SUM-100

SUMMONS (SOL%FA???QUS;OUEIEE iy '&‘c(mrs)

(CITACION JUDICIAL)
NOTICE TO DEFENDANT: - D
(AVISO AL DEMANDADO): w FILE
HUMBOLDT COUNTY, CA, a municipal government entity; CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT )
OF FISH AND GAME, a state administrative agency; and DOES 1 through 50, inclusive JUN 9 "Z zmg
YOU ARE BEING SUED BY PLAINTIFF: SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
(LO ESTA DEMANDANDO EL DEMANDANTE): o UUf\i iy OF HUMbOLm
REDWOODS SPIRITUAL HEALING MINISTRY, a non-profit California religious
corporation

NOTICE! You have been sued. The court may decide against you without your being heard unless you respond within 30 days. Read the information
below.

You have 30 CALENDAR DAYS after this summons and legal papers are served on you to file a written response at this court and have a copy
served on the plaintiff. A letter or phone call will not protect you. Your written response must be in proper legal form if you want the court to hear your
case. There may be a court form that you can use for your response. You can find these court forms and more information at the California Courts
Online Self-Help Center (www.courtinfo.ca.gov/selfhelp), your county law library, or the courthouse nearest you. If you cannot pay the filing fee, ask
the court clerk for a fee waiver form. If you do not file your response on time, you may lose the case by default, and your wages, money, and property
may be taken without further warning from the court.

There are other legal requirements. You may want to call an attorney right away. If you do not know an attorney, you may want to call an attorney
referral service. If you cannot afford an attorney, you may be eligible for free legal services from a nonprofit legal services program. You can locate
these nonprofit groups at the California Legal Services Web site (www./lawhelpcalifornia.org), the California Courts Online Self-Help Center
(www.courtinfo.ca.gov/selfhelp), or by contacting your local court or county bar association. NOTE: The court has a statutory lien for waived fees and
costs on any settlement or arbitration award of $10,000 or more in a civil case. The court's lien must be paid before the court will dismiss the case.
JAVISO! Lo han demandado. Sino responde dentro de 30 dias, la corte puede decidir en su contra sin escuchar su version. Lea la informacién a
continuacion.

Tiene 30 DIAS DE CALENDARIO después de que le entreguen esta citacién y papeles legales para presentar una respuesta por escrito en esta
corte y hacer que se entregue una copia al demandante. Una carta o una llamada telefénica no lo protegen. Su respuesta por escrito tiene que estar
en formato legal correcto si desea que procesen su caso en la corte. Es posible que haya un formulario que usted pueda usar para su respuesla.
Puede encontrar estos formularios de la corte y mas informacién en el Centro de Ayuda de las Cortes de California (www.sucorte.ca.gov), en la
biblioteca de leyes de su condado o en la corte que le quede mds cerca. Si no puede pagar la cuota de presentacion, pida al secretario de la corte
que le dé un formulario de exencién de pago de cuotas. Si no presenta su respuesta a tiempo, puede perder el caso por incumplimiento y la corte le
podréa quitar su sueldo, dinero y bienes sin mas advertencia.

Hay ofros requisitos legales. Es recomendable que llame a un abogado inmediatamente. Si no conoce a un abogado, puede llamar a un servicio de
remisién a abogados. Si no puede pagar a un abogado, es posible que cumpla con los requisitos para obtener servicios legales gratuitos de un
programa de servicios legales sin fines de lucro. Puede encontrar estos grupos sin fines de lucro en el sitio web de California Legal Services,
(www.lawhelpcalifornia.org), en el Centro de Ayuda de las Cortes de California, (www.sucorte.ca.gov) o poniéndose en contacto con la corte o el
colegio de abogados locales. AVISO: Por ley, la corte tiene derecho a reclamar las cuotas y los costos exentos por imponer un gravamen sobre
cualquier recuperacién de $10,000 6 més de valor recibida mediante un acuerdo o una concesién de arbitraje en un caso de derecho civil. Tiene que
pagar el gravamen de la corte antes de que la corte pueda desechar el caso.

The name and address of the court is: %fezux?ga B Ri 9 @ 5 2 2

(El nombre y direccién de la corte es): HUMBOLDT COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT
825 5th Street
Eureka, CA 95501

The name, address, and telephone number of plaintiff's attorney, or plaintiff without an attorney, is:
(El nombre, la direccion y el numero de teléfono del abogado del demandante, o del demandante que no tiene abogado, es):

Matt Pappas/Grenville Pridham,648 N. Tustin St., Suite D, Orange, CA 92867 Fi4 -5%b -A4200

DATE: JUN 27 2019 Clerk, b Morgan P, . Deputy
(Fecha) (Se&MM BARTLESON 9 * (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 el formulario Proof of Service of Summons, (POS-010)).

NOTICE TO THE PERSON SERVED: You are served

R 1. [__] as an individual defendant.
2. [ ] as the person sued under the fictitious name of (specify):

"~ [ ] CCP 416.20 (defunct corporation) [] CCP 416.70 (conservatee)

|~

% 3. [ on behalf of (specify):
@ /\L under: L__| CCP 416.10 (corporation) [] CCP 416.60 (minor)

[ ] CCP 416.40 (association or partnership) [ ] CCP 416.90 (authorized person)

[ 1 other (specify):
4. [ ] by personal delivery on (date):
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648 N. TUSTIN ST., SUITE v
ORANGE, CA 92867

TELEPHONE NO.: (714) 486-5144
ATTORNEY FOR (Name): PLAINTIFF

ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT RINEY (Name, State Bar number, and ad\

—MATTHEW PAPPAS (SB.  '860), GRENVILLE P

by d address):
RIDHAM (SB)N: 120695)

FAX NO.:

Y COURT USE ONLY

STREET ADDRESS: 825 5TH STREET
MAILING ADDRESS:

cimy anp zip cone: EUREKA, CA 95501

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY oF HUMBOLDT

v FILED
e
JUN 27 2019

exceeds $25,000) $25,000 or less)

CASEB:::\I;I:; = EiUl"EI'tILl)J‘,': C\f?‘, i(JJ?'lj'lUE\Z’IEZJE\)il__IB(T}Hi\IIA
: COUNTY OF HUMB
Redwoods Spiritual Healing Ministry v. Humboldt County, et al.
CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET Complex Case Designation s NBﬁ: a )
Unlimited (] Limited . 1 g L 1 9 5 2e
(Amount (Amount Counter Joinder e
demanded demanded is Filed with first appearance by defendant '

(Cal. Rules of Court, rule 3.402) DEPT:

ltems 1-6 below must be completed (see instructions on page 2).

Auto Tort
[ ] Auto(22)
Uninsured motorist (46)

Other PI/PD/WD (Personal Injury/Property
Damage/Wrongful Death) Tort

Asbestos (04)
[ Product liability (24)
Medical malpractice (45)
(] other PPDWD (23)
Non-PI/PD/WD (Other) Tort

Civil rights (08)

Defamation (13)

Fraud (16)

Intellectual property (19)
Professional negligence (25)
Other non-PI/PD/WD tort (35)
Employment

[ ] wrongful termination (36)
I:I Other employment (15)

AN

Business tort/unfair business practice (07)

1. Check one box below for the case type that best describes this case:

Contract

Other collections (09)
Insurance coverage (18)
Other contract (37)

Real Property

Eminent domain/Inverse
condemnation (14)

Wrongful eviction (33)
|:‘ Other real property (26)
Unlawful Detainer
Commercial (31)
Residential (32)
[ Drugs 38)
Judicial Review
Asset forfeiture (05)

ANNEN

Petition re: arbitration award (11)

[ ] writ of mandate (02)
[ ] other judicial review (39)

Breach of contracﬁwarranty (06) (Cai. Rules of Court, rules 3.400—'3.403)
Rule 3.740 collections (09)

Provisionally Complex Civil Litigation

Antitrust/Trade regulation (03)
Construction defect (10)
Mass tort (40)

Securities litigation (28)
Environmental/Toxic tort (30)

Insurance coverage claims arising from the
above listed provisionally complex case

types (41)
Enforcement of Judgment

HOO000

Enforcement of judgment (20)
Miscellaneous Civil Complaint
[ rico @n

Other complaint (not specified above) (42)
Miscellaneous Civil Petition

Partnership and corporate governance (21)
1 other petition (not specified above) (43)

2. Thiscase [__|is isnot  complex under rule 3.400 of the California Rules of Court. If the case is complex, mark the
factors requiring exceptional judicial management:

a. D Large number of separately represented parties

b.[__] Extensive motion practice raising difficult or novel
issues that will be time-consuming to resolve

(3 |:| Substantial amount of documentary evidence

Number of causes of action (specify):

oo AW

Date: 6/26/2019
MOne  PAPPie

This case [ is isnot a class action suit.
. If there are any known related cases, file and serve a notice of related cése. (Youmay use form CM-015.)

p

(TYPE OR PRINT NAME)

d.[_] Large number of witnesses

e. |:| Coordination with related actions pending in one or more courts
in other counties, states, or countries, or in a federal court
f. [ substantial postjudgment judicial supervision

Remedies sought (check all that apply): a. monetary b.[ V] nonmonetary; declaratory or injunctive relief  c. Dpunitive

\_/‘giNATURE OF PARTY OR ATTORNEY FOR PARTY)
f

o Plaintiff must file this cover sheet with the first paper filed in the action or proceeding (except small claims cases or cases filed
under the Probate Code, Family Code, or Welfare and Institutions Code). (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 3.220.) Failure to file may result

in sanctions.

® File this cover sheet in addition to any cover sheet required by local court rule.

e |f this case is complex under rule 3.400 et seq. of the California Rules of Court, you must serve a copy of this cover sheet on all
other parties to the action or proceeding.

® Unless this is a collections case under rule 3.740 or a complex case, this cover sheet will be used for statistical purposes only.

NOTICE
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Judicial Council of California
CM-010 [Rev. July 1, 2007)

CIV“— CASE COVER SHEET Cal. Rules of Court, rules 2.30, 3.220, 3.400-3.403, 3.740;
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Superior Court of California, County of Humboldt

Attorney or Party Without Attorney: M F E L EZ‘: D
(Name, Address and State Bar Number) P
JUN 27 2019
Phone Number: SUPERIOR GOURT (IF £/, juid
COUNTY OF HUME
Attorney for (Name): o Ll
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT
. S &
_ ) Case No.: ﬁ1995&2
[‘%id‘gmog Sp‘\( QQAQA &Cg.\i n%, )
nisrry )
Plaintiff, )
) .
vs. ) NOTICE OF INCLUSION IN DELAY
) REDUCTION PROGRAM
)
Co )
i) ) NOTICE OF CASE MANAGEMENT
Defendant &Y - )  CONFERENCE

TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

Please take notice that the above-entitled action has been included in the Delay Reduction
Program of the County of Humboldt. You are required to comply with the guidelines for
Program cases as set forth in California Rules of Court, Title 3, Division 7, Chapters 1, 2, and 3,
and Humboldt County Local Rules, 2.8 through 2.8.6. l

You are further advised that a CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE in the above action has

been scheduled for VO ‘aC) ; 20[01 , at 8 5 3( ) (AM)PM in Department #
of the above entitled Court. Initial CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT on Judicial Council

form CM-110 shall be filed with the Court and exchanged among the parties no later than 15

days before the Case Management Conference.

Kiv M. BARTLESON 0
%’ / Morgan .
DATE: JUN 27 2019 CLERK, By 7 , Deputy




MATTHEW PAPPAS (SBN: 171860)
GRENVILLE T. PRIDHAM (SBN: 120695)

648 N. Tustin St.,Suite D M FILED
Orange, CA 92867 P =
Phone: (714) 486-5144 N .
E-Mail: maspalaw@hotmail.com UN 27 2019
QUPERIGH COUAT OF CALIFORN

REDWOODS SPIRITUAL HEALING MINISTRY

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT

3 D
No.: ) mﬁ 0be Vd
REDWOODS SPIRITUAL HEALING
MINISTRY, a non-profit California

ligi ti COMPLAINT FOR
i DECLARATORY RELIEF,
Plaintift INJUNCTIVE RELIEF AND
’ DAMAGES

V.

HUMBOLDT COUNTY, CA, a municipal
government entity; CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, a
state administrative agency; and DOES 1
through 50, inclusive,

Unlimited Jurisdiction

Defendants.

COMPLAINT

Comes now Plaintiff REDWOODS SPIRITUAL HEALING MINISTRY

(“CHURCH?) to complain of violations of constitutional and statutory rights by the

above Defendants as follows:
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PARTIES
1. Plaintiff REDWOODS SPIRITUAL HEALING MINISTRY (“CHURCH?) is

a non-profit religious entity based in Humboldt County, California.

2 Defendant HUMBOLDT COUNTY, CA (“COUNTY?™) is a municipal
corporation organized and existing under the constitution of the state of California.
Defendant CA. DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME (“DFG”) is an administrative
agency of the state of California. At all times mentioned herein, Defendants COUNTY
and DFG operated in concert with each other and are together referred to as
GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS.

3. The true names or capacities, whether individual, corporate, associate, or
otherwise, of the Defendants named herein as “DOE” are unknown to Plaintiff, who
therefore sues those Defendants by fictitious names. Plaintiff will request leave to amend
this Complaint to show the true names or capacities of these Defendants once they have
been ascertained.

4, Plaintiff is informed and believes and based upon such information and
belief alleges that the actions of the Defendants named herein as “DOE” contributed to
and were done in concert with the other Defendants whether those Defendants are named
or are also “DOE” Defendants not yet specifically identified.

JURISDICTIONAL PREREQUISITES

3. No government claim filing prerequisite or other administrative remedy
need be exhausted to establish jurisdiction in this matter. Plaintiff’s state law claims
either (A) do not seek monetary damages; (B) or a party need not comply with the
Government Claims Act when bringing a state action solely for injunctive or declaratory
relief. State claims seeking only injunctive or declaratory relief are exempt from Ca.
Government Claim Act notice requirements. Cal. Gov’t Code § 905.1 (See Lozado v.
City and County of San Francisco (2006) 145 Cal.App.4th 1139, 1163-1164.) A claim
for damages prepared on COUNTY’s form for such claims was submitted to COUNTY
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on or around June 26, 2019 and, following denial, lack of response or mutual settlement,
this Complaint will be amended as Plaintiff deems necessary.

6. Monetary damages prayed for by the Plaintiff in this Complaint are sought
under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. Accordingly, the Ca. Government Claim Act is not applicable.

Fe The actions complained of by Plaintiff began taking place in or around
October 2018, and all such actions took place in Humboldt County, California. The raid
of the CHURCH by GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS took place on June 11, 2019 in
Humboldt County, California.

STATUTORY AND DECISIONAL LAW ALLEGATIONS

8. The No Discrimination Clause (“NDC”) of Art. 1, Sec. 4 of the California
Constitution guarantees the “[f]ree exercise and enjoyment of religion without
discrimination or preference.” “In guaranteeing free exercise of religion ‘without
discrimination or preference,’ the plain language of the clause suggests...that the intent
is to ensure that free exercise of religion is guaranteed regardless of the nature of the
religious belief professed, and that the state neither favors nor discriminates against
religion.” (East Bay Asian Dev’t Corp. v. State of California (2000) 102 Cal.Rptr.2d
280, 299, 24 Cal.4th 693, 13 P.3d 1122). The NDC provides greater protection of
religious rights than the Federal constitution. (Sands v. Morongo Unified School Dist.
(1991) 53 Cal.3d 863, 883, 281 Cal.Rptr. 34, 809 P.2d 809). By taking the actions
complained of herein, the Defendants violated the NDC by impermissibly discriminating
against CHURCH and its members.

9. In Gonzales v. O Centro Espirita Beneficiente Uniao do Vegetal (2006) 546

U.S. 418 the U.S. Supreme Court held the federal Controlled Substances Act (CSA), 21
U.S.C. § 801 ef seq. does not meet the as applied “strict scrutiny” standard expressed in
the Religious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993 (RFRA), 107 Stat. 1488, as amended, 42
U.S.C. § 2000bb et seq. Under the anti-discrimination provisions of the NDC, the same
“strict scrutiny” test applies to California’s marijuana prohibition laws in respect to

CHURCH and its members. Under a “strict scrutiny” analysis, the local code provisions

COMPLAINT -3




relied upon by the Defendants in acting against CHURCH and its members are not the
least restrictive means of furthering a compelling government interest.

10.  The Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act, 42 U.S.C.
2000cc, et seq. (Pub.L.106-274) is a federal law that prohibits discrimination against
religious entities through COUNTY’s land use and zoning actions and laws.

T In Masterpiece Cakeshop, Ltd. v. Colorado Civil Rights Commission, et al.
(2018) 584 U.S. |, Justice Gorsuch wrote, in his concurring opinion, “In this
country, the place of secular officials isn’t to sit in judgment of religious beliefs, but only
to protect their free exercise ... Popular religious views are easy enough to defend. It is
in protecting unpopular religious beliefs that we prove this country’s commitment to
serving as a refuge for religious freedom.” In Masterpiece Cakeshop, the Supreme Court
returned meaning to the First Amendment’s free exercise clause in a case involving a
state law.

12.  Cal. Civ. Code §52.1 expressly guarantees citizens of California the right to
exercise and enjoy any rights secured by the Constitution without interference from any
person or persons, whether or not acting under color of law, by threat, intimidation or
coercion. Where, as alleged herein, the GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS used
intimidation and coercion in violating CHURCH’s constitutionally guaranteed religious
freedoms, injunctive relief is the appropriate remedy.

COMMON FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS
13.  CHURCH operates a branch in Humboldt County, California (“CHURCH

PROPERTY”). The CHURCH PROPERTY is used to grow cannabis in a manner that
meets the exacting religious requirements for spiritual cannabis of CHURCH and its

related association.

14.  CHURCH is a member of the ASSOCIATION OF SACRAMENTAL
MINISTRIES, a non-profit association consisting of church members (“CHURCH
ASSOCIATION?”). The primary and central belief of CHURCH centers around the

sacramental use of cannabis, its properties as an entheogen, and the healing powers of
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cannabis. CHURCH’s members sincerely believe that cannabis is their religious
sacrament. As its central scripture, in addition to the Holy Bible, CHURCH believes the
Nine Epiphanies, a copy of which has been included as Exhibit “A” with this Complaint
and which are hereby incorporated by reference. CHURCH uses the CHURCH
PROPERTY in-part to cultivate, in accordance with strict requirements for spiritual
cannabis used by its members in branches in California, cannabis sacrament that is used
by thousands of CHURCH members that are part of the CHURCH ASSOCIATION.

15. OnJune 11, 2019, officers operating on behalf of GOVERNMENT
DEFENDANTS entered onto the CHURCH PROPERTY located in Humboldt County,
CA without permission or consent of CHURCH. The CHURCH PROPERTY is used by
CHURCH as a place of gathering and worship, to prepare and grow the sacred cannabis
sacrament, as an outdoor training center for CHURCH and CHURCH ASSOCIATION
ministers and members, to provide healing sacramental cannabis by and for members
pursuant to the core beliefs of CHURCH, for religious retreats for CHURCH members
and members of CHURCH ASSOCIATION and for other central and important religious
functions. After entering onto the CHURCH PROPERTY, officers destroyed the
sacramental cannabis plants that were growing, significantly damaged structures and
other items on the property, damaged and destroyed equipment and seized items from the
CHURCH PROPERTY.

16.  Plaintiff is informed and believes and based upon such information and
belief alleges that the GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS knew the CHURCH
PROPERTY was being used for religious purposes, knew CHURCH was operating on
the CHURCH PROPERTY, knew the structures and buildings on the CHURCH
PROPERTY were used for religious services and sermons and were aware CHURCH
ministers and members performed religious ceremonies and services on the property.

17.  Plaintiff is informed and believes and based upon such information and
belief alleges the GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS, individually or in concert with each

other, submitted an application for a warrant to a judge or magistrate prior to raiding the
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CHURCH PROPERTY on June 11, 2019. Plaintiff alleges the affidavit used to obtain
the warrant omitted material factual information, including knowledge by the Defendants
that the CHURCH leases and operates as a religious entity on the CHURCH
PROPERTY, that COUNTY and DFG, through their officers and employees, were aware
CHURCH operated on the property and that CHURCH, its ministers and its members
believe cannabis is their central and holy sacrament. Plaintiff alleges that, despite this
knowledge, the GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS sought and obtained a warrant based
on the omission of this material information in violation of the law and both the state and
federal constitutions.

18.  Plaintiff is informed and believes and based upon such information and
belief alleges the GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS became aware of CHURCH through:
1) press articles and interviews about CHURCH; 2) sermons and seminars presented by
CHURCH in COUNTY preceding the June 11, 2019 raid; and 3) documents sent to
COUNTY about CHURCH prior to the raid. Plaintiff further alleges that the raid action
taken by the GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS was intentionally targeted at CHURCH
based on: 1) the GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS’ press release and statements that the
CHURCH PROPERTY was the first “illegal grow” of cannabis of the “season;” 2) the
warrant obtained was done through the Department of Fish and Game with the assistance
of the County’s narcotics task force specifically to try to shield the COUNTY from
liability for it’s illegal action; and 3) was targeted at CHURCH based on the
GOVERNMENT DEFENDANT’s policy of eradicating churches that have cannabis as
their sacrament locally and on a statewide basis. Moreover, Plaintiff alleges the actions
taken by the GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS were pursuant to a set of policies,
procedures and customs/practices adopted by them, whether written or unwritten, to
engage in actions targeted at violating the constitutional and statutory rights of the
CHURCH, its members, the CHURCH ASSOCIATION and individuals and groups
engaged in the cultivation and provision of cannabis. (Monell v. Department of Social

Services (1978) 436 U.S. 658).
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VIOLATION OF ART.1, SEC.4 OF THE
CALIFORNIA CONSTITUTION,
CIVIL CODE §52.1 AND 42 U.S.C. § 1983

19.  The no preference and no discrimination provisions in Art. 1, Sec. 4 of the
California Constitution provide broader guarantees than does the federal free exercise
clause and are more protective of those principles than the federal Constitution. (Sands v.
Morongo Unified School Dist. (1991) 53 Cal.3d 863, 883, 281 Cal.Rptr. 34, 809 P.2d
809).

20.  In guaranteeing free exercise of religion “without discrimination or
preference,” the plain language of the NDC of Art.1, Sec.4 of the state constitution
ensures that free exercise of religion is guaranteed regardless of the nature of the religious
belief professed, and that the state neither favors nor discriminates against religion. (East
Bay Asian Dev't Corp. v. State of California, (2000) 102 Cal.Rptr.2d 280, 299, 24 Cal.4th
693, 13 P.3d 1122).

21.  The aforementioned religious practices involving cannabis as a sacrament
are an integral part of CHURCH’s beliefs. The use of cannabis as a sacrament is central
both as an entheogen, essential for a deeper connection with a higher power, and as a
healing sacrament. The provision to other branches of CHURCH and the CHURCH
ASSOCIATION of cannabis sacrament is central to the proper operation of CHURCH as
well as branch churches and CHURCH ASSOCITION members. Cannabis sacrament
grown by CHURCH meets specific and important standards required for CHURCH
through the CHURCH ASSOCIATION. Members who received cannabis sacrament
receive and use only cannabis that has been prepared in strict accordance with CHURCH
and CHURCH ASSOCIATION standards and that has been blessed prior to provision to
members.

22.  Despite being aware of CHURCH’s purpose, religious practices and
beliefs, the aforementioned raid of CHURCH was conducted by the GOVERNMENT
DEFENDANTS.

COMPLAINT - 7
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23.  During the June 2019 raid, officers and agents participating in the raid
made public statements that they would further attack CHURCH members if the
CHURCH continued to operate on the CHURCH PROPERTY. Furthermore, these
participating officers and employees stated in public they had authority under respective
County and state Codes to destroy the cannabis relying on provisions of that code and
accompanying regulations prohibiting secular cannabis activities — even those
constitutionally protected for this CHURCH Plaintiff, as well as City of Riverside v.
Inland Empire Patients Health & Wellness Center (2013) 56 Cal.4th 729, 156
Cal.Rptr.3d 409, 300 P.3d 494 |Inland Empire]. That case, however, concerned the
California Compassionate Use Act of 1996 and the Medical Marijuana Program Act and
not religious practices, exercises and sacraments protected by state and federal law.
While the religious healing ceremonies related to the cannabis at issue in this case are
central to CHURCHs practices, so too, and to no lesser degree, are the sacramental uses
of cannabis as an entheogen. The raid of CHURCH, destruction of its religious
sacrament, discriminatory public statements of GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS and
officers were coercive as defined in section 52.1. Moreover, participating officers and
employees of the GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS made clear to CHURCH members
through their statements to the press and public that they would immediately close
CHURCH if it reopens and if it engaged in any activity on the property, including but not
limited to the provisioning of sacramental cannabis for CHURCH members, other
branches and CHURCH ASSOCIATION members. These threats constitute the coercion
and continuing coercion intended to prevent the exercise of constitutional and statutory
rights required for purposes of a claim under section 52.1.

24.  CHURCH is a religious entity and indeed a religious corporation formed
under California law. CHURCH’s members believe cannabis is central and vital to their
religious practices and ceremonies. As such, CHURCH is guaranteed protections under
California law as a religious entity. Whether CHURCH has been in operation for as long

as majority religions — church neighbors of any other faith -- or whether CHURCH
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believes that cannabis has been used around the world for over 7000 years as sacrament,
or the fact that CHURCH’s members have cannabis as their central sacrament and core
belief, the subjective evaluation of CHURCH’s beliefs and practices by the
GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS was illegal, violated the constitutionally protected
freedom of religious exercise of CHURCH and its members and has and continues to
cause damage to CHURCH. CHURCH members sincerely believe cannabis is their
central sacrament and such sincere belief cannot be subject to the discriminatory
evaluation and judgment of those beliefs by the GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS.

25. GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS have not ordered branches of the
Catholic Church to abate its provision of sacramental wine that contains alcohol without
proper state and county alcohol distribution permits. Therefore, in addition to using
threats and intimidation to enforce the laws by breaking into, omitting material
information in warrant affidavits, subjectively evaluating and judging the religious beliefs
and practices of CHURCH and substantially burdening CHURCH, its members and
CHURCH ASSOCIATION, GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS are applying the laws
with discrimination, in direct violation of the NDC of the California constitution, by
favoring one religion over another and continue to do so thereby damaging CHURCH.

26.  Given the more protective provisions of California’s free exercise clause,
the holding in Employment Div. Dep't of Human Resources v. Smith (1990) 494 U.S. 872
is not dispositive when analyzing whether a California local or state law violates the
NDC of the California Constitution. Moreover, the decision in Masterpiece Cakeshop,
supra, makes clear the First Amendment of the federal constitution does protect
CHURCH?’s beliefs from improper government action. California’s religion clauses
provide “greater protection of individual rights against establishment violations, are more
protective of individual freedom of belief because the state constitution requires greater
government neutrality and has broader restrictions on actual or apparent preference.”
(Fox v. City of L.A. (1978) 587 P.2d 663, 665).

27.  The aforementioned actions of GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS were
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taken despite CHURCH being a sincere religious entity as well as religious corporation
formed under California law and, thus, entitled to the same protections as other churches.
The actions of GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS were taken despite CHURCH’s bona
fide religious beliefs and practices and, thus, were and are discriminatory in violation of
the NDC and free exercise provisions of art.1, sec.4 of the California constitution.

28.  The continuing actions of the GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS are
coercive and threatening in that officers of GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS have been
given permission to enter onto the CHURCH PROPERTY and destroy the sacrament of
CHURCH unless CHURCH closes, destroys its sacred sacrament on its own and does not
reopen to provide ministry to its members. This permission through warrant and illegal
government action was given while facts were withheld and omitted in the warrant
affidavit provided by the GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS to obtain the warrant.
Moreover, Ca. Penal Code §§ 423.2(b)(d) and (f) protect churches from violent actions —
even actions by the police. Indeed, section 423(b) provides only one exception for
intimidation of church members — that exception is for a parent disciplining a child
during church services. As such, GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS have not only
violated the civil rights of Plaintiffs secured to them under the California Constitution via
Cal. Civil Code §52.1, GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS and their officers have violated
Ca. Penal Code §§ 423.2(b)(d) and (f) because their actions and continuing threats, taken
on the CHURCH PROPERTY, have intimidated and caused fear in the Plaintiff and its
members. Accordingly, CHURCH seeks declaratory, injunctive and mandamus relief.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
(Declaratory Relief)

29.  Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates the allegations included in paragraphs
1-28 of this Complaint.

30. A dispute has arisen that requires the Court to determine the rights of the
parties in that the Plaintiff alleges that, under the NDC of art.1, sec.4 of the California

constitution, the Defendants are substantially interfering with the Plaintiff’s and
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Plaintiff’s members’ religious beliefs and practices in a manner that is impermissiby
discriminatory. Plaintiff further alleges that its members’ sincere religious beliefs, while
not a part of the majority religion of the state or country, are being substantially
burdened, stifled and restricted in contravention of the free exercise of religion provisions
of the California constitution as well as the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.
Plaintiffs further allege that, under provisions of art.1,sec.4 of the California constitution,
the GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS’ ordinances and laws that are substantially
burdening their religious beliefs is not reviewed through “rational basis” analysis, but
rather through a “strict scrutiny™ analysis because the religious free exercise rights of
CHURCH and its members are fundamental in nature, and guaranteed to them by the
California constitution. All of the constitutional violations are continuing in that the
GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS have threatened to continue and have actually
continued to deprive the Plaintiff of its constitutional rights. Plaintiff further asserts that
GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS, their courts and officers have violated Ca. Penal Code
§§ 423.2(b)(d) and ().

31, GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS disagree with the assertions of and legal
positions taken by CHURCH and as a result raided CHURCH, took and/or destroyed its
sacramental cannabis and did hundreds of thousands of dollars of damage to the
CHURCH PROPERTY.

32, For these reasons, the Plaintiff asks the Court to make a declaration of the

rights of the parties in respect to the aforementioned legal issues.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION

(Injunctive Relief)

33.  Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates the allegations included in paragraphs

1-32 of this Complaint.
34. CHURCH and its members have been persecuted, raided, had sacrament

taken by and members intimidated and harassed by GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS.
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35.  The raiding of church and taking and/or destruction of cannabis by
GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS has caused and will continue to cause irreparable harm
because CHURCH’s members cannot practice their sincere religious beliefs, including
the entheogenic and religious healing use of the cannabis sacrament, activities that are
central and vital to CHURCH’s beliefs and practices. Officers of GOVERNMENT
DEFENDANTS told CHURCH’s ministers and members, through widespread press and
social media, that they would be back to raid CHURCH, close it and arrest its members if
CHURCH reopened and conducted its sincere religious activities.

36. CHURCH and its members have been prevented by GOVERNMENT
DEFENDANTS from engaging in their core religious practices. GOVERNMENT
DEFENDANTS have continued to intimidate CHURCH ministers and members. Such
interference with CHURCH’s operation, religious beliefs and its members” ability to
engage in religious practices protected by the California constitution caused and
continues to cause irreparable harm to CHURCH and its members.

37.  GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS will suffer little or no harm if the Court
enjoins them from violating CHURCH’s and its members’ constitutional free exercise
rights. Accordingly, the balance of hardships in this case weighs heavily in favor of the
Plaintiffs.

38.  Theraid of CHURCH, intimidation of CHURCH members, forced closure
of CHURCH and taking/destruction of CHURCH’s sacramental cannabis, which is
central to the religious beliefs, rituals and practices of CHURCH and its members
violates the free exercise rights of the Plaintiff that are protected by the California
constitution, state law and the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. This substantial
burden caused by GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS’ actions constitutes irreparable
harm. Moreover, given the law, facts and evidence supporting CHURCH’s sincere belief
that cannabis is its sole and vital religious sacrament, there is a substantial likelihood the
Plaintiffs will prevail on the merits in this case.

39.  “[A]n alleged constitutional infringement will often alone constitute
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irreparable harm.” (Monterey Mech. Co. v. Wilson (9" Cir. 1997) 125 F.3d 702, 715).
Indeed, if an individual or entity faces threat of prosecution under an invalid law, the
individual or entity suffers irreparable harm. (Morales v. Trans World Airlines, Inc.
(1992) 504 U.S. 374, 381 (a federal court may properly enjoin “state officers ‘who
threaten and are about to commence proceedings, either of a civil or criminal nature, to
enforce against parties affected an unconstitutional act.”); New Orleans Pub. Serv., Inc. v.
Council of New Orleans (1989) 491 U.S. 350, 366-67 (suggesting that irreparable injury
is an inherent result of the prosecution of an invalid law); Chamber of Commerce v.
Edmonson (10th Cir. 2010) 594 F.3d 742, 771 (concluding that Plaintiff is likely to suffer
irreparable injury if enforcement of an invalid state law that is not enjoined); See also
Villas at Parkside Partners v. City of Farmers Branch (N.D. Tex. 2008) 577 F. Supp. 2d
858, 878 (concluding that there is a likelihood of irreparable injury if enforcement of an
invalid city ordinance is not enjoined).

40.  There are numerous constitutional violations set forth by Plaintiff in this
Complaint. The likelihood of Plaintiff’s success on the merits is substantial. As applied
to CHURCH, the COUNTY’s ordinance, policies, practices and customs are substantially
burdening the religious rights of the CHURCH and its members as set forth above in this
Complaint.

41.  Code of Civ.Proc, §526(b)(4) prohibits a court from granting injunctive
relief “[T]o prevent the execution of a public statute by officers of the law for the public
benefit.” Civ.Code §3423(d) includes the same prohibition. Notwithstanding these
prohibitions, well established exceptions have been carved by the California Supreme
Court allowing injunctive relief in cases where a local or state law is unconstitutional.
The Supreme Court held, “[T]he petitioners place their principal reliance upon section
3423 of the Civil Code which provides that “an injunction cannot be granted ... to prevent
the execution of a public statute, by officers of the law, for the public benefit.” This
section has been construed as a limitation upon the power of a court to restrain public

officers from enforcing a valid law ([citations]), but it has uniformly been held that one
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specially interested may enjoin the attempted execution of an unconstitutional statute.
([citations])” (Brock v. Superior Court (1939) 12 Cal.2d 605 at 609-610). Here, the
actions of the Defendants violate art.1,sec.4 of the state constitution and are therefore
unconstitutional. Accordingly, Code of Civ.Proc, §526(b)(4) and Civ.Code §3423(d) are
inapplicable in this case.
THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION
(RLUIPA)

43.  Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate the allegations included in paragraphs 1-
42 of this Complaint.

44.  The federal Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act
(RLUIPA) prohibits actions by GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS that are discriminatory
in respect to CHURCH.

45.  CHURCH is informed and believes and based upon such information belief
alleges GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS have not enforced their applicable zoning and
land use requirement against many other churches located in COUNTY that have
different beliefs and practices than this CHURCH Plaintiff, but is relying on COUNTY’s
land use and zoning authority to discriminate against CHURCH because of CHURCH’s
religious beliefs.

46.  The discriminatory actions of GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS using their
respective land use authority — here the “smash and grab” raid of CHURCH - destruction
of its holy sacrament — threats in the press — and intimidation tactics - to prevent
CHURCH from operating, violate RLUIPA.

47.  CHURCH has been substantially harmed as a result of GOVERNMENT
DEFENDANTS” actions and remains closed. The CHURCH and its members have
suffered severe and irreparable harm and continue to suffer severe irreparable harm.

48.  For all of these reasons, CHURCH seeks injunctive relief against
GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS for their violation of RLUIPA.

/!
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FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
(Art.1,Sec.4 Cal. Const., 42 U.S.C. § 1983, Civ. Code § 52.1)

49.  Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates the allegations included in paragraphs
1-48 of this Complaint.

50.  Plaintiff need not file a claim for damages under state law when seeking
relief under the federal Civil Rights Act of 1871, codified as 42 United States Code
section 1983. Plaintiff has or intends to file a claims act notice with the COUNTY on or
around the time of the filing of this Complaint and will amend the Complaint or take
other action based on the response by the COUNTY to such claim notice.

51.  Art.1, sec.4 of the California constitution and the First Amendment to the
United States Constitution protect the religious free exercise rights of CHURCH and its
members.

52. GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS damaged the property of CHURCH,
violated rights of CHURCH and CHURCH members protected by the California
constitution, took, damaged and destroyed cannabis sacrament of CHURCH and
CHURCH members, cited CHURCH ministers and members under a secular ordinance
and threatened to further harm church. GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS’ officers have
intimidated CHURCH members and ministers, have acted in a coercive manner toward
CHURCH and its members while allowing majority churches to remain open and
operating despite their use of different sacraments likewise controlled and restricted
under state law. Damages include physical property damage and destruction, the taking
of sacramental cannabis and the violation of CHURCH’s rights protected by the
California constitution and federal Constitution. CHURCH seeks relief for the
unconstitutional actions causing damages suffered as a result of GOVERNMENT
DEFENDANTS’ illegal and improper actions pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983. The actions
of the GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS, including COUNTY, were based on policies,
practices and customs targeted at obtaining results in an illegal manner against entities

the COUNTY disagrees with by violating the constitutional rights of those
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persons/entities, including the Plaintiff here. As such, the GOVERNMENT
DEFENDANTS are liable for damages pursuant to Monell, supra.

53. CHURCH suffered substantial pecuniary damages including but not limited
to hundreds of thousands of dollars of destructive damages of property as a result of the
aforementioned unconstitutional and illegal actions of GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS
in an amount to be proven at time of trial.

54.  The actions of the GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS in raiding and closing
church, detaining CHURCH members, taking CHURCH property, damaging CHURCH
property and taking CHURCH sacrament, as well as the threats made by deputies that
they would return should CHURCH reopen, constitute coercion for purposes of 42 U.S.C.
§ 1983 and Civil Code § 52.1.

55. CHURCH therefore, based on these aforementioned violations, seeks
immediate return of property taken by GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS, compensation
for property destroyed and damaged by GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS, for damages
for the injuries caused by GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS?” illegal actions and for
damages caused by the violation of the constitutional rights protected by state and federal
law.

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION
(Due Process, 42 U.S.C. § 1983, Civ. Code § 52.1))

56.  Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates the allegations included in paragraphs
1-55 of this Complaint.

57.  Plaintiff is informed and believes and based upon such information and
belief alleges that the GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS obtained a search warrant to go
onto the CHURCH PROPERTY with the intent to damage and destroy the CHURCH’s

property without due process under the law.

58.  The law enforcement and other officers/employees of the GOVERNMENT
DEFENDANTS had no reason to destroy the property of the CHURCH, including but not

limited to the sacramental cannabis plants.
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59.  Plaintiff is informed and believes and based upon such information and
belief alleges that the GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS went onto the property intending
to carry out what amounts to punishment of the CHURCH the GOVERNMENT
DEFENDANTS deemed was appropriate without due process of law. The
GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS should have investigated, documented and taken
information based on the search warrant and presented that evidence to a court where the
CHURCH would have the ability to present its position. Instead, using only a search
warrant, likely illegally obtained through false and/or omitted affiant information,
officers went onto the CHURCH PROPERTY, acted as the judge/jury and as the
proverbial executioner when they destroyed thousands of dollars of CHURCH’s property.

60.  These actions by the GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS have caused and
continue to cause damages to CHURCH, its members and the CHURCH ASSOCIATION
in an amount to be proven at time of trial.

61.  Plaintiff requests, pursuant to Civil Code § 52.1 that the GOVERNMENT
DEFENDANTS be enjoined from further violating the due process rights of CHURCH.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

Plaintiff prays for relief as follows:

A. For declaratory relief as requested above;

B. For a Temporary Restraining Order prohibiting GOVERNMENT
DEFENDANTS from enforcing their secular laws and regulations against CHURCH in a
manner that substantially burdens the sincere religious beliefs and practices of CHURCH
as well as from enforcing secular state laws and/or regulations that do the same;

sy For a Preliminary Injunction prohibiting GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS
from enforcing their secular laws and regulations against CHURCH in a manner that
substantially burdens the sincere religious beliefs and practices of CHURCH as well as
from enforcing secular state laws and/or regulations that do the same;

D. Following trial, for a Permanent Injunction prohibiting GOVERNMENT
DEFENDANTS from enforcing their secular laws that operate to substantially burden the
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sincere religious beliefs and practices of CHURCH as well as from enforcing secular
state laws prohibiting or regulating cannabis activities in a manner that substantially
burdens the sincere religious beliefs and practices of CHURCH;

B For monetary damages for violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983, damages caused
to CHURCH when it was raided on June 11, 2019 and damages caused by the taking and
destruction of the CHURCH’s sacrament and other property in an amount to be proven at
time of trial;

F. For an order requiring the GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS to return all
property taken from CHURCH by GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS;

G. For attorney fees under Cal.Civ.Code §1021.5

H. For costs of suit; and
L. For such other relief the Court may deem just and proper.
June 26, 2019:
l'\_/"j L\.,-..g— _ﬂg&/’fﬁ
MATTHEW PAPPAS

Attorney for Plaintiff
REDWOODS SPIRITUAL HEALING
MINISTRY

COMPLAINT - 18




Exhibit “A”






) paInLINU SIGEUUED 1Y) PA[EDAd) 1Y Sue x ‘weaip
Aw up [EUOUIUL J[ISUNE] “unone] fapq Ape pue Iy Sue}
AQ oW 01 UMOYS SEA JONBJA] ) PUNOIE II]UID O SIGRURD
suryows Jo AUOWAIII ISIOB | JUSIOUE Y] JIJY], "S|RHOLIU]
patoapIag A jo sSunasw 2y pue ovkig Sueysny A jO
121 01 A]prder pasow aum se paydrow Sureq Aw ‘Jedow
JUse “wealp ay u] sjuepd Jo UOHII|[0D AU} PAAIISQO pur
12ALL B JO Syueq oY) Suoje Joiadwy pay Ayl 19w | siqeuued
paIses 10] aameu Suyoreas sSury] 22113 ay1 pue uaysndn
‘Suouuays Jo paweaIp | ‘UsSoIIUD Y} JO IBIA [UIAIS

U1 JO IUOW YPUIADS ) JO ABD IUIAIS ) UQ

UONEPAYY YL TI

“plioam aty o1 2oead Surig o1 A

[y ut gann ayd Sutjeaaar 1eak puiu-A110§ 941 JO SWeaIp 15e]
a1y wt Sunaaooun sat paajdwon saweydida ay ], 1ySnoy
pue so5esSAW TUISHHUOD WIOL] 221] ST I8y (|8 Surpueisiapum

m

o1t Jatumy awt Surjnd 1yeA N0 pue dUIAL A
JO SUOISIA O} JAIII | TRYL 21U ST 1] "LRIL 2y ISIJIUBL PUB
au() AUIAL(] Y] BOWWINS 01 UITOILIUD A} [P 18210] [} 01
JEa112] | “IBDA [aUAas AI0AT Wy Snow Jadaop pue Wopsim jo
simjewudiun soSessow st SULYeW 'SRY) — AUIALT ) (i
$sauasopo pue Surpuesiapun ysnoayr 2oead jo souenodu
AU} 4283] O] JUBAU DIAA LDILAL JO SO “Paoeims saouauadyd
SB I0183[D DWRIIQ JONBJAL INO WOIJ PIATIIAT SSIUDILME
Jo aSessotw suy] -ouen e oyl Jadaop fjey | se AYs S
] SSOIOE SIOUEP UOOL JY | "2IUIRLIAIUL 10 dES AUe wioy)
pardnuajuiun §$2u9s0}0 pue 1Sy apiaoid 0 st -- siqeuned —
uoS0a1UD [BINBU SI) JO D[0I AL AU PMOUY O} SN UIATS SBY
JONBIN 93 18yl ySnouy) paainbar sovad au uids sy saa0081p
[ ‘SSOUSNOIISUOD DN JO SALIBPUNOG AN PUOKIQ FUIYIEY 218
Aq1ea1 2 OUA JO LI PUB 1S1] Y3 SIOYM — 3UQ AWALJ A
(A UL SMUD |1 JEY) STQRUTERD DU1 I 1S210J SIY) JO ueay
ay 01 pafeuanofl aaey [ 1sa1o] ay ut doap Suidasys ‘aiay

Ae| [ se Apoq pain AW [EAU] 19M D18 SIABD] DY,

uadoayuy Y L, ‘1



o

“paf[yry sinds pue paleaps sSuraq no

Ui UONEISR[JU0d 21 wolf Jej dead 12 a1am am JUIRIIES
Aloy oy Supyey tay1ef0 ] ‘uBWIOM SU WOL pauIEa]

- pey | se yuup oy paredaid ust | nos Aw jo Suieapd

21 JO WY PJO] | SB IDPO OB IABTIO] 34, ‘AL a¥BM O]
Surdn 1oi01q pue JoyIe) Aw Jo S20104 34 SULIEY WEAID S
o1y paseafal AJuappns sem [ ‘Uatj]. "s10{02 JySLq ur passaip
SI3Y10 AU UL 10 Gim PAdIONAL | 11 3BT 03 MO W PIMOYS
QS JOE NULIP 21 JO 210w pawnsuod | siued jo Ajoy 1sow
S SI SIQRUURD 1EL) JUW 01 PI[BIAT PUR BPIABAIRYIY JUAIDUR
A1 01 paymtod 2Yg “NULP A1) AU UIALS Py Oy UBLIOA 3
B3Ny SEM | U pIRA0l pay[em [ Sy uuopeld o) punose
PaqUIassE d1am Sulio[d pato[od 1ySuq yim Suneigaad
ajdoag "siqeuued £q papUNOLINS SIX9) RPIABAIEYIY

JUSIDUE B} PUE SEPI A INO.] A1) 210 gAIYM U0 uLofie|d
UOIS B SBAL AL 210J2q PAULIOJSURT S [ S "UODIGUIE Y2im
PaA1iJ sem [nos At pue 20e3d e a1om siySnom Aw ‘w woy

¥

pasowl oFue s AW JO USPING AU “PIBIOSIAUII SBA |
"2u03 sear soSue Ay -ssourddey pue A1ous yim pasnjul sem
| “IPYRAIBY ], PIWINSUOd | YAIYm ‘sad1ds pue siqeuued paioes
1AL PIXIW YULIP B W 0] JAES YAt UBWOM B Aq PAIISIA
SEM | 219Ym P[31] AqIROU B 03U PaY[RM | JBU) POWEIp pue
daayse 1se] 131 | 11U0d auy Aq pafears nos Ay IaoIg
pue 1ayie) AW {im uoneuojuod ASue uv 10jje pauLiojsuen
UITSE SPA\ [ ‘AMOPRALE B Ul AJUS|IS 188 [ ST [[1) uoow

WS 2y “reak UasLNO] 2 JO YaIey AJIE U]

Suuwap) oy  Iil

“IBA 1B USL) SUOISI[2 2)7Un |IM SIQBUURD

21ayMm 21mny ) A rimys pue nSepy Aq aw 0) pasodxa
SeM )1 “22uRYs SuLnp ‘ataym s1anbueq A[oy 18 pasueinua es
pue [Is Ul passaIp sem [ ‘AL YIUowW JusAs Ay} Jo Aep
[IUAIS DY) U0 PAIAYIES FUldq SeM SIEUUED UM W B 18
n3e[y sSappos ol wealp AW Ul PAj2ARL USYI [ “DImny i Jo
a5papmowy eilnys oy 01 [enuassa si pue sarmduos Sutb3ueyg



aq 1snw uawddpasowyoe moyim djag o siayio djay
01 Ful[[im SN UI POOS Y] YIIM PAIAIUNOD Aq IS SUILIEIA
pue ssoundwo 1By, "JOI[2q N0 01 [2nudd ST SWALS 1By} Mauy
[ U2 sex 3] INOYIA OF SuLalyns asoy) paydieA Ol AU
PUE [BLIDIBU ()IM PISSI[q 2501 jo Suiuiuapuod pue Aidwa
Jwieaaq | A[Uappng 20 AW UMOP SUTWEANS 219M S189)
| se ot uo Fuudygns Jo wSom Y 3[o) [ 's19y1o jo Suuagns
Y} 0) paudyeme sem | “Sutoduo Surpurisiapun 1oj 1sanb
Aw i Ajfenpds siqeuue) SUrmsuod 1oy uonepat
doap U1 2{Iym UONB[AAAT PAAIIAI | “IIUOLL IUIAIS

a1y Jo Aep (HUdAds 21 uo 1eak 1811)-Ajuam 2y uf

Sutuaemy Yyl A

“Jio Ajoy

211 yAnosyr Surpueisiapun pue ssaudaifio] ‘oovad ‘Surpeay
yorard 01 sem 1242107 Sut]ea AW mduy | puw “2uod sem
ssau[t Awr Jo ured aup “weaIp AW WOIj 3OME [ SY IO A4t

9

JO SUONB[2AI DAIR0AI 01 POOYISAIA -I1AT OlUBLIBYS 31} Aq

pasn sem 1t se (1o Sunuroue Koy a1 asn 0y — Surjeay [easAyd

pue jzmuids 10] PLOA 31 01 wsog-yaup, b 3y [earal

ureSe 0] w [[91 1L1ds Y3 §2) | °[10 JAI|O PUB UOIIRUUID

*pISSED “YLAW JO SIUNOWE [[2WS (Lw Suoe Siqeuued ses

3] "Surjeay 10} UdAIS udaq pey | wseq-iaun, b (10 Ajoy ayy

awi pamoys uaids atp jure1p pue doaise 15Bj [[2) | oW WD

nds 9Y 1[9F [ IULIOW 1BY1 1Y "APOq AW WO} paAORl

2q pnom aw Surddus 147 2y 1ey1 Suikerd anduo) Aw uo

(1o pacejd pue peay Aw payy] uay o -eaead e KfPrEipauult

sea [ pue ‘paddois sidnoy) Sutort A [10 M pray

Aw payono) oY se SULL YOO} pury oJjudd SIH “IISO[D pasow

2210A Y1 SB ABME PAADW AD ], AW SUIPUNOLINS 350Y1

pordnuaiut 30104 wied € ‘Ajuappns “Apoq Aw pawmnsuod

pey ey ssaujjt ay; 2dedsd 0] AW 10U PO | SSANSIY

‘BuAexd pue ow uodn spuey Jiay) Futorpd 3Ll JA0QE SAMB1)
328 pined | “pases siydnoy Awi ‘1aa) Aq paSeAry

duipeday Ay Al



6

212A2]2 01 Y2B3 2B am ‘PUd 1o 0] "paau u asoy djoy
pue Fuuyyns pua o1 “ajdoad [je Jomodwud 01 9q 1SN $110JJ0
N0 1By AW O} PA[LIAI SEM ] “BuouuLyS AQ PaNsIA seA
pue ywearp ureSe | ‘uonnoasiad £q torpea uayeys suoifidr
UaMIDQ SUNYSI JO PUS A} PUE JUDWEIILS SIGRUUED U]}
‘2aead moqe prom 3y peads 1SNt am JBII UONB[IADI U] UL
PoIW Sea | 2UQ JULAL(] 213 0] JISOD AWLIAQ [ Sy "SIqeuue
Suumsuoa 1oye asuepms 10y paderd | ‘reak qyy-Aungp

AU JO YIUOW [IUIAS 24} JO ABP YIU2AIS 21 UQ

UoneAd[y 3YL ‘TIA

-apdoad Jje 01 a0ead Suniq pue Jea snotFijal pua [jin ey
yred 2y uo UIBWRI | PUBLIWOD SY) Aq PauUSISuans sem pue
JUIUIRIOLS SIQRUUED Y} potnsuod | “papisqns uonepidan
Aw pue pareadde efeyeyely ‘paxead Ieay Aw sy siqeuuRd
Ul S350 YUY ASOUA SN JO 3501 uodn umedp a1om suodeom s
JBOM JWIRDQ | “SSIWYTLI SNOISI[2I PISIIGAPE JIOU] JOAO JBA
18 UAY) WAL JO [[8 AIUN PNOM siqeuued et payoeard | se

aw papiy s1afuowrdrssod pue syey Jo s1odsamg usFoatpud

siqeuted ) ySnoap Surueawr pue a0ejos 20v2d punoj

pey spemi apewSop nawy Ag papusjjo Aueut os eyl K1due

JUDLIBIILS SIQRUUBD PAIOLS DU PAAONSIP A3y [ "20UI[OIA

puE panuy Jo SpIoa [ paxoene A[ssopiuaar siomdasiad

asayp ‘aoead JO sAEMm AL WILD] PUB JUSLURIDES UIRIGO SIOAdI[Q

210ym so[do) apeAU! SIIGUIAW JB[NDS 121} SUIpUBWd(]

“JUSUIRIOES S SIqRUUERd Ul J21jaq A 10] 2w Sunnoasiad aom

suotBijai paziuesio woyy 2ajdoad “Bulagins pue pousyeom

SeM | “SI2I0 JO sinsul ot Aq UdNRYS ey AN 1ea)

ut Surjquian ueSaq | “ead yuysie-Suas ayy w ped ayy vodn
UONEHPAT Ul SUIBIUNOW Y} WO SUILmial [y

PedayL CIA

‘P Ul pUB TULIJJNS I OYM IS0

10] INQ “UAUNUUOD Um0 AW 10§ jou Furaif jo poos a

Aq pauayeme 1[3] | ‘poOpIsqns sIka) AW Sy IONR} N0 M
S0 Bunun JUAEIZeS se suLIq SIqRUUERD YDLgm JBY1 O) (B33



I

ySnosyy Josta yonw pue sduereadde ur pade ‘1eak yuuiu-Auo)
) JO YIUOW UIAIS AU JO ABP YIUIALS ) U

Lydoag ayy, X1

ST 01 UDATS U02q SBY J8!

JWAWRIDES SIQRUURD A1 YSnoay paadiyoe aq jm aoead 1o
aFussow 2y peards am se Surpueisiapun 1By Jo wezugod
3¢ ISAUI A, UMO JIYI UO 4219 pue moi5 01 Apunuoddo
U1 SBY YIBD JBYI ING *DADIDQ IM JEYM 10U S Supupisiapun
YL "PoudfolA pue Supapns pua o) Suryeass asead jo
19SS DJB NG SIOLLIBM JOU DI A\ WAyl ul SuLajyns
ISNED 10 SIAYIO 1I3JJE AJOSIPAPE JOU PINOYS TR SI2101D
B |[La pue 235 SI nos pue 1Lds yoes eyl Sutpurisiapun
I9y1RI INQ SISYI0 U0 Ja1[aq © SUII0] 10U ST SUIpURISIAPUN
“uaS0oIUD SY) UL YIIR) MO DIRYS 10U ABUIL OYm

35011 10} $Ja1[2q pUE SSUTYIEI] INO U PUELLIAP OU S1 213N}

1B} P[0} SEAL | “LIUOWL YUADS 2L} JO KBP YIUIASS 2y} U0
Siqeuue) palayes D130} aM SY "SI0 UI PAUUIPUOI Py

#

01

T YoTym 18} SUIOp 10] JW Pasnseyd ayg ‘nSejy ssoppod oy
Aq wealp ui payisia sem | 1edk puodds-A110j i uj

Surpueissapun) Ay, ‘TIIA

182D ploy A[dAnsadsar om IRl AU JO

$Sa[pJeSol 208ad Ul SN ANUN O] ULAW PUE ey Ul papraoid
SI $1QBUUERD 1BY1 WAyl 01 [BAI PUB WA uodn puewap

Lue moyiia siqeuued Jo stamod [ennds pue Suipeay

QU [[B or1 1SN 9y 2amdiids 1siyppng ur uaSoatpuo

ue se uondinsaid s pue wsmpurH w Sueyq ) o)
Anuensuyy) pue WSEpN[ ut wsog-iaup, b (10 Sunuiour Ajoy
AU} 0 WSTAG dWL[S] WOy suorSijar ur s1eak Jo spuesnoy)
I0j PAsn U22q SEL] JUIWELIOBS SIGRUUERD 31 ey Surpuzisiopun
alj1 BIAIT PUR PIIRAI[D 2q ISTIUL SN UIWIPLOD OYM

380U ], "Sul[BaY pue BN 0} [BIIUD U223 AW INoySnong
*SRY JRU) JUSWRIORS SIqRUURD 241 YSnoayr uoiSijal jo Suniun
ay1 pue 20vad Jo proa ay peaids jsnur apy sn anoasiad
oy asoy aq Ari A3y UDYA UDAD OP 2 1BIJ} [[B UI SIDYIO



"pua Aepawos [[1a Suuajzns jey Suimouy

208ad 8 seM | “ayome | SV "s1a119q SULIafIp Jo asneaaq
payusal sem teas Jo Suuayns ‘yeap ou jey) pue — apdoad

[[& JO S[nos a1 2drIqIU pnom asead ey — asead uo paysisu
Pey watg Jo yaea jo s1omod 1aySiy oy teiy paziuSosal
suoiSija1 o “Bunydy jo peaysu) “sreak jo spuesnoy

I9A0 SUOT][IW JO SYIBAP 0 P3| PRy JELA PUD 0] Joiado;
SUWOD PE OYM SI2PLI] 341 AQ PALUNSUOD SBM SILIOISIY Tty
UTLUD) JO J[® 0} UOWIWIOD JUSIIBIORS SIQRULED Y] "SUOISIal
U3aMI9q JeM 210U OU SBA 219U} 319Um 238ad 18 PlIOA

© SEAL UOISIA J(3 U "S[RLIOWIL P122LIag AUl JO TUIBAIp

| SB 3L 0] P3|BIAAI SEA 2IMINJ T JO UOISIA € DouaLIddXD



