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NOTICE TQ DEFENDANT:
{AVISQ AL DEMANDADO):

ROE ORGANIZATION NO. 1, a New Yoik corporation; ROE
ORGANIZATION NO. 2, a California Corporation; JOHN DOE 1, an
individual; and ROES 3-50; DOES 2-50,

YOU ARE BEING SUED BY PLAINTIFF:

{LO ESTA DEMANDANDO EL DEMANDANTE):
MELANIE D. POPPER

You have 30 GALENDAR DAYS aftor this summans and lagal papers are served on you to flla a written response at this court and have a
copy served on the plaintiff. A fetter or phone call will not protect you, Your written response muet be in propar legat form if you want the
court to haar your case. There may be a court form that you can use for your regponse. You cen find these court forme and more
iformation at the California Courts Online Salf-Hoip Center (www,courtinfo.ca.goviselfheip), your county law library, or the courthouss
noarest you. Ifyou cannot pay the fiting fes, azk the court clark for u fos waiver form. I you do not file your response on time, you: may
lose the case by default, and your wages, money, and property may he taken without further warning from the court.

Thare are other lagal requirements. You may want to call an attornay right sway. i you do not know an attornay, you may want 1o call an
attornay refarraf service, if you cannot afford an attornay, you may he aligibla for frea lagal services from a nonprofit legat services
program. You can locate these nonprofit groups at the California Legat Services Web siie {(www.lawhelpcalifornia.org), the Catifornla
Coutts Online Sef-Help Contar (www.courtinfo.ca.goviselfhalp), or by contacting your local court or county bar assockation.

Tiene 30 DIAS DE CALENDARIC daspués de yue 18 entreguen asta cltacion y papeles legales para prasentar urne respuasia por escrito
a7 asta corte ¥ hacer que se entregue una copia al demandante. Una Carla o iha Harrada telafénica no lo protegen. Su respuiesta por
escrito Hena que estar en formato legal correcto si desed qua procesen su Caso an la corte. Es posible que haya un formulario que usted
pucda usar para su raspuesta.  Puedae ancantrar estos formularios de I3 corte v més Informacion an el Cantro de Ayuda de las Cortes de
Callfornia fwww.courtinfo.ce.govissifalp/aspancl)), an fa biblioteca de leyes da su condado o an la corte gue le quede mes cerca, Sing
pusde pagar fa cuota de prasentaclén, pida al secretario de Ip corte que la dé un formulario de exencién de pago de cuotas, 5ino presenta
5U respuesta a trempo, puade perder of caso por incumplimianto y ia corta fe podrd gultar su sueldo, ditterc y blanas sin mids advertencia.

Hay oiros requisitos legrales. ES recomendable gue flame a un abogado inmediatamente. 8i no coriocs 2 un abogado, pueds llamar 8 un
servicio de ramision a abagados. i no pueds pagar & un abogado, as posibie que cumpla con los requisitos para obtener servicios
Iagaies gratuftos de un programa da servicios legales sin fines de [Uero. Puede encontrar astos grupos sin firmes de fucro et ¢l aitlc web de
California Legal Services, (www.lawhalpcalifornia.org), en el Centro de Ayuda de fas Cortes de California,
(www.courtinfo.ca.goviselfhelp/espanol/} o poniéndose en contacts con la corte o el coleglo da abogadas locales.

hie name and address of the court is:
(Ei nombre y direccidn de la corte es): CASE NUMBER:

. h . _ . .. Gmera dal Gagn):
Victorville District, San Bernardino County Superior Coust, 14455 Civie e
Drive, Victorville, CA 92392

The name, address, and telephone number of plaintiffs attorney, or plaintiff without an attornaey, is:
(E/ nombre, Ia direccion y el nimero de leléfono def abogado def demandante, ¢ def demandarnte que no tiene ahogeado, es):
Mary J. Shea, Esq., Shea Law Offices, 895 Dove 5t., 3rd Floor, Newport Beach, CA, 949-933-0260

Melanie D. Popper, Esq., The Revelation Law Firm, 2034 Blake 5t,, Suite 8, Berkeley, CA, 510-665-4195

DATE: Clerk, by , Deputy
(Fecha) (Secretario) (Adjunto)
(For proof of service of this summons, use Proof of Service of Summons (form POS-010).)

(Para prueba de entrega de esta citation use ef forrulario Proof of Service of Summons, (FOS-07 an.

' NOTICE 7O THE PERSON SERVER: You are served

[SEAL] 1. as an individuat defendant,

2. ‘___t ag the person sued under the fictitious name of (specify)

3. L1 on behalf of (specify):

under: [/ 1 GCP 416.10 (corporation) ] CCP 416.60 (minor)
T CCP 416.20 (defunct corporation) ] CCP 41870 {consarvatea)
T ] CCP 416.40 (association or partnership) ] CGCF 416.90 {asthorized person)
1 oiher (specify):
4. [ "] by perscnal delivery on (date):

. Page 1011
Farm Adapted for Mandatory Lse Catle of Gl Procedure 55 412 20, 436
SUJM?‘;‘S? lq:;;‘n?:ill af Cﬂm‘?nglm } . SUMMONS [ Vogalhat, Inc. | [ LEEC0URF 2. c0m
i
|
\
CM-010
ATTORMEY .QR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY {N&m&, Stafe Bar aumbet, i fogwReEs): FOR COURT USE ONLY
— Melanie D. Popper, Esq. 236279

THE REVELATION LAW FIRM

2034 Blake 5t., Suite 8

Berkeley, CA 94704

TRELFPHONE MO 51(0-6635-4195 Faxno: 510-665-4197

ATTORMEY FOR vemei: . MELANIE D. POPPER.

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF San Bermardino
strger acoress: 14459 Civic Drive

MAILING ADDRESS: . .
oy anpzpcone victorville, CA 92362

crenenname. Victorville Distriet -- Civil Unlimited

CASE NAME:
POPPER V. ROE, ET AL.
|IlCML CASE C‘C’gﬁ SHEET Complex Case Deslgnation GASE NUMBER:
Unlimited Limitad .
(Amount (Amount D Counter m Joincder H:UDGE‘
demanded . dermanded is Filad with first appesrance by defendant '
excesds $25,0000  $25.000 or less) {Cal. Rules of Court, rule 3.402) DEPT: a

fams 1-5 befow must be completed (see instructions on page 2).

1. Chack one box below for the case type that best describes this case:
Auto Tort Contract Provizsionatly Complex Civil Litigation
Auto (22) [ 1 Preach of contractivaranty (05)  (Cal- Rules of Gourt, rules 3.400-3.403)
Uninsured matorist (45) [:w_“,:] Cofections (09) tw_tl Antitrust/Trade regulation (03)
Onher PUFDANTD (Persanal Injury/Propérty [::l {nsurance coverage (18} D Construction defect (10)
Damage/Wrongful Death) Tort l:l Other contract (37) [ Masstont (40)
Asbestos (04) Real Property [ 1 Secunities litigation (28)
Product fiability (24) [..] Eminent domain/inverse [ environmentalToxic tart (30)
D Medical malpractica (45) condamination (14) ...l Imsurance coverage ciaims arising from the
Other PURDWD (23) [} Wrongfut eviction (33) """ above listed provisionally complex case
Non-PI{PDWD {Other) Tort [ Other rea property (26) types (41)
E] Businese torffunfaic business praclice (07)  Unlawful Betainer %ﬂmemem of Judgment
L__:I Civit rights (08) m Commercial (31) . Enforcement of ]udgme_nt {20)
D, Defamation (13) D Residential (32) Migcoaflansous Clvil Complaint
L1 Fraw {16} ] Drugs (38) [ &ico (27 ‘ _
T 1 inteiectust proparty (19) e lclal Review |:] Other complaint (ot spacifiad above) (42)
[__] Professional negiigence (25) [ 1 Assetforfeiture (05) Mris_!cellanouus Civit Patltion ‘
(1 Other non-PIPOAVD tort (35) [ Peiton re: arbitraton awera (11) [ Partership and comorate govemance (21)
Employment m Wril of mandate (02) Other petition (not specified above) (43)
Wironghl termination (36) [ Otnerjudicial review (36)
[ 1 other amployment (15)

2 Thiscase | is /] isnot complex under rule 3.400 of the California Rules of Court, If the case is complex, mark the
fuctors requiring exceptional judicial management:

a, Large number of separately represented parties  d. L] Large number of witnesses
b L1 Extensive motion practice raising difficult or novet e. [ Coardination with related actions pending in one or mora courts
iszues that will be time-consuming to resolve in other counties, states, or countrles, of in a federal court

¢. [ Substantial amount of documentary evidence t. [ substantial postiudgment judicial supervision
3. Type of remedies sought {check all that apply):

a monetary b ] nonmenetary; declaratory or injunctive relief ¢ V] punitive
4. Number of causes of action (specify).

5. This case En] is isnat a2 class action suit.

8. If there are any known related cases, file and serve & notice of related case. (You may vse form GM-015.)
Date:  April 23, 2007
MELANIE D. POPPER b gy,
(TYPE QR PRINT NAME) GIGMATURE OF PARTY DR ATTORNEY FOR PARTY)
- NOTICE
» Plaintiff must file this cover shest with the first paper filed in the action or procesding {except small claims cases or cases filed

urider the Probate Code, Family Code, or Welfare and institufions Code). (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 3.220.) Failure 1o file mey result
in sanchions.

* Fila this cover sheet in addition to any cover sheet required by local court rule.

+ if this case is complex under nule 3.400 et seq. of the California Rulas of Court, you must serve a copy of this cover sheet on all
other parties to the action or proceading.

* Unless this is @ complex cage, this cover sheat will be used for statistical purposes only.

Fage 1 of 2
!—‘uﬂq.i&ga &::1 ﬂsgfqm _:.;se CIVIL G ASE COVER SHEET e ? Gat, Aufas of Cour, nles 3200, 3.400-3.40%

arcan |.egeet, lno, Standards, of Judicial Admirviatration, § 19
CM-018 [Rav. Janusry 1, 2007} !vww‘memrm::w.ao ww.murtfnfo,c:a?wv
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Mary J. Shea, Esq. (SBN; 113222
SHEA LAW OFqFfCEs )
895 Dove St.

3" Floor

Newport Beach, CA 92660
1-940-933-0260
1-949.209-3622(fax)
shealaw(@aol.com

Melanie D. Popprer, Esq. (SBN: 236279)
THE REVELATION LAW FIRM
2034 Blake St.

Suite 8

Berkeley, CA 94704

1-510-665-4195

1-510-665-4197 (fax)

mdp(@revelationlaw.com

Attomeys for Plaintiff
MELANIE D. POPPER

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO — Victorville Civil Unlimited Jurisdiction

MELANIE D. POPPER CASE NO.,
Plaintiff, VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES
VS, I.  Sexual Battery — Direct Liability

ROE ORGANIZATION NO. 1, a 2. Common Law Negligence
New York corporation; ROE

ORGANIZATION NO. 2, a 3. Negligent Appointment, Retention, &

California Corporation; JOHN DOE Supervision

1, an individual; and ROES 3-30; _ ' _

DOES 2-30, 4. Gross Negligence - Wilful Misconduct
Defendants. 5. Negligence Per Se and Negligent

Failure To Report Suspected Child
Sexual Abuse

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

1
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COMES NOW Plaintiff MELANIE D. POPPER in the above entitled cause, and files

this, her Original Complaint, and allege as follows:

L

PARTIES
1. Plaintiff MELANIE D. POPPER is and at all mentioned herein, was a resident
of the state of California. At all material times, Plaintiff was also a child entrusted to
the Defendants’ care within the State of California. As a minor child between the
ages of eight (8) and seventeen (17), Plaintiff was sexually abused by a ministerial
servant, JOHN DOE, who was appointed by the Defendants’ ROE organizations
within the State of California. |
2, Defendant designated herein as ROE ORGANIZATION 1 1s a corporation
located at 25 Columbia Heights, Brooklyn, New York, 11201 organized and existing
under the léws of the State of New York, and has conducted business within the State
of California through its agents and alter egos.
3. ROE ORGANIZATION 1 (“ROE 1") 1s, based upon best information and
belief, a corporate entity that has engaged in conduet, or a lack thereof, thereby
allowing children affiliated with its entity to be victims of sexual abuse. The identity
of ROE ORGANIZATION 1 is known by Plaintiff and her attorneys, and an order
will be sought in compliance with Code of Civil Procedure § 340.1(m-p) to plead the
true 1dentity of ROE ORGANIZATION 1.
4. Defendant designated herein as ROE ORGANIZATION 2 ("ROE 2") is a
corporation located at 16077 Sago Rd., #6, Applle Valley, CA 92307 and 15743
Cheyenne Rd., Apple Valley, CA 92307 organized and existing under the laws of the
State of California, and has conducted business within the State of California through
its agents and alter egos.
5. ROE ORGANIZATION 2 is, based upon best information and belief, a

corporate

2
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religious entity that has engaged in conduct, or a lack thereof, thereby allowing
children affiliated with its entity to be victims of sexual abuse. The identity of ROE
ORGANIZATION 2 is known by Plaintiff and her attorneys, and an order will be
sought in compliance with Code of Civil Procedure § 340.1(m-p) to plead the true
identity of ROE ORGANIZATION.

6.  JOHN DOE 1 (hereinafter “JOHN DOE 1,” “DOE 1" or “DOE No. 1") is a
sixty (60) year old male who was, at all relevant times, a ministerial servant, a
baptized ordained minister and publisher and an agent of the Defendants ROE
ORGANIZATION 1 and ROE ORGANIZATION 2. JOHN DOE 1 committed all of
the acts complained of in the state of California, and he currently resides, upon
information and belief, in part at an address on Via Basilica Ave., in Delano, CA
93215-3858 and, upon information and belief, in part at an address on Sauk Ct., in
Apple Valley, CA 92308-8138, and upon information and belief, in part a residence in
Belize, Central America.

7. The true names and capacities, whether individual, corporate, associate, or
otherwise, of defendants ROES 3-50 and DOES 2-50, inclusive, are known and
unknown to Plaintiff who therefore sue such defendants by such fictitious names in
compliance with Code of Civil Procedure § 340.1(m-p), and will amend the
complaint to show the true names and capacities of each known ROE and DOE
defendant pursuant to Court Order. Plaintiff alleges on information and belief that
each defendant designated as a ROE ORGANIZATION and JOHN or JANE DOE is
legally responsible in some manner for the events, happenings, and/or tortuous, and
unlawful conduct that caused the injuries and damages alleged in this complaint.

8.  The Defendant entities are collectively referred to herein as “ROE
DEFENDANTS” and each is the agent and alter ego of each other and operates as a
single business enterprise. Each of the ROE DEFENDANTS was acting within the
scope and course of his or its authority as an agent, servant, and/or alter ego of the

other and each of them engaged in, joined in and conspired with the other

3
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wrongdoers in carrying out the unlawful activities alleged in this complaint.
I1.
JURISDICTION AND VENUE
8a.  Each Plaintiff has been damaged in an amount exceeding the minimum
jurisdictional requirements of this Court.
8b.  Venue is proper in San Bernardino county, the city of Victorville, California
because most of the acts or omissions that give rise to Plaintiff” claims occurred in
San Bernardino County, and in the town of Apple Valley.
sDetails Of Personal Jurisdiction Over Defendants ¢
8c.  This Court has personal jurisdiction over ROE ORGANIZATION 1

(hereinafter ROE 1), because, as indicated in the Napa County Superior Court’s
Ruling in Case No. 26-22191 on October 5, 2005, ROE 1 engages in the following
activities in the state of California: '

Kingdom Hall Fund: Through this fund, ROE 1 provides loans to
congregations in California for the construction and remodeling of Kingdom Halls.
The loans are secured by promissory notes or mortgages on California property.

Kingdom Hall Assistance Arrangement (KHAA): This 1s an insurance and risk
management program administered by ROE 1.' KHAA collects funds from California
congregations and purchases insurance policies for California congregations to
protect such congregations.

Acquisition and Sale of Real Property: ROE 1 solicits donations and receives
donations from congregations in California. With those donations, ROE 1 has
purchased property 1n its name, received gifts of real propeﬁy, and sold property
using the name of ROE 1.

9. This Court has personal jurisdiction over ROE ORGANIZATION 2
(hereinafter ROE 2 because ROE 2 is physically located in the state of California on
Sago Road in Apple Valley and on Cheyenne Road in Apple Valley, California.
{Fons Companies, Inc., v. Seabest Foods,Inc. (1996) 14 Cal.4th 434, 445, holding

4
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that physical presence or presence which is substantial, continuous, and systematic is
sufficient to establish personal jurisdction].
10.  This Court has personal jurisdiction over JOHN DOE 1 because a) he
committed the acts complained of herein in the state of California, b) he is also an
agent for service of process on an (now dissolved California Corporation called
“Easy Days Adult Daycare, Inc.” , No. C2501667), and ¢) a “dba” business affiliation
called “Aarlees Cleaning Services,” located in Apple Valley, California, and is
therefore maintaining a continuous and systematic presence in California.
II1.
FACTS COMMON TO ALL CAUSES OF ACTION

«Basic Organizational Structure Qf The ROE Defendants =
11.  Defendant ROE ORGANIZATION 1 (“ROE 1"} is the parent organization of

all entities of one of the largest religious organizations of door-to-door evangelical
cults in the world, Plaintiff POPPER was a member of ROE 1 and ROE 2 at all
relevant times.

12.  Upon information and belief, ROE 1 has a hierarchical structure in which the
GOVERNING BODY, which is a small group of men who operate out of various
entities within the hierarchical structure, sits at the top of a chain of command that
extends over each individual and Defendant entity in the organization including its
worldwide operations. These individuals and entities act as agents, servanis and alter
egos of each other. Authority for actions by the organization or its members derive
from the GOVERNING BODY.

13. Al of the ROE Defendants are the agents and servants of each other and are
liable for each other’s acts. The ROE DEFENDANTS are so organized and
controlled and their affairs are so conducted that they are alter egos of eachl other and
operate as a single business enterprise.

14.  Through its hierarchical structure, the ROE DEFENDANTS assume

responsibility for the development, protection and discipline of its membership,

B
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especially the children of members. All male members, whether Elders, Ministerial
Servants, Pioneers and/or Publishers, are appointed and empowered by the
GOVERNING BODY of ROE 1 to carry out this responsibility.

»The Role Of The Ministerial Servant Within The ROF Organization: Male Agents
Who Set An Example, Arve Held Qut As Trustworthy, And Who Must Report

Wrongdoing »
15.  To further their goals, the ROE DEFENDANTS, including ROE 1 and ROE 2,

authorize male members to develop relationships of trust with women, children and
families and to assume a role of counselor and advocate for any problems that might
arise, including claims of child abuse.

16. It is the responsibility of the ministerial servants arnd Elders and those higher
up in the chain of command, including the GOVERNING BODY, to decide if
abuse has occurred and how it should be handled.

16a. A ministerial servant is held out by ROE 1 and ROE 2 to be a person of good
character and responsibility, and one whom children, including Plaintiff POPPER
while she was a child, can trust.

17.  Parents within the organizations ROE 1 and ROE 2 are encouraged to view
ministerial servants as role models for their children, and specifically advised
members of ROE 1 and ROE 2, during the time period of the unlawful conduct
complained of herein (between 1985 and 1995), not to trust other authority figures
such as school teachers, law enforcement authorities, psychiatrists, doctors, lawyers,
and so forth. These instructions were entirely unrelated to religious beliefs and/or

teachings of ROE 1 and ROE 2.
*The Appointment And Duties of Ministerial Servants+

18.  Upon information and belief, ministerial servants are appointed by the local
Branch Officc of ROE 2 who are assigned by the Governing Body of ROE 1 to act on
their behalf in this matter, usually on the recommendation of the local body of elders,

during a visit of a Circuit Overseer.

6
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19.  Only men may be appointed as elders and ministerial servants, although
women may perform most of the activities of Ministerial Servants above, if they do
not involve teaching the congregation.

20. Tn Lesson 14 of a 1996 publication by ROE 1, entitled, “How are [The ROE
ORGANIZATIONS] organized?”, ROE 1 quoted a passage that states in part:

“Ministerial servants should likewise be serious, not double-tongued, not
glving themselves to a lot of wine, not greedy of dishonest gain, 9 holding the
sacred secret of the faith with a clean conscience. 10 Also, let these be tested as
to fitness first, then let them serve as ministers, as they are free from
accusation. 11 Women should likewise be serious, not slanderous, moderate in
habits, faithful in all things. 12 Let ministerial servants be husbands of one
wife, presiding in a_fine manner over children and their own households, 13
For the men who ministet in a fine manner are acquiring for themselves a fine
:s[tandmg and great freeness of speech in the faith i connection with Christ
esus.”

(Ttalics and emphasis added).

20a. The duties of ministerigl servants in general does not stop when they leave the

Kingdom Hall (church), but continues when they go home to sel an example as “head

of the household” for families, being the first and only individugl outside of ROE 1

and ROE 2 who can be trusted, since ROES 1 and 2 encourage its members not to

frust any persons entities outside of its organization.

20b. Ministerial servants can only be male, and they have authority over baptized
publishers, unbaptized publishers, women, and children.

20c. Ministerial servants have been held to liable for breach of “fiduciary duty”
when they engaged in sexual abuse in other states, including Massachussetts in a
February 23, 2005 superior court ruling by Judge Herman Smith, Jr., in Suffolk
County.

20d. Upon information and belief, ministetial servants have the responsibility of
making “shepherding calls” with |

elders in the organization in order to counsel and advise members of the ROES 1 and
2 organizations.

20e. Upon information and belief, ministerial servants have a duty to report sexual

7
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abuse, even when they are the persons responsible for perpetrating the sexual abuse
within the ROES 1 and 2 organizations.
20f. Ministerial servants are agents of ROES 1 and 2 organizations whose
knowledge can be imputed to ROES 1 and 2 orgamizations.

*Details Of The Unlawful Acts Of Rape, Incest, And Child Molestation By

Ministerial Servant JOHN DOE I+

21.  Defendant JOHN DOE ] became an ordained minister of ROE 1 in or about
January 1, 1972.
21a. Defendant JOHN DOE 1 was appointed as a ministerial servant of ROES 1 and

2 in or about January 1, 1988. -
21b. Plaintiff POPPER was a member of ROES 1 and 2 organizations between the
time of the unlawful conduct, 1985-1995 {except that Plaintiff joined ROE 2 in or
about January 1, 1987).
22, JOHN DOE 1 is the biological father of Plaintiff Melanie D. Popper.
23, In 1985, when Plaintiff was about eight (8) years old, JOHN DOE 1 was a
baptized publisher and minister of ROE 1 and he continues to be a baptized and
ordained minister of such organizations.
24.  On several different occasions between 1985 and 1989, when Plaintiff was
between about eight (8) years old and eieven (11) years old, Defendant JOHN DOE 1
engaged in the following gruesome acts of sexual abuse;

. Rape and oral sex on Plaintiff Melanie D. Popper commuitted by

Defendant JOHN DOE 1by force or fear.

. Engaging in masturbation in the presence of a Plaintiff.
. Touching and caressing Plaintiff’s breast area.
. Touching and caressing Plaintiff’s crotch area.

. Penetrating Plaintiff’s vagina digitally and with Defendant JOHN DOE
1°s penis.
. When Plaintiff Popper questioned Defendant JOHN DOE 1 about his

8

CHOMRAPT ATRIT TR TWARNAMES




A4/23/20887 17:1A B1BEEE4197 THE REVELATION Lk PAGE  18/27

1 behavior in or about 1986, Defendant JOHN DOE 1stated “Ne, no, no,

2 darling. That’s our little secret. But if anyone else tells you about a

3 little secret, you come directly to me and tell me, ok.” Defendant

4 JOHN DOE 1 also said, “I love you and remember you’re Daddy’s

5 litle girl.”

6 v Defendant JOHN DOQE 1 approached Plaintiff POPPER smiling and took
7 her into the shower with him, offering his soap and forcing her to

8 perform oral sex on him in the shower.

9|l 25.  As a result of Defendant JOHN DOE 1’s behavior, Plaintiff POPPER began to

10 | show telltale signs of abuse, including constant bedwetting, precocious discussions of
11 || sex and sex organs prior to puberty, fear of going home or going to bed, wanting to
12 { sleep in sister’s bed, and sleeping with a pillow over her face at all times, clutching
13 | crotch area and gritting teeth when sleeping. Baptized and unbaptized publishes of
14 | Defendant ROE 1 were aware of some of these behaviors.
15| 26.  Defendant JOHN DOE 1 was appointed as a ministerial servant by Defendants
16 || ROE 1 and ROE 2 on approximately January 1, 1988. |

17 | 27. When he was appointed as a ministerial servant charged with the care and

18 || attention to families and children, Defendant JOIIN DOE 1 was wcll aware that he

19 || molested children, including his own child, Plaintiff Melanie D. Popper, in the past.

20 | 28.  Despite his knowledge and awareness of his conduct, Defendant JOHN DOE 1

21 || failed to report his behavior to authorities or to Defendants ROE 1 and ROE 2.

22| 29. DBetween 1989 and1995, when Plaintiff was between the ages of about eleven

23 || (11) and seventeen (17), Defendant JOHN DOE 1 engaged in the following acts,

24 || some of which werc done repeatedly and regularly:

25 . Defendant JOHN DOE 1 violently penetrated, raped and thrashed

26 Plaintiff MELANIE D. POPPER. The next day, when Plaintiff got into
27 an argument with her parents, she went into a form of psychological
28 distress, the left side of her face began sinking slowly during the

9
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1 argument. Defendant JOHN DOE 1 then said, “I know what she’s going
2 to do. She’s going to go to the authorities and say that I'm abusing
3 her.” Plaintiff’s mother stated, “Oh, she’d never do a thing like that.”
4 . Defendant JOHN DOE 1 repeatedly performed oral sex on Plaintiff
5 POPPER, forced her to perform oral sex, raped her, and masturbated in
6 her presence and on her, |
7 . On one occasion, Defendant JOHN DOE 1 grabbed Plaintiff’s neck
8 while penetrating her. This event was humiliating, shocking, and has
9 caused a great deal of emotional and psychological pain.
10 . Defendant JOHN DOE 1 came into Plaintiff POPPER’s bed room late at
11 night, put the pillow over her face and told her to go back to sleep.
12 Plaintiff remembers “keeping a straight face” and “floating away, up to
13 the ceiling or somewhere in [her] head.” When he was finished,
14 Defendant JOHN DOE 1 kissed Plaintiff POPPER on the forehead
15 and said, “I love you. Go back to sleep.”
16 . Defendant JOHN DOE 1 would come in with just his underwear (briefs)
17 on, and his penis out touching himself (masturbating), especially on
18 nights that Plaintiff’s mother was not at home:.
19 . Defendant JOHN DOE 1 held Plaintiff MELANIE D. POPPER’s arms
20 over her head while fondling her genitals and penetrating her.
21 ’ Defendant JOHN DOE 1 ejaculated onto Plaintiff MELANIE D.
22 POPPER’s chest and wiped it off with a towel,
23 . JOHN DOE 1 also regularly referred to assertive women as
24 “prostitutes” or “dumb bifches.”
25 . JOHN DOE 1 regularly made psychologically damaging comments to
26 Plaintiff POPPER such as, “Are you really seeing what you’re seemng?”
27 and other mechanisms to enforce a system of denial.
28 10
oo conmarer COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES
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. JOHN DOE 1 regularly told explicit sexual jokes, including jokes about
genitalia and sexwual mtercourse, 1n front of hig children.

30. The acts alleged in paragraphs in 24 and 29 have caused Plaintiff MELANIE
D. POPPER extreme emotional distress, including symptoms of “dissociation,” a
diagnosis of post-traumatic stress disorder as a result of childhood sexual abuse,
anxiety at bedtime, sadness, loss of childhood innocence, rage, and a profound lack
of trust in people.

»Absolute Control Nature of The Religious Cults ROE 1 and ROE 2 Aided

Defendant JOHN DOE 11In His Conduct»

31.  While he engaged in the aforementioned acts, Defendant JOHN DOE 1 was

acting in the course and scope of his employment as a ministerial servant and
ordained minister of ROE 1 and ROE 2,

32. While he engaged in the aforementioned acts, Defendant JOHN DOE land the
ROE Defendants engaged in the mental manipulation of children, opposing all forms
of socialization and external education and maintaining absolute control over people
from the youngest age on to maintain them in a secluded organization. Such acts and
contextual situation actually constitute the many manifestations of the grasp of cults
ont minors. The absolute control nature of ROES 1 and ROE 2 is unrelated to its
religious beliefs and/or practices.

33, Duning the time that Defendant JOHN DOE lengaged in the unlawful acts,
Defendants ROE 1 and ROE 2 discouraged children from associating with or trusting
authorities figures besides those appointed in the their organization. Defendants
ROE 1 and ROE 2 encouraged children to trust only ministerial servants, heads of the
family (i.e., fathers), elders, and others within ROE 1 and ROE 2. And Defendants
ROE 1 and ROE 2 specifically discouraged children from frusting people of outside
of its organization including school teachers, law enforcement authorities, therapists,

doctors, psychiatrists, and the military.

11
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1 sRepressed Memory Invokes Statutory Provisions Under CCP 340.1¢

2| 34. For many years, Plaintiff repressed memories of the abuse and survived with

3 | the mechanism of repression and dissociation. In adulthood, Plaintiff began to

4 || vividly remember and relive the sexual abuse, rape and molestation in or about

5 || February of 2005, except for the first memory, which actually involved a third party
whom Plaintiff witnessed being abused by JOHN DOE 1, that surfaced in May of
2004. Plaintiff has had consistent memories, flashbacks, and prolonged physical

reliving of the abuse since the first memory in May of 2004 and the major explosion

oo 3 Dy

of memories in February of 2005. Memory repression and the discovery of
10 || psychological harm as a result of sexual abuse is sufficient to satisfy the statute of

11 { limitations requirements of Code of Civil Procedure 340.1.

12 FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
13 SEXUAL BATTERY
14 Against Only Defendant JOHN DOE 1 and DOES 2-50 (individuals)

15 { 35.  Plaintiff incorporates herein by this reference and re-alleges paragraphs 1

16 || through 34 of this Complaint as if fully set forth herein.

17 | 36.  Plaintiff alleges that for a number of years as an agent and alter ego of the ROE
18 | DEFENDANTS, Defendant JOHN DOE 1 used his position of authority as a

19 || ministerial servant to gain access to Plaintiff and to engage in un-permitted, harmful,
20 [ and offensive sexual contact upon the bodies of Plaintiff and each of them, as

21 || described herein, without Plaintiff’s consent, committing sexual abuse upon the

22 || persons of Plaintiff in the State of California in violation of laws against sexual

23 || battery and Code of Civil Procedure 340.1,

24 | 37,  Plaintiff further allege each of the ROE DEFENDANTS was in the chain of

25 [ command and acted pursuant to the authority granted to them as agents and alter ego
26 || of the GOVERNING BODY and each other, utilized such leadership and authority to
27 || carry out and/or aid, abet and ratify the sexual abuse of Plaintiff.

28 12
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38.  As alegal result of Defendants’ conduct as described hereinabove, Plaintiff has
suffered, and will continue to suffer great pain of mind, body, shock, emotional
distress, physical manifestations of emotional distress, embarrassment, loss of
self-esteern, disgrace, humiliation, loss of enjoyment of life, and a profound lack of
trust in people. Further, Plaintiff was prevented and will continue to be prevented
from performing daily activities and obtaining the full enjoyment of life. Plaintiff has
incurred and will incur expenses for medical and psychological treatment, therapy,
and counseling.
SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
COMMON-LAW NEGLIGENCE
Against All Defendants
39.  Plaintiff incorporates herein by this reference and re-allege paragraphs 1
through 38 of this Complaint as if fully set forth herein.
40. Plaintiff allege that, at all times herein mentioned, the ROE DEFENDANTS
assumed a duty to protect Plaintiff from sexual predators within the ROE
DEFENDANTS’ organization, The ROE DEFENDANTS further knew or should
have known, or were otherwise otice pursuant to CCP §340.1(a) and (b) that
Plaintiff POPPER was at risk of foreseeable harm by their agent, Defendant JOHN
DOE 1, but failed to act to protect them from said harm. The ROE DEFENDANTS
breached their duty to Plaintiff, thereby causing great harm to Plaintiff POPPER.
a. Actual Notice By All Defendants: Defendants, including the

ROE Defendants, had actual notice of the acts complained of

sufficient to satisfy the requirements of CCP §340.1(a)(1-2) and

(b)(1-2) because Defendant JOHN DOE 1 was an “agent” of

Defendants ROE 1 and ROE 2. A “ministerial servant” is an agent

for the purposes of imputing knowledge to the ROE defendants.

California courts have determined that an individual perpetrator

13
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with sufficient authority within an organization may be sued based
on knowledge imputed to the organization based on his status as
an agent. (See Alameda County Superior Court Case No.
RG05195909). JOHN DOE 1, as an agent of ROE 1 AND ROE 2
by virtue of his status a ministerial servant, knew of the abuse
becéuse he perpetrated such abuse, therefore ROES 1 and 2 also
had knowledge of such abuse. The allegations m paragraphs 15
through 20f, above, detail the role and duties of mimstenal
servants, all of whom must be male and ordained ministers of
ROE Defendants 1 and 2. Additionally, ministerial servants are
“religious practitioners* for the purpose of reporting childhood
sexual abuse under California Penal Code Section 11164 and
11165.7. |

Constructive Notice By All Defendants: Defendants, including
ROE Defendants, had constructive notice of the acts complained
of sufficient to satisfy the requirements of CCP §340.1(a)(1-2)
and (b)1-2) because of behaviors and conduct indicating
childhood sexual abuse of Plaintiff POPPER which were readily
apparent and observable by representatives and agents of
Defendants ROES 1 and 2, as well as Defendant JOHN DOE.
These behaviors are more fully set forth in paragraphs 25 and the
last bullet point of 29, above.

Otherwise On Notice: In 1995, Plaintiff POPPER also had a
private meeting with three ﬁmle, elder leaders of Defendants
ROE 1 and ROE 2 and told them that she felt very
uncomfortable being in relationships with men and specifically

asked for their help in dealing with this challenge. The three

14
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Eiders, Brothers H., B., and 8., did nothing.
41. Asalegal result of Defendants’ conduct as described hereinabove, Plaintiff has
suffered, and will continue to suffer gfaat pain of mind, body, shock, emotional
distress, physical manifestations of emotional distress, embarrassment, loss of
self-esteem, disgrace, humiliation, and loss of enjoyment of life. Further, Plamntiff
was prevented and will continue to be prevented from performing daily activities and
obtaining the full enjoyment of life. Plaintiff has incurred and will incur expenses for
medical and psychological treatment, therapy, and counseling.
THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION
NEGLIGENT APPOINTMENT, RETENTION AND SUPERVISION
Against‘Defendants ROE 1 and ROE 2

42.  Plaintiff incorporates herein by this reference and re-alieges paragraphs 1
through 41 of this Complaint as if fully set forth herein.

43. Plaintiff further alleges that at all times herein mentioned, the ROE
DEFENDANTS knew or should have known of their agents, JOHN DOE 1°s
propensities to use his position as a leader in the local congregation to engage in
and/or aid and abet acts of sexual abuse. The ROE DEFENDANTS failed to
adequately investigate, evaluate, and otherwise research the background of their
agent, JOHN DOE 1, prior to their hiring appointing him to leadership positions and
entrusting children to his care.

44, Plaintiff further alleges that after JOHN DOE 1 was retained by ROE

DEFENDANTS acting on behalf of and under the supervision of the ROE
DEFENDANTS, ROE DEFENDANTS failed to adequately investigate, evaluate and
otherwise monitor the conduct of their agent, JOHN DOE 1, during his interactions
with children entrusted by ROE DEFENDANTS to his care to the exclusion of ail
other authority figures, thereby also failing to adequately supervise and discipline the

conduct of JOHN DOE.

15
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45,  Plaintiff’s further allege that ROE DEFENDANTS failed to provide adequate
warning to Plaintiff and their families of their agent’s dangerous propensities and
unfitness to lead.
46, Plaintiff further allege the ROE DEFENDANTS negligently investigated,
appointed, retained and supervised JOHN DOE 1 in the organization at a time when
they knew or should have known of his propensities to use his appointed position to
engage in acts of sexual abuse against Plaintiff and other young children under the
ROE DEFENDANTS’ care.
47.  As alegal result of Defendants’ conduct as described hereinabove, Plaintiff has
suffered, and will continue to suffer great pain of mind, body, shock, emotional
distress, physical manifestations of emotional distress, embarrassment, loss of
self-esteem, disgrace, humiliation, and loss of enjoyment of life. Further, Plaintiff
was prevented and will continue to be prevented from performing daily activities and
obtaining the full enjoyment of life. Plaintiff has incurred and will incur expenses for
medical and psychological treatment, therapy, and counseling.
FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
GROSS NEGLIGENCE/WILFUL MISCONDUCT
Against All Defendants
48.  Plaintiff incorporate herein by this reference and re-allege paragraphs 1
through 47 of this Complaint as if fully set forth herein.
49.  Plaintiff allege the behavior of the ROE DEFENDANTS as described
hereinabove demonstrates a conscious indifference to the safety and welfare of
Plaintiff, in that ROE DEFENDANTS knew or should have known of the dangerous
propensities of their agents, JOHN DOE 1, yet failed to act to protect the health,
safety and welfare of children in the custody and care of ROE DEFENDANTS,
thereby allowing Plaintiff to be sexually abused, which could have been prevented

but for ROE DEFENDANTS’ wilful misconduct and gross negligence in failing to

16
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1 || imoplement safeguards to protect Plaintiff, in violation of ROE DEFENDANTS’ duty
2 Il to protect the children entrusted to JOHN DOE 1's care and custody fo the exclusion

3 | of all other authority figures.
4 || 49a. Defendants ROE 1 and ROE 2, as well as JOHN DOE 1, discouraged Plaintiffs

5 | from trusting and/or communicating with outside authority figures who were not
members of ROES 1 and 2 thereby preventing Plaintiff access to help for dealing
with the childhood sexual abuse.

50.  Plaintiff further allege that ROE DEFENDANTS’ actions, constituting wilful

WO 30 ot | h

misconduct and gross negligence described hereinabove, caused significant mental,
10 | emotional, and physical injuries as a result of the acts of sexual abuse described

11 || hereinabove.
12 51.  Asalegal result of Defendants’ conduct as described hereinabove, Plaintiff has
13 || suffered, and will continue to suffer great pain of mind, body, shock, emotional
14 || distress, physical manifestations of emotional distress, embarrassment, loss of
15 || self-esteem, disgrace, humiliation, and loss of enjoyment of life. Further, Plaintiff
16 || was prevented and will continue to be prevented from performing daily activities and
17 || obtaining the full enjoyment of life. Plaintiff has incurred and will incur expenses for

18 | medical and psychological treatment, therapy, and counsclihg.

19 FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION

20 NEGLIGENCE PER SE and COMMON-LAW NEGLIGENCE:
21 VIOLATION OF PENAL CODE SECTION 11164

22 Against All Defendants

23 | 52.  Plaintiff incorporétes herein by this reference and re-alleges paragraphs 1

24 {| through 51 of this Complaint as if fully set forth herein. |

25 [ 53. Plaintiff alleges that the ROE DEFENDANTS had a duty, under the California
26 | Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Act, California Penal Code § 11164, et. seq.,

27 || (and predecessor provisions) and the common-laws, to report the abuse or suspected

28 17
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abuse of children.

54, Plaintiff further allege that the ROE DEFENDANTS failed to report to law
enforcement the abusive and illegal acts of their agent, JOHN DOE1 , both prior to
and after the abuse inflicted on Plaintiff. By failing to report the actions of JOHN
DOE, the ROE DEFENDANTS violated California Child Abuse and Neglect
Reporting Act, which is intended to safeguard and enhance the welfare of abused
children. Plaintiff was and is member of the class of persons that the California
Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Act was designed to protect and each was injured
as a result of The ROE DEFENDANTS’ violation of the statute, Such violation
constitutes negligence per se. Defendant JOHN DOE 1 was a ministerial servant
with a duty to report childhood sexual abuse in his capacity as “religious
practitioner” under Penal Code Sections 11164 and 11165.7 and he failed to report
such abiuse.

55.  Further, the duties of ministerial servants in general does not stop when they
leave the Kingdom Hall (church), but continues when they go home to set an example
as “head of the household” for families, being the first and only individual that can
be trusted, since ROES I and 2 encourage its members not 1o lrust any persons
entities outside of its organization.

56. Ministerial servants can only be male, and they have authority over baptized
publishers, unbaptized publishers, women, and children.

57. Ministerial servants have been held to liable for breach of “fiduciary duty”
when they engaged in sexual abuse in other states, including Massachussetts in a
February 23, 2005 ruling by Judge Herman Smith, Jr. in Suffolk County.

58.  Ministerial servants have the responsibility of making “shepherding calls” with
elders in the organization in order to counsel and advice members of the ROES 1 and
2 organizations.

59.  Upon information and belief, ministerial servants have a duty to report sexual

18
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abuse, even when they are the persons responsible for perpetrating the sexual abuse
within the ROES 1 and 2 organizations.

59a. Upon information and belief, ministerial servants are agents of ROES 1 and 2.
60. Plaintiff further allege that JOHN DOE 1 and the ROE DEFENDANTS’ failure
to report constitutes common-law negligence. The ROE DEFENDANTS asserted
their authority over both Plaintiff and her abuser and agent, JOHN DOE, creating a
special relationship of trust and confidence and power over Plaintiff in his capacity as
a ministerial servant. In the context of this special relationship and the unequal
relationship among the parties, the ROE DEFENDANTS assumed a duty to handle
all reports of child abuse and in doing so caused Plaintiff and their families from
reporting the abuse to, or seeking help from, sources and authorities outside the ROE
DEFENDANTS' organization. The ROE DEFENDANTS acted with conscious
disregard for the safety and welfare of Plaintiff and violated that duty to Plaintiff’
detriment.

61. As a legal result of the ROE DEFENDANTS’ failure to report the illegal
conduct of their agent, JOHN DOE, law enforcement, Plaintiff was deprived of the
benefits provided by the State of California and other trained professionals that
would have decreased further harm to the Plaintiff and prevented further abuse.
Plaintiff has suffered, and will continue to suffer great pain of mind, body, shock,
emotional distress, physical manifestations of emotional distress, embarrassment, loss
of self-esteem, disgrace, humiliation, and loss of enjoyment of life. Further, Plaintiff
was prevented and will continue to be prevented from performing daily activities and
obtaining the full enjoyment of life. Plaintiff has incurred and will incur expenses for

medical and psychological treatment, therapy, and counseling.

/1!
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PRAYER -
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demand judgment against the . DEFENDANTS

individually, jointly and severally as follows:

For general damages according to proof;

For past and future medical expenses according to proof;
For prejudgment interest;

For costs of suit incurred herein; and

For punitive damages (as to the first and fourth causes of action)

For such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper.
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BY: "?Wﬁm{% M(’ff"—
Mary J. Shea, Esq.

Attorneys for Plaintiff
MELANIE DENISE POPPER
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Plaintiff hereby demands a jury trial on all issues triable by jury.

Dated: iﬂfﬁ 12% w0l

THE REVELATION Lk

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

BY: '/77;;;&7} 4 M&/’»

PAGE  22/27

! f
Mary J. ghea, Esq.

Attorneys for Plaintiff
MELANIE DENISE POPPER

<
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Yerificati
I, Melanie D. Poppet have tead and reviewed the foregoing VERIFIELD COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES,
and I know the contents thereof. The contents of this document are true of my own knowledge except for
those matters therein stated on nformanon and behef, and as to those matters, 1 believe them to be true.

deda.re that the foregoing is tue and correct under penalty of perjury of the laws of the State of California.

Pated: Avf‘: K 7 007}

Signed: b} f ” g

Vv
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2 | Melanie D. Popper, Esq. (SBN: 236279)
THE REVELA{)’FION LAW FIRM

3 i 2034 Blake 5t.

Suite &

4 | Berkeley, CA 94704

1-510-663-4195

5§ 1-510-665-4197 (fax)
md evelationlaw.com
6
Attorneys for Plaintiff
7 1§ MELANIE D. POPPER
In Propria Persona
8
9
19 SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
11 COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINQ — Victorville Civil Unlimited Jurisdiction
12 -
MEILANIE DENISE POPPER % CASE NO.
13
Plaintiff, CERTIFICATE OF MERIT BY ATTORNEYS
.14 g FOR PLAINTIFF ¢ v SWERA
Vs, )
15

ROE ORGANIZATION 1, a New York
16 cmporation; ROE ORGANIZATION 2,
a California Corporation; JOHN DOE,
17 {| and individual; and DOES 1-20,

18 Defendants,

19
20
21

22 f 1. I, Mary J. Shea, declare the following:

23§t 2. I am one of the attorneys for Plaintiff Melanie D. Popper in a civil action styled
24 “ Popper v. Roe, et al.

25 3. I have consulted with at least one mental health practitioner, [ REDACTED : Whe is
26 || licensed to practice and practices in this state and who I reasonably believe is knowledgeable
27 1 of the relevant facts and issues involved in this particular action.

28 | 4. I have concluded on the basis of that review and consultation that there is reasonable

i

—— ‘ CERTIFICATE OF MERIT
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1 [ and meritorions cause for the filing of the action.
5. The mental heaith practitioner whom I consuited is not a party to this action.
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct under the laws of the

state of California.

Lh R S D

Dated: ,»["}Q@, / E.ij’{, 7 exn

Mary J. Shea, Esq.

o 1

Attomeys for Plaintiff

10 MELANIE DENISE POPPER
11
12 4
13
14
15
16
17

8
ol

20
21
22
23
24

25
26
27
28

2

P——— CERTIFICATE OF MERIT
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Melanie D. Popper, Esq. (SBN: 236279)
THE REVELATION LAW FIRM

2034 Blake St.

Suite &

Berkeley, CA 94704

1-510-665-4195

1-510-665-4197 (fax)
mdp@revelationlaw.com

Attoreys for Plaintiff
MELANIE D. POPPER
In Propria Persona

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO — Victorville Civil Unlimited Jurisdiction

MELANIE DENISE POPPER § CASE NO.

Plaintif, CERTIFICATE OF MERIT BY ATTORNEYS
FORPLAINTIFE B4 (breg.
Vs,

ROE ORGANIZATION 1, a New York
corporation; ROE ORGANIZATION 2, %
a California Corporation; JOHN DOE,

and individual; and DOES 1-20,
Defendants.
|
1. 1, Melanie D. Popper, declare the following:
2. 1 am one of the attorneys for Plaintiff Melame D. Popper in a civil action styled
Popper v. Rog, et al.
3. I'have consulted with at least one mental health practitioner, REDACTED  who is
licensed to practice and practices in this state and who 1 reasonably believe is knowledgeable
of the relevant facts and issues involved mn this particular action.
4, I have concluded on the basis of that review and consultation that there is reasonable
1

CERTIFICATE OF MERIT
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and meritorious cause for the filing of the action.
5. The mental health practitioner whom I consulted is not a party to this action.
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct under the laws of the

state of California.

Dated: &f'l 7.5 . 200F

BY: W /9 A,’j ____,_,...-1/

Melanie D. Popper, Esq.

Attorneys for Plaintiff
MELANIE DENISE POPPER

2

CERTIFICATE OF MERIT




