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JOSEPH A. YANNY, ESQ.

EDWARD G POPLAWBKI , ESQ-

HERZI G SCHAAP & YANNY ¢

9465 W lshire Blvd., Suite 428
Beverly Hills, California 90212

: ADRIENNE . SOOIT, an individual; RON
LAWLEY, an individual; MORAG
BELLMAI NE, an individual'; STEVEN
Bl SBEY, an individual; ADVANCED
ABI LI TY CENTER CANDACRAI G, a
cor poration; ADVANCED ABI LI TY
CENTER EAST GRI NSTEAD, a
corporation;.CHURCH OF THE NEW .
Cl VI LI ZATI ON, (dba ADVANCED ABI LI TY
CENTER,) a California cor por ati on;
HARVEY HABER, an i ndi vi dual ;
JOHN NELSON> an i ndi vi dual ;
JON ZEGEL, an individual; VIVIEN .
ZEGEL—ammdi-vidual DA b VAYO
an individual; and DOES 1 through
100, i ncl usive,

o' Def endants.
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Tel ephone:' 213/ 272- 8671 CLTRE 0.6, DIGIICT CoumT
"X' S;?Eér ! o LE7ANAS (CEGIL OSTPSTOF s
OVERLAND, BERKE, WESLEY, Q TS,
RANDOLPH & LEVANAS
A Professional Corporation
10951 West Pico Blvd., Suite 300
Los Angel es, California 90064
Tel ephone:. (213) 474- 6020
Attorneys 'for Plaintiffs
“ C « - IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
' FOR THE CENTRAL DI STRICT OF CALI FORNI A
i - S 85.711 &
RELI G QUS' TECHNOLOGY CENTER, ) CVIL ACTION NO YN\&P
A California Corporation, ) Ve
[ CHIRCH OF SCI ENTOLOGY | NTERNATI ONAL ) V.T'
INC., a California corporation ) COVPLAI NT FOR RACKETEERI NG
k;Cl—lU_RCI—l OF SCI ENTOLOGY OF ) FALSE DESCR PTI ON OF
' CALIFCRNLA, INC. . a California ) ORIRA N, COWON LAWUNFAI R
cor porati on, ' ) COVPETI TI ON, STATUTCRY
) UNFAI R COWPETI TI ON, RECEI PT °
Plaintiffs, ) AND CONCEALMENT OF STOLEN
) PROPERTY; BREACH OF TRUST;
V. ) BREACH OF CONTRACT; TRADE
j , . . . ) SECRET M SAPPRCPRI ATI O\,
ROBI N SCOTT, an individual; )

I NJUNCTI VE RELI EF AND

. DAVAGES
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Plaintiffs RELIG QUS. TECHNOLOGY CENTER, | NC., CHURCH

OF SCI ENTOLOGY | NTERNATI ONAL, INC., and CHURCH OF SC ENTOLOGY OF .-

P

CALIFORNIA, INC. allege as fol | ows:

JURI SDI CTI ON_AND VENUE

1. These clains are for damages and injunctive
relief and arise under the Racketeering and Unfair Oonpetiti_oh '
Laws of the United States and the Laws of the State of
Cal i‘;‘orni é. More particularly Plai n.t i_ffé‘ clains arise under
the Racketeering |nfluerce and Corrupt Organi zations Act (18
U S.C 81961, et -seq. ), the Federal Unfair Conpetition statute
(15 U S C §1125(a)), and California Laws relating to unfair’
conpetition (Cal.Bus. & Prof. Code §17200, and §17500 et seq.
and conmon | aw), receipt and conceal ment of stolen prope;ty
(Cal . Penal Code §496), bréach of trust and fiduciary duties
(Cal .G v.Code 82228, et seq. and comon | aw) breacﬁ of contract,'
and trade secret nisappropriation. This Court has jurisdiction
under-18 U S.C 81964 and under' 28 U.S.C. §81331, 1332 and 1338,
as well as this Court's pendent jurisdiction to adj'udi cate state
clains arising froma common nucl eus of operative fact_s. \/enue
is.proper in this judicial district under 18 U S.C. 81965, et
seq. and 28 U. S.C. §1391.
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_ PARTI ES

2. Plaintiff CHURCH OF SCI ENTOLOGY | NTERNATI ONAL,
INC. (hereinafter "CSI") is, and was at all times relevant
herein a California .on-profit religious corporation having its
principal office in the Gty of Los Angeles, County of
Los Angeles,.State of California.

_3. Plaintiff RELI A OUS TECHNOLOGY CENTER ("RTC') is,
and més. at all times relevant herein, a California non-profit
réligious corporation having a principal office in the Gty of
Los Angel es, County of Los Angeles, State of California.

4. Plaintiff CHURCH OF SCIENTCLOGY CF CALI FORNI A
(hereinafter "CSC') is, and was at all times relevant herein, a
California non-profit religious corporation having a principa
office imthe Gty of Los Angeles, County of Los Angeles, State
of California. ' |

5. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereon
al l ege that Defendantstag&_N;and'ADRIENNE-SC(WT”ére i.ndi vi dual s
residing at Candacrai g House, Strathdon, Aberdeenshire, AB3 8XT
in Scot | and. Deféhdants ROBI N and ADRI ENNE SCOTT WEre, until on
or about Sept enber of 1983, staff nenbers of the CHURCH O
SCI ENTOLOGY- ADVANCED ORGANI ZATI ON SAINT HILL. Both SCOTTS were
al so nenbers of the SEA ORGANI ZATI ON (heréinafter " SEA ORG"),
mhich organi zation is a fraternal ofganization_existing within
t he Religion of Scientol ogy and has no'corporate structure or
identity. The SEA CRG consists of hi ghl y dedi cat ed nenbers who
work in organizations which adhere to the Religion of
Scientology.' Menbers of the SEA CRG take vows of-fraternaf

-

service and are sworn and bound to the highest standards of
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ethi cal conduct, personal dedication and loyally within the

religion. The SEACRGis'not -n plaintiff in this action. Both ,’

I

SCOTTS were al so nembers of the Church of Scientol ogy Religi ous"
Education Col | ege (hereinafter, "REC'), an association of United
Ki ngdom Chur ches which operaté under CSI's ecclesiastical |
super vi si on. Oonsequent ly, ti.e SOOITS oc'cup_i ed positions of |
high fiduciary duty and trust, with access to many of | ‘
Plaintiffs' com;i dential and proprietary materials. By reason
of their positions of high fiduciary duty and trust, the SCOITS

were obligated to maintain the confidentiality of advanced and

~confidential Scientology counseling and spi ritual heal i ng

procedures. Defendant ROBIN SCOTT was obl i gated by witten
contracts with CSC not' to disclose confidential information or
material s gained as a consequenc'e of enpl oyment or manbe'rshi p
with CSC. Defendant ADRI ENNE SCOTT was al so obligated by
witten contracts with REC not to disclose confidential
information or materials gained as a consequence of enpl oynent

or menbership with REC

6. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereon
all ege that Defendant RCN LAWEY is an individual residing at 36
St. Janes Road, East Ginstead, Viést Sussex, in England.
Def endant LAWEY was a nenber of REC .and occupi ed e position of

high fiduciary duty and trust, with access to many of

Plaintiffs' confidential and p'r‘opri etary materials. LAWEY was

therefore obligated to naintain the confidentiality of advénced
and confidential Scientology counseling and spiritual healing
procedures. Defendant LAWEY was al so obligated by witten

contracts wwith CSC and REC not to disclose confidential
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information or materials gained as a consequence of enpl oyment
or nenbership in CSC and RTC

7. Pl a{i ntiffs are informed and believe and thereon
all ege "that Defendant MORAG BELLMAINE is an individual residing
at 52 Vest Hill, East Gi nstead, Sussex, in England. Defendant
BELLMAI NE was a nenber of REC and occupi e'd‘ a position of hi gh -
fiduciary duty and trust, with access to many of Plaintiffs’
confidential and proprietary materials. BALLMANE was thi.-refore
obl i gat ed- to maintain the confidentiality of advanced and
confidential Scientology counseling and spiritual healing
procedures. Defendant BALLMAI NE was al so obl i gated by witten
contracts with CSC and REC not to disclose confidential
information or materials gained as a consequence of enploynent
or nenbership in CSC and REC.

8. Plaintiffs are infornmed and believe and thereon
all ege that Defendant STEVEN BI SBEY is an individual residing at
52 West Hill, East G&instead, Sussek, i n Engl and, RH 194EP.

Def endant Bl SBEY was a menber of REC and occupied a position of
high fiduciary duty and trust, wth access to nany of

Plaintiffs' confidential an-! proprietary materials. BlISBEY was

therefore obligated to maintain the confidentiality of advanced

and confidential Scientology counseling and spiritual healing
procedures. Defendant BI SBEY was al so obligated by witten

contract with CSC not to disclose confidential infornation and
wat erials gained as a consequence of enpl O)}rrent or menbership

wth CSC

9. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereon

al l ege that Defendant, ADVANCED ABI LI TY CENTER CANDACRAI G
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hereinafter, ("AAC ~ CAN') is asi nporpbrated organi zation in

the Country of Scotland, having its principal place of business

at Candacraig Housé, Strat hdon, Aberdeenshire, AB3 8X? in

Scot | and.

10. Plaintiffs are i'nforrred and believe and thereon

all ege that “ADVANCED ABILITY CENTER EAST GR NSTEAD ("AAC GRN')

is a corporation located in East Ginstead, Sussex, England.

11. Plaintiffs are i.nformed and believe and thereon

all ege that Defendant CHURCH OF THE NEW Cl VI LI ZATI ON doi ng

busi ness as the ADVANCED ABI LI TY CENTER (hereinafter "AAC"), is,

and was at all tines relevant herein, a California corporation

having ifs principal pl ace of business in the Gty of Santa

Bar bar a, Oounty of Ventura, State of California. Plaintiffs are

informed and believe and thereon allege that Defendants MAYQ

HABER,- NELSON and JOHN ZEGEL were founders of Defendant AAC and

are current nmenbers of its Board of Drecto. s. Défendant MAYO

is the President of Defendant AAC and Defendants NELSON and

HABER ar e curréntly enpl oyed as staff nenbers.

12. Plaintiffs are infornmed and believe and thereon

al | ege that Defendant HARVEY HABER is an individual residi ng in
the Gty of 'l\/bntecito, County of Ventura, State of California.
Def endant HABER was a staff menmber of CSC and a nenber of the - '
SEA ORG  Accordingly, he occupied a position of high fi auci ary
duty énd trust and was obligated to maintain the cbnfident!ality

of the advanced and confidential Scientology counseling and

spiritual healing procedures. Defendant HABER was al so

/77
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obligated by witten contract with CSC not to disclose
confidential information or materials gained as a consequence of
enmpl oynent o- menber shi p with CSC

13. Plaintiffs are inforned and believe and thereon
allege that Defendant JOHN NELSON' is an individual residing in
Cty of Santa Barbara, County of-Ventura, State of California.
Def endant NELSON was a menber of CSI and a nenber of the SEA
ORG. .Accordingfy, he held a position of high fiduciary duty and
trust was obligated to naintain the confidentiality of advanced
and confidential Scientology counseling and spiritual healing
procedures. Defendant NELSCN'wés al so obligated by mrittén
contract' with CSI not to disclose confidential information or
material s gai ned as a consequence of enploynment or nenbership
with CSI.

14. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereon
all ege that Defendant JON ZECEL is an individual fesiding in the_
Gty of North Hol Il ywood, County of Los Angeles, State of
California. JON ZEGEL was a founding menber and a menber of the
Board of Directors of Defendant Advanced Ability Center.

15. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereon
al l ege that Defendant VIVIEN ZEGEL is an individual resi di ng in_
the Gty of North Hollywood,. County of Los Angeles, State of
California. o '

| 16. Plaintiffs are inforned and bel i eve and thereonl
al | ege that Deféndant DAVI D MAYO is an individdal who resides in
the City of Santa Barbara, County of Ventura, State of
California. Defendant MAYO received training in the use of

certain materials of the Advanced Technol ogy known as the NOIS
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mat erials, which naterials are defined nore fully bel ow
Def endant MAYO was a staff" menber of the CSC and a nenber of SEA
ORG.  Accordi ngl y; he occupied a position of high fiduciary duty
and trust, with access to nmany of Pl aintiffs' confidential and
proprietary materials and was obl i gated to naintain the
confidentiality of advanced and conf‘i dential Scientol ogy
counsel i ng and s_pi ritual heal | ng procedures. MAYO was al so
obligated by witten contract with CSC not to disclose
cbnfident'i al information or nmaterials gained as a consequence of
enpl oynent or m’arfbershi p in CSC.

17. Plaintiffs are'ignprant of the true names and
capaci ties of defendants sued herein as DOES 1 through 100
inclusive and therefore sue these defendants by such fictitious
nanes. Plaintiffs are informed and helieve and thereon all ege
that each of said fictitiously named defendants is responsible
in sonme manner for the occurrences alleged herein -an_d is in sone

manner liable and responsible to plaintiff with respect thereto.

When plaintiffs learn the true names and capacities of these

fictitiously named defendants, they wll anend this conplaint to
set forth their true names and capacities together with all
nécessary char gi ng al | egati ons. .

18. Plaintiffs are informed and believe that at all
tinmes rel e;/ant’ herei n, Defendants, and éach of them were acting
as: the agent and/or enployee of each of the other Defendants. -

| 19. Plaintiffs are infornmed and believe and thereon
al lege that Defendants, their agents and enpl oyees, and each of
them conbi ned, conspi red_apd agreed to engage in the unl awf ul

conduct and activities as herein alleged.

- 8-



STATEMENT_OF _CASE
Ron Hubbard ("LRH').is the founder of the

20. L.
religion of Scientology which is based upon a body of trgths,

and technology for applying them that were discovered,
descri bed and refined by hinll'LRH s witings and recorded

spbken words regarding his applied religious philosophy and

spiritual‘heafing'practicés are referred to herein as "the

t echnol ogy. "

21.
numer ous wbrks, many of “whi ch have been published and nade

general ly availéble and sonme of which remain unpubl i shed and not
Among the published works are nmany works

The Religion and the technol ogy are described in

general Iy avail abl e.
pertaining to the-technology and the proper manner and standards

for application of t he technol ogy. Many of the works are

devoted to the training of nmenbers in the philosophy and in the

pr oper abplication of the technology in accordance with

prescri bed standards.

22. Among the unpublished works is a body of special

wor ks known as and referred to herei nabove as "Advanced
Technol ogy," which is, as its name suggests, of an advanced and

speci al i zed nature. The- Advanced Technol ogy is regarded as

suitable only for those who have been trained in the nore baéiC
level s of the Religion's philosophy and the technology. A ‘
portion of the Advanced Technol ogy has been i dentified by the
proprietary designatfon "NOTS, " sonetines referred to as "NOTS
PACKS." Many other proprietary designations are used and

associated with various aspects of the technol ogy.

V77
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_23. The Advanced Technol ogy consists of confidential
and proprietary information regarding counseling and fraining
that is suitable }or use only by qualified nmenbers of the
rel ated organizations of the Religion and has been proteéted by
aut hori zed organi zations of the Religion asltrade secr et
information.”. This information has been and is a very val uabl e
source of econom ¢ advant age.

24, St andards, policies and specifications for the
couhselihg and training services of the Religion, including the
Advéncéd Technol ogy, are a part of the techno[ogy; Plaintiffs
and bther authorized organizafions insure that these standards,
policies and specifications are followed and applied by the
rel ated organizations and nmembers of the Religion

| 25. RTC was designated as the protector of the
Religion, its philosophy and its téchnology, including_thé
Advanced Technol ogy. RTC acquired rights in the Advanced
Technology in the United States for the cénfidential use of RTC

‘and its related organizations. In addition, RTC undertook the

responsibility for maintaining the purity and ethical use of the

phi | osophy and the technolbgy, and for the protection and proper

delivery of the Advanced Technol ogy. RTC has authorized CSC and
CSl to utilize the Advanced Technol ogy in accordance with

certain terns and conditi ons.

26. CSl is an organization related to RTC and CSC and
is the "Mther Church" of the Religion, having nore than 100
related churches and missions and other organizations of the

Religion located in the United States and in nore than thirty

foreign countries throughout the world. CSI is licensed by RTC

-10-
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to deliver training in the Advanced Technol ogy to nembers who
are qualified and who agree to maintain and protect the
confidentiality of— the Advanced Technology. CSCis in turn
licensed by CSI to deliver training in Advanced Technol ogy ';o'
menbers who are qualified and Wno agree to maintain and protect
t he 6onfi dentiality of the Advanced Technol 6gy.. o
27 Plaintiffs have been supervising and controlling
the quality of the application of the philosophy and the
t echnol ogy of the Religion by related organizations throughout
the United States aﬁd el sewhere in the world, includi ng the_
licensing and delivery of trai'ni’ng in the Advanced Technol ogy,
and including that porti on of the Advanced Technol ogy identified
by the designation "HOIS." During this peri od of supervi_si on
and control of quality, the related organizations of the |
Rel i gi on ha\}e grown and prosper ed.

28. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereon
allege that as early as July of 1983, and possibly earlier, the
Def endants began to conspire anong thenselves to unlawfully
m sappropri ate, st'eal , counterfeit, use, altef and ot herw se
di ssemnate certain confidential and proprietary materials of
CSlI, RTC and CSC, including the'porti on of the Advanced
Technol ogy identified by the desi gnétion "NOTS'; and have done
'S0 in.furtherance of a clommn f)l a;n and design to es.t ablish a
Inetwork of organi zations, - i ncludi ng Defendants Advanced Ability
Center, Advénced Ability Center-Candacraig ("AAGCAN') and
Advanced Ability Cent er-East Qi nstead ("AAGEG'), to use, alter
74
/77



and dissemnate the stolen materials and infor m';lti on
fraudulently and for the purpose of attracting and éervi cing a
clientele, all t;)the detrinment of Plaintiffs. --

- 29. On Septenber 12, 1983, Defendants ROBIN and
ADRI ENNE SCOTT, fornmally resi 'g_ned from the CHURCH OF SC ENTALOGY

"~ ADVANCED ORGANI ZATION SAINT H LL and thereby relinquished all

affiliations with Plaintiffs and related entities. Thereafter,
Def endants declared their intention to establish an organi zati on

whi ch would oppose Plaintiffs and to build that organization

with Plaintiffs' confidential and proprietary nmaterial s.

30. Pl ai ntii‘fs are inforned and believe and thereon

al | ege, that on or about Cct ober, 1983, ‘Def endant ROBIN SCOTT

- and others yet uhknovvn, approached staff nenbers at the Church

~of Scientol ogy Advanced Oréani zation Saint HIl ("ACH') in East

Ginstead, England and offered to pay nmoney for the unauthorized
rel ease of Plaintiffs' confidential materials, including '
materials identified by the designation "NOTS'. Plaintiffs
further all eg'e on information and belief that Defendants'
efforts were unsuccessf ul .

31. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereon

allege, that'in or about Decenber 1983, Defendants RCBIN and

ADRI ENNE SOOTT pur chased the Candacraig House, the current _
Ipcati on of Defendant AAC-CAN, for the purpose of establishing

the aforenentioned organization and using it as a center where

~the aforenentioned confidential and proprietary materials, and

copies thereof, were to be utilized in training and counseling

activities without the approval or supervision of Plaintiffs.

/17
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32. On or about Decenber 9, 1983, Defendants RCBIN
SCOTT, LAWEY and BELLMAINE entered the Church of Scientol ogy
Advanced O gani zaii on Saint HIl Europe and Africa located in
Copenhagen, Dennmark ("ACBHEU AF') wunder false pretenses,

i ntroduci ng thensel ves as bei n-g' authori zed officials of RTC
These Defendants then orderd that a private roombe provided to
t hem f'or‘ the purpose of inspecting Plaintiffs' hi'éhl y-
confidential materials, including a portion of the naterials

i dentified by the designation "NOTS" (hereinafter r_eferred to as
"STOLEN CONFI DENTI AL MATERI ALS"). After ACBH EU AF personnel
conpl i ed with these Defendants’ 'request, t hese Defendants |eft
the prem ses with the STOLEN ‘CONFI DENTI AL MATERI ALS.

33. Thereafter, personnel at ACSH EU AF di scovered
that these Defendants were indeed .not representatives of RTC,
and had no authority to see or possess the above descri bed
confidential materials. The Danish Police then érrest ed and
jailed Defendant RCBIN SCOTT for the theft of the above
descri bed mat .eri als. ROBIN SCOTT confessed to the Danish Police
that he was responsible for arranging the above theft and was _
later convicted for his activities under Danish Law. The Danish
Police were unable to recover all of the STCLEN CONFI DENTI AL
MATERI ALS.

34. Plaintiffs are inforned and believe and the;eon
all ege that on or before Decenber, 1983, HARVEY HABER, DAVID
MAYO, JOHN NELSON and DOES 1 through 100 cormuni cated, with RON
LAWLEY and ROBIN SCOTT for the purpose of negotiating ‘w'th
Yaed
74
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LAWLEY, SCOTIT, BELLMAINE and Bl S3EY for the purchase of the

STCOLEN CONFI DENTI AL MATERI ALS and further negotiated the manner

in which such nmaterials would be exchanged.

35. Plaintiffs are inforned and believe and thereon

allege that in late January, ‘1984, in furtherance of an

"agreenent to "acquire the aforenentioned stolen naterials,

Def endant NELSON traveled to the United Kihgdom to discuss and

work out further details regarding the exchange of the STCLEN

CONFI DENTI AL MATERI ALS and to discuss future business

arrangements.
36.
allege that as early as Febr'uary, 1984, certain of the

af orenent i oned STOLEN CONFI DENTI AL MATERI ALS, including the

materials identified by the designation "NOTS",
be transferred to Defendant AAC in Santa Barbara, California by

Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereon

were caused to

Def endant s.

37.
al I' ege that Jd\l ZECEL participated in the conspiracy to procure
In addition, Plaintiffs

Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereon

the STOLEN CONFI DENTI AL MATER ALS. "'
further allege that Defendants JON ZEGEL and his wife, VIVIEN

ZEGEL, currently possess and offer such STCLEN CI]\IFI'DEI\FFIAL

MATERI ALS along with other parts of The Advanced Technol ogy to
persons through an entity doing business as "CLEAR CENTER' which

is owned and opérat ed by JON ZEGEL and VIVIEN ZEGEL.

.+ 38. _ Def endants and each of them continue.to

cl andestinely copy, transport in interstate conmerce, alter and

ot herwi se use the STOLEN CONFI DENTI AL MATERI ALS along with ot her

V4



confidential materials of plaintiffs as part of an effort to
establish and devel op organi zati ons, such as Defendants AAC,
AAC- CAN, and AAC-EG and a supportive clientele for their

organi zations, -all in violation of the rights of Plaintiffs.

FI RST CAUSE CF ACTI ON

(RACKETEERI NG 18 U.S-C. § 1962(c))

39. Thi s cause of éction is against all Defendants
and‘arise's -under the racketeering laws of the United States, and
nmore particularly, the Racketeering I nfl uence and Cor r upt
Organi zations Act (18 U-S.C. S 1961 et seq.). |

40. This Court has juri sdiction over Defendants since

they have committed and are continuing to conmt, in intrastate,
interstate and forei gn conmerce by tel ephone, mail, vire,

interstate carrier and ot her_ nmeans, tortious and Wrongful acts
within this Court's jurisdiction. |

41. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by this reference
the all egations contained in paragraphs 1 through 38 as though
fully set forth, ' '

42. Def endants are persons within the neaning of the
Racket eering | nfl uenced and Cor r upt o gani zations Act, 18 U S.C.
§ 1961(3) and § 1952(c) . '

43." b-Defendants functioned as a unit to- unl awf ul | 'y
m sépb__ropri ate, steal, counterfeit, use and otherw se
di ssem nate certain confidential and proprietary materials of
Pldintiffs, including the portion of the Advanced Technol ogy
referred to above as STCOLEN CONFI DENTI AL NATEBI ALS; and have

do--» so in furtherance of a conmon plan and schene to establish

-15-
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a network of organizations including Def endants AAC, AAC CAN and
AAC-EG, to .seII and di ssem na;e such stolen materials from
Plaintiffs for thé purpose of defraudi‘ng_parishoners of_
Pl ainti f_fs and the public to the détri nment of Plaintiffs.

44. The associ ati on-in-f act of' Def endants for the
comon purpose of furthering their pl an and schene to "
m sappropriate Plaintiffs' confidential materials to be Msec,
arong ether things, to defraud Plaintiffs and the public is an
enterprise within the neaning of 18 U . S.C. § 1361(4).
Def endant s conducted and conti nue. to conduct the affairs of
their association-in-fact, which enterprise affects interstate
commerce, through a pattern of racketeering activity,' in t hat
each Defendant has knowingly and willfully coommitted either
directly or indirectly, or conspired to commt, two or nore acts .
of racketeering.

45, Def endants participated, directly or indirectly,
in the -bonduct of their enterprise or association-in-fact
tf. 'OiGh a pattérn of racketeering activity as foll ows:

(a) On or about Cctober, 1983, Defendant RON

LAWLEY caused tc- be delivered by mail fromthe" United Kingdom a
witten docunent proposing the creation and affiliation of
Advanced Ability Centers in California and in the United Ki ngdorﬁ
in fu_rtherancé of Defendants plan and schenme to harmPlaintiffs
as described above. Said wri tteh docunent wals' recei ved by
Def endant Advanced Ability Center in cal'ifornia after‘ del’i very

by the Postal Service. Defendants use of the mails in this

/77
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| fashion was for the pur pose of execut i ng Defendants' schene or

artifice to defraud Plaintiffs and the public and constitutes

mai | fraud within" the meani ng of 18 U.S.C. § 1341.
(b) O or about md-Decenber 1983, Defendant

HARVEY HABER caused to be deposited -i n California for delivery
by mail to Defendant AAG-EG a witten docunent naki ng.

arrangenents for Defendants to -travel to England 'far the purpose

of refining the affiliation of the Advanced Ability Centers and

of obtaining and transporting the STCOLEN CONFI DENTI AL MATERI AL

back to.the Uriited-States. The use of the mails in this fashion

was for the purpose of executing Defendants' schene or artifice

to defraud Plaintiffs and the public and constitutes nail fraud

within the rmeani ng of 18 U S.C. § 1341.

(c) On or about m d-Decenber, 1983, KARVEY HABER

caused oral comunications to be transnitted by tel ephone or

wire to Defendant RON LAWEY in the United Ki ngdom wher ei n

Def endants discussed the terns for delivery and exchange by

LAWLEEY to the Defendants residing in the United States of the

STOLEN CONFI DENTI AL MATERI ALS in furtherance of Defendants'

scheme or artifice to defraud Plaintiffs and the public. The

use of the telephone or. wires in this fashion constitutes wire

fraud within the neaning 10 U.S.C. § 1343.

(d Plaintiffs are-inforied and believe and
thereon allege that on or about February 1984, Def endants caused

the STOLEN CONFI DENTI AL MATERI ALS to be transported in
interstate and foreign conmerce with the know edge that -the same

had been stolen, converted or taken by fraud. The val ue of

these stolen materials transported by Defendants has a value in
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excess of Five Thousand Dol lars (?5,000.00). The transport or
these STOLEN CONFI DENTI AL MATERI ALS by Defendants constitutes
transportation of "stolen goods within the meaning cf 18 U.S.C.

§ 2314.
(e) On or about February, 1984, Defendants ROBIN

'SCOTT and ADRI ENNE SCOTT caused to be delivefed'by mail in the

United States- a written, printed docunent indicating the
availability of certain of the STOLEN CONFI DENTI AL MATERI AL,

i ncl udi ng ﬁaterial identified by the designation "NOTS," from
Def endant AAC- CAN. Def endants' wuse of the mails in this fashion
was for the purpose of executing Defendants' schene or artifice
to defraud Plaintiffs and the pﬁblic and constitutes mail fraud
within the neaning' of 18 U.S.C. 8§ 1341.‘

(f) On or about February 1984, and conti nuing
monchly thereafter, Defendant AAC caused to be delivered by mai
newsl etters and/ or joufnals sent to the public and parishioners
of Plaintiffs m srepresenting that certain of the STéLEN
CONFI DENTI AL MATERI AL, including material identified by the -
designation "NOTS," were legitimately available for sale through
Def endant AAC. The use of the mail in this fashion was for the
pur pose of executing Defendants' scheme or artifice to defraud
Plaintiffs .and the public and constitutes mail fraud within the
meaning of 18 U.S.C. §1341. |

(9) th or about March 1984, and continuing
thereafter, Defendants caused tolbé reéeived, conceal ed, sold
and di sposed the STOLEN CONFI DENTI AL MATERI ALS of a Qalue of
$5, 000. 00 or more, nmoving as, or which are a part of, or which

constitute interstate or foreign comerce," knowing the same to

-la-
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have been stolen, unlawfully converted, or taken. The sale and
receipt of Plaintif's STOLEN CONFI DENTI AL MATERI ALS constitute
the sale or recei bt of stolen goods within t he nréani ng of 18

U S.C § 2315. ‘

46. Def en_dant s AAC, | AAC- CAN and AAG EG are al so
enterprises within the neani ng of 18 U S C § 1961(4).

Def endant s have been enpl oyéd by or associ ated Witlh t hese
enterprises, the activities of which affect interstate and
foreign éommrce, and have knowingly and willingly conducted or
part‘ici pated in the conduct of the affairs of said enterprises,
either directly or indi rectly; tHrough a pattern of racketeering
activity as fol | ows: '

() Plaintiffs incorporate herein by this
reference the allegations contained in par agraphsl 45 (a-g).

47. The acts of Defendants constitute a pattern of
racketeering activity under 18 U S.C. 8§ 1961(5) ih that at Ieas‘t
two acts of racketeerihg activity have occurred within ten years
of each ot her, one of such acts having occurred after
Cct ober '10, 1970. ' _

48. By reason of Defendants' pattern of racketeering
activity in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1962(c), Plaintiffs have
suffered injury in their operations and to their property.. The
natural, probable and foreseeable result of the conduct of
Def endants is to substantially damage the property interest of
the Plaintiffs in their ;:onfi dential and propri et'ary materi al s.
Plaintiffs have thus suffered immediate and pecuni ary—darrages
which are not presently ascertainable and will be proven at

trial.

-19-
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49. Plaintiffs have no adequate renedy at lav; in that
the confidential and proprietary materials which Defendants have
and "are conti nui ng- to m sapbropri ate, use, dissemnate and
alter, constitute the fundanental uno_ler pi nni ngs of the
technol ogy and the Religion. th ess Defendants and each of‘ t hem
are -pr-e'l imnaril y and per manent |y enj oi ned from continuing in
their predatory and willfully harnful conduct, Fl aintiffs and

their nmenbers will continue to be irreparably harned.

SECOND CAUSE OP ACTI ON

(Racketeering 18 P.S.C. S 1962(a))

50. This cause of action is against all Def endant s
and ari ses undér the racketeering laws of the United St a-t es, | and
nore particularly, the Racketeering Influence and- Corrupt
Organi zations Act (18 U S.C. 8§ 1961 e seq.)

51- This Court -has jurisdiction over Defendants since
t hey have corrm"tted and are continuing to conmt, in intra- |
state, interstate and forei gn commerce by t el ephone, mail, wre,
i nt erst at‘e carrier and other neans, tortious and w ongful act s
within this Court's jurisdiction. |

52. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by reference the
al | egati ons contai ned in the First Cause of -Actio'ri for
racket-eeri ng, péragraphs 39 through 49, as though fully set
forth herei n.. ‘

53. Plaintiffs are infornmed and believe and 'thereon
all ege that Defendants have derived incone, di rectly or

indirectly, froma pattern of racketeering activity to use or

-20-
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invest, directly or indirectly, portions of such i ncone, or the
proceeds thereof, in acquisition of an interest in, or the
establ i shment or operation of, one or nore enterprises engaged
in, or the activities of which affect, interstate conmerce.

54. By reason of defendants' pattern of racketeering
activity in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1962(a), plaintiffs nave
suffered injury in their operations and to their property. The
natural, probable and foreseeable result of the of the conduct
of defendants is to substantially damage the property interests
of the plaintiffs in their confidential and proprietary
materials. Plaintiffs have thus suffered imedi ate and
pecuni ary danages which are not presently ascertainable and will
be proven at trial

" 55. Plaintiffs have no adequate renedy at law in that
the confidential and proprietary materials which defendants have
and are continuing to niséppropriate, use, disseninate and
alter, constitute the fundanental underpinnings'of t he
technol ogy and the Religion. Unless defendants and each of then.
are prelimnarily and permanently enjoined from continuing in
their pfedatory and wilfully harnful conduct, plaintiffs and

their nenbers will continue to be i rreparably harnmed

TH RD CAUSE OF ACTI ON

(RACKETEERING18 U.S.C. § 1962(d))

56. This cause of action is against all Defendants

and arises under the racketeerihg |aws of the United States, and

j nore particularly, the Racketeering |Influence and Corrupt

Organi zations Act (18 U.S.C. § 196.1 e seg) .
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57. - This Court has juri sdiction over Defendants since
they have conspired to conmit, commtted and are continuing to
commit, in intrastate, interstate and foreign comrerce by

tel ephone, mail, wire, interstate carrier and other neans,

tortious and wongful acts within this Court's jurisdiction.

'58. -Plaintiffs incorporate herein by ref erence t he
aIIegatiohs coht ained in the First and Second Cauées of Action
for Racket eering, paragraphs 39 through 55, as though fully set
forth h-er‘ei n. ‘ ._ |

59. In doing the acts alleged above, Déf endant s
conspired to conduct the affairs of the affected enterprises
through a pattern of racket ee'ring aCtivify.

60. By' reason of Defendants' pattern of racketeering
activity in violation of 18 U S. C § 1962(c), Defendants have
suffered injury in their operations and to their property.

61. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy -at law in that
the confidential and proprietary materials which Defendants have
and are continuing to m sappropriate, use, dissem nate and
altéf, constitute the fundanental under pil nni ngs of the
technol ogy and the P.eligion. Unless Def endants and each of them
are prelimnarily énd permanently enjoined from continuing in
their conspiratorial, predatory and willfully harnful conduct,
Pl a}i ntiffsl aﬁdltheir rrehbers will continue to be i-rreparably

har ned.

/17
/17
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FOURTH CAUSE CF ACTI ON

(Fal se Desi gnat iﬂ_gj_Oi gin and Fal se

Description Dnder _15 U.S.C. § 1125(a))

62. -This cause of action is agai nst all Defendants
and arises under Federal Law and eré particularly Section 43(a)
of the Lanham Act (15 U.S.C. § 1125(a)).

63. This Court Has jurisdiction since Def endants have
conspired to commt, commtted and are continuing to conmt
tortious and wongful acts in interstate conmerce tortious and
within this Court's jurisdiction.

64. PI aintiffs incorporate nerein by this reference,
the allegations contained in paraéraphs 1 through 38 as though
fully set forth herein.

65. As discussed in paragrap'hs 20 through 27,l
Plaintiffs' confidential and proprietary materials and
information, including the STOLEN CONFI DENTI AL MATERI ALS, have
becone identified wit-h the Plaintiffs and are of great val ue.

66. Def endants are _m'srepresenting to the public that
their services are based upon, or are the sane as, the servi ces
of Pl ai ntif_fs, that certain of them are based uppn Plaintiffs'
confidential and proprietary materials and infornmation,
including the STOLEN CONFI DENTI AL MATERI ALS, and in so doing,
have used a fal Se designation of origin or a fal se'-descri ption
or representation that constitutes false description, false
representation and false advertising and have caused such goods
and services to enter into interstate conmerce.

67. Plaintiffs are inforned and believe and thereon

all ege that Defendants have, with full know edge of Plaintiffs'

-23-
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rights, deliberately and intentionally made fal se

representations as to the nature and origin of their goods and

services, wth thé result that the goods and services of the

Def endants, w |l appear to the public as being authorized by

Plaintiffs and as Iegitinately'and properly applied standard

t echnol ogy. o _ , o
68 Plaintiffs are inforned and believé and t hereon

all ege that Defendants' aforenentioned nisrepresentations of

thei r goods and services has created a likelihood of confusion,
deception and nistake in the mnds of the public as to the
actual-nature and source of Defendants' goods and services.

'69.' Plaintiffs are inforded_and believé and thereon
all ege that Defendants have transported and caused to bé;

transpofted in interstate and foreign commerce Plaintiffs

confidential and proprietory materials, including the STOLEN
CONFI DENTI AL MATERI ALS with know edge of the falsfty of
Def endant s’ descriptidn of origin, description or
representation.
i 70. Fufther, plaintiffs are‘inforned and believe and
t her eon all ege that Defendants, and each of them intend that
the public conclude that:

| (a) Defendants', goods and services are based on

standard technol ogy as delivered by Plaintiffs;

(b) Defendants' 'materials and infornation.are_
ij legitimately derived fromPlaintiffs' confidential, secret and
proprietary materials; énd
2
/7
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(c) Defendants,.AAC , AAC CAN and AAC EGare
legitimately authorized to' use the confidential and proprietary
materials of Plaintiffs. ' "

71. .The natural, probabl e and foreseeable result of
the conduct of these Defendants, is to substantially damage the
property interests of Plaintiffs in their confidential and
propri étary materials. Pl ai'ntiffs have thus suffered in{redi ate
and pecuni ary damages which are not presently ascertainabl e and
whi ch vm'I'I be proven at trial. _

~72. - Plaintiffs have no adequate renedy at law in that

the confidential and proprietary materials which Def endaﬁts havé
and are continui ng to misappropriate, use, .'di ssem nate and
alter, c;onstitut e' the fundamental underpinnings of the Religion
and the technol ogy. Un_l ess Defendants are prelimnarily and
permanently enjoined fromcontinuing in their conspiratorial,
predatory and wilfully harnful conduct, Plaintiffs, and their
menbers, . wl| continue to be i rreparably harmed.

| 73. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law to
conmpel Defendants to cease their wongful interference and,
unl ess this Court grants an inj uncti;)n, Plaintiffs will be
conpel led to prosecute a nultiplici ty of actions, one each tine
Def endant s engage in such w ongf ul cdnduct in the _future.

74- Plaintiffs are informad and believe and thereon

allege that the aforenentioned acts of said Def endant s have

been, and are being, commtted with full know edge of
Plaintiffs' rights and in willful and wanton disregard of those
rights and with malice to Plaintiffs and their parishioners.

Therefore, Plaintiffs are entitled to exenplary and punitive
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damages in an anount which this Court deens equi tabl e and

proper.

FI FTH CAUSE OF ACTI ON

(Common_Law Unf ai r Conpetition)

75. This cause of action is against all Defendants
and arises under the Laws of the State of California.

76. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by this reference
the.éllegatfons contai ned in paragraphs 62 through 74, as though
fuliy set forth herein.-

77. As a result of exclusive and extensive use and
delfvery of the Advanced Technology-by Plaintiffs and other
related entities, the Advanced Technol ogy, including, but not

limted to the materials designated as "NOTS", have becone-

‘associated with Plaintiffs and their related entities.

78. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereon
allege that in furtherance of the aforedescribed conspiracy,
Defendanfs inténtionalfy and willfully conmitted at [east the
foll ow ng écts of hnfaif conpetition:

(a) Msrepresented to the public that certain
services which Defendants rendered and continue to render were
and are the same services rendered by Pléintiffs and ot her
related entities and that those services are based ﬁpon t he
proper manner and standards for the appI}cation of tﬁe
technol ogy.

(b) M srepresented to the public that materials
sold, advertised, delivered and otherw se dissemnated to the

public have their basis in the standard technol ogy, when in fact

-2
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these materials are legitimtely possessed and these services
are legitimately delivered only by Plaintiffs; and

(c) Msrepresented materials and i nformation
that they have used, delivered and otherwi se disseninated as
authentic, and legitimately in their possession, when in fact
the mat eri'l_all s and information were wrongf ul I'y obtai ned, altered
and used as alleged herein.

79. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereon

al ége that Defendants have cont.i nued to nake the
m srepresentations and have continued to conspire agai nst
Plaintiffs, -as herein alleged, for the purpose of interfering
with Plaintiffs' relationships with its parishi 6Iners and of
confusi ng parishionhers and nenmbers of the general public into
pur chasi ng Def endants’ services rather than the reli gi ous
services of Plaintiffs. Further, Plaintiffs are informed and
believe and thereon allege that unless restrained by this Court,
Defendants will continue to interfere with Plaintiffs'

relationships with its parishoners as herein alleged.

80. Def endants have done, and are doing, the things
herein alleged with the intent of injuring Plaintiffs' relations
with its parishoners and in doing so Defendants, and each of
them have acted maliciously and oppressively towards
Plaintiffs.

81. The natural, probable and foreseeabl e resul t of
the activities of Defendants as herein alleged, is to. cause
confusi on, deception and mi stake arrﬁng the consumng public as
to the nature of the services of said Defendants.

/77
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82. A further natural, brobabl e and foreseeabl e

result of the aforedescribed acts of .said Deféndants is to caus_gd

PI aintiffs to suffer imediate and pecuniary daﬁages which are

not presently ascertainable and which will be proven at trial.
83. Plaintiffs have r.o adequate renedy at law in that

the above activities of Def en'd{:l'r‘lts have “{'r.r-eparabl y har med fhe

f undanent al under pi nni ngs of fhe Religion and the technol ogy.

Unl ess Defendants are enjoi ned from conti nui ng in t hei r

conspi taf orial, predatory and willfully harnful conduct,

Plaintiffs, their menbers, and the general publi c; will continue

to be irreparably harned. .
84. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law to

conpel Def endants to cease t“hei"r wongful interference and,

unl ess this Court grants an injunction, Plaintiffs will be

conpel led to prosecute a multiplicity of actions', one each time

Def endants engage in such wongful conduct in the future.

S| XTH CAUSE COF ACTI ON

(Unfair 'Oorrpet ition Under California Business

and Pr of essi ons' Code, 55 17200 and 17500 et seq. )

85. This cause of action is against all Defendants
and arises under the Laws of the State of California and nore

particularly under California Business and Professions Code

Section 17200 and Section 17500 et 'seq.
86. Plaintiffs incorporate her ei n by this reference

the all egations contained in paragraphs 75'through 84, as though

fully set ‘_forth her ei n.

/1



541 W o o]

w o =2 &

87. The activities of said Defendants constitute
unfair conpetition under the aforementioned California Statutes
si nce Defendants héve engaged in (1) unlawful, unfair 'and
fraudul'ent practices; (2) unfair, deceptive, untrue and
m sl eadi ng advertising; and (3) false advertising.

7 88. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and thereon
all ege that Defendants, and each of them havé.connitted thejr
unl awf ul and wwohgful acts with the intent to vex, injure and
annby Plaintiffs and with full know edge of Plaintiffs' rights
and in willful and want on di sregard of those rights. Plaintiffs
are therefore entitled to exenplary and punitive damages in an
amount which this Court deens equitdblg and proper.

89. The natural, probable and foreseeable result of.
the above breaches of these Defendants is to substantially
injure the property interest of Plaintiffs, in their
confidential and proprietary nmaterial s. Plaintiffs have thus
suffered inmediate and pecuniary damages which are not presently
ascertainable and will be proven at trial

90. Plaintiffs have no adequate renedy at law in that
the confidential and proprietary naterials which Defendants have
and are conti nui ng to nm sappropriate, use, dissem nate and
alter, constitute the f undanent al under pi nni ngs of the Religion
and the technblbgy. Unl ess Def endants, and each df them are
prefininarily and permanently enj oi ned fron1contin0ing in their
conspiratorial, predatory and mjlfully har nf ul conduct,
Plaintiffs, their nmenmbers, and the general public will continue

to be irreparably harned.
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91. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law to )
conpel Defendants'to cease their w ongf ul interference av.
unl ess this Court -grants an injunction, Plainti ffs will be
conpel | éd toprosecuteamuultiplicityof actions, oneeachtinme ... .

Def endants engage in such wongful conduct in the future.

(Recei pt and Conceal ment of stolen property)

92. -This cause of action is égai nst all Defendants

and arises under the laws of the State of California and nore

particularly Section 496 of the California Penal Code.

93. Plaintiffs incorporat‘e herei n by this ref erence,
the allegations contained in paragraphs 85 through 91 though
fully set forth herein.

94. Plaintiffs are informed ahd bel i eve and thereon
al | ege that beginning Decenber, 1983, and continuing to the
prese.nt, Def endant s purchased, received and sold r.he
af oredescri bed stolen materials, as herein all eged, with

know edge t hat such property was stolen and/or fraudulently
obt ai ned. )
95. -The natural, probable and foreseeable result of

the conduct of these Defendants to substantially damage the

property interest of Plaintiffs in their confidential and

proprietary materials. Plai ntiff'h'ave thus suffered immediate

and pecuni ary danages which are not presently ascertainable and
which will be proven at trial.

96. Plaintiffs have no adequate renmedy at law in that
»

the confidential materials which these Defendants have bought
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and/or received, and are continuing to buy and/or receive,

constitute the fundanental underpinnings of the technol ogy and

the Religion. Unless these Defendants are prelimnarily and

then permanently enjoined fromcontinuing in their

conspiratorial, predatory and wllfully harnful conduct,

Plaintiffs and their nmenbers, wll continue to be irreparably

har med.
97. Plaintiffs have no adequate renedy at lav/ to

conpel Defendants to cease their wongful interference and,

unless this Court grants an injunction, Plaintiffs will be

conpel led to prosecute a multiplicity of actions, one each tinme

Def endants engage in such wongful conduct in the future.

98. The use and transfer of the confidenti al

mat eri al s"whi ch Defendants and certain other unknown entities, -

have bought and/or received, have caused damages to Plaintiffs,

and to its nenbers, in an anmount no: presently ascertainable and

in a manner sufficient to justify the inposition of treble

damages under California Penal Code Section 496.

El GHTH CAUSE OF ACTI OM

(BreachMust and Fiduciary Duties)
99. This cause of action is against ROBIN SCOIT,
ADRI E[\INE SCOIT, HELSON, HABER, BI SBEY, BELLMAINE, LAWEY and
MAYO and ari ses 'qnderl the laws of the State of California

general ly and particularly under Section 2228 et seq. of the

California Gvil Code.
Va4
VIv4
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100.  PLaintiffs; incorporate herein b\ reference, the
al | egations contained in paragraphs 92 through 93, as though
fully set forth her ei n.

" 101. The Defendants are forner nenbers of Pfaintiffs
and its related entities. The Defendants were obl i gated by
contract not to disc{oée confidential ‘materials.  In addition,
Def endants occupi ed positions of high fiduciary duty and trust
and by virtue of these affilations and by virtue of Plaintiffs
havfng pl aced confidence in said Defendants, a confidentia
relétionship'existed between Plaintiffs and Defendants. For
exanpl e, as di scussed nore fuIIy-in Paragraphé 6 through 16,
Def endants MAYO, ROBIN SCOTT, ADR ENNE SCOTT, NELSON, HABER
Bl SBEY, BELLMAINE, LAWEY and MAYO directly or indi réctl_'y‘
occupi ed positions of trust and confidence with CS| andfor RTC
and/or CSC, or related organizati ons and had acéess to
confidential and proprietary materials of such organizations.
As such, these Défendants had special fiduciary duties and
obligations to Plaintiffs. Said Defendants also held al
confidential and proprietary materials in trust for the pur pose
of preserving the purity and ethical use of the phil osophy and

the technol ogy. of the Relfgion

102. By virtue of the acts conplained of, these
Def endant s breached their dutiés of trust and fiduéiary
responsibilities to Plain{iffs. '
‘ 103. The natural, probable and foreseeable result of
the above breaches of these Defendants is to substantially
injure the property interest of Plaintiffs in their confidential

and proprietary materials. Plaintiffs have thus suffered

-32-
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i mredi ate and pecuni ary danages which are not presently

ascertainable and will be proven at trial.

104. Plaintiffs have no adequate renedy at law in that

the confidential and proprietary rrat'_erials whi ch Defendants have

and are continuing to m sappropriate, . use, dissemnate and

‘al'ter, constitute the fundanental under pinnings of the

Unl ess Defendants are prelimnarily and per manent |y

fechnology.
conspiratorial, predatory and

enj-oi ned fromcontinuing in their
vviII‘fuIIy harnful conduct, Plaintiffs, and their nenbers, wll

continue to be i rreparably harmed.

105. Plaintiffs have no adequate renedy at law to

conpel Defendants to cease their w ongful i nterference and,

unless this Court grants an injunction, Plaintiffs will be

conpelled to prosecute a multiplicity of actions, one each tine

Def endants engage in such wongful conduct in the future.

- NI NTH CAUSE CF ACTI ON

(Breach of Contract)
Thi's cause of action is agai nst Defendants and

106.
ROBI N SCOTT, ADRI ENNE SCOTT, NELSO\I, HABE R Bl SBEY, BELLNMAI NE,

LAW.EY and MAYO arises under the laws of the State of

Cali forni a.

107. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by this reference,

the all egations contained in paragraphs 99 through 105, as

though fully set forth herein.
108. Plaintiffs, directly or indirectly, have entered

into various valid and enforceable contracts with Defendants

regardi ng, anong other things, their rights, duties and
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Pl aintiffs.

privileges that inured by virtue of said Defendants' positions

as described in Paragraphs "6 through 16.

109. Plaintiffs have performed all obfigations

required of it under such contracts and have been excused from

any further obligations due to Defendants' breach of such

contract.

- 110.
the said Defendants to maintain the confidentiality and purity

These contracts, anong other things, obligated

of the technol ogy and to never disclose any information, data or
know edge which they -would obtain while performing their
respective duties to Plaintiffs, and to abide by their

rules and code of honor. '

respective ethical

111. By-virtue of these contracts and the positions of

high fiduciary duties and trust as aTorédeécribed, said

Def endants agreed to receive in trust and confidence certain
other information within the scope of their duties to Plaintiffs
and to maintain the secrecy and inviolability of this '

information for the well-being and protection of'PIaintiffs, and

their nenbers.

112. Defendants have breached,-and are continuing to

breach at the present tinme, the aforenentioned contracts wth

113. The natural, prqbable-and foreseeabl e result of

the conduct of said Defendants is to substantially injure the

property interests of Plaintiffs in their confidential and

proprietary materi al s. Plaintiffs have thus suffered imediate
and pecuni ary damages which are not presently ascertai nabl e and

which will be proven at trial.

34
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114. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law in that

and ‘are continuing to msappropriate, use, disseﬁinate, and
alter,'constitute the fundamental underpinnings of the _
technol ogy. Unl ess Defendants‘are prelimnparily and pernanently
enjoined fromcontinuing in their conspiratorial, predatory and
mfllfully harnful " conduct, Plaintiffs, and its nehberé, Wi |
continue to be irreparably harned. |

115. Plaintiffs have no adequate renedy at law to

conpel Defendants to cease their wongful interference and,

unl ess this Court grants an injunction, Plaintiffs will be
conpel led to prosecute a nultiplicity of actions, one. each time

Def endants engage' in such wongful cond st in the fvture.

TENTH _CAUSE OF ACTI ON

(Trade Secret M sappropriation)

_ 116. Thi s cause of éctipn i s against Defendants RCBIN
SCOTT, ADRI ENNE SCOTT, NELSON, HABER, Bl SBEY, BELLNMNAI NE, LAM[EY
and MAYO and arises under the laws of the State of California

© 117, Plaintiffs incorporate herein by this reference,
t he aIIegationé contai ned in paragraphs 106 through 115, aé
though fuIIy set. forth herein. _
- . 113.  As described generally in Pgragraphs‘zd t hr ough
27, Plaintiffs poésess certain confidential and probrietary
informati on and docunents used, anong other things, for the
practice and study of the technology. These documents and
information are also necessary for the successf ul training of

those who wish to learn the teachings of the Religion. The

)
e

the confidential and proprietary naterials which Defendants have ..

4
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above docunents and informatign are not available to the. public.
The above docunents and information are of inmmense value to
Plaintiffs in proéagating the teachings of the Religion to ‘thoséﬁ
who haQe aspired to various levels of qualification in the
Religion. As aforedescribed, Plaintiffs have taken substantial
neésures to protect their-confidential and proprietary
information and materials. Consequently, the information and
materials constitute trade secrets of Plaintiffs.

119. As discussed in Paragraphs 6 through 16, and nore
pariicularly in the avernents contained in the Eighth and N nth
Causes of Action, Defendants‘R(BlN SCOTT, ADRI ENNE SCOTT, !
NELSON, HABER, BI SBEY, BELLMAI NE, LAWEY and MAYO occupi ed

positions of high fiduciary duty, trust and confidence, and each

entered into contracts which detailed their fiduciary duties  and

responsibilities. These Defendants, and each of them had
informati on disclosed to them which they knew was -of a highly

confidential and proprietary nature and which thev understood

was to be used in trust and confidence exclusively by qualified

and aut horized nenbers of Plaintiffs. As further alleged, these
Def endants agreed and acquiesced in the terns of their

respective contracts,' and knew that under their respective

contracts it was their responsibility to refrain from di scl osi ng

the trade secrets', to the detriment of Plaintiffs, and their
nenbefé as melllas to the Religion.

11/ '
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120. Not wi t hst andi ng these facts, Plaintiffs “re
informed and believe and thereon allege that said Def endant s
mi sappropriated, used, altered and di gcl osed to third parries
the previously unknown trade secrets of Plaintiffs. These
acti ons were done wongfully and unl éwf dlly by these Defendants,

121. - Th(_e nat ur al , p_robabletand foreseeabl e result of
the conduct of Defendants is to substantially danﬁge t he
interests of Plaintiffs in their trade secrets and rel ated
mat eri al s.. Plaintiffs have thus suffered inmredi ate and
pecuni ary damages which are not presently ascertainable and
which will be proven at trial.

122. Plaintiffs have no adequate renedy at law in t hat
the trade secrets 'which said Defendants have and are conl_tinui ng
to mi sappropriate, use, dissem nate and alter, ‘constitute the -
fundament al under pi nni ngs of the technology. Unless these
Def endants are prelimnarily and permanently enjoi ned from
continuing in their conspiratorial, predatory and wil Iful ly
harnful conduct, Plaintiffs, and their nmenbers, will continue to
be irreparably harned. |

‘ 123. Plaintiffs have no adequate renedy ét law to
conpel Defendants to cease their wongful interference and,
unl ess this Court grants an injunction, Plai ntiffs_vvi Il be
conpel led to prosecute a nultiplicity of actions, .one each tine

Def endant s engage in such wongful conduct in the future.

/77
/7
/77
/77
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20
211
22

244

25

26
a7
28|

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for judgnment as fol I_ow o

1.

For a prelimnary and pernmanent injunction

enjoining and restraining Defendants, and each of them their

of ficers,-

persons who act in concert wth them from

agents, servants, enployees, attorneys and all other

(a) Using, dissem nating or otherw se disclosing

the confidential, secret and proprietary materials of

CSl, RTC and CSC to unauthorized third parties;

(b) Altering,' destroying or defacing ":he

confidential and proprietary materials of CSI, RTC and

CSC;

(c) M srepresenting to the public that certaiﬁ

services rendered by them are Iegit'i mat el y based on

standard technology and on the information and belief

derived from the aforenmentioned confidential and

proprietary docunents; and

(d) From advertising, selling, delivering or.

ot herwi se dissem nating to the public the availability

of

i nformati on which is based on the confidenti al

proprietary materials of Plaintiffs;

2.

For a prelimnary and pernmanent injunction

and

Conpel I'ing Defendants, and each of them their officers, agents,

servants, enployees and attorneys to. deliver all materials of

Csi,

RTC and CSC or copies thereof, which are in their

possessi on,

_triaI;

Voes

3.

cust ody or control, to Plaintiffs:

For damages in accordance with the proof at

._38._
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* - For treble damages and the cost of the instant
suit including re_a}sonabl e attor neys' fees under 18 U.SC.
8§ 1964(c) and Section 496 of lt he California Penal Code;
| 5. For punitive danages in an anount the Court deens
equi ;[abl e and. proper; and

6. For such other a_nd further relief as thris Cour t

.deens equi table and proper.

DATED: January 30, 1985 Respectfully submtted,

OVERLAND, BERKE, WESLEY, G TS,
RANDCLPH & LEVANAS

By: /A Feetenis A A
M CHAEL | . LEVANAS
A Menber of
OVERLAND, BERKE, WESLEY,
G TS, RANDOLPH & LEVANAS
A Professional Corporation

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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