as an
agent thereof. She was an organizer and panel member of the SDCBA SEMINAR
working for or on behalf of the SDCBA and at all times relevant herein acted as an
agent of Defendants SDCBA and defendant Love & Alvarez Psychology, Inc. She is
sued in her individual and official capacities.

51. Defendant Love & Alvarez Psychology, Inc. (LOVE INC) is a professional
corporation providing forensic psychology and child custody evaluation/mediation
services within this district.

52. Defendant Robert A. Simon, Ph.D. (SIMON) is a psychologist licensed to
practice within the State of California, residing and doing business providing forensic
psychology and child custody evaluation/mediation services in this District. At all
times relevant herein he acted as an agent of SDCBA.

53. Defendants American College of Forensic Examiners, American College of
Forensic Examiners International (ACFEI) is a Missouri corporation with a principle
place of business of at 2750 E. Sunshine St., Springfield, MO. ACFEI advertises and
promotes itself as “the largest forensic science membership association, forensics
education, credentials, courses, training and membership for forensics examiners” and
conducts such business in this District, including conspiring with other Defendants
hereinto commit a substantial portion of the acts complained of herein in this District.

54. Defendant Robert O’Block is the founder, President, and CEO of ACFEI and
Publisher of periodical publication entitled The Forensic Examiner sold in this District.

He is a resident of the State of Missouri and at all times relevant herein was doing
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business selling the above products and services in this District. Defendants O’Block
and ACFEI shall collectively be referred to as “ACFEI, INC.”

55. Defendant Lori Clark Viviano, CFLS-F (VIVIANO) is an attorney at law
licensed to practice within the State of California residing and doing business in this
District. At all times relevant herein, she acted as an agent of Defendant The Law
Office of Lori Clark Viviano.

56. Defendant The Law Office of Lori Clark Viviano is a professional law
corporation licensed to conduct business as a law firm within this District, VIVIANO
and The Law Offices of Lori Clark Viviano will be hereafter referred to as VIVIANO,
INC.

57. Defendant Sharon Blanchet, CLS-F (BLANCHET) is an attorney at law licensed
to practice within the State of California residing and doing business in this District.
At all times relevant herein, she acted as an agent of Defendant ABC&K.

58. Defendant ABC&K is a professional law corporation licensed to conduct
business as a law firm within this District. Defendants AB&K and BLANCHET will
hereinafter be collectively referred to as BLANCHET.

59. Defendant Marilyn Bierer, CLS-F (BIERER) is an attorney at law licensed to
practice within the State of California residing and doing business in this District. At
all times relevant herein, she acted as an agent of Defendant Bierer and Associates.

60. Defendant Bierer & Associates is a professional law corporation licensed to
conduct business as a law firm within this District. Defendants Bierer & Associates
and BIERER will hereinafter be collectively referred to as BIERER.

61. Defendant Jeffrey Fritz, CLS-F (FRITZ) is an attorney at law licensed to practice
within the State of California residing and doing business in this District. At all times
relevant herein, he acted as an agent of Defendant Basie & Fritz.

62. Defendant Basie & Fritz is a professional law corporation licensed to conduct

business as a law firm within this District.
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63. Collectively, the above-referenced defendants, operating full or part time as part
of a broader “Family Law Community” of professionals, institutions, entities,
practices, methods, products and services and its ancillary arms shall hereafter be
referred to as the Domestic Dispute Industry (DDI). Litigants within the Domestic
Dispute Industry, including STUART and those similarly situated, are hereafter
referred to as Domestic Dispute Industry Litigants (DDIL).

I11. BACKGROUND
Plaintiffs” Social and Political Reform

64. CALIFORNIA COALITION is organized and dedicated to improving social,
governmental, and justice system process concerning domestic relations, child rearing,
parenting, constitutional law, child custody, and domestic violence. Many of
CALIFORNIA COALITION’S members are mothers, fathers, and children who have
withstood abundant hardship resulting from the current practices of what is generally
described as the “Family Law Community.” These injuries and insults include
fraudulent, inefficient, harmful, and even dangerous services; an institutionalized
culture of deliberate indifference to—indeed contempt for—*“clearly-established”
liberties; insults to the autonomy and dignity of parents and children; and extortion,
robbery, and abuse founded upon such illegal color of law crime, delivered at the hands
of eager institutional operators within the Family Law Community.

65. CALIFORNIA COALITION has expressed its perception that the present-day
suffering of so many parents and children has and is being wrought within a larger
system characterized by a widespread institutional failure of the rule of law.
CALIFORNIA COALITION has endeavored to deliver the message that the present
family law system increasingly ignores the supremacy of the Constitution and the laws
of the United States in depriving U.S. Citizens within California of rights, privileges,

and immunities under United States law.
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66. California legal institutions such as family courts and the legal community,
professional institutions such as the state bar and psychology boards, and criminal
justice institutions have in the recent decade gradually combined to cultivate a joint
enterprise forum in which widespread “family practice” exceptions to the rule of law
are not only tolerated, but increasingly encouraged. Professional behavior that would
only a few years ago be recognized as unethical, illegal, or otherwise intolerable by
American legal, psychological, law enforcement, or social work professionals has
increasingly achieved acceptance—indeed applause—from institutional interests
which benefit from a joint enterprise enforcing the wisdom of “who you know is more
important than what you know.”

67. In this lawless behavior’s most crass infestation, California Superior Court
Family Division judges are regularly heard to announce, in open court, “l am the law”
and proceed to act accordingly with impunity, indifference, and without shame.

68. The effect on parents and children seeking social support within this coalescing
“family law” forum has not been as advertised by courts and professionals—a new
healing—nbut instead a new affliction: an “imposed disability” of de rigueur deprivation
of fundamental rights in the name of “therapeutic jurisprudence” coercively subsidize
by converting college funds into a bloated ministry of the bar leaving families and their
children with mere crumbs of their own success.

69. Plaintiffs have organized to confront the State of California’s dispossession of
law and reason by engaging those within the Domestic Dispute Industry who
administer the decay—family court judges. An astonishingly vast judicial
administrative bureaucracy, domestic dispute industry attorneys, psychologists, and
other professionals whose nearly imperceptible deliberate indifference to the creeping
deprivations of parental rights is leaving the family cupboard nearly bare.

70. Plaintiffs’ efforts on behalf of parents and children have included increasing
public and governmental awareness of family rights, representing and supporting

parents and children in exercising and enforcing such rights, lobbying state and federal
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policymakers to improve protections for federal rights under state law, and undertaking
litigation, complaints, or other formal and informal engagements with state and federal
authorities to assert, exercise, communicate regarding, educate, inform, establish and
defend such rights with the goal of enabling parental autonomy and empowerment
through reform state of California domestic dispute laws, practices, and institutions.
(“ENGAGEMENT”)

Family Federal Rights

71. Plaintiffs have been active in supporting and advocating for well-established
United States law securing parents’ and children’s unique civil rights, of association,
speech, privacy, autonomy, and due process clearly established through decades of
federal jurisprudence. Such rights shall hereafter be denominated “Family Federal
Rights”, or “FFR.”

72. Plaintiffs’ exercise, enforce, support and advocate for Family Federal Rights
includes support and advocacy for the institutions, laws, and entities of the United
States that protect, uphold, and defend Family Federal Rights against state intrusion.
Though the Family Federal Rights are well-recognized under federal (and state) laws,
it has been Plaintiffs’ collective experience that within the state of California the
Family Federal Rights are frequently ignored by those exercising jurisdiction over
parents and families, including Defendants and the entities of which they are associates
and members. Notwithstanding that such state actors may legally exercise their
enormous powers only when according to law, and notwithstanding that such actors
enjoy limited immunities only when they exercise such powers legally, state of
California color of law actors regularly wander far off the reservation to inflict unjust,
irrational, and often heinous crimes against civil liberty.

73. Plaintiffs have acted to end these trespasses and redress the grievances of those
offended. These efforts have included support and advocacy for the supremacy of the

Constitution and laws of the United States vis-a-vis relevant sections of California
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Family and Penal codes, including the Domestic Violence Intervention Legislative
Scheme (“DVILS”) identified in Exhiibt 1.

74. Plaintiffs have advocated for, supported, sought to educate, exercise, and enforce
the Family Federal Rights and for the institutions and processes of the United States
upholding, protecting, and defending the same. Plaintiffs’ reform efforts have been
specifically directed to bringing California’s domestic relations law and practice into
compliance with the protections afforded to all United States citizens under federal
institutions, laws, and practice.

75. Plaintiffs’ protected legal, social, political, and commercial activities toward
reform, support and advocacy described above shall hereafter be referred to as
FEDERAL FAMILY RIGHTS REFORM, EXERCISE, SUPPORT, AND
ADVOCACY, or “FFRRESA”.

FFRESSA Engagement in Support and Advocacy
for United States Representatives

76. Plaintiffs have actively engaged the institutional representatives of the United
States in their FFRRESA.

77. This activity includes federal election support, lobbying, and coordination with
Senator Barbara Boxer’s Office in San Diego and Washington, DC, Senator Diane
Feinstein’s Offices in Washington, D.C., Senator Harkin’s Offices in Washington, DC,
United States Representatives Darrell Isa, Duncan Hunter, Juan Vargas, Scott Peters,
and Susan Davis. Plaintiffs have ENGAGED on these issues with the United States
Department of Justice, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals. See Ex. 1. Plaintiffs have
undertaken similar reform ENGAGEMENT with California state representatives Gov.
Arnold Schwarzenegger, Gov. (and attorney general) Jerry Brown, Assemblywomen
Karen Bass, Fiona Ma, Assemblyman Nathan Fletcher, Lynn Daucher, Tim Donnelley,
State Assembly reform candidate Peter Thotham, County supervisor candidate John

Van Doorn, opposing Defendant GORE’s and WHOLFEIL’S election campaigns and
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supporting that of opponents of Defendants herein; ENGAGED Bonnie Dumanis,
Attorney General Kamala Harris, Chief Justices Tani Cantil-Sakauye and Ronald M.
George, Dennis Hollingsworth, Diane Jacobs, Bill Lockyear, Jerry Sanders, Bob
Filner, as well as direct communications with all Defendants herein. Ex. 1, 2, 20.

78. FFRRESA Engagement in Reform of Color of State Law Actors: Plaintiffs’
FFRRESA has included numerous ENGAGEMENTS with state and federal authorities
to attempt to enforce FFRRESA reforms on California laws and institutions, including
identification, publication, accusation, formal and informal complaints,
ENGAGEMENT, litigation, and collaborative remedy of the illegal activities of the
Domestic Dispute Industry. These efforts include:

79. Domestic Dispute Industry Judicial Official (“DDIJO”) Complaint I: In
November, 2009, STUART contacted the United States Attorney’s Office for the
Southern District of California to report violations of the Family Federal Rights by by
SCHALL, DOYNE, and WOHLFEIL.

80. STUART detailed numerous deprivation of rights, abuse of process, abusive
behavior and remarks from the bench, a long history of three prior admonishments by
Defendant Commission on Judicial Performance including a 2008 conviction for
drunken driving, a persistent pattern of refusals to adhere to state and federal minimum
due process standards in STUART’S case and several others known publically, illegal,
unnoticed, and unreasonable searches and seizure of STUART and STUART’S
property inside the a courtroom, and generally extreme and outrageous demeanor.

81. The U.S. Attorney’s Office advised STUART as follows:

A. That the DDIJO COMPLAINT I allegations could be violations of
federal law, but that because the matters were “not all that serious”
STUART should proceed instead with the California Commission on
Judicial Performance (Commission on Judicial Performance), a California
entity with jurisdiction to investigate and enforce standards, rules, and laws,

including violations of federal law, regarding a state judicial official’s
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behavior:

B. That the Commission on Judicial Performance had jurisdiction to
investigate and discipline STUART’s complaints under both state and
federal law, and was obligated to report any violations of federal criminal

law to federal authorities:

C. That if Stuart filed a complaint with both the U.S. Attorney’s Office and
the Commission on Judicial Performance, the U.S. Attorney’s Office would
not take action until the complaint to the Commission on Judicial

Performance’s Office was “exhausted™:

D. That the Commission on Judicial Performance was the “first step in the
process.” The U.S. Attorney’s Office advised Stuart that he could, if he
wished, file a complaint with the U.S. Attorney and the Grand Jury, but that
because the facts did not indicate “anything serious”, the U.S. Attorney

would likely not act;

E. That if STUART was unsatisfied with the Commission on Judicial
Performance’s response, he could pursue the same complaint directly with
the U.S. Attorney or F.B.1. and rely on the documentation, evidence, facts,

and testimony provided to the Commission on Judicial Performance.

82. Though STUART disagreed that the behavior he described was “not serious,”
he obeyed the instructions of the U.S. Attorney’s Office, contacting the Commission
on Judicial Performance to continue prosecution of the DDIJO COMPLAINT I in the
Commission on Judicial Performance Offices. The Commission on Judicial

Performance representative advised STUART that because DOYNE was not an elected
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or appointed judicial official, the Commission on Judicial Performance had no
jurisdiction to hear Complaints regarding him. The Commission on Judicial
Performance further advised that since STUART’S Complaint regarding WOHLFEIL
was related to DOYNE, and because SCHALL was the party primarily involved in the
allegations of civil rights deprivations concerning DOYNE, that a complaint regarding
WOHLFEIL would not be appropriate. The Commission on Judicial Performance
advised STUART to deliver a written description of his complaint regarding only
SCHALL.

83. STUART did so, detailing violations by SCHALL. Stuart also detailed facts
relating to DOYNE and WOHLFEIL’S potential involvement in violations of the
Family Federal Rights and Civil Rights Criminal and Civil Statutes. STUART
submitted the complaint to the Commission on Judicial Performance and copies thereof
to the United States Attorney’s Office, the Grand Jury of the United States District
Court for the Southern District of California, the Internal Revenue Service, all of
California’s representatives in the United States House of Representatives and the
United States Senate, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation (hereafter be referred to
as the “FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS”).

84. STUART provided a copy of the DDIJO COMPLAINT I to numerous San Diego
Superior Court judicial officers, including all then-sitting Family Division officers,
supervising Judge Kenneth So, the San Diego Daily Transcript, the San Diego Union
Tribune, a number of state and federal media outlets, parenting groups, and related
entities.

85. During the investigation of DDIJO COMPLAINT I, STUART continued to
interact with the FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS, including at or
around the time of the STUART ASSAULT, and continues today.

86. DDIJO COMPLAINT II: In October, 2012, STUART supplemented his prior
DDIJO COMPLAINT | with more extensive detail regarding SCHALL, WOHLFEIL,

AND DOYNE, INC., and asserting additional allegations against Defendants
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ALKSNE, C. GOLDSMITH, and GROCH. STUART submitted the DDIJO
COMPLAINT 11 to the FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS regarding
many of the allegations as asserted herein.

87. STUART delivered a copy of DDIJO COMPLAINT Il to the FEDERAL LAW
ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS, the public, and various media outlets.

88. STUART has continued to interact with the FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT
OFFICERS regarding the DDIJO COMPLAINTS through the date of filing of this
Action.

89. DOYNE INC. COMPLAINT I: In May, 2008, and June, 2013, STUART filed
complaints with the California Board of Psychology regarding DOYNE and DOYNE,
INC detailing substantially the same allegations regarding DOYNE and DOYNE INC.
herein.

90. DOYNE, INC. COMPLAINTS II-1V: Plaintiffs have filed, assisted, coordinated,
advocated for, and supported others in further complaints and lawsuits regarding
DOYNE and DOYNE, INC.

91. FFRRESA Engagement with Local, State, and United States Representatives:
CALIFORNIA COALITION has also undertaken FFRRESA ENGAGEMENT with
the City of San Diego and the National Family Justice Center Alliance (ALLIANCE)
in a Notice and Demand to Cease and Desist (Exhibit 1) from actions in violation of
the Family Federal Rights. CALIFORNIA COALITION has delivered the Notice and
Demand package, including abundant evidence of violations of the Civil Rights
Criminal and Civil Statutes, to FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS,
including The United States Attorney and Grand Jury for this District, the United States
Department of Justice, including Ms. Bea Hanson and Mr. Eric Holder, the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, as well as state color of
law administrative defendants with jurisdiction over such matters, including
Defendants ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS, JUDICIAL

COUNCIL, CANTIL- SAKAUYE, ALKSNE, C. GOLDSMITH, WOHLFEIL,
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TRENTACOSTA, SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT, and COUNTY OF SAN
DIEGO. Ex. 1.

92. Other CALIFORNIA COALITION Federal Engagement: CALIFORNIA
COALITION organizers and affiliates have become involved as witnesses and
potential parties in reporting violations of the Civil Rights Criminal and Civil Statutes
to several FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS. In August, 2011, Dr.
Tadros spoke with Ms. Laura O’Farrell of the Federal Bureau of Investigations to report
possible deprivations of the Family Federal Rights described more fully in the attached
exhibits. In 2007 Ms. Eileen Lasher began interacting with Assistant United States
Attorneys Mssrs. Jason Forge and Michael Wheat of the United States Attorney’s
Office for the Southern District of California regarding allegations of racketeering
operation of the Superior Court of the County of San Diego, specifically including
RODDY, ALKSNE, and other Family Division judges, for intentionally abusing
process and extorting funds from families in state family court proceedings in violation
of the Civil Rights Criminal and Civil Statutes. Ms. Lasher has provided detailed
information to these LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS regarding bribery, extortion,
fraud, abuse of process, and deprivation of civil rights pursuant to the Civil Rights
Criminal and Civil Statutes and California State bribery and extortion statutes. In 2004
Ms. Lasher provided similar details to Officer John McCahal of the NYPD Federal
Task Force in three separate meetings. Officer McCahal referred the matter to the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, whereupon Ms. Lasher personally and through her
attorney provided details to the United States Attorney for the Southern District of New
York regarding similar crimes. Dr. Tadros has also met with the Federal Bureau of
Investigation’s Ms. Laura O’Farrell regarding similar issues.

93. Ms. Lasher has met with Deputy District Attorney for the County of San Diego,
Mr. Damon Mosler and Mr. Brian Ahearn of the San Diego Police Department Internal
Affairs Office to provide similar information regarding the violation of the Civil Rights

Criminal and Civil Statutes criminal activity described above. Plaintiffs have assisted,
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represented, advised, and advocated on behalf of CALIFORNIA COALITION
affiliates in these and many similar FFRRESA Engagements.

94. At the time of the STUART ASSAULT, STUART, CALIFORNIA
COALITION member Dr. Emad Tadros and Eileen Lasher and other CALIFORNIA
COALITION members were in ongoing communications and FFRRESA with the
FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS, UNITED STATES
REPRESENTATIVES, including Senator Barbara Boxer, and Defendants
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS internal affairs representatives Eric
Pulido and John Judnich, SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT, RODDY, Commission
on Judicial Performance, to provide information, documents, assistance, testimony, and
evidence of violation of the Civil Rights Criminal and Civil Statutes.

95. CALIFORNIA COALITION affiliate Emad Tadros has become involved in
interstate consumer fraud litigation in District Courts in this state and in Missouri with
Defendants ACFEI.

96. On information and belief, state and FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT
OFFICERS have and continue to investigate Plaintiffs’ allegations under the Civil
Rights Criminal and Civil Statutes toward presentment to a grand jury, indictment, and
prosecution under federal law.

97. The above-described activities of Plaintiffs’ and their affiliates in exercise of
their rights under the First, Fifth, and Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of
the United States and Article I, 88 2(a), 3(a), and 26 of the Constitution of the State of
California in interaction and cooperation with FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT
OFFICERS, and state law enforcement officers, including the prosecution of this
Action, constitutes attendance as a witness or party at proceedings, giving of evidence,
documents, records, objects, or other testimony given or any record, document, any
information relating to the commission or possible commission of a violation of law,
or otherwise regarding Plaintiffs’ FFRRESA and related matters to the FEDERAL

LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS in pursuit of investigation, presentation,
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indictment, prosecution, redress, reform, and punishment of Defendants shall hereafter
be referred to as the DUE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE.
Plaintiffs’ Commercial Purposes

98. CALIFORNIA COALITION: California Coalition for families and Children is a
public benefit corporation educating, supporting, protecting, and promoting parents’
and children’s rights and interests which are presently under- or misrepresented by
existing marketplace or government institutions, particularly in domestic dispute and
child custody matters. Since 2008 CALIFORNIA COALITION has assisted mothers,
fathers, and children in defending and supporting family autonomy in relations with
one another and government interests with related jurisdiction. CALIFORNIA
COALITION is active in protecting, empowering, and promoting parents and children
through education, community support, lobbying, litigation, and public and private
entity awareness.

99. Recognizing the widespread deprecation to tens of thousands of victim parents
and children wrought by California’s unchecked operation of its uniquely pernicious
Domestic Dispute Industry in violation of the FFR, CALIFORNIA COALITION’S
commercial activities have been directed toward educating, empowering, supporting,
and representing parents and children to withstand and eventually reverse this well-
armed invidious bureaucratic menace eroding parents’ and children’s welfare.

100. CALIFORNIA COALITION has advanced public and governmental awareness
of the underserved needs of the “Domestic Relations Class” including defending
parents against numerous alarming deprivations of parents’ and children’s financial
interests by the steamroller public-private enterprise Domestic Dispute Industry.
CALIFORNIA COALITION works closely with national parenting organizations such
the National Parents Organization, ACFC, and Up To Parents to provide healthy, safe,
and legal counseling, resources, representation, services, and support alternatives to

traditional domestic dispute services.
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101. LEXEVIA: At all times relevant hereto Lexevia, PC was a professional law
corporation founded by STUART in 2008. As of April 15, 2010 it included STUART
and three members. Lexevia’s primary practice areas include intellectual property,
licensing, consumer fraud counseling and litigation, child protection regulation,
privacy laws, technology, life science, software, Internet and new media matters, and
digital copyright and e-mail "spam" regulation. Lexeiva’s lawyers have spoken to
numerous industry groups and written on related topics.

102. Lexevia’s public interest or pro bono engagements have included numerous
Civil Rights and Constitutional Law matters, including representation of
CALIFORNIA COALITION and numerous parents affiliated therewith. STUART
founded Lexevia in 2008 after practicing for thirteen years as a partner or associate at
international firms. Ex. 24; www.lexevia.com.

103. On January 2, 2014, CALIFORNIA COALIITON acquired all property and

rights of Lexevia, PC and asserts the same herein.

Business Development Activities of Plaintiffs

104. In furtherance of Plaintiffs’ FFRRESA and COMMERCIAL PURPOSES, in
2008 Plaintiffs established and began growing independent parent-child-oriented
private support networks and services to share resources, improve awareness, advance
joint social, political, and legal goals, protect and promote the independent interests of
families and children in domestic dispute matters, develop superior, more efficient,
safer, and legal alternatives to traditional family law practices, and to improve the
visibility of parent-child interests to legal institutions including policymakers, law
enforcement, and courts. Recognizing abundant opportunity to fill a demand for more
efficient, safe, and legal services within the family law community, CALIFORNIA
COALITION’S early business development efforts focused on gaining intelligence
about the Domestic Dispute Industry to better understand the existing business
structures and thereon reform and/or influence and build more efficient, effective, safe,

and legal services for parents and children who have no effective advocates in the
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present industry. These goals include improving professional standards of care for DDI
professionals—including lawyer, professional service providers, judicial officials,
social workers, law enforcement, and others, providing consumer-oriented legal and
government services, inform and improve industry governance, improve licensing,
certification, discipline, oversight standards, from consumer (parents’ and children’s)
perspectives, and develop or assist in developing superior service products to compete
in that healthier environment.

105. In furtherance of the COMMERCIAL PURPOSES, Plaintiffs have undertaken
the following business development activities:

a. Studies of the “closed society” of the multi-billion dollar Domestic Dispute
Industry (DDI) both from “outside” and "inside” to observe and understand the
DDI “money flow” from Domestic Dispute Industry Litigants, to Domestic
Dispute Industry professionals, attorneys, judicial officers, and law
enforcement;

b. Identification of existing industry-wide fraud schemes and artifices, including
consumer fraud, Lanham Act violations, bribery, “kickbacks”, invidious
discrimination, unchecked abuse of power, nepotism, illegal conduct, and
general inefficiency;

c. lIdentification of the Domestic Dispute Industry “dealmakers”; the structure of
its commercial relationships and networks between lawyers, service providers,
judicial officials, and their agents and affiliates;

d. Contribute to the ongoing analysis of the Domestic Dispute Industry to prepare
legal actions to restrain the Domestic Dispute Industry operatives from
violations of law providing it with unfair competitive advantages;

e. Contribute to preparation of competitive business models to better serve DDI
clients with more efficient, less expensive, less disruptive, ethical and legal
services, including law, social/governmental parenting support and dispute

resolution services;
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Development of personal and professional networks at events such as the
SDCBA SEMINAR to convert “traditional” Domestic Dispute Industry agents
to CALIFORNIA COALITION’S healthier, safer, more efficient, and legal

alternative business models:

. Promote parent/child (consumer) awareness of rights and options in holding

existing “black hat” Domestic Dispute Industry affiliates to their
PROFESSIONAL DUTIES, and developing strategies for development and
promotion of competitive services and increased self-regulation of
professionals to level the playing field for “white hat” competitors such as
CALIFORNIA COALITION, LEXEVIA, Up To Parents, and other “white
hat” Family Law Community members which chose to adopt safer, healthier,

more efficient, and legal business models;

. Develop understanding and awareness of existing “free” resources presently

discouraged by DDICE affiliates such as court-sponsored mediation, expert
services, and ordinary adjudication; to understand the causes of the common
perception that divorce is “inevitably” brutalizing, unfair, and expensive;
Obtain awareness useful to state and federal authorities in discipline and
reform of the DDI operatives, through the DUE ADMINISTRATION OF
JUSTICE;

Obtain awareness useful to CALIFORNIA COALITION in its activism, social
justice, and justice system FFRRESA,;

. Advance Lexevia’s marketable legal expertise in representing CALIFORNIA

COALITION, parents, and DDI victims through potential individual actions,
class actions, civil rights, racketeering, or other lawsuits under the Civil Rights

Criminal and Civil Statutes adverse to the Domestic Dispute Industry (Ex. 1);

. Advance CALIFORNIA COALITION’S and LEXEVIA’s knowledge and

divisibility within the DDI as part of a foundation for building improved

domestic dispute service models for citizens in domestic disputes, including
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social, financial, psychological, faith-based, and criminal justice system
capabilities such as those presently operated by CALIFORNIA COALITION
affiliate “Up To Parents”.
106. Plaintiffs’ FFRRESA, COMMERCIAL PURPOSES, and BUSINESS
DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES shall hereinafter be collectively referred to as
Plaintiffs’ PUBLIC BENEFIT ACTIVITY.

IV. COMMON ALLEGATIONS

107. This matter arises out of Defendants’ criminal and tortious interference with and
retaliation  for Plaintiffs PUBLIC BENEFIT ACTIVITY and DUE
ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE. Defendants are owners, associates, participants,
collaborators, affiliates, benefactors, associates of entities providing “traditional”
professional, legal, social, and government services as part of the Domestic Dispute
Industry. They have acted aggressively and illegally against Plaintiffs to commit
criminal and civil violations of Plaintiffs’ state and federal rights, obstruct justice,
abuse process, interfere with existing and prospective business relations, and commit
civil and criminal violations federal law as detailed herein.

The SDCBA ENGAGEMENT

108. As part of Plaintiffs’ PUBLIC BENEFIT ACTIVITY, Plaintiffs have sought
opportunities to ENGAGE Family Law Community professionals and clients to raise
awareness of the ongoing unsafe, inefficient, and illegal activity and harm to clients
being caused by the Family Law Community, and to influence Defendants toward
adoption of safer, more efficient, and legal “white hat” alternatives to Family Law
Community practices such as those advanced by PLATINTIFFS. In furtherance of
those goals Plaintiffs have initiated and/or coordinated numerous ENGAGEMENTS
with Family Law Community members, including Defendants.

109. One such ENGAGEMENT occurring on April 15, 2010 at the San Diego County

Bar Association building at 1333 7th Avenue, San Diego, California is a central subject
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of this litigation. In February, 2010, CALIFORNIA COALITION members learned of
a Seminar to be hosted by SDCBA for various San Diego Family Law Community
professionals. The Seminar was advertised to thousands of Family Law Community
professionals and was to feature a panel of speakers including:

110. Family Court Division judicial officials ALKSNE, C. GOLDSMITH,
WOHLFEIL, LOWE, MCADAM, McKENZIE, Family Law Community legal industry
professionals C. BALDWIN, L. BALDWIN, CHUCAS, Family Law Community
behavioral sciences professionals CORRIGAN, DOYNE, GRIFFIN, HARGRAEVES,
LEVIN, LOVE, and STOCKS, as well as numerous other domestic dispute industry
professionals (“SDCBA SEMINAR”).

111. The advertising brochure announcing the Seminar and soliciting attendees
identified the Seminar theme as “Litigants Behaving Badly—Do Professional Services
Really Work?” is attached hereto as Ex. 26.

112. Though startled by the Family Law Community’s attack on its own client base,
CALIFORNIA COALITION thought they had some answers to the Family Law
Community’s question, and viewed the Seminar as an opportunity to engage key
members of the Family Law Community and their clients to offer answers.
CALIFORNIA COALITION saw the SDCBA SEMINAR as an excellent opportunity
to raise awareness of CALIFORNIA COALITION’S FFRRESA, the Federal Family
Civil Rights, ongoing violations of the Family Federal Civil Rights and rights of action
under the Civil Rights Criminal and Civil Statutes, promote CALIFORNIA
COALITION alternatives to what it regarded as illegal, harmful business practices of
the Family Law Community, and continue CALIFORNIA COALITION’S PUBLIC
BENEFIT ACTIVITIES.

113. Plaintiffs determined to use the SDCBA SEMINAR to engage the Family Law
Community to advance CALIFORNIA COALITION’S PUBLIC BENEFIT
ACTIVITIES. Plaintiffs and their affiliates sought to communicate one of

CALIFORNIA COALITION’S central messages that the Family Law Community,
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including judges, blame “Litigants Behaving Badly” (their own clients) for harms
enabled—indeed largely manufactured—by the Family Law Community’s own
longstanding commercial practices of abusing process, their loved ones, and even
themselves—in perfect compliance with certain Family Law Community
professionals’ instructions.

114. CALIFORNIA COALITION saw the “Litigants Behaving Badly” theme as part
of the self-delusional propaganda engaged in by Family Law Community members
who, rather than recognizing the harm they themselves enable instead blame their own
clients for following instructions.

115. To communicate an answer to the DDI’s question “Do Professional Services
Really Work?”, CALIFORNIA COALITION adopted a Counter-theme: “JUDGES
BEHAVING BADLY—IF YOU DON’T FOLLOW THE LAW, WHY WOULD
WE?” CALIFORNIA COALITION created promotional pamphlets and exhibits to
distribute, and large “poster”-sized signage to display, and organized volunteers to
participate in the SDCBA ENGAGEMENT. True and correct copies of the signage
are attached as Ex. 28.

116. CALIFORNIA COALITION scheduled the ENGAGEMENT to coincide with
the SDCBA SEMINAR in front of the SDCBA Bar Building to enable maximum
impact for the JUDGES BEHAVING BADLY MESSAGE, and continue developing
knowledge, networks, contacts, and intelligence to advance CALIFORNIA
COALITION’S FFRRESA and BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT with key Family Law
Community members.

The STUART ASSAULT

117. On information and belief each STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR
Defendant received CALIFORNIA COALITION’S press releases announcing the
ENGAGEMENT ahead of the Seminar. Ex. 27. A true and correct copy of an article
identifying a “spike” in downloads of the CALIFORNIA COALITION Press Release

by STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR Defendants is attached at Exhibit 30.
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118. STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR Defendants also knew or had reason to
know of the CALIFORNIA COALITION FFRRESA by virtue of CALIFORNIA
COALITION’S past ENGAGEMENT, and FFRRESA.

119. CALIFORNIA COALITION members arrived early to the Engagement with
signs and brochures. (Exs. 28, 29) As attendees arrived, including family court judges,
attorneys, industry professionals, and clients, they could easily see CALIFORNIA
COALITION members peacefully carrying signs, walking on the sidewalks in front of
the SDCBA building and through the crosswalks intersecting 7th and B. Streets.

120. The ENGAGEMENT was peaceful. Pamphlets were distributed as attendees
entered the building, establishing professional relationships valuable to CALIFORNIA
COALITION and LEXEVIA’s commercial interests. Numerous contacts were added
to CALIFORNIA COALITION’S network, ideas and business contact information
exchanged. No conflict, disruption, obstruction, or breach of the peace occurred.

121. STUART did not participate in the ENGAGEMENT, but did attend SDCBA
SEMINAR. His intent on attending the SEMINAR was to focus on gaining knowledge
in order to advance Plaintiff’s PUBLIC BENEFIT ACTIVITY. STUART was then a
member of SDCBA and regular attendee at SDCBA events. A week prior to the
SEMINAR he purchased admission through SDCBA’S online store as an SDCBA
member in the way he has numerous times before (STUART-SDCBA CONTRACT).

122. STUART entered the Seminar as a normal attendee, signed his name where it
was pre-printed on a form at the “pre-registration” table at the front door and received
a pre-printed name badge.

123. STUART entered the SDCBA'’s “Daniel Broderick Room” where nearly one
hundred prominent San Diego divorce lawyers, judges, psychologists, and service
providers were gathered, chose a seat and awaited quietly for the Seminar to begin. He
maintained a normal professional demeanor—nhe was not seeking and did not exercise
FFRRESA at the Seminar, but only to gather information about how the judges,

attorneys, and professional service providers conducted their affairs, marketed
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services, formed and maintained relationships, and made money in support of the DUE
ADMINISTRAITON OF JUSTICE and PUBLIC BENEFIT ACTIVITY. He was
dressed professionally, spoke to no one, and attended the Seminar like any other
attendee.

124. Also in attendance at the Seminar were approximately fifteen uniformed armed
Sheriff’s Deputies spread in a uniformly-spaced perimeter along the walls of the room
(SDSD DOES 1-15). Shortly after STUART selected his seat, the Sheriff’s Deputies
changed their perimeter to positions nearer to STUART along the walls, effectively
surrounding STUART. Each deputy was watching STUART closely.

125. The Seminar began with introductory remarks by Family Law Division
supervising judge ALKSNE. However, after only about two minutes of speaking,
ALKSNE announced an abrupt break, apologizing that she needed a break “so we can
straighten something out.” One or more of the SDCBA Defendants had signaled or
otherwise drew the attention of Defendant ALKSNE to alert her of STUART’s
presence and that the plan to eject STUART (described below) was underway.

126. ALKSNE left the podium, walked to the back of the conference room, and began
speaking in a huddle of several other defendants, including several Sheriff’s Deputies,
two ODO employee security guards, and two or three other persons who appeared to
be SDCBA agents or Seminar attendees.

127. The group conferred for several minutes, looking in STUARTS’ direction and
referencing his presence with nods, glances, and gestures. It was apparent that the
group was discussing STUART. STUART remained seated quietly during the
unscheduled break.

128. After consulting with ALKSNE and others, two employees of defendant ODO
(ODO DOES 1 and 2) and two Sheriff’s Deputies (SDSD DOES 1 and 2) approached
STUART where he was seated. One of the men, ODO DOE 1, asked STUART if he
was “Colbern Stuart.” STUART acknowledged his identity. The man then asked

STUART to accompany him to leave the Seminar.
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129. STUART declined and inquired why he was being asked to leave. The man
reiterated that the SDCBA wanted him to leave. STUART again refused, stating that
he had purchased a ticket and was intent on attending the entire Seminar. STUART
asked if he was breaking any laws or interfering with the Seminar in any way. The man
replied “no.” STUART politely again expressed his desire and intent to remain
attending the entire Seminar.

130. The man then informed STUART that if he did not leave voluntarily that they
would forcibly eject him. STUART objected, again stating that he intended to remain.
The four men then returned to where the others were “huddled” several feet away. The
group again conferred with similar references and gestures toward STUART.

131. Within moments, ODO DOES 1 and 2 and SDSD DOES 1 and 2 again
approached STUART, who continued to sit quietly awaiting the resumption of the
Seminar. ODO DOE 1 again asked STUART to leave. STUART again refused. ODO
1 and 2 then forced STUART to stand, grabbed his arms, forced his hands behind his
back, and handcuffed him. They searched his person, emptied his pockets, and seized
his property, consisting of a notebook, reading glasses, a mobile phone, pen, spare
change, CALIFORNIA COALITION and LEXEVIA business cards, and a wallet.

132. ODO DOES 1 and 2 forcibly led STUART out of the SEMINAR in front of
dozens of STUART’s professional colleagues including one of his law partners, fellow
bar members, lawyers, judges, professional service providers, clients, employees, and
law enforcement officers.

133. ODO DOES 1 and 2 released STUART outside of the SDCBA building and
informed him he was not free to return.

134. The Seminar re-convened immediately after STUART’S removal. According
Plaintiffs’ witnesses present at the SEMINAR, several SDCBA panel speakers joked
during the Seminar “I guess he got what he asked for” and “let’s see if that gets them
any publicity.” They made puns about STUART and CALIFORNIA COALITION as

“THE Litigants Behaving Badly”, calling STUART and CALIFORNIA COALITION
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a “bunch of borderlines” “crazy parents” and stating “that’s why we have to do what
we do.”

135. At all times relevant hereto, STUART behaved REASONABLY (to be defined
as “lawfully, with due care, dutifully, with probable cause), was unarmed, calm, and
did not pose a disturbance of the peace, or threat of death or injury to Defendants or
other attendees.

136. STUART was unarmed, non-threatening, rightfully present, and in compliance
with all laws at all times.

137. Prior to the STUART ASSAULT, no Defendant possessed a search or arrest
warrant for STUART.

138. Defendants had no probable cause to believe STUART was armed, dangerous,
carrying contraband, or in possession or evidence of a crime, and upon the illegal search
found that he was not.

139. Prior to the STUART ASSAULT, STUART had violated no laws in any
Defendant’s presence, and no Defendant had any knowledge of STUART’S having
violated any law in or out of their presence.

140. Defendants collaborated before and during the SEMINAR to coordinate the
STUART ASSAULT with the ENGAGEMENT in order execute it to retaliate for the
DDIJO COMPLAINTS, the DOYNE COMPLAINTS, maximize the intimidating and
terrorizing effect of the assault of CALIFORNIA COALITION’S leader on
CALIFORNIA COALITION members, the DUE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE,
PUBLIC BENEFIT ACTIVITIES, and FFRRESA.

STUART ASSAULT COORDINATION: General Allegations
141. The STUART ASSAULT was coordinated by agreement among these named
Defendants possessing and disseminating common knowledge, awareness, power, and

motive, as follows.

-34-
FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT
3:13cv1944 CAB BLM




© 0O N o o1t A W DN B

N DN DN DN NN R R R R R R R R R
0o N o o A WOWN P O O 00O N O D wWw DN e O

142. Each Defendant to each Claim in Count 1 below, prior to the STUART
ASSAULT, was or became aware of one or more of:
a. The STUART-SDCBA CONTRACT;
b. The ENGAGEMENT;
c. STUART’S attendance at the SEMINAR and involvement with the
ENGAGEMENT;
d. STUART’S affiliation with each of his co-Plaintiffs;
e. The DUE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSITCE; and
f. Plaintiffs’ PUBLIC BENEFIT ACTIVITIES.

143. Each Defendant to each Claim of Count 1 below considered Plaintiffs’ PUBLIC
BENEFIT ACTIVITIES to be a threat to traditional Family Law Community persons,
institutions, businesses, and enterprises, including those identified in the
ENTERPRISE ALLEGATIONS herein.

144. Soon after learning of the ENGAGEMENT, each Defendant to each Claim of
Count 1 below communicated and agreed with one or more other Defendant to Count
1 to affiliate and support or participate in the STUART ASSAULT, as more fully
described in each Claim below.

General Allegations Re: Intent

145. Each act of each Defendant was undertaken with the specific intent to: support,
permit, facilitate, encourage, affiliate with, and collaborate with one or more other
Defendant in joint purpose, effort, via each ENTEPRRISE and CONSPIRACY alleged
herein.

146. Each act of each Defendant was intended to CUPLAPLY retaliate for, obstruct,
deter, hinder delay, oppress, and deprive Plaintiffs’ rights, privileges, and immunities,
DUE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, and PUBLIC BENEFIT ACTIVITIES.

147. Certain actions of Defendants are described in this Complaint were undertaken
(@) CULPABLY, to be defined as one or more of the following: maliciously,

criminally, in bad faith, without probable cause, recklessly, knowingly, unjustifiably,
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brutally and offensive to human dignity, fraudulently, oppressively, wantonly, in
premeditation, deliberately indifferent, with the specific intent to deprive others of
constitutional rights, privileges or immunities of others, in intentional furtherance of
conspiracy; and/or (b) UNREASONABLY, to be defined as without due care.

148. On information and belief, STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR Defendants,
and each of them, intentionally collaborated before the SEMINAR to coordinate the
STUART ASSAULT with the ENGAGEMENT in order to retaliate for the DDIJO
COMPLAINTS, the DOYNE COMPLAINTS, maximize the terrorizing effect of the
assault of CALIFORNIA COALITION’S leader on CALIFORNIA COALITION
members and affiliates, the DUE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, PUBLIC
BENEFIT ACTIVITIES, and FFRRESA.

V. CHARGING ALLEGATIONS: CIVIL RIGHTS
COUNT 1
STUART ASSAULT
42 U.SC. § 1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, § 26

149. This Count and each Claim herein assert deprivations of constitutional rights
under color of law pursuant to 42 U.SC. § 1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, 8 26 against
Defendants as indicated per Claim.

150. Each act alleged in this and each Count of this First Amended Complaint was
performed under color of law.

151. Pursuant to Article | § 26 of the California Constitution, no Defendant acting
under color of law has discretion to perform any act inconsistent with Article | 88 2, 3,
7, and 13 of the California Constitution.

152. Defendants SDCBA, ODO, ODO DOES 1 and 2, SDSD DOES 1-15, C.
GOLDSMITH, ALKSNE, SCHALL, LOWE, McADAM, McKENZIE, WOHLFEIL,
L. BALDWIN, C. BALDWN, CHUCAS, CORRIGAN, DOYNE, DOYNE INC,,
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GRIFFIN, HARGRAEVES, LEVIN, LOVE, SIMON, STOCKS and BIERER shall
hereafter be referred to as STUART ASSAULT COORDINATORS.
Claim1.1
42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, 8 26
Against ODO, ODO DOES 1 and 2

153. This is a Claim by STUART against Defendants ODO and ODO DOES 1 and 2,
for deprivation of rights under color of law pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Cal.
Const. art. 1, § 26.

154. All prior paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated as if set forth in full.

155. ODO was the security firm hired by Defendants SDCBA to provide security for
the SDCBA SEMINAR. ODO assigned at least two agents or employees to perform
security services at the SEMINAR. The ODO agents’ or employees’ names are
unknown and shall be referred to as ODO DOES 1 and 2,

156. Defendants ODO and ODO DOES 1 and 2 are agents and employees of
Defendants SDCBA.

157. In the STUART ASSAULT, ODO DOES 1 and 2 grabbed STUART’S arms,
forced him to stand, handcuffed him, drug, shoved, and forced him out of the
SEMINAR causing STUART physical injury, including bruising on his wrists, and
arms, and soreness in his arms and torso.

158. In performing the acts attributed to them, ODO DOES 1 and 2 used, threatened,
and attempted to use unreasonable and excessive force upon STUART despite
STUART’S lack of physical resistance, in deprivation of STUART’s liberty interest to
be free from excessive, unreasonable, or unnecessary force under the Fourth, Fifth, and
Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of the United States and Article | §8 7(a)
and 26 of the Constitution of the State of California (“EXCESSIVE FORCE”).

159. After handcuffing him, Defendants unreasonably searched STUART without
warrant or probable cause, emptied each of his pockets, seized his documents and other

property, and seized his body in deprivation of his right to be secure in his person,
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papers, and effects against unreasonable search and seizure under the Fourth and
Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of the United States, and Article | 8§ 13
and 26 of the Constitution of the State of California (“SEARCH AND SEIZURE?).

160. Upon seizing STUART, Defendants at no time advised STUART of any crime
he was accused of committing in deprivation of his right to be notified of all charges
against him secured by the Fifth, Sixth, and Fourteenth Amendments of the
Constitution of the United States and Article I, 8§7(a) and 26 of the Constitution of the
State of California (“PROCEDURAL DUE PROCES”).

161. Inso acting, Defendants intended and did deprive, retaliate for, oppress, and chill
STUART’S PUBLIC BENEFIT ACTIVITIES, rights to freedom of speech,
expression, privacy, and association, secured by the First, Fifth, and Fourteenth
Amendments to the Constitution of the United States and Article I, 88 2(a), 3(a), and
26 of the Constitution of the State of California (“EXPRESSION, PRIVACY, and
ASSOCIATION”);

162. In so acting, Defendants did deprive, interfere with, impede, hinder, delay, and
oppress STUART’S past, ongoing, and future FFRRESA and DUE
ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE secured by the First, Fifth, and Fourteenth
Amendments to the Constitution of the United States and Article I, 88 2(a), 3(a), and
26 of the Constitution of the State of California (“ACCESS TO JUSTICE”);

163. In so acting, Defendants were aware of STUART’S status as a member and
advocate for each of the EQUAL PROTECTION CLASSES and acted intending to
deprive STUART of his rights as a such in violation to his rights to the equal protection
of the laws secured by the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of the
United States and Acrticle | 88 7(b) and 26 of the Constitution of the State of California
(“EQUAL PROTECTION”);

164. Ininflicting the STUART ASSAULT abusively, violently, and in front of dozens
of professional colleagues, clients, law and business partners, and existing and potential

business associations as elsewhere detailed, Defendants injured and assaulted, and
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intentionally, oppressively, and maliciously humiliated, embarrassed, and defamed
STUART as detailed more fully elsewhere, constituting a deprivation of STUART’S
right not to be subjected to cruel and unusual punishment under the Fifth, Eighth, and
Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of the United States and Article | 8§ 17
and 26 of the Constitution of the State of California (“CRUEL AND/OR UNUSUSAL
PUNISHMENT?”).

165. In so acting, Defendants CULPABLY and UNREASONABLY breached one or
more PROFESSIONAL DUTIES, causing foreseeable injury to STUART in
deprivation of STUART’S right to not be deprived of life, liberty, or property without
due process of law secured by the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution
of the United States and Article |1 88 7(a) and 26 of the Constitution of the State of
California (“SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS”).

166. Defendants performed the acts attributed to them in agreement and coordination
with one or more other Defendants as elsewhere detailed.

167. As an actual and foreseeable result, Plaintiffs have been deprived of state and
federal constitutional rights, damaged, and injured in a nature and amount to be proven
at trial.

Claim 1.2
42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, 8 26
Against SDSD DOES 1-15

168. This is a Claim by STUART against Defendants SDSD DOES 1-15 for
deprivation of rights under color of law pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Cal. Const.
art. I, § 26 and Cal. Const. art. I, § 26.

169. All prior paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated as if set forth in full.

170. SDSD DOES 1 and 2 are two unknown deputies of the San Diego Sheriff’s
Department employed by Defendant COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, working at all times

relevant to this Count under the direct and indirect supervision, policies, power, and
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control of Defendants GORE and COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, and as the agents of
SDCBA and each judicial officer STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR.

171. SDSD DOES 1 and 2 were two members of a larger team of approximately 15
unknown Sheriff’s Deputies who shall be referred to as SDSD DOES 1-15, also
employed by Defendant COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, also working at all times relevant
to this Count under the direct and indirect supervision, direction, power, and control of
Defendant GORE, and as the agents of SDCBA and each judicial officer STUART
ASSAULT COORDINATOR.

172. On information and belief, SDSD DOES 1 and 2 were supervisors and higher-
ranking Sheriff’s Deputies with the direct ability and power to control, direct, and
supervise SDSD DOES 3-15 in each of the acts attributed to them herein.

173. On information and belief, SDSD DOES 1-15 had the power and ability as
deputized peace officers to prevent or aid in preventing each illegal act of their co-
Defendants ODO, ODO DOES 1 and 2, ALKSNE, each STUART ASSAULT
COORDINATOR, and SDCBA alleged herein to be a violation of any law, including
violation of Plaintiffs’ rights, privileges, and immunities under the Constitution of the
United States and the Constitution of the State of California.

174. In performing the actions in the STUART ASSAULT and this Count 1, SDSD
Does 1-15 CULPABLY and UNREASONABLY breached one or more
PROFESSIONAL DUTIES, causing reasonably foreseeable constitutional deprivation
to STUART in violation of STUART’S rights to SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS.

175. In performing the actions in the STUART ASSAULT and this Count 1, SDSD
Does 1-15 subjected or caused to be subjected STUART to deprivation of rights,
privileges, and immunities relating to SEARCH AND SEIZURE; SUBSTANTIVE
DUE PROCESS; PROCEDURAL DUE PROCESS; EXPRESSION, PRIVACY, and
ASSOCIATION; ACCESS TO JUSTICE; EXCESSIVE FORCE; and CRUEL
AND/OR UNUSUSAL PUNISHMENT.
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Claim 1.3
42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, § 26
Against ALKSNE

176. This is a Claim by STUART against ALKSNE for deprivation of rights under
color of law pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, 8 26 and Cal. Const.
art. I, § 26.

177. All prior paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated as if set forth in full.

178. ALKSNE was at relevant times a Judge of the SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR
COURT, an employee of Defendant COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, a STUART
ASSAULT COORDINATOR, and an agent of SDCBA.

179. On information and belief, in performing the acts attributed to her in the
STUART ASSAULT, ALKSNE acted as a supervisor, director, and principal of
Defendants SDSD DOES 1-15, ODO, ODO DOES 1 and 2, SDCBA, SDCBA DOE 1,
and each STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR, in their activities elsewhere
described.

180. On information and belief, Defendant ALKSNE collaborated with SDCBA,
SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT, COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, each STUART
ASSAULT COORDINATOR, to plan and participate in the SDCBA SEMINAR
(“PLANNING AND DELIVERY?™).

181. On information and belief, the PLANNING AND DELIVERY of the SDCBA
SEMINAR included having some influence and control of:

a. Selection of speaker panel members;
b. Selection of topics and subject matter;
. Selection of content, message, lessons, instruction, guidance, and direction;

C
d. Preparation and selection of written materials;

®

Seminar timing, location, and date;
f. Coordination with Defendants SDCBA, ODO, GORE, SAN DIEGO

SUPERIOR COURT, COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, for security at the
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SEMINAR, including input into specific instructions for the behavior of SDSD
DOES 1-15 and ODO DOES 1 and 2;

g. Preparation for and response to the ENGAGEMENT and STUART’S
attendance at the SEMINAR;

h. Planning, direction, and control in the STUART ASSAULT, including
communicating with SDSD DOES 1-15, ODO, ODO DOES 1 and 2, and
GORE to coordinate the presence of SDSD DOES 1-15 and ODO DOES 1 and

2 at the Seminar.

182. On information and belief, prior to the SEMINAR, Defendant ALKSNE met or
communicated with each STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR, RODDY,
TRENTACOSTA, SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT and others before the SDCBA
SEMINAR to conduct or participate in the PLANNING AND DELIVERY of the
Seminar.

183. In performing the actions in the STUART ASSAULT and this Count, ALKSNE
CULPABLY and UNREASONABLY breached one or more PROFESSIONAL
DUTIES, causing reasonably foreseeable constitutional deprivation to STUART in
violation of STUART’S rights to SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS.

184. In committing the actions as alleged in the STUART ASSAULT and this Count
1, ALKSNE, in collaboration and agreement with each other STUART ASSAULT
COORDINATOR, subjected STUART or caused him to be subjected to deprivation of
rights, privileges, and immunities relating to SEARCH AND SEIZURE;
SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS; PROCEDURAL DUE PROCESS; EXPRESSION,
PRIVACY, and ASSOCIATION; ACCESS TO JUSTICE; EXCESSIVE FORCE; and
CRUEL AND/OR UNUSUSAL PUNISHMENT.

185. As an actual and foreseeable result, PLAINITFFS have been deprived, damaged,

and injured as elsewhere alleged.
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Claim1.4
42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, 8 26
SDCBA, SDCBA DOE 1

186. This is a Claim by STUART against Defendants SDCBA and SDCBA DOE 1
for deprivation of rights under color of law pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Cal.
Const. art. I, § 26.

187. All prior paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated as if set forth in full.

188. SDCBA was at all times relevant to this Claim the conductor, organizer, host,
promoter, and owner or lessee of the real property at which the SDCBA SEMINAR
and STUART ASSAULT occurred.

189. SDCBA DOE 1 is a female Caucasian, approximately 5’4”, with auburn hair, on
information and belief an administrative agent or employee of SDCBA, with
responsibilities including coordinating the Seminar, directing Seminar attendees, the
STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR, the sign-in desk, ODO, ODO DOES 1 and 2,
and SDSD DOES 1-15.

190. SDCBA, through its agents and employees, participated in the PLANNING
AND DELIVERY for the SDCBA SEMINAR, including:

a. Acting as a lead entity in preparation, publication, and distribution of the
LITIGANTS BEHAVING BADLY BROCHURE (Ex. 26);

b. Coordinating ticket purchases, payments, attendee lists and name badges, sign-
in sheets, correspondence lists, and all SEMINAR-related communications;

c. Contracting, hiring, coordinating, supervising, and directing Defendants ODO,
ODO DOES 1 and 2, and each of their agents and employees;

d. Coordinating with Defendants RODDY, SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT,
and each STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR regarding their attendance,

materials, and message;
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e. Providing customer service, promotion, and coordination with SDCBA
SEMINAR attendees, including many members of the Family Law Community
and ENTERPRISES described herein;

f. Preparation and delivery of SEMINAR-related written materials.

g. Coordinating with Defendants ODO, ODO DOES 1 and 2, GORE, SDSD
DOES 1-15 regarding security with respect to the ENGAGEMENT and
STUART ASSAULT.

191. SDCBA DOE 1 was present at the check-in desk when STUART arrived at the
SEMINAR. She directed STUART to sign in next to his pre-printed name on a sign-
in list. SDCBA DOE 1 asked to see STUART’S identification, confirmed his identity,
and handed him a name badge.

192. On information and belief, after STUART entered the SEMINAR and was
identified by various STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR as detailed elsewhere,
SCBA DOE 1 exited the SDCBA building where the SEMINAR was being conducted,
to where the ENGAGEMENT was occurring in front of the SDCBA building.

193. SDCBA DOE 1 alerted one or more San Diego Police Department Officers
(SDPD) who were present at the ENGAGEMENT, on information and belief, at the
request of one or more STUART ASSAULT COORDINATORS to watch the
ENGAGEMENT.

194. On information and belief, in response to this STUART ASSAULT
COORDINATOR request, SDPD had dispatched a “paddy-wagon” and several SDPD
officers to the ENGAGEMENT. The “paddy wagon” circled the block around the
SDCBA Dbuilding repeatedly during the ENGAGEMENT. CALIFORNIA
COALITION members at the ENGAGEMENT were intimidated and frightened in
their ENGAGEMENT by the presence of a “mass-arrest” law enforcement vehicle
circling the ENGAGEMENT.

195. SDCBA DOE 1 requested one or more SDPD officers to enter the SDCBA

SEMINAR BUILDING to remove STUART. On information and belief, SDPD
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responded with an inquiry of whether STUART was causing a disturbance, damage, or
injury inside. SDCBA DOE 1 replied in the negative. SDPD asked if STUART was
trespassing, SDCBA DOE 1 replied in the negative. SDPD then informed SDCBA
DOE 1 that they could not enter the building or remove STUART from the building as
they had no authority or probable cause to do so. SDCBA DOE 1 then returned to the
SEMINAR.

196. CALIFORNIA COALITION members spoke with SDPD thereafter to inquire
of the conversation with SDCBA DOE 1. SDPD informed CALIFORNIA
COALITION members that SDCBA DOE 1 had advised that several people inside of
the SEMINAR were upset with STUART’S presence and had asked them to remove
STUART. SDPD told CALIFORNIA COALITON members that SDPD could not
remove or arrest STUART as he was not committing any crime, and they were not
authorized to enter the building.

197. CALIFORNIA COALITION members were concerned and frightened that
SDPD’S dispatch of a “paddy wagon” indicated they were intent on arresting all
protesters. Several CALIFORNAI COALITION members asked if SDPD had any
intent to arrest them, or the members were giving cause for arrest. SDPD replied in the
negative, stating to the effect of “You’re being great protesters.” CALIFORNIA
COALITION MEMBERS were somewhat relieved, but were quelled in their
ENGAGEMENT activities. Sensing trouble, several members immediately left the
ENGAGEMENT out of fear of repercussion.

198. On information and belief, upon her return to the SDCBA SEMINAR, SDCBA
DOE 1 alerted SDSD DOES 1 and 2 and possibly others, ODO DOES 1 and 2,
ALKSNE, and possibly other STUART ASSAULT COORDINATORS in some way,
causing ALKSNE to take the unplanned break in the SEMINAR previously described,
and beginning the STUART ASSAULT.

199. In performing the actions in the STUART ASSAULT and this Count, SDCBA

DOE 1 CULPABLY and UNREASONABLY breached one or more PROFESSIONAL
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DUTIES, causing reasonably foreseeable constitutional deprivation to STUART in
violation of Plaintiffs’ rights to SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS.

200. In performing the actions in the STUART ASSAULT and this Count, SDCBA
DOE 1 subjected STUART or caused him to be subjected to deprivation of rights,
privileges, and immunities relating to SEARCH AND SEIZURE; SUBSTANTIVE
DUE PROCESS; PROCEDURAL DUE PROCESS; EXPRESSION, PRIVACY, and
ASSOCIATION; ACCESS TO JUSTICE; EXCESSIVE FORCE; and CRUEL
AND/OR UNUSUSAL PUNISHMENT.

201. As an actual and foreseeable result, PLAINITFFS have been deprived, damaged,
and injured as elsewhere alleged.

Claim 1.5
42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, 8 26
Against C. GOLDSMITH

202. Thisisa Claim by STUART against Defendant C. GOLDSMITH for deprivation
of rights under color of law pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, § 26.

203. All prior paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated as if set forth in full.

204. Defendant C. GOLDSMITH at all times relevant to this Count and Claim was a
Judge of the SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT, employed by Defendant COUNTY
OF SAN DIEGO, and a STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR.

205. On information and belief, Defendant GOLDSMITH was a collaborator with
SDCBA, SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT, GORE, and SDSD DOES 1 and 2, and
possibly other STUART ASSAULT COORDINATORS in the PLANNING AND
DELIVERY of the SDCBA SEMINAR.

206. On information and belief, Defendant GOLDSMITH met with each STUART
ASSAULT COORDINATOR and others before the SDCBA SEMINAR in response
to the ENGAGEMENT and STUART’S planned attendance at the SEMINAR, and to
prepare for the STUART ASSAULT.
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207. On information and belief, prior to the SEMINAR, GOLDSMITH
communicated with other STUART ASSAULT COORDINATORS of her knowledge
of:

a. STUART, gained through her role as a judge of SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR
COURT Family Division;

b. CALIFORNIA COALITION and its members and affiliates;

c. PLAINITFFS’ FFRRESA and DUE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE;

d. Her participation in and awareness of a DVILS ORDER she issued relating to
STUART STUART’s dissolution proceeding;

e. Her involvement in a criminal action relating to STUART being handled by the
San Diego City Attorney’s Office, described more fully below as People v.
Stuart.

208. On information and belief, at the SDCBA SEMINAR, C. GOLDSMITH
communicated with other STUART ASSAULT COORDINATORS of STUART’S
planned attendance, and assisted to identify STUART’S location to other STUART
ASSAULT COORDINATORS.

209. Upon STUART’s arrival inside the SDCBA SEMINAR, C. GOLDSMITH
physically pointed out STUART to indicate his presence to other STUART ASSAULT
COORDINATORS, including ALKSNE, DOYNE, LOVE, SDCBA DOE 1, and
SDSD DOES 1 and 2. As she sat at the panel table in the front of the room, she glared
at him, shaking her head in what appeared to be a scowl of disapproval.

210. In performing the actions in the STUART ASSAULT and this Count 1, C.
GOLDSMITH CULPABLY and UNREASONABLY breached one or more
PROFESSIONAL DUTIES, causing reasonably foreseeable constitutional deprivation
to STUART in violation of STUART’S rights to SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS.

211. In performing the actions described in this Count 1 with each other Defendants
as alleged, C. GOLDSMITH, subjected STUART or caused him to be subjected to

deprivation of rights, privileges, and immunities relating to SEARCH AND SEIZURE;
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SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS; EXPRESSION, PRIVACY, and ASSOCIATION;
ACCESS TO JUSTICE; EXCESSIVE FORCE; CRUEL AND/OR UNUSUSAL
PUNISHMENT.

212. As an actual and foreseeable result, PLAINITFFS have been deprived, damaged,
and injured as elsewhere alleged.

Claim 1.6
42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, § 26
Against Defendants DOYNE, DOYNE, INC.

213. Thisisa Claim by STUART against DOYNE and DOYNE, INC. for deprivation
of rights under color of law pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Cal. Const. art. |, § 26.

214. All prior paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated as if set forth in full.

215. DOYNE at all times relevant to this Count was a psychologist and notorious
“black hat” member of the Family Law Community practicing as a custody evaluator,
mediator, coordinator, and forensic psychologist in conjunction with the SAN DIEGO
SUPERIOR COURT, employed by Defendant DOYNE, INC., a member of the speaker
panel of the SDCBA SEMINAR and agent of SDCBA, and a STUART ASSAULT
COORDINATOR.

216. DOYNE was collaborators with SDCBA, SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT,
one or more other STUART ASSAULT COORDINATORS, ALKSNE, GORE, and
one or more of SDSD DOES 1-15, in the PLANNING AND DELIVERY of the
SDCBA SEMINAR.

217. On information and belief, DOYNE communicated and met with each STUART
ASSAULT COORDINATOR and others before the SDCBA SEMINAR in response
to the ENGAGEMENT, STUART’S attendance, and prepare for the STUART
ASSAULT.

218. On information and belief, DOYNE and DOYNE INC. communicated with the
STUART ASSAULT COORDINATORS of his knowledge of STUART,

CALIFORNIA COALITION and its members and affiliates, Plaintiffs’ FFRRESA, the

-48-
FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT
3:13cv1944 CAB BLM




© 0O N o o1t A W DN B

N DN DN DN NN R R R R R R R R R
0o N o o A WOWN P O O 00O N O D wWw DN e O

DOYNE COMPLAINTS, the DUE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, and his
participation in STUART’s dissolution proceeding.

219. In so doing, on information and belief DOYNE disclosed confidential
knowledge of STUART and CALIFORNIA COALITION members and affiliated
including confidential client/patient knowledge, of STUART, CALIFORNIA
COALITION, and its members.

220. DOYNE, LOVE, and BLANCHET were centerpieces of CALIFORNIA
COALITION’S social and political JUDGES BEHAVING BADLY criticism in the
posters which every attendee viewed entering the Seminar. DOYNE saw these
messages upon entering and determined to increase his efforts in and affiliation with
the plan to retaliate against STUART, CALIFORNIA COALITION, and its members
and affiliates. Ex. 28.

221. On information and belief, DOYNE assisted GOLDSMITH, ALKSNE, and
other STUART ASSAULT COORDINATORS by alerting other STUART ASSAULT
COORDINATORS of STUART’s planned attendance, assisting to identify STUART
to other STUART ASSAULT COORDINATORS, and notify other STUART
ASSAULT COORDINATORS of his presence and location at the SEMINAR.

222. Upon STUART’s arrival inside the SDCBA SEMINAR, DOYNE
communicated with other STUART ASSAULT COORDINATORS seated around him
at the speaker panel table at the front of the room with gestures, words, and nods toward
STUART to identify STUART’S location. Upon STUART’S seating at the
SEMINAR, DOY NE starred at STUART, arms crossed, appearing irritated and angry
at STUART.

223. In performing the actions in the STUART ASSAULT and this Count 1, DOYNE
CULPABLY and UNREASONABLY breached one or more PROFESSIONAL
DUTIES, causing reasonably foreseeable constitutional deprivation to PLAINITFFS
in violation of Plaintiffs’ rights to SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS.
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224. In performing the actions described in this Count 1 with each other Defendants
as alleged, DOYNE, subjected STUART or caused him to be subjected to deprivation
of rights, privileges, and immunities relating to SEARCH AND SEIZURE;
SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS; EXPRESSION, PRIVACY, and ASSOCIATION;
ACCESS TO JUSTICE; EXCESSIVE FORCE; CRUEL AND/OR UNUSUSAL
PUNISHMENT.

225. As an actual and foreseeable result, PLAINITFFS have been deprived, damaged,
and injured as elsewhere alleged.

Claim 1.7
42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, 8 26
Against Defendants LOVE, LOVE, INC.

226. This is a Claim by STUART against Defendants LOVE and LOVE, INC. for
deprivation of rights under color of law pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Cal. Const.
art. I, § 26.

227. All prior paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated as if set forth in full.

228. LOVE at all times relevant to this Count was a psychologist practicing in the
Family Law Community as a custody evaluator, mediator, coordinator, and forensic
psychologist in conjunction with the SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT, employed by
Defendant LOVE AND ALVAREZ, a member of the speaker panel of the SDCBA
SEMINAR, and a STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR.

229. On information and belief, LOVE was a collaborator with SDCBA, SAN
DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT, and STUART ASSAULT COORDINATORS, in the
PLANNING AND DELIVERY of the SDCBA SEMINAR.

230. On information and belief, LOVE met with one or more other STUART
ASSAULT COORDINATORS before the SDCBA SEMINAR to prepare for and
respond to the ENGAGEMENT, STUART’S attendance, and plan action in the
STUART ASSAULT.
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231. On information and belief, Defendants LOVE communicated with other
STUART ASSAULT COORDINATORS of her knowledge of STUART,
CALIFORNIA COALITION and its members and affiliates, Plaintiffs’ FFRRESA,
DUE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, and her participation in STUART’s
dissolution proceeding, disclosing their knowledge, including confidential
client/patient knowledge, of STUART, CALIFORNIA COALIITON, and its members.

232. On information and belief, LOVE assisted GOLDSMITH and other STUART
ASSAULT COORDINATORS at the SDCBA SEMINAR in coordinating the
STUART ASSAULT by alerting other STUART ASSAULT COORDINATORS of
STUART’s planned attendance, assisting to identify STUART to other STUART
ASSAULT COORDINATORS, and notifying other STUART ASSAULT
COORDINATORS of his presence and location at the SEMINAR.

233. Upon STUART’s arrival inside the SDCBA SEMINAR, LOVE communicated
with other STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR to identify STUART’S location,
indicated in his direction, and starred at him.

234. In performing the actions in the STUART ASSAULT and this Count 1, LOVE
CULPABLY and UNREASONABLY breached one or more PROFESSIONAL
DUTIES, causing reasonably foreseeable constitutional deprivation to STUART in
violation of STUART’S rights to SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS.

235. In performing the actions described in this Count 1 with each other Defendants
as alleged, LOVE, subjected STUART or caused him to be subjected to deprivation of
rights, privileges, and immunities relating to SEARCH AND SEIZURE;
SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS; EXPRESSION, PRIVACY, and ASSOCIATION;
ACCESS TO JUSTICE; EXCESSIVE FORCE; CRUEL AND/OR UNUSUSAL
PUNISHMENT.

236. As an actual and foreseeable result, PLAINITFFS have been deprived, damaged,

and injured as elsewhere alleged.
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Claim 1.8
42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, § 26
Against Defendants BIERER, BIERER AND ASSOCIATES

237. This is a Claim by STUART against Defendants BIERER and BIERER AND
ASSOCIATES for deprivation of rights under color of law pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 8§
1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, § 26.

238. All prior paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated as if set forth in full.

239. Defendant BIERER at all times relevant to this Count 1 was a practicing attorney
and notorious “black hat” member of the Family Law Community, in conjunction with
the SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT, employee, owner, and agent of Defendant
BIERER AND ASSOCIATES, an attendee of the SDCBA SEMINAR, and a STUART
ASSAULT COORDINATOR.

240. On information and belief, BIERER met with one or more STUART ASSAULT
COORDINATORS and other SEMINAR attendees, before the SDCBA SEMINAR to
specifically respond to the ENGAGEMENT, STUART’S attendance, and prepare for
the STUART ASSAULT.

241. On information and belief, BIERER communicated with other STUART
ASSAULT COORDINATORS of her knowledge of STUART, CALIFORNIA
COALITION and its members and affiliates, Plaintiffs’ PUBLIC BENEFIT
ACTIVITIES, DUE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, and her participation in
STUART’s dissolution proceeding, including confidential attorney/client confidences
and other confidential information gained through her representation as counsel for Ms.
Lynn Stuart.

242. On information and belief, BIERER assisted ALKSNE, GOLDSMITH and other
STUART ASSAULT COORDINATORS at the SDCBA SEMINAR in coordinating
the STUART ASSAULT by alerting other STUART ASSAULT COORDINATORS
of STUART’s planned attendance, assisting to identify STUART, and to notify each
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other STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR of his presence and location at the
SEMINAR.

243. BIERER, upon seeing STUART sit at a location near her at the SEMINAR,
recognized him, startled, jumped from her seat and hurried to the rear of the room to
speak with another person who appeared to be a SEMINAR organizer or employee of
the SDCBA, possibly SDCBA DOE 1. The two spoke in apparent urgency about
STUART, indicating toward STUART, and altered to communicate similarly with one
or more SDSD DOES.

244. Immediately thereafter, the SDSD DOES began to change their perimeter
positions to surround STUART as described above.

245. BIERER returned to the aisle where her seat was located near STUART, but did
not sit, instead standing at the end of the aisle, arms crossed, facing STUART. She
alternated between staring at STUART with a scowl, and exchanging glances and head
nods with panel members including DOYNE, GOLDSMITH, and ALKSNE, in what
appeared to be silent communication recognizing and alerting to STUART’s presence.
She remained standing during the STUART assault, never returning to her seat even as
the Seminar speakers spoke.

246. After STUART was handcuffed during the STUART ASSAULT, BIERER
approached STUART with what appeared to STUART to be a smile. She remained
smiling as he was lead from the SEMINAR.

247. On information and belief, after STUART was assaulted and ejected from the
SEMINAR, BIERER made joined a group of attendees including DOYNE and other
STUART ASSAULT COORDIANTORS speaking about STUART and
CALIFORNIA COALITION and its members. They commented that CALIFORNIA
COALITION and STUART were “all crazy” and “a bunch of borderlines.” BIERER
joked with others that CALIFORNIA COALITION members are “THE Litigants
Behaving Badly.” The members of the group commented to the effect of “that’s why

we have to do what we do.”
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248. In performing the actions in the STUART ASSAULT and this Count 1, BIERER
CULPABLY and UNREASONABLY breached one or more PROFESSIONAL
DUTIES, causing reasonably foreseeable constitutional deprivation to STUART in
violation of STUART’S rights to SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS.

249. In performing the actions described in this Count 1 with each other Defendants
as alleged, BIERER, subjected STUART or caused him to be subjected to deprivation
of rights, privileges, and immunities relating to SEARCH AND SEIZURE;
SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS; EXPRESSION, PRIVACY, and ASSOCIATION;
ACCESS TO JUSTICE; EXCESSIVE FORCE; CRUEL AND/OR UNUSUSAL
PUNISHMENT.

250. As an actual and foreseeable result, PLAINITFFS have been deprived, damaged,
and injured as elsewhere alleged.

Claim 1.9

Retaliation
42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, 8 26
Against Defendants WOHLFEIL, SCHALL

251. This is a Claim by STUART against Defendants Wohlfeil and Schall for
deprivation of rights under color of law pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Cal. Const.
art. I, 8 26 by efforts to retaliate against Plaintiffs for DDIJO COMPLAINT I and the
DUE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE in the STUART ASSAULT.

252. All prior paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated as if set forth in full.

253. On information and belief, Defendants SCHALL, WOHLFEIL were or became
aware of the DDIJO COMPLAINTS | and Il between the time period in which the
complaints were made and the STUART ASSAULT.

254. On information and belief, upon learning of DDIJO COMPLAINT I,
WOHLFEIL and SCHALL determined to retaliate against STUART for making of the

Complaint and publishing of the same to others.
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255. On information and belief, WOHLFEIL and SCHALL learned of the SDCBA
ENGAGEMENT and STUART’S planned attendance before the SEMINAR.

256. Upon learning of the SDCBA ENGAGEMENT, each judicial officer, including
WOHLFEIL and SCHALL, and DOYNE recognized the ENGAGMENT to be an
opportunity to retaliate against PLAINITFFS for their involvement in PUBLIC
BENEFIT ACTIVITIES, DDIJO and DOYNE COMPLAINTS, and the DUE
ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE.

257. On information and belief WOHLFEIL and SCHALL:

a. Participated the PLANNING AND DELIVERY of the SDCBA SEMINAR,;

b. Alerted or communicated with one or more other person or entity to share
knowledge of one or more of Plaintiffs’ PUBLIC BENEFIT ACTIVITIES, and
the ENGAGEMENT, STUART’S planned attendance at the SDCBA
SEMINAR,;

c. Coordinated with activities of others, including each other STUART
ASSAULT COORDINATORS, relating to the STUART ASSAULT; and

d. Communicated or coordinated with each STUART ASSAULT
COORDINATOR, SDCBA, SDCBA DOE 1 and possibly other SDCBA
agents or employees, including CHUBB (described more fully below), ODO
Defendants, and SDSD DOES 1-15 about the STUART ASSAULT both
before and after the STUART ASSAULT,;

258. Through such activities, WOHLFEIL and SCHALL influenced their co-
defendants to this Count to assist in retaliation, intimidation, harassment, chilling, and
undue influence of PLAINITFFS in the DDIJO COMPLAINTS, DUE
ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, and PUBLIC BENEFIT ACTIVITIES.

259. In performing the actions in the STUART ASSAULT and this Count 1,
WOHLFEIL and SCHALL CULPABLY and UNREASONABLY breached one or
more PROFESSIONAL DUTIES, causing reasonably foreseeable constitutional
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deprivation to STUART in violation of STUART’S rights to SUBSTANTIVE DUE
PROCESS.

260. In performing the actions described in this Count 1 with each other Defendants
as alleged, WOHLFEIL and SCHALL, subjected STUART or caused him to be
subjected to deprivation of rights, privileges, and immunities relating to SEARCH
AND SEIZURE; SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS; EXPRESSION, PRIVACY, and
ASSOCIATION; ACCESS TO JUSTICE; EXCESSIVE FORCE; CRUEL AND/OR
UNUSUSAL PUNISHMENT.

261. As an actual and foreseeable result, PLAINITFFS have been deprived, damaged,
and injured as elsewhere alleged.

Claim 1.10
Retaliation
42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, 8 26
DOYNE, DOYNE, INC.

262. This is a Claim by STUART against Defendants DOYNE, DOYNE, INC for
deprivation of rights under color of law pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Cal. Const.
art. I, § 26.

263. All prior paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated as if set forth in full.

264. On information and belief, DOYNE was or became aware of the DOYNE
COMPLAINTS I-1V and DUE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE between the time
period in which the complaints were made and the STUART ASSAULT.

265. On information and belief, upon learning of each DOYNE COMPLAINT, and
the DUE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, DOYNE determined to retaliate against
one or more Plaintiff for their involvement with the same or publishing the same to
others.

266. On information and belief, DOYNE learned of the SDCBA ENGAGEMENT
and STUART’S intended presence before the SEMINAR.
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267. Upon learning of the ENGAGEMENT DOYNE understood the
ENGAGMENET to be an opportunity to retaliate against PLAINITFFS for their
PUBLIC BENEFIT ACTIVITIES, speech regarding the DOYNE COMPLAINTS, and
to further the DOYNE TERRORISM, extortion, and retaliation as elsewhere alleged.

268. DOYNE also saw the engagement as an opportunity to retaliate for, deter,
impede, and unduly influence all Plaintiffs’ PUBLIC BENEFIT ACTIVITEIS, and the
DUE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE.

269. On information and belief, prior to the STUART ASSAULT, DOYNE:

a. Participated in the PLANNING AND DELIVERY of the SDCBA SEMINAR;

b. Alerted or communicated with one or more other Defendants to share
knowledge of one or more of Plaintiffs’ PUBLIC BENEFIT ACTIVITIES, and
the ENGAGEMENT, STUART’S planned attendance at the SDCBA
SEMINAR, and shared or coordinated with activities of others, including each
other STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR, relating to the STUART
ASSAULT;

c. Communicated or coordinated with each STUART ASSAULT
COORDINATOR, SDCBA, SDCBA DOE 1 and possibly other SDCBA
agents or employees, ODO Defendants, and SDSD DOES 1-15 about the
STUART ASSAULT both before and after the STUART ASSAULT;

d. Communicated and coordinated with one or more of SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR
COURT, TRENTACOSTA, RODDY, and DDIJO DOES 1-10 regarding their
responses to the ENGAGEMENT, Plaintiffs PUBLIC BENEFIT
ACTIVITIES, the DUE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, the DDICE and
other CRIMINAL and civil CONSPIRACIES in order to facilitate the
STUART ASSAULT.

270. Through such activities, DOYNE influenced his co-defendants to this Count to

assist in retaliation, intimidation, harassment, and undue influence of PLAINITFFS in
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the DDIJO COMPLAINTS, DUE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, and PUBLIC
BENEFIT ACTIVITES.

271. In performing the actions in the STUART ASSAULT and this Count 1, DOYNE
CULPABLY and UNREASONABLY breached one or more PROFESSIONAL
DUTIES, causing reasonably foreseeable constitutional deprivation to STUART in
violation of STUART’S rights to SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS.

272. In performing the actions described in this Count 1 with each other Defendants
as alleged, DOYNE subjected STUART or caused him to be subjected to deprivation
of rights, privileges, and immunities relating to SEARCH AND SEIZURE;
SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS; EXPRESSION, PRIVACY, and ASSOCIATION;
ACCESS TO JUSTICE; EXCESSIVE FORCE; CRUEL AND/OR UNUSUSAL
PUNISHMENT.

273. As an actual and foreseeable result, PLAINITFFS have been deprived, damaged,
and injured as elsewhere alleged.

Claim1.11
42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, 8 26
Against Defendant Gore

274. This is Claim by STUART against GORE for deprivation of rights under color
of law pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, § 26 for planning,
supervising and implementing the STUART ASSAULT and acts of others in violation
of PLAINTIFS’ rights, privileges and immunities.

275. GORE is “elected by the residents of San Diego County, is the chief executive
of the department. He manages seven major detention facilities as well as eight major
patrol stations, four patrol substations, a crime laboratory and an array of support
operations necessary to provide full law enforcement coverage for the County of San
Diego.” GORE is sued in his individual and official capacities.

276. In such capacities GORE oversees, administers, prepares, and implements all

policies, practices, procedures, and operations of all SDSD facilities, including policies
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and procedures regarding “court security and related services,” including judicial staff
and facilities security policies, practices, procedures and operations complained of
herein.

277. STUART and CALIFORNIA COALITION members have been vocal
opponents of GORE as Sheriff of San Diego County, publishing articles and generating
support against his brutality in present office, prior to his service as San Diego’s
Sheriff, and in his abusive policies regarding parents and children within San Diego
County.

278. On information and belief, GORE was aware of such speech and political
activities, and acted at all times herein with the intent to retaliate, deprive, interfere
with, and oppress such activities in deprivation of CALIFORNIA COALITION’S and
STUART’S rights to SPEECH, ASSOCIATION, and PRIVACY; ACCESS TO
JUSTICE; and SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS.

279. On information and belief, GORE was contacted by one or more STUART
ASSAULT COORDINATOR prior to the SDCBA SEMINAR, notified of
CALIFORNIA COALITION, STUART, the ENGAGMENT, and informed of
STUART ASSAULT COORDINATORS’ intent to respond to the ENGAGEMENT
and STUART ASSAULT at the SEMINAR.

280. On information and belief, GORE responded to such contact by organizing or
altering an existing security detail for the SDCBA SEMINAR of his deputy sheriffs by
the following acts:

a. Changing the number of deputies to the approximately 15 who attended,;

b. Advising one or more of his deputies or their supervisors of details regarding
STUART, CALIFORNIA COALITION, LEXEVIA, FFRRESA, DDIJO
COMPLAINTS I and 1l and STUART ASSAULT COORDINATORS’
opinions, beliefs, or positions relating to such activities;

c. Advising his deputies to assist and oversee the STUART ASSAULT;
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d. Assisting and coordinating with other agencies, including the CITY OF SAN
DIEGO, COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, and the CITY ATTORNEY
DEFENDANTS to plan for the STUART ASSAULT;

e. Instructing his deputies to act under the direction of the STUART ASSAULT
COORDINATOR in the STUART ASSAULT;

f. Otherwise supervising and participating in the planning for the STUART
ASSAULT.

281. On information and belief, at all times mentioned in this First Amended
Complaint GORE has been aware of his co-defendants’ acts relating to STUART and
CALIFORNIA COALITION, their response to the DDIJO COMPLAINTS, the DUE
ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, and Plaintiffs’ PUBLIC BENEFIT ACTIVITIES.

282. At all relevant times GORE was the supervisor of each SDSD Defendant with
the power and ability to influence and control each.

283. In performing these actions, GORE CULPABLY and UNREASONABLY
breached one or more PROFESSIONAL DUTIES, causing reasonably foreseeable
constitutional deprivation to STUART in violation of STUART’S rights to
SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS.

284. In performing the actions described in this Count 1 with each other Defendants
as alleged, GORE, subjected STUART or caused him to be subjected to deprivation
of rights, privileges, and immunities relating to SEARCH AND SEIZURE;
PROCEDURAL DUE PROCESS; SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS; EXPRESSION,
PRIVACY, and ASSOCIATION; ACCESS TO JUSTICE; EXCESSIVE FORCE;
CRUEL AND/OR UNUSUSAL PUNISHMENT.

285. As an actual and foreseeable result, PLAINITFFS have been deprived, damaged,

and injured as elsewhere alleged.
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Claim 1.12
42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, § 26
Against all STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR Defendants,

286. This a Claim by STUART against all STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR
Defendants for deprivation of rights under color of law pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983
and Cal. Const. art. I, 8§ 26 for implementing, maintaining, and participating in the
SDCBA SEMINAR and STUART ASSAULT in violation of PLAINTIFS’ rights,
privileges and immunities.

287. All prior paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated as if set forth in full.

288. On information and belief, each STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR:

a. Participated in the PLANNING AND DELIVERY of the SDCBA SEMINAR;

b. Alerted or communicated with one or more other Defendants to share
knowledge of one or more of the DDIJO and DOYNE COMPLAINTS,
Plaintiffs’ PUBLIC BENEFIT ACTIVITIES, the DUE ADMINISTRATION
OF JUSTICE, the ENGAGEMENT, STUART’S planned attendance at the
SDCBA SEMINAR;

c. Shared information and or coordinated with activities with others, including
each other STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR, relating to the STUART
ASSAULT;

d. Communicated or coordinated with each STUART ASSAULT
COORDINATOR, SDCBA, SDCBA DOE 1 and possibly other SDCBA
agents or employees, including CHUBB (described below), ODO Defendants,
and SDSD DOES 1-15 about the STUART ASSAULT both before and after
the STUART ASSAULT;

289. On information and belief, before the SEMINAR, each Defendant was aware of
PLAINITFFS’ relationship with the ENGAGEMENT, their activities in the DUE
ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, their status as members and/or advocates for each
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of the EQUAL PROTECTION CLASSES, and their ongoing and past PUBLIC
BENEFIT ACTIVITIES.

290. In performing the acts and omissions attributed to them in this Complaint, each
STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR intended to hinder, impede, oppress, thwart,
censor, chill, prevent, and retaliate for the same.

291. Defendants intentionally chose a time and place to conduct the STUART
ASSAULT to embarrass, humiliate, and inflict maximum injury to Plaintiffs in the
course of their PUBLIC BENEFIT ACTIVITIES by orchestrating the assault to occur
in front of dozens of Plaintiffs’ professional colleagues, judges, STUART’S law
partners and collaborators, and clients.

292. Each Defendant was motivated in such activity to protect their interests in their
offices, occupations, and property.

293. Each Defendant was also motived to inhibit competition by each Plaintiff and
their PUBLIC BENEFIT ACTIVITIES.

294. Defendants inflicted the above-described injury on Plaintiffs while formally
assembled under color of law as judges, peace officers, officers of the court, and their
agents, while bearing the color of their honorable titles, regalia, and designations of
authority, including judicial robes, uniforms, armory, and badges of authority, and
exercised the same in all activities alleged.

295. With the potential exception of SDSD DOES 1-15, no act alleged in this Count
was an authorized exercise of power under any charter, constitution, regulation, or law.

296. No act alleged against any judicial officer STUART ASSAULT
COORDINATOR is a judicial act, or an act intimately associated with the criminal
judicial process.

297. In performing the actions alleged in this Count and the STUART ASSAULT,
the STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR Defendants and each of them, in
CULPABLE and UNREASONABLE breach of one or more PROFESSIONAL

DUTIES, subjected STUART and caused him to be subjected to deprivation of his
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rights, privileges, and immunities relating to SEARCH AND SEIZURE;
SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS; PROCEDURAL DUE PROCESS; EXPRESSION,
PRIVACY, and ASSOCIATION; ACCESS TO JUSTICE; EXCESSIVE FORCE; and
CRUEL AND/OR UNUSUSAL PUNISHMENT.

298. In performing the actions alleged in this Count and the STUART ASSAULT,
the STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR Defendants and each of them, in
CULPABLE and UNREASONABLE breach of one or more PROFESSIONAL
DUTIES, subjected and caused to be subjected CALIFONIA COALITION, its owners,
members and affiliates, and Lexevia, PC, its owners, partners, agents, and clients, to
deprivation of their rights, privileges, and immunities relating to SEARCH AND
SEIZURE; SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS; PROCEDURAL DUE PROCESS;
EXPRESSION, PRIVACY, and ASSOCIATION; and ACCESS TO JUSTICE.

299. As an actual and foreseeable result of the acts of each Defendant to each Claim
in this Count 1, PLAINITFFS have been damaged, deprived, and injured in their person
and property in a manner and amount to be proven at trial.

Claim 1.13
42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, 8 26
Chilling
Against SAC Defendants by CALIFORNIA COALITION and STUART

300. This a Claim by STUART and CALIFORNIA COALITION against all
STUART ASSAULT COORDINATOR Defendants by CALIFORNIA COALITION,
its members and affiliates, and STUART, for deprivation of rights under color of law
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Cal. Const. art. I, § 26 for planning and participating
in the STUART ASSAULT in violation of PLAINTIFS’ rights, privileges and
Immunities, causing “chill” of existing and further protected activity.

301. All prior paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated as if set forth in full.
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