Quesation 10

INTRODUCTION

In the responses that follow, the church is providing all of
the information the Service has requested in the various subparts
to Quastion 10. It is only fair, however, that the following
regsponsaes be considered in thelr proper context, and for that
reason we submit the following additional information by way of
intreduction.

Question 10 relates exclusively to publlec pelicy quastions,
fecusing on civil litigation invelving the Church. There is no
escaping the irony cf being asked to catalcgua the unsubstantiated
allegations of eivil litigation adversaries when those allegations
often have been manufactured, promoted, disseminated, and even
subsidized by a cadre of anti-Scientology individuale within the
Sarvice itself. The Church does not beliave that the Service as an
institution, hates Scientolegy. We believe there are and have
beaen, however, a core of dedicated "Scientology-bashers" within the
Service who have allied themselves with encouraged, and evan flxed
the tax problems of the principal sources of the tired civil
allegations wa are noew being asked te chronicle.

Queetion 10.e.l and 10.e.il requeat a list of all of the tort
allegations that have been made against any Church of Scientology
in more than a score of cases arising within the last twelve years
and for coples of all verdicts, decisions or findings made by any
court that any of those allegations were true. As may be seen in
the following responsea, two of the only four caases where any such
decigion has keen issued, and a majority of the other cases wvere
inntiﬁated or heavily influenced by the Cult Awareness Network
("CAN"™) .

CAN and its influence on the litigation in question was
degcribed in passing at page 10-20 of our response to Question 10
of your second series of questicons. There is no escaping the fact
that CAN has been able to survive financially and has drawn much of
its false veneer of crediblility from the Service's recegnition of
it as exempt under section 501{c) (3}.

ChH was formed in 1975, under its original name, Citizen's
Freedom Foundation, CAN's activities, from its inceptien until
today, have consisted of negative propaganda cawmpalgns against
nontraditional religious organizations and prometing and
perpetrating "deprogrammings,™ a eughemism for kidnapping people
and using force and coercion to dissvade individuals from
maintaining their voluntarily held rellgicus baliefs.

CAN applied for tax exemption In March of 1976 as an
educational organization., Literature provided with its
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application, however, clearly evidenced CAN's biased views and its
invelvement in deprogramming. Indeed this material shows CAN's
close associatlion with Ted Patrick (one of its founders), who hag
been convicted on numerous occasions for kidnapping, assault and
related charges arising from his viclent deprogramming activities,
It was Patrick who touched off the premier tort case against
Scientolegy when he deprogrammed Julie Christofferson in 1977,
(This is further Qescribed at pages 10-15 and 10~1i6 of cur response
to Question 10 of your second series of questions and infra.)

The IRS denied CAN'S initial application for exewption because
Yafter reviewing your publications, we concluded that a significant
portion of your viewpoints were not supported by relevant facts.™®
CAN reapplied in 1977 but the application and CAN's accompanving
literature showed that CAN had not reformed. Consaguently, the
Service again informed CAN that its application was being denied
because "Your revised application for exemption contains
dieparaging statements about organizatlons which are not supported
by facts, Your revised application indicates that the reasons for
cur denial of your previous application are still present.”
{Exhibit III-10-A).

CAN did not give up. In July 1978, CAN submitted additional
information to the IRS including a "Statement of Purpose, Functions
and Activities" which ingluded the claim that one of CAN's
functions was to recommend personnel and facilities for
deprogramming. CAN furnished the Service with an example of how
CAN would handle a contact from a caller who intended to join the
Church of Scientology: referral of the person to ex-members for
negative information on Scientolegy and to an attorney in his or
her area, as well as providing the person with a list of "Dos and
Don'ts"™ which included advising the person to file complaints with
the government. (Exhibit ITII-10-B). CAN identified the Church of
Scientology as one of its princlipal targets and the Service granted
CAN tax exempt status. (Exhibit III-1C-C).

From that point forward until the present, CAN has followed
the precise modus operandi concerning Scientology that it described
to the Sarvice in 1978. CAN refers individuals to ex-rmembers for
nagative information about the Church and te attorneys who then
create causes of action against the Church that almost always
racite the aame boilerplate tert claims. As will ba seen in the
responZa to Question l.e.i, a large number of the cases listed in
that section have been filed by attorney Toby L. Plevin. Plevin
is a CAN member who gets all of her client referrals from CAN in
exactly the manner CAN described in Llts 1978 application
supplemant.

CAN also continues to be involved in the felonious practice
CAN calls daprogramming, which ig as flagrant a violation of public
policy as can be imagined. While CAN enjoys exempt status
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its depreogrammers are being arrested and jailed by local police
agencies and the FBI. Recently, CAN deprogrammers Galen Kelly and
Bob Moore, and CAN attorney Robert (MBiker Bob") Point, were
arragted by the FBI and charged with conspiring to kidnap lewis
DuPent Smith, heir to the DuPont fertune, and to "deprogram" him
from his support of Lyndon LaRouche's political organization.
{(Exhibit III-10~D). At this writing thare ara several other CANM
deprogrammers under indictment as a result of thelir deprogramming
activities, including Joe Szimhart, Mary Alice Chrnaloger, Karen
Reinhardt and Randall Burkey. (Exhibit III-20-E). It is troubling
that in the face of this kind of aevidence individuals in the
Service like Jacksonville District EO agent Melvin Blough, continue
to use CAN as an investigative arm to drum up false charges against
the Church of Scientolegy. (Exhiblt IIX-10-F),

Thera are Iindividuals in ths Los Angeles IRS Criminal
Investigation Division (®"CID") who harbor sentiments about
Scientology very much akin to those espoused by CAN, who have
directly brought about or have had a major influence on
Scientolegy=related civil litigation. Much of thie information has
baan coverad before or is coverad in more detail in the responses
to specific subparts of Quastion 10 that follow. Consider the
following:

* The decision in Gerry Armstrong's case is one of those
dascriked in detail in response to Question 10.e.ii. Armstrong's
fanatical hatred of Scientology ingratiated him with the LA CID and
earned him the status of IRS cperative in an unlawful scheme to
infiltrate and destroy the Church through, among other things, the
seeding of Church files with forged or manufactured documents.
Armstrong was a link between the CID and Michael Flynn, wvwhose
multi-jurlsdictional litigation campaign agalnst Scientolcgy was
encouraged and assisted by the CID. (See pages 10-8 to 10-16 of
our response to Question 10 of your second series of guestions).
The allegations, first manufactured by Armstrong and Flynn, have
been adopted and parroted by many of the other tort litigants whose
cases are described in the response to Question 10.e(i). In
exchange, Gerry Armatrong has been insulated from liability for his
theft of Church decuments and encouraged to continue and to expand
his nefarious efforts.

*The Aznarans, whose case was described at pages 10-18 and
10-19 of our response to Question 10 of your second seriea of
questions, left the church and flled sult for $70,000,000,
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resulting almost immediately in their being embraced by the IRS
CID. The CID agenta then passed the Aznarans on to like-minded EO
agents in Leos Angeles who interviewed them, encouraged thea to
continue their attacks on Sciantology, treated thelr claims as fact
and used their allegaticns as 2 basis to throw five years of
cooparation from the Church down the drain. A tax debt that the
Aznarans had been unable to handle with the IRS for ten years
disappeared when they became civil litigants against the Church and
CID infornmants.

*Question 10.e,1i1 asks for a description of the criminal case
involving the Church in Canada, which is described in the answer to
Question 10=-e-(iil) and in a memoc from counsel for the Church of
Scientolcocgy of Toronte attached as Exhibit ITI-10-U. As that memo
details, LA IRS CID agents fed information, allegatlons and
witnesses to the Ontario Provincial Police ("OPPF") and plotted with
Armstrong, Flynn and OFP officers to bring about the "collapse™ of
the Church. CID mients travelad to Canada where they encouraged
the OPP to bring indictments, cffering to help locate L. Ron
Hubbard and others in tha Church 1f OPP moved forward with thair
case, The CID and OPP also utilized apostate David Mayo and his
erenies to recruit ex-G0 criminals as government witnesses to
testify against the c¢hurch and thelr former subordinates about
crimes that they themselves had perpetrated. Mayo is further
described below.

* As early as 1965, a CID operative named GCene Allard was
allowed to get off scot-~free with the out-right theft of Church
racords, (Sea response to Question 10.d.1, infra.).

* Laurel Sullivan, who left and became disaffected with the
Church aftar she was removed f{rom her Church post for being a
Guardian's Office sympathizer, was embraced as an informant by the
CID, and was represented by a government attorney when the Church
sued her perscnally for improperly disclesing attorney-client
information to the IRS. {(See page 3-40 of our response to Quastion
10 of your second series of guestions).

* As described below apostate David Mayo gained favor with the
IRS as an informant and IRS reciprocated by granting exempt status
to his group in support of his anti-Scientology stance.

This list could go on with example after example of times when
soma person or organization has manifested an anti-Scientolegy
sentiment and has suddenly emergaed as an IRS ally, cperative or
benaficiary. At that moment such a person or group is transformad
into a fountainhead of unassailable virtue whose clalinms are gospel,
whose protection 1s guaranteed and who is given unwarranted,
improper encouragement and assistance, As described in detail
below, while Churches of Sclentology receive unprecedented scrutiny
when they apply for tax exemption, apostates who sue the Church and
attack the religion have been aided by IRS tax exemption subsidles.
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An anti=Scientology sentiment has existed in the IRS Natlenal
Office Exenpt Organlzations Technical Divislon, dating at least
back to CAN's 1978 exenmnption. Certain EO Technlcal Division
officials appear to have directly colluded with the CID in 1984 and
1985, using information gathered by the CID, including the
staterents and allegations of their informants, to sabotage the
Church's exemption proceedings at that time. Evidence of their
bigotry is best seen in their treatment of anti-Scientologists.

pavid _Mavo:

_ David Mayo was removed from a seniecr Church position for moral
turpitude. He was ueing his position for economic advantage. Even
more serious from a Scientology perspective, he was the source of
serious alteration and denigration of tha technical scriptures of
Scientology. Rather than atona for his mipdeeds, he left the
Church in 1982,

Upon leaving, Maye and a fewy others established an
organization he called the Advanced Akility Center ("AAC"), which
utilized a badly altered version of Dlanetics and Scientology
technelogy in an effort te lure parishioners away from the Church
for economic advantage., For example, Mayo dropped the usze of
Scienteleogy ethics technology altogsther, eschewing ethics as an
applicabla concept. Solely for the tax advantages it would afford,
he incorporated the AAC under the name *“Church of the HNew
Civilization" ("CNC"™), but it operated sclely as the Advanced
Ability Center. Mayo's prime objective was to cbtain copies of the
confidential upper leval scriptures sc that he could represent that
CNC/AAC could daliver the entire Bridge as it existed in the aarly
B0's and thus attract a larger following. Mayo conspired with
like-minded apcstates in Europe and effected the theft of these
gcriptures on Decexber 9, 1981 from AOCSH EU & AF in Denmark. These
events prompted the suit by RTC and the Church as described on
pages 10-17 and 10-18 of our response to Question 10 of your second
series of guestions. Mayo also actively endeavored to lure
Scientologists away from Scientology, including putting out a
publication of negative propaganda on tha Church.

In 1984 CNC filed for tax exemption. The original application
identified CNC's source of financial support to ba "Feas received
from parishioners for counseling." CHC'a statement of activities
stated that “The program of activities of [CNC) are limited to
perscnal counseling and spiritual studies"™ and responded
aftirmatively to qguestions on whether or not recipients would ke
required to pay for counseling. Subseguently, Mayo gave an
opposite answer to the guestion. Eventually, the 1023 application
wag forwarded to Natlional Office for processing by Rick Darling who
inguired further into CNC's fundraising methods. Mayo responded
that "pParishioners receive spiritual enhancement and guidance from
the Church in a program of services for which monies are given and
received" to a question asking why palshioners would donate to CNC.
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During the same time periecd Darling and Friedlandsr were
consldering the CNC application, they were using "compercialism" as
a reason to deny tax exemption to various church of Scientology
applicants. Their purported reason was that the Church charged
fixed donations for services giving them a "ecommercial hue and
purpose." Shortly after issulng adverse determination letters to
the Scientelogy applicants, EQ granted CHC's application on
substantially identical information as to funding practicas.

Mayo had bacome a CID informant (Exhikit III-10-G} and
Darling/Friedlander were now aware that Mayo was an enemy of the
Church of Scientology. (Exhibit IIT-10-H). O©On March 27, 1986,
David Mayc himsaelf responded for CNC to a set of gquesticonas from
Darling. In response to a guestion whether CNC charged fixed
amounts for their services, Mayo provided information which
contradicted CNC's 1023 racord and was flatly impossible stating
that CNC had "no predetermined price.™ (Exhibit III-10-H).

Frapk Gerbode:

Psychiatrist Frank Gerbode is an heir to the Alexander Baldwin
sugar fortune, He left psychlatry for Scientolegy in the 19703 and
for several years was the mission holder of tha Palo Alto missioen.
He ran afoul of Church management in the early 1980s when the
Church tried to reform his financial misdealings. In March 1984,
Garbode left the Church to join up with David Mayc. He set up a
parallel cperation he also called Advanced Ability Center in Palo
Altoe which, for tax purpeses, he named the Church of the Universal
Truth (“"CUT"). dGerbode's 1023 applicatlon, along with those of CNC
and various Church applicants also went to Darling and Friedlander.

The exemption applicaticns for the churches of ESclentolegy
ware denled; the applications for CNC and CUT were granted. Wnile
Darling and Friedlander asked andless intrusive questicns of the
Scientology applicants, they chose not te find out about CHC and
CUT. For example, by the time thay recognized CNC's exempt status,
CNC had long since ceased operations. Mayc had cashed in Iits
assets and deposited them in his personal Liechtenstein bank
account and had gone to work for Gerhode at CUT. He essentially
liquidatad the corporation inte his own pocket, even though it was
a non-profit organization purportedly dedicated to section
£01(c) (3) purposas.

More specifically, the last known letter from Mayo to the IRS
on the CNC exemption application is the cne mentioned above, dated
March 27, 1986. (Exhibit III-10-H)., According to the depositien
tastimony of his wife, Julie Mayo, CHC closed its doors one month
later, on April 30, 1986, at which time David and Julie Mayo both
resigned thelr respective director and offlcer positions. They
also sold the house in which they were living that had been
purchased in thelr name by CNC as a "parsonage," and using other
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rased to them from CNC as "severance pay," "travel expenses" and
"vacation pay accrued," they traveled for the next several months
to Europe, Australia and Flerida with Gerbode and his wife. While
on this txrip they stopped over in Liechtenstein where Gerbode
introduced Mayo to his banker who opened an account for him with
the £20,000 received from the sale of their "parscnage.” CNC's
exempt status was granted subsequent to these events. In fact the
only ongoling activity of CNC at the time it was granted exemptien
was ongoing litigaticn with the Church of Scientology.

Gerbode obtained tax exemption for CUT ostensibly based on
reprasentations that the organization was a church and conducted
exclusively religicus activities, (Exhikit III-10-I). In fact,
ence tax exempt status was obtained, CUT ceased carrying out any
religicua activitieas and began di:pansinq a4 noval brand of
psycholegy under the nama Center for Applied Metapsychology
(*CAM"), and promoting Gerbode's peracnal beooks and literature,
co=authored by Maye, much of which are plagiarized from the works
of L. Ron Hubbard. In 1586, Gerbode alsc established the
Institute for Research in Metapsychology ("IRM"), anothar tax
exenpt organization which operatas at the sams address using the
sane personnel as CAM, and which produces the literature and
materials that CAM promotes and distributes. TIRM characterizes
metapsychelogy in scientific terms, making it clear it is not a
religion and follewed no ballef system. Yet metapsychology is what
Gerbode's church, CUT operating as CAM, dispenses.

Compare the representations made by CUT in Exhlbit III-10-I,

a letter to the IRS in support of thelr exemption application in
Decenber 1985, to the representations made by Gerbede concerning
the same nrganiaatinn on November 2, 1992 in Exhibit III-10-J. In
the December 5, 1985 letter in support of its exemption
application, CUT discusceed lts purported “religicus doctrine® and
"religious history" and gsukmitted copies of thelr baptismal,
funeral and marriage ceremonies, representing that it was a Church
conducting exclusively religious activities., (Exhibit III-10-I).
on November 2, 1992, Gerbode wrote to the City of Menlo Park,
California in response to a “complaint that a church is being
operated at the premises"” to set the record straight so that they
would not leose their zoning permit:

CAM [(really CUT] is classifled under the IRS code as a church

+ =« However . . . CAM does not hold worship services,

plrfnrn baptisms, or carry out other such activities typical of
churches.

* &% & *x

"ichurch' means a structure intended as a meeting place for
organized religious worship and related activities." We feel that
this does not apply to the bullding or the activities occeurring
therain.
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Exhibit III-10-J,

Thig is the ®"church” that passed muster with Friedlander and
Darling as secn as 1t was apparent to them that, like Maye, Gerbode
was nho longer associated with and was opposed to L. Ron Hubkard
and the Church of Scientology. Gerbhode has made substantial
"econtributions" to both CAM and IRM, which he deducts on his
persenal income tax returns as charitable contributionas. However,
at the same time Gerbode raceives the direct benefit of the bulk af
these "eontributiens" from CAM and IRM in tha form of rant,
salaries and payment of personal expenses. The organizations also
provide Gerboda with an administrative staff and office facilities,
all tax-frae. The following are specific tax law violations
Darling and Friedlander ceuld have found if they had subjected cUT
to the same Xind of scrutiny they had subjected cCchurches of
Scientology to during the same paried.

In 1982 and 1983, prior to the incorporation of CUT, when
Garbode was still the mission-holder of the Church of Scientology
Mission of Palo Alto, he claimed substantial tax deductions on hia
perscnal tax returns for books, office furnishings, equipment,
artwork, etc., that he purchased for use at the Mission. When
Gerbode left the Mission in 1984 and established CUT, he donated
these same books, coffice furnishings, equipment and artwork to the
new corporation and again claimed them as charitable contribution
deductiona on his personal tax return. These wera listed as
donaticnz in the 1023 application for CUT that Darling reviewed in
1986, Whan Gerbode left Scientology in 1984 ha evicted the mis=sion
from his building in favor of his new operations, CAM and IRM from
which he now collects rent. It is also evident that he launders
donatiens te CAM/IRM back te himself as rent in order to get the
benafit of bkoth the charitable deductions and depreciation
write~offs.

The IRS continues to probe litigation invelving the Church
whila it ignored litigation against Mayo et al. Indeed the Service
gava a de facto subslidy to tha Gerbode/Maye litigatlen by granting
examption to their litigation tax shelter. In the letter that Hayo
wrote to the Service in support of CNC's exempt status in March of
1986 (Exhibit IXII-10-H) he sant along part of the complaint in the
suit RTC and €3I had brought againast Mayoc and CNC which alleged
theft and vioclations of the RICC statute, Darling apparently did
not consider it necessary to inguire about the poesibla publle
policy implications of this litigation once he saw that Maye was on
cppeosite sides in the litigation to the Church and granted exempt
status.

In 1986, Gerbode and Mayo established and obtained tax exempt
public charity status for the Friends of the PFirst Amendment
{("FFA"), an organization purpocrtedly established to support and
promote First Amendment rights, but which in fact anabled Gerbode
to claim tax deductlons for hundreds of thousands of dollars he

10-8

csi Prod 13493 152023



"donated" to FFA, whlich sums were then used to pay Mayo's
litigation costs in his litigation with the church. Although
Gerbode is not a party to this litigation, a central issue in tha
suit concerns the control ef copyrights in the name of L. Ren
Hubkard that Cerbede has exploited, Gerbode struck a deal with
David Mayc that Mayo will continue the litigation provided that
Garbede funds i1t, with the understanding that Gerbode will be
reimbursed for the litigation costs if Mayoc wins a counterclaim for
damages. Thus, Gerkode has used FFA to deduct as charitable
contributions what are in reality his own litigation expenses, that
he expects to recover {f the litigation is successful. David Mayo,
on the other hand, hopes to net millions of dollars if the
counterclain is woen. Gerbode hag also dieguised some of the
millions of dollars he laundered through FAA so that they would not
appear to ba from him in order to avold FFA being found to ba a
private foundation, and cemented this by shutting PFA down just
before its advance ruling peried on private foundation status
expired in 1990,

The only question Mayo's and Gerhcde's groups were asked concerning
litigation was whether their "legal defense fund™ was set up solely
to battle the Church of Scientology. When they answered in the
affirmative, examption was awarded.

Unlike CNC, CUT, and CAN, who to this day enjoy exemption, our
principal clients have nc such status. Yet we alone of that group

have been and are providing truthful and full answers to each
guestion you have asked.

T e — ———

All of the information the Service has requested in the various
subparts of Question 10 is contained in the responsas to the
individual subparts that follow.

i [] a =
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Quastions 10.a, 10.b, 10.c and 10.4.2

In gquestion 10 of our sacond series of queations, we expresasd
our concern ovar the possibility of continuing violations of publie
policy and regquested certain informaticn to assuage these concarns.
We have additional follow-up questions in this regard.

a. Attached is a document relating to a program referred to
as Bnow White that apparently existed as of Decenber 16, 19%6%.
Please explain the apparent discrepancy between ths dJdocument
contained at the attachment and the response to Queation 10.b.

B. Tha response to Question 10.b refers to a decision by
Judge Osler of the Supreme Court of Ontario (page 10-=5). Flease
provide a complete copy of the cited opinion.

. What iz the status of Operation Transport Company? Does it
continue in axistence? If not, please specify when and to whoa all
assets were distributed or transferred.

W & & &

4.2, Please provide the following informatien with reapact to
Exhibit II-10-A; (i) fill in the blanrk under the heading of
Uprimary" contained in #6; (ii) an explanation of the reference to
WHF" or "AS™ undoer the heading of "Primary' at #7; and, (iii) £1411
in the blanks under the heading of "Vital Targeta"™ contained in #7.

s S s

As a preliminary matter, we note that guastion 10 has two
subparagraphs dencminated as "10.d." For the sake of clarity, we
will refer to the first as "10.4.1i" and the second as *“10.4.2."
Subparagraph 10.d.1 and paragraph 10.e are addressed in separate
regsponses. This response addresass the remainder of queation 10.

sfubparagraph 10.3
Subparagraph 10.a asks for an explanation of an "apparent
discrapancy™ betweeon the responsa to Question 10.b of your second
serles of questions and Exhibit II~10-A.
That which is attached is a copy of a document written in

December of 1989 by a person holding the position of Snow White
Programs Chief in the Office of Special Affalrs United States,
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and deacribes her functicns and those of the Snow White Unit. The
decument also specifically mentions the Snow White program and its
"Ideal Scene": "All false and secret files of the nations of
gperating areas brought to view and legally expunged and 0TC,
“"Apollo" and LRH free to fregquent all Western ports and nations
without threat and all regquired ports open and free."

Initially, it must be stated that the document in question was
stolen from Church offices by an individual who had infiltrated the
Church at the behest of the Cult Avareness Network. It was than
passed on to tha IRS by the CAN infiltrator via CAN. (See page
10«20 of our response to your second saries of questions and sucra
for discussiens of the Cult Awareness Network).

The “apparent discrepancy" te which subparagraph 10,a refers
seeningly arises from use of the word "programs" in a peost title
that includes the words "Snow White" viewed against the statement
on page 10-5 of our reseponse to your second serles of questions
that "The Snow White program is not being executad today.* There ls
ng inconsistency. That same page alsc states that the term Snow
White became aynonymous with the activity of legally locating and
correcting false reports on the Church. The cChurch wvigorously
pursues these objectives through the use of the Fresdom of
Information Act and through direct negotlation with government
agencies intended to persuade them, at minimum, that if expungement

3:1!nlﬂl reports iz not feasible, corrective reports should be
ad.

The original Snow White pregram, provided as Exhibit II-10-A,
was written specifically tec address problems which existad in 1973
with respect to O0TC, the Apollo and Mr. Hubbard. Because the
United States State Dapartment and other governmant agencles had
engaged in the circulation of false reports, free access to various
Western ports and nations had besn severely curtailed. The Apollo
was sold in 1975, OTC became inactive at that time, and Nr.
Hubbard passed away in 1986. Clearly, the original Snow White
program became obsoleta within a couple of years of its creation
and ls ne longer in effect. In fact, the Apello no longer exiats.
Once converted by its new ownership to a restaurant in Texas, it
wag involved in a train collisien and in dry dock was cut into
scrap. So, there is no way the Apollo will be fregquenting HWestern
or any porte!

However, obsolescence of the actual program did net invalidate
Mr. Hubbard's observaticn that when governmental and police
agencles are allowed 'to accumulate false informaticn in their
files, and disseminate it to other agencies, thay then ®...tend
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to act on the file without the presence of the real scene data
which ia factually good but whilch 1s then ignored.™ In an ongolng
effort to practice the Scienteology religion free from the
interference of misinformed government agencies, the Church
continues to pursue tha Snow White chjectives with the legal means
at its dispesal. Only when the Church Is free from governmental
harassment and ie accorded its rights will tha € need for Snow
White activities wvanish,

Subparagraph 10.b

Subparagraph 10.b raguests a copy of Justice Osler's decision
clted in the June subnission. A copy of that Supreme Court of
ontario decision 1lg submitted as Exhiblt III-10=-J-1, with the
appropriate sections highlighted.

Subparagragh 10.¢

Subparagraph 10.c addresses the present status of OTIC, as weall
as details regarding the timing and distribution of any of 0TC's
former assets.

OTC effectively ceased to operate in late 1975 when the Church
activities that had besn housed on the Apolleo moved ashore in
Florida. OTC remained inactive from that point forward except for
ongoing litigation against the Peortuguese government which is
described on page 10-3 of our response to your second series of
gquestions.

In July 1981, OTC's aggregate assets were approxinately
$2,244,252 plus Pounds Sterling 2,254,852. At that time, OTC
transferred all of its assets axcept for approxlmately Pounds
Sterling 200,000 and its pending Portuguese olaim to the
Scientology Endowment Trust. This trust was recognized as tax
exempt by the IRS under Section 501(e)(2) in 1583 after the
particolars relating teoe the transfer of funds from OTC ware
specifically reviewad. In 1988, OTC dissclved and all assats still
resaining, approximately $180,000, werae transferred to Church of
Sclentology Rellgious Trust.

Subparaaraph "10.d.3"

In subparagraph "10.4,2," you ask to have some blanks in the
copy of the Snow White program provided to you with the Juns
submisgsion filled in and for an explanation of the terma "HF" and
HEE_“

The varsion of the Snow Whita program provided with the June
submissicn ocontained blanks in the places that you noted,
apparently left thera by whoever retyped that version. We have
located, and are including here as Exhibit III-10-X, another
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version which appears to be a copy of the criginal version and
containa no blanks. The abbraviaticns "Cont,™ uGdn" and "DG/USY in

Vital Target 7 stand for Controller, Guardian and Deputy Guardian
United States.

The abbreviation "HF" stands for Hubbard Freedom Foundation.
Our records show that it was set up as a Libarian corporation in
Hovember 1972 for scientific, research and educational purposas,

recaived a total of $500 from OTC, but then never became active and
naver received any other funding.

The abbreviation "AS" stands for American Society which was
another Liberian corporation also established in late 1572, at or
arcund the same time as tha Hubbard Freedom Foundation and probably
for similar or related purposes. The best avallable information is
that the American Bociety had a fate similar to Hubbard Fraedon
Foundation, receiving a small amount of monay to get started, but
then never actually carrving out any activities or function.

As neither of these Liberian corporations was ever active and
as no effort was made to maintain thelr ceorporate charters in
Liberia, we assume that they were dissoclved by operaticn of law
many years ago, The Liberian attornay who originally formed them
was Killed in a political upheaval more than a decade ago, and wa,
therefore, have no access to HF or AS records.

- - - -
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Subparagraph 10,d.1

In our prior guestion 10, we expressed our concerm over the
posaibility of continuing viclationa of public policy and requasted
certain information to assuage these concerns. We have additional
follow-up queationa in this regard,

* k * h

d. In g8C v, Commissioner, 83 T.C. 381 (1984) at 431-437, there
is & discgussion of the actions of several persons identified by
nama or office (&.g., Vicki Polimeni). Please identify the persons
vhe beld the following offices during the pericd referenced at
pages 431-437 of the C8C opinion: (i) FBO Internmational; (ii) FBO
AOLA; and (iii) FepOs at various other Advanced Organizations as
described at page 431 of the CB8C opinien. Pleass state whether
Vicki Polimeni or any of the individuals identified in the responsae
to this guestion have at any time suksegquent to 1989 bean related
(by reason of being service-provider or otherwise) to any
Sciantoleogy-~related organization (either as starff or in any other
capacity). Please describe the current relationship batween Nartin
Greenberg and Scientolegy-related organizations.

— o

puring the pericd of time describad at page 431 and 432 of the
C&C declision, j.e., May through August 1969, there were only three
Advanced Organizations in existence. <Consequently, the positions
you have inguired about and the individuals who held them were:

FBO International -- Al Boughton PBO ACLA -=- Lauren Gene
Allard FBO A0 United Kingdom -- Don Clark FBO AO Denmark -- Rob
Sandarson

vicki Polimanl, Don Clark and Rob Sanderson ceased having any
raelaticnship with any Scientology-related crganization many years
ago, long before 1989. From 198% to the present, Al Beughton has
baen a staff member at the American sSaint Hill Organization (ASHO)
in Los Angeles. He holds the position of Auditing Supervisor for
the Saint Hill Special Briefing Course, responsible for overseeing
the auditing done by students training to be Scientology auditors
on this course. The cChurch has had no specific information
concerning the activities or whereabouts of Gene Allard since 1981,
when he appeared as an IRS witness in tha Tax Court trial of the
CSC casa.

The Church has long suspected that Allard was sent inte ACLA
in 1969 by IRS Intelligenca OClivision agent John Daley, to
infiltrate the Church as an agant provoceteur. John Daley was an
agent in the IRS' Case Develeopment Unit in Los Angeles, a unit
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which served as a model for a national intelligenca operation known
as the Intelligence Gathering and Retrieval System ("IGRS®), The
IGRS was disbanded in 1975 when Congress found that it had
"fostered wunrestrained, unfocused intelligence gathering and
permitted targeting of groups for intelligence collection on bases
having little relationship to enforcement of the tax laws."
congress found that "“there were the beginnings of politically
motivated intelligence ccllection in at least one district; and
evidence that the fruits of simlilar i{nvestigative efforts in two
districts had been destroyed." One of the districts that destroyed
its files on the eve of the Congressienal investigation was the Los
Angeles District (i.e. John Daley's files) and the cther was the
5t. Louls District, where Congress found that a file labelled
*Subvergives" that "contained only mnaterial on the cChurch of
Sclentolegy” had been destrayed. (8ee pages from Supplepentary

Reports On Intelligence Activities And the Rights of

Datailed Staff v
Americans, Final Report of the Select Committese to Study
Governmental Operatjong With Respeqt to Intelligence Activities,

attached as Exhibit III-=-10-L).

Clrcunstantial evidence strongly suggesta that Allard was a
clandestine operative who reported to Daley. Daley had been
investigating the Church sinca at least 1268 and, by the time
Allard first appeared at AOLA, Daley had already used a plant
inside Crocker Bank who provided Daley with illegally-obtained
coples of thae Church's confidential bank records. After occupying
tha pesition of FBQ ACLA for barely two months, Allard suddenly
disappeared, taking with him some internal Church correspondance
and other Church agsets. Allard turned over the documentes to the
IRS in Kansas City; the documents were forwarded to John Daley in
Los Angeles.

The cChurch filed criminal charges againat Allard. He was
later located and arrested by the FBI in Florida and brought back
to Los Angeles. HNot long after Daley interviewed Allard in jail,
the California Attorney General's office decided the evidence
against Allard was insufficlent and dropped the charges. Then, in
1981, Allard surfaced as a witness for the IRE in the CS5C case
along with the decumenta that he had stolen, adrmitting on
cross-examination that he was hopeful of recelving a reward 1f his
testimony resulted in collecticn of any taxes. Judge Sterrett
demonstrated a willlngnesa throughout the €SC trial to regard any
anti=Church witnesa as credible, but even he had problems with
Allard's testimony: Judge Sterrett found that "“There were
significant inconsistencies in his testimeony . . .". 83 T.C.
509,

HNevertheleas, it was Allard's testimony and the documents that
he stole that formed virtually the sole basis for the findings at

10-15

¢St Prod 114-83 152030



pages 431 and 432 of the CSC decislon about which you now inguire.
Judge Sterratt's gratuitous comments suggested that whatever
occurred at AOLA in 1969 constituted some kind of crimipal
conepiracy. All of this evidence however, was known in 1969 whan
Revenue Agent Woodrow Wilson unsuccessfully sought to institute a
fraud investigation. In June 19469, Dalay even went so far as
discussing with California State officials the use of the Allard
evidence as "grounds for dissclution® of the Churches of
Scientology. (Exhibit TIII-10-M.) In August of 196%, Wilson
presanted thie information in the form of a Yfraud referral" in an
effort to elevate it from “"case development" status to an actual
criminal investigation. The fraud referral was declined by the
Chief of Intelligenca., (Exhibit III-10-M.)

You have alsc asked about the current relationship of Martin
Greenberg to any Sclentology-related organizations., NMNr. Greenberg
has not been on the staff of any Scientology-related organization
gince early 1980's, He 1s a certified public acceountant with an
accounting practice in Clearwater, Florida. Although we understand
that individual church members have used his services for their
personal or businesa accounting, he has not to our knowledge been
retained nor has he done any accounting work for any
Scientology-related crganizations for many years. Mr. Graenberg is
a parishioner of the Scientology raligien.

While in Los Angeles in 19278, Martin Greanberg, along with CPA
James Jackson, formed the firm of Greenberg and Jackson. In 1983
Greenberg moved away and sold his interest in the practice to
Jackson, Who retained the name "Greenberg and Jackson" for tha
profaessicnal corporation. At that time Mr. Greenberg ceased
having any Iinvolvement in or knowledge of the affairs cf any
Scientology-relatad organizations. Recently, Mr. Jackson also
sold his interast in this practice and presently there is neither
A Graaenberg nor a Jackson associated with “Greenberg and Jackson."™
Saveral Scientology=- related organizations continue to utilize the
services of CPA Brad Bernstein, one of the present shareholders of
that firm.
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Questions 10 e(i)-(ii)

In our prier gquestien 10, we expressed our concern ovaer the
possibility of continulng vielationa of public policy and requestad
certain information to assuage these concerns. We have additional
follow-up gquestions in this regarad.

& & &k &

@, Wa have caraefully reviewed the response to Question 10.4.
The Service still requires a more complete understanding of the
casas listed in the response. Please Ernvidl the following
information, as well as any other information or docu- mentation
that you believe would asasist the Service in this regard.

{1} For each of the cases listed on pages 10-20 through 10-22,
please provide a short description of all claims by the non-Church
of Bclentelegy parties, In particular, please describhe any
allegations that the Scientology-related crganizations, and/or the
individuala, described in Question 2.4 of our segond series of
guestions have engaged in any actiocn that is an intentional tort
and/or that would violate any sriminal law. In your deascription,
please include the date the action is alleged to have occurred and
the party alleged to have committed the actien.

{1i) For each of the cases on pages 10-8 through 10-22, other than
the "go Criminal Activity Pallout Litigation"™ cases listed on pages
16-16 and 10-17, please provide a copy of any jury verdiot, or any
deciaion, finding or statement by & court that any
Bcientology-related organization, and/eor any individuals desoribed
in cur prior Question 10.4, engaged after 1880 in any action that
is an gﬁtuntiﬂnll tort and/or that would violate any criminal
statute. The copy should ke provided regardless of the ultimate
disposition of the underlying legal action (&.g., even if an appeal
is still pending or the action was settled, dis- nmissed, or
succesafully appealed). With respect to each copy provided, plaase
state vhather the Church agrees with the court's statement, and, if
so, wvhether there is presently any connection or relationahip
between the individual(s) invelved and the church.

e p————— -

Subparagraph 10 e(i)

In our response to the Service's prior Questicon 10.d, we
provided a lengthy description of litigation involving
Scientology-related organizatlons or individuale since 1980, To
facilitate the Sarvice being able teo understand these cases and put
them into proper context, the cases were grouped according to the
kind of case and allegations and the phenomena that brought the
various suits about.
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In thie follow-up question the Service is asking for copies of
any jury verdicts or judicial findings respecting all but a few of
those cases, where it was found that a Scientology-related
organlzation or individual committed a tort or criminal law
viclaticn; and with respect to just three of the groupings of
cases, the Service wants furthar information concerning the
allegations made in those cases. Those groupings are: 1) cases
listad as financial or property disputas or transactions; 2)
perscnal Injury or medical-related suits; and 3) suits that appear
to have been instigated directly or indirectly by the cCult
AWarenaesa NetworK.

As described above in the Introduction to Question 10, in the
vast majority cof these cases the allegationa that have been made
and which are described below, trace back in one way or another to
the IRS itealf.

Nonetheless, in the spirit of cooperation, we are providing in
this responsa all of the information requested -~- 1i.e. tha
description of the allegaticns in sach of the cases listed on pages
10-20 to 10-22 of our respconse to your second series of guestions
and copies of the verdicts, decisions and findings requasted in
Question 10.e (il). We fael it is appropriate, however, to make
the following preliminary cbservaticns.

Public Policy As An Exenption Issue:

All of these guestionsz concerning litigation relata to the
issue of public peolley. Section 501(c)(3), however, contains no
express condition that an organization must cperate in conformance
with public policy to qualify for tax exemption. Whether or not an
organization violates public policy is relevant to exemption only
in the context of whether the organlzation is operated exclusively
for one of the axampt purposes that section 501(c) (3) enunerates.

only one judicial decision has ever applied a publiec policy
condition to the exempt status of a church =-- the Tax Court
declsion concerning the Church of Sclentology of california (the
woeo decision®). Judge Sterrett, however, limited his findings of
public policy viclations affecting CSC's exempt status :trictli to
the activities of the Guardian's Office (¥GO") that resulted in a
numper of GO menbera being convicted of ¢rimes. Thus, although the
Service was prepared to present testimony in the £S5C case from tort
claimants such as Larry Wollersheim and some of attorney Michael
Plynn's clients, Judge Sterrett precluded that testimony and made
no finding regarding publiec policy based on any civil tort claima,
(Sea our response to Questien 10.d of your second series of
questions for a description of Michael Flynn's and Larrcy
Wollersheim's claims infra.).
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The €S5S¢ decislion, upen which the Service has often relied,
itself highlights the irrelevancy of pending, dismissed or settled
legal cases where any form of tort allegaticn has been made, The
public policy issue was addressed in the CSC case and decided in
that case, and the only acts of any Church of Sclentelogy menbers
that were found to provide a basis for guestioning exempt status
ware the criminal activities of the Guardlan's 0Office. If Judge
Bterrett did not find the allegations of Flynn'as clients,
Wollersheim and the rest to be relevant, there can be ne legal
basis for considering the same kinds of allegations now.

The Church has addressed the Guardian's Office both here (see
responses to Questions 3.e, 10.a and 10.d) and in our prior
response (responses to Questions 1.d and 10.d4). The Church also
addressed at some length the wvarious Kinds of other litigation
S8clientology-related organizations and individuals have been
invoelved in (response to your prior Question 10.d). On this basis,
the Church feele that it has adegquately addressed public policy
against the ralevant legal authorities.

Bublic Policy As Applied to Other Churches:

The Service has enforced the public licy satandard
selectively, applying it only to the Church of Scientology and not
to other churches to which it could just as easily, if not more
appropriately, be applied. For axampla, for most cof the past
dacada the Catholie Church has been enbroeiled in a major scandal
arising from the exposure of an asgtonishingly large number of
instances of child molestation invelving Catholic priests. cCopies
of newspaper and magazine articles about this subject are attached
as Exhibit ITI-10-0, A book published in October 1992, Laad Us Not
Into Temptation by Jason Berry, states that between 1984 and 1992
four hundred Cathelic priests in North America were reported for
molesting children, and in this same pericd the Cathelie Church has
paid out $400 million teo resolve thesea cases. The book further
details how other Catholic officials, inecluding many high in the
Catholic hierarchy, have covered up what occurred or were guilty of
complicity by knowing what was happening and ignoring it eor
reassigning a tainted priest to another job where he would etill
have contact with children. These are not merely cases where
unproven allegations have been made; some of the cases resulted in
criminal conviction= of the priests involved, In the case of
Father Gilbaert Gauthe, for example, Pather Gauthe pleaded guilty to
36 counts of child molestation while serving as a parish priest in
Louisiana, The attempts to cover-up Father Gauthe's corines
described in Jason Berry's book spanned the Cathelic hlerarchy and
included archbishops, bishops, other priests and directions and
crders emanating from Rome. Thus a jury also awarded a verdict of
$1.25 million to ocne of the victims and his family against the
ragpensible Catholic diocese.
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We are not suggesting that the IRS should now invastigate the
Catholic Church or make a tax exemption issue cut of an unfortunate
scandal that should be dealt with in the criminal justice system.
Rather, thls example serves simply to illustrate the unfair double
standard that has been applied to the Church of Scientology.

Nevertheless, the follewing is a description of the cases that
wera listed in our prior responsae, describing the allegations in
thofe cases of commigsion of intentional torts or violatlons of
eriminal statutes,

Deacription gf Tork Litigation:

The suits listed on pages 10-20 through 10-22 each have their
own set of facts and assortment of claims, but for the most part
are of the same general character. They involve frivolous claims
by "crazles" who think they can make socme money suing Scientology;
suits against former spouses or business associates naming the
Church to seek a tactical advantage; and a considerable nunber of
suits inspired by the Cult Awareness Network, which beombards the
persen with negative informatien about the Church and then refers
them to an attorney who tells them they can sue the Church and get
rich. (See the "Intreduction To Queetion 10" for further
information on CAN). There are a few instances, like the Rabel
cage, where a stereo speaker fall from the window of a Scientology
mission injuring someone walking below, where there was a valid
claim which the Church egquitably sattled. Not one of the cases
asked about in Question J.e.l has baan adjudicated by a court; thus
all the claims listed ara unproven.

Because many of these suits are refund suite, it is useful
firast to review tha cChurch's refund policy. It has been a
long-standing poliecy of the Church that if somecne is dissatisfied
with their Scientology services and asks te have their
contributions returned within a three month peried, these amocunts
will be returned. Likewisa, if the person asks for raturn of
contributicns for which no services were received (i.e. an advance
payment), there is no three month limitation periocd. Anyone newly
enrolling in services at a Church of Scientoleogy is informed of the
policies and signs an agreement to abide by them. As a further
condition of receiving a refund or repayment, the perscn
understands that they may not again recaeive services from the
Church.
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within the Church, there are two geparate terms: A "refund"
refers to a return of contributions to a parishioner within 90 days
of participating in religlous services while a "repayment" refers
to a return of a parishioner's advance payment baefore he or she has
participated in religious services. For simplicity, the following
discussicn will use the term "refund" to describe both types of
transactions, because bkoth Iinvelve a return of parishioner
contributions.

The Church's refund policy is exceedingly fair. If somecne
isn't happy with Scientology == which is a very small minority of
peopla -- he simply has to maka a proper request fer his donations
back, agree to forego further services and his denations will be
raturned. For the Church, in addlitioen to the fact that this policy
aligns with Scientology principles of exchange, it alse serves the
purpese of allowing our churches and the parishioners who are very
happy with Scientology, to carry on without the unhappy few in
their midst.

The presence of a considerable number of refund suits in the
following list is directly related to the influence of CAN and CAN
attorneys. As described in the "Introduction to Question 10,"
CAN's modus operandl is to seek out anyone who is unhappy with
Scientology, feed them hegative information and then refer them to
an attorney. The CAN attorney then convinces. the person that he
can not only get a refund of hls donationsa, but by allowing the
attorney to handle the c¢laim he can get damages as well, and
possibly get rich. As will be seen in the descriptions of the
cases that follew, almost one for one such zults are ultimately
settled for the refund amocunt the person could have obtained in the
first place simply by reguesting it.

It is also of interest that we know of no suilt filed for
refund that wasn't instigated by CAN. In fact, the Church rarely
has any refund reguests, by suit or otherwise, except when
instigated by the IRS-sancticoned CAN. And in most cases, further
discussion reveals the perscn was guite happy with his service at
the Church and seeks his money back only after CAN has told him how
"torrible™ Scientology is,

Dascriptions of individual suits follows:

. 2 & 1 et al.t
The folleowing is from the judge's ruling dismiseing the case, which
gaya all that necds to be said about this casa:

"In this pro se complaint, which can most charitably

be described as bizarre, plaintiff Mira Chaikin
(*Chaikin'}) alleges that the wvarious defendants are
exploiting her, impersonating her and 'implanting' her.
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She alleges that because defendant Ron Hubbard has been
‘flewing to (her) sexually and romantically' she is his
"true wife,' as well as 'having been (his) wife in (her)
last life who wae murdered. ' Thus, she further alleges,
defendant Mary Sue Hubbard is 'in no way the wife of
Lafayetta Ron Hubbard ' but has merely been impersonating
plaintiff with resulting severe endangerment of
plaintiff's mental health.

"As against the Church of Scientology, Chaikin appears to be
claiming that the organization is acting contrary to its
theoretical foundation. PFor the reasons set forth below, I
dismies the complaint.

*An action may be dismissed 'when the allegations of the
complaint are beyond credulity . . .' [cite omitted]. I
find plaintiff's allegations, to the extent <they are
comprehensible at all, to be patently incredible.”

—-—Terpy Dixon v, Church of Scientology Celsbrity Center of
Portland, et al.! This is a typical CAN-influenced suit for refund
by Terry Dixon, which alse asks for damages based on claims of
breach of contract and breach of fiduciary duty. Dixcn alleges
that the Church of Scientology Celebrity Centre Portland, Church of
Scientology of Portland and Church of Scientology Flag Service Org,
breached a contract with him and their fiduciary duty, by falling
to deliver to him results he considers to have been promised him
from Scientology religious services. The suit was filed in
December 1990.

Each of the thres churches filed motions to abate the case
pending arbitration, basad on enrollment agreements signed by Dixon
while he was In the Church, which include a clause that any
disputes between the Church and the parishloner must be arbitrated,
The judge ordered the casae to arbitration and it has now beaen
settled for the refund amount.

John Pinucane, David Miller, Alexander %],:bvnn V. Epery
Wilson Corporation., et al.: This sult was instlgated directly by

CAN and CAN attorney Toky Plevin. All of the plaintiffs are
dentists who were clients of Sterling Management Systems (Enory
Wilscon Corporation) for a brief period of time and also briefly
received some services from the Church of Scientology of Orange
County. Sterling 1ls a comparny that has been cwned and run by
Scientoclogists and uses nethods of organizational administration
developed by L. HRon Hubbard to help business pecple improve their
businesses. GSome of these individuals, upon belng impressed with
Mr. Hubbard's works, have become interested in Scientology.

The lawsuit was filed in LA Superler Court on December 26,
1991 by Finucane, Miller, and Turbyne, who reside, respectively, in
Aiken, Sguth Carolina, Sacramento, Califcrnia, and Schigan, Maine,
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against Sterling and the Orange County Church. The complaint
centains causes of action for deceptive trade practices, fraud, and
injunctive relief, alleging that Sterling misrepraesented itself te
be an independent management training organization when, in fact,
it was a part of tha Church of Sclentology and operated as a
recruitment office for the Church with the goal of precuring new
membars and getting them tc take Church services.

Miller and Turbyne settled their cases with the Church of
Scientology of Qrange County for a refund, but not with Sterling,
leaving all plaintiffs with claims against Steriing, and only
Finucane suing the Orange County Church. Finucane has so far
refusaed offers from the Church to have his claim arbitrated as per
the enrollment agreement hae slgned. The Church therefore filed a
counter-claim and criminal complaint against Pinucane relating to
hls breach of contract (his refusal toc abide by the enrollment
agreemant) and invasion of privacy (for secretly tape-recording a
¢onversation with a Chureh staff member and then breoadcasting a
heavily edited version of it on national television).

— Dorothy Fuller, an individual v. __ Applled Scholastics
Internatlional, et al.: This is another Toby Plevin, CAN instigated
sult filed in April 19%2. The claims are breach of lease, fraud
and negligent misrepresentation. Applied Scholastics leased a
residential property from Fuller who claime that the house was
misused in saveral ways, including housing more pecple than agreed
upon in the lease, use of the house as a chlild center, dormitory
style living, and fabrication of products for resale. Thus it is
a minor property dispute escalated by Plevin into tort litigation.
It is expected that this suilt will be quickly settled.

o Service

: This was another suit for refund that CAN

attorney Toby Plevin filed, alleging several torts for purposes of

effect. The claims were for viclation of the deceptive practlces

act and fraud, based on Halverson being told she could get a refund

and then not being akle te get it. The suit was settled for the
refund anount.

Thomag. and Carol Hutchinson v, _ Church of Scieptoloay of
GCeorgia, et al.: The complaint in this suit is virtually a carbon
copy of the complaint In the Corvdon case, one of tha Michael Flynn
cases listed at page 10-13 of our prior response. Although the
Corvdon case wag settled, Hutchinson apparently got a copy of tha
complaint, very likely provided by CAN, and felt its inflammatory
claims against a wide array of Church organizations would add spice
te what is otherwise a suit for refund of money paid to the Church
of Scientology of Georgla. The claime are stated as fraud and
decelt and infliction of emotional distress, seeking unspecified
damages and injunctive relief. However, the clainms revolve around
a core that the teachings of Scientelogy differ from those of
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Fundamentalist Christianity, a topic constitutionally barred from
secular adjudication.

The Church anticipates dismissal of this suit, favorable
Iunmaiy judgment or sattlement for a refund of the Hutchinson's
donations.

_Haﬂ_ummwanL_MMx_ﬂ_mm%mﬂ
4l.: This sult was against the Church of Scientology of Michligan

and two individuals, one former and one current etaff member of the
Michigan Church. Mark Lewandowskl, who had previcusly bean under
paychiatric treatment with a substance abuse disability, took some
courses at the Church of Scientology of Michigan in 19838. Although
Lewandowski's relationship with the Cchurch was shert, in his suit
he alleges that the Church committed consumer fraud by failing to
ascertain his unstable mental condition, fraud, for allegedly
misreprasenting the nature of the courses he toock, and intentional
inflictlion of emotional distress through the abkove. The nature of
Lewandowski's claims and allegations strongly suggest that he was
influenced teo file suit by CAN.

This case went before a2 mediation panel where a settlement was
accepted by the Lewandowski's attorneye for a refund. The Church
of Scientology of Michigan is in the process of paying this amount
to end the suit,

Paeter and Prancis Miller v, Church of Scientglogy et al.: The
suit was filed on April 29, 1991 by CAN attorney Toby Plevin
against several organizations, including €8I, Church of Scientology
Orange County and Sterling Management Systems. This suit makes
claims not unlike those of the Pinucane suit described above, that
they were misled intc Sterling and Scientelogy and therefore want
their money back. The claims include fraud, breach of express
andfor implied warrantiesz, invasion of privacy, 1intentional
infliction of emotional distress and negiligence. The Millers!'
claima against Sterling were arbitrated, with the millions the
Millers originally claimed reduced tc the refund amcunt. The case
is still at the pleading stage as regards the Church parties.

Rowa v.  Chuxch of Scientology of Orange

e t This is another Toby Plevin/CAN suit naming the

Church ¢f Secientelogy of Crange County, RTC, CSI, the Sea Org and
Coes 1-100. It was filed on Octcocbher 7, 1991, alleging
fravd/deceptive trade practices, Invasion of privacy, false
imprisonment, assault, and intantional infliction ¢f emoticnal
distress. The suit essentially repsats the allegations made by the
Rowes in the May 6, 1391 edition of Time magazine, that thay took
courses at Sterling Management Systems and allegedly under the
guise of management tralining were induced to take Sclentology
servicea. ODiscovery in this case has demonstrated that the Rowe's
claims are contrived and maliciously false, and that these are
people with a history of criminal activity. Glover Rowe embazzled
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money from a fraternity in college and Dee Rowe has a history of
emotional turbulence starting long bafore any contact with any
Scientology corganization. One of their c¢laims, which has already
been dismissed on summary judgment, was that the Church bugged
thelr hotel room. This was a completsly fabricated claim as seen
by the fact that the staff of the hotel testifled that this was
impossible and that the Rowes could "support® it only by stating
without any proof that their room "must have been bugged." It was
not, a fact guickly recognized by the caurt. The RowWes were
raferrad to Time magazine by CAN and continue to be encouraged by
CAN.

Pretrial summary judgment motions are still being considered
in this case and the Church expects all of the Rowe'!s clains to be
dismissed. The Church alsoc expects to prevail on a counterclain
naming the Rowes and CAN defendants, for libel and breach of
contract, and that by deprogramning the Rowee, CAN interfered with
the Church's relationship with the Rowes.

—— Frank and Joan Sanchez v. Sterling Managament Systems, et
al:.: This is yet ancther CAN-inspired sult involving a dantist,
Frank Sanchez and his wife, Joan Sanchez, filed againat Sterling,
the Church of Scientolegy of Orange County and IAS.

The Sanchezes attended a 5Sterling seminar at the end of
October 1289, after which Sanchez asked Sterling to administer a
program in his office. The Sanchezes went to the Church of
Scientoclogy of Orange County in December 1989 and were involved
with the Church for less than a menth. Sanchez wanted help with
his marriage as he and his wife had marriage counseling over a
twenty year period but it had been unable t¢ straighten out
problems arising from twenty years of adulterous affajrs. Joanne
Banchez wae opposed tc the trip to Sterling and Oranga County and
went only because her husband wanted her to go.

The Sanchezes paid some monsy to Sterling and the Orange
County Church, but then returned to New Mexico and rafused further
participation in any services at elther Sterling or the Church,
which would appear to have been directly caused by negativa
information provided them by CAN, Although the bottom line of what
they are seeking is a refund of their money, their complaint asks
for dapmages for breach of centract, intentional infllction of
emotional distress, breach of covenant of good faith and fair
dealing, for fraud and all the usual, boilerplate CAN allegations.
The suit was dismissed with respect to the Crange County Church and
it is expaected that ultimately it will be settled for a repayment
of the monay they pald to Sterling.

.t This

Thomas Spepcer v. The Church of Sclentology, et al
suit was settled for a refund and dismissed on August 31, 1592, It
was another sult for refund laced with the standard CAN claims,
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breach of contract, fraud, and Intentional infliction of emotional
distress.

—JIrepne Zaferes v, Church of Sclentology: This was a perscnal
injury suit filed in April 11, 1589. The plaintiff was a Hollywood
woman who claimed that a wrongful death occurred when her brother,
Luke Andrea (a.k.a. Louis Zaferes) died on April 12, 1988, some
months after he did some "heavy constructlien work™ at the Church of
Scientology Flag Service Org, while having a heart condition.
Zafares was acting as her own attorney. The case was dlismissed.

c [m] a3
Jo Ann Scrivanc, had an extensive psychiatric history lncludinénéii
use of heavy psychlatric drugs, before she came to the Church of
Scientclogy Mission of Long Island in January of 1986. After
receiving a small amount of introductory level auditing for which
she donated $450, Mrs. Scrivano became upset and blamed this on
her auditing. She was offered her money back, but refused it and
left. She subsequently flled a suit naming not just the Long
Ialand Church but also a number Church organizations that had never
heard of her. She even alleged an array of torts and sought
$10,000,450 in damages. Her claims include Fraud, Conatructive
Trust, Breach of Fiduciary Duty, Malpractice, Negligence, and
Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress. None of these clainms
is true, and both Scrivano's own attorneys and the judge assigned
to the case have encouraged her to accept a token settlement
coffaered by the Church just to get rid of the suit.

Scientology
¢ This case, of Marissa and Richard
Wolfson, furnishes an excellent examplea of how any fruitcake can
file a civil suit. The Wolfscns sued for $§1 hilliun alleging
intentional infliction of emotional distress and that the conduct
of the Church was "outrageous, fraudulent, malicious, abusive,
indecent, intentional, unduly influential, willful, wanton and
beyond bounds of commen human decency." They claimed to have been
subject to "undue influence®™ and to have suffered "wviclation of
fiduciary relationship,"™ interference with prospective economic
advantage, loss of consortium and fraud. Before winning summary
judgment on all of the Wolfsonsa' claims, the church was regquired to
endure the public airing of delusional charges and suffer through
such bizarre conduct as Mr. Wolfson appearing at his depcsition
drassed as Mra. Wolfson.

Hill

t This case was brought by Sherry

Fortune against the Church of Scientology American Saint Hill

Organization and Chuck Tinglay, her former husband, an independent

contractor who had been a computer programmer at the Church. The

case was essentlally a domestic dispute between Fortune and Tingley
that involved the rights to some computer software Tingley had
developed. Fortune believed that naming the Church in her sult
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would give her additicnal leverage over her former husband so she
allegad that the church was guilty of intentional interference with
econonic advantage, fraud and misrepresentation, intentional
infliction of emoticnal distress, and conversion. The frivolous
claims against the Church were dismissed and Fortune and Tingley
reached a settlement between them.

us of
+ The Silcock's received soma religlous services
from the Church of Scientology Mlssion of Salt Lake in 1984 and

then asked for a refund., The refund amcunts requested were pald to
the Silcocks and the suit was dismissed in September 1986.

o a

Scientology of San Francisco, at al.: This suit was a suit brought
by the parents of Rodney Rimande, a former Church staff member who
committad suicide in November 198€ by fumping out of a window of a
Church of Scientology building. The suit's claims were wrongful
death, intentional inflietion of emotional distress, negligence,
and outragecus conduct. The suit claiwed that Rimande came to the
Church of Sclentology of San Francisco for spiritual guidance and
that nro precautions were taken to prevent his sulcide or see that
he get paychiatric help. Thie suit only came about because a CAN
attorney incited the parents to file it. The parents did not
really kelieve the Church to be responsible for their =on's
suicide. The suit was never served and was voluntarily dismissed
with prejudice.

Wendy and William Rebel v. Eric Rising, Jane Dge Rieing,

u of o oo o 1 As

described praviously, this suit involved an incident wvhera a stereo

speaker placed in the window of the University Way Mission in

Seattle, Washington fell out of the window and struck Wendy Rabel

on the head. A settlement payment was negotiated and the case wag
dismissed in January 1988.

n Litem
Capllia Garcia v, Church_of Sciantology., et al.: This was an
insurance suit dealing with an incident in 1983 when 2 girl on a
motorized bike hit a Golden Era Studios Bus, She sustained a
breken leqgq and other minor injuriea. The girl's family sued the
Church and the Church's insuranca company handled the casa and
settled it for §5,000.

Roxanne Friend v. Church of Scieptology International, et
al.: Socme background leading up to the filing of this sult will
help make it understandable.

Ehortly after breaking away from the Churcah of Scientolegy,
Roxanne Friend became ropantically involved with a
non=Scientolegist. After an cn-again, off-again relationship, they
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finally breke off the relationship in August 1989, Fer months
after this Friend experienced what she later characterized on a
madical guastionnaire as a "nsrvous breakdown."™

Documents authenticated by Friend in her own hand illustrate
her state of mind during this period, and outline the series of
bizarre and violent acts that she admits were preceded and prompted
by the break-up with her non-Scientologist boyfriend, She first
secretly absconded with her former bkoyfriend's young son and
molested him sexually. She next tried tc persuade a Karate
instructor to murder her former boyfriend. Failing this, she wrote
latters to the ex-boyfriend claiming that he had drugged,
hypnotized and forced her to perform lewd sexual acts for he and
hise friends. When all of this further alienated the man, her
conduct became more bizarre. She scrubbed her mare's vagina with
bleach causing the animal severa pain and then physically assaulted
and injured the proprietor of the stable when she tried to
intercede on behalf of tha horse. A bit later Friend was stopped
for dangerous rackless driving and resisted arrest by assaulting a
police officer,

Church staff who knew Friend and Friend's krother, nonethaless
attempted to help by taking her to doctors in Los Angeles and then
escorting her to Florida to ba in a lesa stressful environment
where she could also ba examined by doctors. Once in Florida,
Friend refused help, and went to the peolice with the hallucinatory
claim that someone put erack cocaine in her clgarettes to account
for her bizarre behavior. She was taken to a hospital at her
insistence. The Church attempted to get her to submit te a full
medical examination, knowing that most such behavior eplscdes are
initially prompted by some undetaected and untreated physical
aiiment. Friend refusad.

Friend was then taken te her mother along with a written
reconmaendation from the Church that she receive a full madical
gxXamination.

Friend's mother ignored the recommendation and Priend was
later arrasted, incarcerated in a mental hospltal and sent for
counselling at a Jewish support group. A psychiatrist at that
group turned her over to the Cult Awareness Network {CAN). As thay
do in every such casa, CAN promptly pumped Friend full of false and
derogatery information about the Church and turned her over to
thair atterney Plevin. Up te thHat point, when CAN became involved,
Friend had never considered the efforts of the Church members to
help her as anything other than help, and despite her agitated
state, had never accused the Church of causing the condition =-=
indead she recognized that the break-up of her ill-fated romance
was what brought it on. After being manipulated by CAN, howaver,
Frlend decided the Church was to blame and should pay her damages,
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Months after the Church had its last communication with
Friend, she finally received two medical examinations. The first
found nothing wrong with her. The second found that she had a
larga lump in her abdomen and it was dlagnosed as a very rare fornm
of cancer. PFriend's CAN attorneys, the same attorneys who had
represented the Aznarans (see description of the Aznaran litigatien
in the response to your prior Question 10.4) considered this the
next best thing to a plane crash, and suddenly saw in Friend the
prospect of a circus trial with a dying woman to play on the
emotions of a jury. Her attorneys rushed to court with a lawsulit
that claimed the Church was responsible for her cancer not baing
earlier detected by not allowing her to see a doctor, and that all
her psychotic episodes stemmed from this undetected physical
condition. The attorneys characterized the efforts of Church
members to help her as examples of assault and battery, wrongful
imprisonment, invasion of privacy and intentional inflictien of
emational distress. The suilt also claimed the Church was guilty of
fraud and false advertising and breached express and implied
covenants in representing it would refund monay to those not
satisfiad but then failing to do so.

These claims were completely unfounded as discovery proved
that Friend had seen many doctors on a reqular basis during tha
period that she was at the Church, beth at the Church's direction
and on her own, and thus the Church took the appropriate neasures
to sea that she got the care and diagnosis needed. Her own doctor
testifled that the type of cancer Priend contracted was very rare
and virtually undetectable by modern medical science until well
developed and spread. The docter testified that the only way to
detect such cancey was for the patlient to complain of a lump and
then have a blopsy performed. Friend subsequently testified that
she had felt a lump developing for two years, but never mentioned
it during that time to the several doctors she did sea.

The Church settled this case for nuisance value, for less than
the cost of a trial, even if the Church prevailed. David Miscaviga
met with Friend in settlement talks as he was concerned that her
attorneys would leava her daestitute when doctor reports wera
submitted in court stating she only had several months laft to
live. Once settlement terms were gcnerally agreed upon, the first
thing Friend did was ask whether if she miraculously recovered,
could she get back into the Church and take services. Thus, in the
final analysis Frlend herself acknowledged that her frightening
claims against the Church were-contrived.

To our knowledge, despite the claims that were made by Friend
and her attorneys of imminent death, she is still allve.

Bruce and Lyvnnel Arbuckle v.
Sgientology Celebrity Center Poretland, gt al.: This suit was
brought by the parents of Chris Arbuckle, a former Church
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parishioner, who died of kidney failure. The suit's claims were
wrongful death against Scientologist Dr. Skip Pagel and the
Tuality Community Hoapital, and breach of fiduciary duty against
the Church of Scientoleocgy Celebrity Centrae Portland, Church of
Scienteology of Portland and Church of Scientology Mission of
Fairfax. Arbuckle, a 25-year-old chirepractor, participated in the
Purification Rundewn after first receiving a physical examination
by Dr. Pagel. Subseguent te this Arbuckle died, in August of
1986, of a heart attack resulting from a kidney failure which
followed a dying liver, with the cause ¢f the dying Lliver
attributed to "probably hepatitis® on the death certificate. The
complaint alleged that the Purification Rundown caused this to
occur, What was found en further examinatlion was that Arbuckle was
known to be abusing steroids for body building purposes, that he
had undergone a bout of hepatltis pricr to doing the Purification
Rundown (which he did not disclese to Dr. Pagel), and that a
patholeogist familiar with Arbuckle's death stated that his liver
died as a result of Hepatitis B, and that there was no way the
Purificatien RD could have caused this to occur. The suit was
sattled and dismissed in August 19%0.

In re Dynamic Publicationg Inc.: Dynamic Fublications was a

company owned by two now-expelled former Scientologlsts, who filed
for bankruptey in early 1987 in United States Bankruptcy Court for
the District of Maryland. The trustee in bankruptcy, appointed by
the court to collect all the assets of the company, determlned that
these individuals had made donations to Churches of Scientology and
Scientology-related organizations through the company and sought to
gat some of this money back as having been fraudulently conveyed
when the company was in debt. The suit was settled in January of
1591.

Ted Patrick. et al. v, cChurch of Scientology of Portland, et
2l.: The Church of Scientology of Portland filed a suit against the
deprogrammers of Julie Christecfferson in September, 1980, suing
tham for barratry and practlcing medicine without license. Ted
Fatrick, a convicted felon, was one of the deprogrammers. He filed
a counterclaim in September 1980 alleging abuse of process and
claiming that the Church's suit was frivolous and vexatious. The
attorney on the suit was an associate of Michaal Flynn assoclate,
The counter-suit was ultimately dismissed.

_ Gredory F. Hendaprson v, A Brilliant Film Company. et al. and
Gregory F, Henderson v, Marvin Price, et al.: Henderson had a
contract with Brilliant Film Company te shoot a movie written by L.
Ron Hubbard, B8rilliant Film went bankrupt and Henderson flled suit
on May 14, 1982 against a series of defendants, including L. Ron
Hubbard. It raised financlal claims and also that there had been
a conspiracy to induce Henderson to agree tc a loan that would not
be repaid and to keep him from pursuing his legal remedies. He
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also filed a second sult, against Marvin Price, an ex-Scientologlst
who had was the mission holdex of the Church of Scientology Mission
of Stockton stating claime for negligent misrepresentaticn, fraud,
breach of fiduciary relaticnship and censpiracy to defraud., The
sBuit with Brilliant Film Company was settled and the other suit was
then dismissed with prejudice in July 19%84.

o : Pater
Slegel is a Ysports hypnotherapist®, doing business as "Achievenment
Plus Instcitute”. Siegel used a logo aimilar to a trademark owned
by RTC. Attempte were made prior to litigation to settle Siegal‘s
confusion as to the ownership of the mark, which was registered by
RTC in December 9, 1986, and to obviatae the need for litigatien.
Sisgel was uncooperative in this and RTC and CSI filed suit.
Siegel filed a pro per cross-complaint on Decesmber 20, 1989 for
registration of the mark in his nama, cancellation of RTIC's
registraticn, tradenmark Infringement, intentional infliction of
emotional distress and revocation of RTC and CSI's tax-exempt
status. Siegel has no wvalid claim to this trademark and RTC's
summary judgtent motion is presently pending. Although Toby Plevin
came in at the last minute to represent the defendant at the
summary judgment hearing, the court, after hearing her argument,
teld Plaintiff's counsel to preopose an order on the sumdary
judgment motion to be written from the viewpoint that the court was
ruling in Plaintiff's faver. The cocurt has also asked for more
detailed infermation concerning RTC's pending motion for attornays!
fecs.

: Dunning was
a Church staff member for three months Iin 1983 and came and went
for very brief periods after that. He is currently in a half way
house for psychiatric patienta where he committed himself because
he could not functien in the outside world, has an outstanding
warrant for his arrest in North Carclina for assault with a deadly
waapon and ancther arrest for threatening someone with a knife, He
filed & suit against the Church asking for over 55 billion claiming
breach of contract, breach of implied covenant of good faith and
fair dealing claims, fraud and intentional infliction of emotional
distress. The suit was completely groundless and it was dismissed
in favor of the Church in August 1987 when Dunning failed to appear
at the hearing on tha Church's Metlion for Entry of Final Judgment.

0¥, Church of

t This suit which named 21 defendants and 50
nTohn Doe" defendants, alleged clalms of defamatien, invasion of
privacy, outragesus conduct, and negligent inflicticn of emctlional
distreses. The sult stemmed out of an incident where scme Church
staff posted a notice around Scientology churches calling for
Scientologiste to repert unethical conduct and used some facts
concerning Dubron as an example. The suit was voluntarily
dismicsed.
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Vicki Adler v, American Sup, Ine,, Church of Sclentoloav of
log Angeles: This suit alleged emotional distress as a result of
Adler's alleged brainwashing by American Sun, a pusiness owned and
operated by several Scientclegists, The suit was essentially an
employmant dispute between Adler and American Sun where Adler made
Sclentoelegy an iszsue to intimidate the company. The suit wvas
settled and dismissed in 1988,

Benpam £
This was a personal injury case in Dallas, Texas. Vicki Benham
alleged that she was injured while on the Purification Rundown and
that she had emotional distreasa. The case was sattled in 1991 for
a raefund and nominal nuisance fee which was paid by the insurance
company.

Michael Burne v, The RBecording Ingtitute of Datroit, Ing,. et
al,: This case was filed on July 25, 1991 against the cChurch of
Scientology of Michlgan, Church of Scientoclogy Fleg Service Org and
saveral individual Scientologists, and a recording school owned by
a Sclentolegist. Burns claimed that he was subjected to mind
control by the Scientologist from the recording schoel and that
this induced Burna to become involved with Sclentology and join
Church etaff, which prevented him from pursuing his studies in the
recording field. The case alleged fraud, breach of contract,
intentional interference with =a contractual relationship,
intenticnal infliction with emcticnal distress, and conspiracy.
The suit has no werit and is expected to bhe disnissed shortly.

Clay Ebarle and Eberle § Jordan lLaw Filrm v, cChurch of
Scientology of California: Eberle is an attorney who formerly

reprasented refund/repayment claimants suing the Church. His suit
allegas that he was damaged when CSC settled dlrectly with some of
the claimants as the claimants then did not pay him attorneys'
fees. In Aprll 1988, the Court granted the Church's summary
judgment motion dismissing the case and ruled that there was a
qualified privilege for the Church to deal directly with its former
renbers notwithstanding the retention of an attorney by the former
membar, and there was no avidence that the Church intended for the
persons to breach their attorney/cllient contracts with Ebarle, and
no avidenca that the Church caused the attcrney/oclient contracts to
ke breached.

i i

Linda Barracan: Metellus was 2 nen~Church member who responded to
an advertisement placed by the New York Church for part-time help.
After working less than a day, on November 2%, 1589 he was
dismigsed. Metellus refused to leave and the police had to

ba called in to remove him from the premisas. Matellus aven
rafused to respond to tha polica officer's directions to leave and
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was arrested. When Metellus refused to allow the police to take
his fingearprints, he was held fin custedy. The complaint, claimed
that Maetellus was falsely accused of criminal trespassing and
falsely arrested. Metellus also sued the City of MNew York. The
complaint against the New York Church was settled for a nominal
amount,

- | pof -}

In this subparagraph, the Service has askKad for a copy of any
verdict, decision or judicial finding that any Soienteclogy-related
organization or individual was inveolved in the commisszion of an
intentional tort or wvielation of criminal law. Copies of these
documents are attached as Exhibit 10-P. Thare were verdicts, or
decisions with judicial findings of intenticonal torts in only four
of thae cases discussed on the pages of tha prior submnission
referenced in this question, and all of these casas were discussed
in the response to Quastion 4.d of the Service'as May letter -- the
Stifler case, the Chrilstoffersocn case, the Wollersheim case, and
the Armstrong case, discussed at pages 10-12; 10-15 to 10-16;
10-16; and, 10-12 respactively, of our prior response.

The Service has asked the Church to state whether it agreaes
with the findings of the Courts in each of the above decisions.
The Church's response to this part of the guestion follows:

W = v re 5 nt O on &

The Stifler case was, for all practical purposes, won by the
Church, as tha only money judgment in the case was entersed against
an individual Church member for %5979 in medical bills. This was
one of Michaal Flynn's stable of cases described in our prior
regponsea at 10=-12. Lawrence Stifler accosted a staff member of the
Boston Church, Roger Sylvester, on the streets of Boston,
Massachussetts in the early 1980's. Stifler wverbally abused
Sylvester for attempting to disaseminate his religion. Both men
leet thelr tempers and came to blows. As a result of the
altercaticn Stifler suffered a minor injury to his knee. Stifler
filed suit claiming $4,250,000 in damages.

During the 1984 trial, Flynn attempted to show that the
altercation was part of a nefarious Church of Scientology scheme.
Flynn socught to introduce his standard retinue of professional
anti-Church witnesses in order to reap a large punitive damages
award. The Court refused to go aleng with this charade, bifurcated
the Boston and California Churches from the trial and prohibited
Flynn from introdueing any of his general Saientology issues or
"avidence."
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Stifler claimed to have suffered major trauma to his knee
which had permanently incapacitated him. Yet, when the evidence
wag presented at the trial, the defen=e showed that whatever
injuries he may have suffered at the time of the altercation with
Sylvester were extremely minor. Evidence supporting this dafense
included photographs of Stifler engaging Iin competitive stair
climbing up skyscrapers at the wvery time he claimed to be
incapacitated. The jury awarded a mere $579.00 againet Sylvester
to cover Stifler's madical costs, and the Church defendants were
dismissed from the casze,

The Church disagress with the fact that Stifler was awarded
any money at all. The Church agrees with the dismissal of the

Church of Scientology of Boston and the Church of Scientology of
California from the casa.

c a = .

Wa have included some background information here and an
epllogue to the decision in question. That ils because the Service
has continuously thrust the Armstrong case at us, demanding an
explanation. The Armstrong case declsion was soc inflammatory and
intemperate that it was used to stigmatize the Church in the legal
arena and make other cutrageous daecislons possible. As we shall
demonstrate balow, all this decision ever invelved was Armstrong's
state of mind, which subsequently obtained avidence proved
conclusively to be one sordid, sado-masochistic nightmare.
Furthermore, Armstrong's state of mind horror stories have fallen
on deaf ears in racent litigation. Relying on Armstrong or the
Armstrong decision is wholly unjustified.

During the latar years of his tenura as an employee of the
Church, Gerald Armstrong was placed in charge of a huge guantity of
documents that belonged to Mr. Hubbard that contained private and
personal information regarding Mr. Hubbard. Part of his duties
included research to support the work of an author who had been
ratainad to write an authorized bicography of Mr. Hubbard.

In late 1931 after the initial clean out of tha higher levels
of the Guardian's Office, and when investigations were turning
toward identifying these in alliance or sympathy with the GO,
Armstrong suddenly vacated Church premises and left its employ,
taking with him huge numbers of confidential dJdocuments that
balonged to Mr., Hubbard or his wife which the Church wasg heolding
as bailee. It was no colncidence that Armstrong left at that time
because he had repeatedly expressed his ambition te join the GO and
work in Bureau 1 (Information Bureau), the same area of GO that had
been responsible for the criminal acts of tha 70's. Armstrong also
had been a long-time friend and confidant of Laurel Sullivan. Just
prior to the teke cver the GO taking place, Sullivan had nade a
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proposal to place convicted GO members into corporate positions of
control throughout the top of the ecclesiastical hierarchy. She
was also feund to be spying on the CMO for the GO during the early
days of the CMCO's investigation into the GO. Armstrong assisted
and supported Sullivan in her efforts.

In the summer of 1962 the Church received evidence that
Armstrong had stolen thousands of documents from archives when he
left the Church. cChurch counsel wrote to Armstrong, demanding that
ha return them. Armstrong denied the theaft.

Once the demand for return of doouments was made, Armstrong
turned the stolen documents over to Michael Flynn, with whom
Armstrong decided he could make a lot of menay.

In August 1982, the church aued Armstrong for conversion,
breach of fiduclary duty and confidence, and invasion of privacy
based on Armstrong's theft of extensive amounts of private papers
owned by the Church or the Hubbards. The Church sought return of
the papars and the imposition of a constructive trust over them,
and any proceeds derived from them, as well as prelipinary and
permanent injunctive relief against dissemination or disclosure of
the private documents.

In September 1982, Armstrong, represented by Flynn, answersd
the compleint and raised the defense that he was Justified In
stealing the documents entruseted to him as a fiduclary because he
wished to make public information about Mr. Hubbard and the Church
out of fear for his gsafety and wall-being. His defense was
stricken on four different occasions by thres different judges.

In April 1984, the case was assigned for trial before Judge
Paul Breckenridge, Jr. At that time, the Church presented motions
tc prevent Armstrong from introdueing the stolen,
confidential documents since their intreduction into evidence would
vitiate the vary rights of privacy the action sought to protect.
The Court net only allowed Armatrong to introduce the confidential
documents, but also allowed him to raise his four-times stricken
defense with a new perverted twist. He would neot have to prove
there was anything to fear from the Church, but only his state of
mind when he stole the documents. The Church was completaly
ambushed in the trial by thess documents, as in most cases
Armstrong had stolen the only copy that existed. Then, after he
and Flynn had ample time to prepare their case from then, the
documents ware placed under seal in tha Court. Although the
inflammatory allegations that Armstreng made and purported to
support with these docments could have been shown to be false or
grossly distorted by eother evidence, the Church had no chanca to
prepare and put on that avidence before being hit with the
documants in court,.
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During the trial, Armatrong presented tastimeny from numerous
witnesses who testified for the purpose of establishing Armstrong's
supposed Yatate of mind" with regard to his alleged justification
for stealing the documents. Each of the witnesses was hestile to
tha Church and, in fact, was a plaintiff against or taking a
position adverse to the Church in other litigation in which Flynn
was the ceunsel, Each witness gave innaral testimony about his or
her own viewpeint on relationships with the Chureh in an effort to
bolster Armstrong's state of mind justification defensae,

The Court did not allow the Church to put on evidence to rebut
the testimony of those witnesses. The Court also declined to allow
the Church to put on evidence explaining the confidential docunments
and precluded the Church's proffered rebuttal evidence on the
ground that the adverse testimony was admitted only for the purpose
of establishing Armstrong's state of mind and not for the truth or
falsity of the matter testified about.

On July 20, 19284, Judge Breckenridge issued a Statement of
Intended Declsion which became final a month later, which held that
the Church had "made out a prima facie case of conversion...,
breach of fiduciary duty, and breach of confidence” (as the former
employer who provided confidential paterials to ite then employee
for certain specific purposes, which the employee later used for
other purposes to employer's detriment). Judgment, however, was
entered in faver of Armstrong., The Statement of Decision adopted
as the facts of the case the allegations which Armstrong had made
in his trial brief. These allegations included the statements on
which Armstrong premised his djustification defense; i.e., that
defendant M... Dbecame terrified and feared that his life and the
life of his wife were in danger, and he also feared he would be the
target of costly and harassing lawsuits." The Jjudge went on to
pontificate on the psychological mind-set of not only Mr,
Aubbard, but Scientology at large. The cnly lawsuit that there was
to fear wag the one that was ultimately filed for return of the
stolen documenta. It never would have been brought had Armstrong
voeluntarily returned the documents when asked, despite the theft.

The IRS CID, however, absorbed Breckenridge's findings as the
definitive statement of what Scientology is, and used this decision
and the Flynn witnesses who testified at the trial as the nucleus
of their investigation. The Church tried repeatedly to explain to
the IRS that the Armstrong decision was nothing moere than a
statement concerning Armstrong's state of mind, The CID and EO
weren't interested, as they found in Armstrong a kxindred spirit who
echoed thelr own sentiments. They therefore embraced Armstrong and
the Flynn witneeses and used their fabrications as the basis for
their investigations and denials of exemption.

Evidence found after tha Armstrong trial proves not only that
Armetrong never was afraid of the Church as he claimed at trial,
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but that he was engineering a plan to infiltrate and take over the
Church at the behaest of the CID.

Shortly after the trial, Armstrong's conspiracy against
the Church surfaced when he sought, at the behest of IRS CID agents
Al Lipkin and Phillip Xanthos, to recruit Church emplcyees and
organize them against the Church. To this end Armatrong contacted
a Church member and former friend to enlist his aid in recruiting
a group of dissident Scienteologists to overthrow Church managenent.
After this individual, however, informed the Church of Armstrong's
plan, it obtained permission from the Los Angelss Police Department
to conduct undercover surveillance of Armstrong. The Church then
used two “undercover" persons to collect evidence of Armstrong's
machinations.

Videotaped conversationa show that Armstreng intended to
racruit additional persons to create "as much =shit for the
organization as possible." Armstrong intended to foster this plan
h{ ereating sham lawsuits against the Chureh, seeding the Church's
files with forged and "incriminating" documents which would then be
seized in a raid by the Internal Revenue Service as part of the
then ongoing CID investigation, taking control of the Church after
such a raid, and lying under oath to prevent discovery and to
protect Armatrong's co-conspiraters.

Armstrong admitted on videotape that there was no basis in
fact for his justification defense since he had ne fear that anyone
asscciated with the Church could or would harm him. Speaking with
an undercover operativa known to Armstrong as "“Joey," Armstrong
ravealed his "justification" defensa for the fraud it was, and that
his only "fear®™ was that his conspiratorial plans would be
discovered:

JOEY: Well, you're not hidingl

ARMSTRONG: Huh?

JOEY: ¥You're not hiding.

ARMSTRONG: Fuck nel And . . .

JOEY: You're not afraid, are you?

ARMSTRONG: Me! And that's why I'm in a fucking stronger
position than they ara!

JOEY: How's that?
ARMSTRONG: Why, I'll bring them to their knees!
{Exhibkit 10-Q).
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Armstrong reguested that the undercover persons give him
Church documents so that he could feorge documenta in the sane
style. 1In particularly revealing language with respect to the
doocuments he stele and later relied on at trial, Armstrong stated
with respect to forgeries that he can "“create documents with
raelative ease" because he "did it fer a living." (Exhibit I1I1I-

10~Q) .

Armstrong then planned to "Yplant" forged, incriminating
documents in the Church's filea so that those doouments could be
later discovered and used to discredit the Church. Armstrong
planned to "tip off" investigators for the Criminal Investigations
Division of the Internal Revenua Service once ths phony documants
wvere safely planted so that thay could be "diacovered" in a later
IRS raid.

JOEY: (Laughs) Great, so what kind of stuff are wa going
to want to create and who's going to get it?

ARMSTRONG: That's what we nesd to talk aboutl

* * W&
JOEY: =»= and what do the agencles want on this?

ARMSTRONG: 0.K. Well, the agenclies have asked for some
specific thinga, that's all they asked for. HNow — = & # #

JOEY: Now, who wanted this?
ARMSTRONG: CID.
(Exhibit IIXI-20-Q).

The videctapes alse reveal Armstrong's true motivations and
his systematic and fraudulent sabctage of the trial. Armatrong
stated he would bring tha church to its knees and that the
fomentation of litigaktion was onea of the prime wvehicles for
accomplishing this objective. He stated:

ARMSTRONG: That they're geoing te lese in a whole bunch of
jurisdicticons. They're going to lose, they're going to
loso, they'ra going to lese (tapping his palm each time
he saild it). And they're going to start losing (shrugs)
1985, They only even have to lose one, and attorneys all
over the country are going to jump on the fucking
bandwagen, And watch, vou know, all of a sudden you've
got pracedents being established, which are incredible,

(Exhibit IXI-10-Q)}.
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Armstrong further explained that, from his perspective,
neither the truth nor good faith play any significant role in
litigation. He instructed the undercover Church member that facts
mean neothing to a civil litigant and that truth is merely an
avoidable obstacle. Armstrong explained how a civil claim can be
pursued despite an absence of a claim or essential facts:

ARMSTRONG: They can allege it. They can allege it. Thay
don't even have -- they can allege it.

MIKE: So they don't aven have tc have the documant
sitting in frent of them and then -=-

AFMSTRONG: Fucking say the organization dastroys the
documents

* ok %

ARMSTRONG: Where are the -- wa don't have to prove a
goddanm thing. We don't have to prove shit; we just have
to allege it.

(Exhibit IXII-10-Q).

A to Armstrong's "dedication to the truth," for which he is
complimented in the trial court's decision, Armstrong tock the
opportunity to instruct both "Joey" and "Mike" separately on the
need and desirability of lying under ocath:

ARMSTRONG: . . . . By the way, no one will ever get any
names, any communications, any times, any dates or anything
out of me, that's just the way it is. I'll go to prison
before I aver talk, ckay. So you have to know that, because
they're wanting to depese me every couple of months., I'm
simply saying no, anycna I talked to that's, that has nothing
whatsoever to do with this lawsuit, the causzes of action in my
lawsult began in 1969 when 1 was enticed inte the Sea
Organizatlon and it ended in 1521, or they actually they
continue on because you guys have continued to harass me but
YOu..,.

MIKE: Not us, hey!

ARMSTRONG: MWo, I'm telling you what I would tell them in
deposition, but they don't get anything else, gec ahead.

MIKE: Okay, 8o that, that's fina, we have an agresment on that
point.
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ARMSTRONG: Right. And You guys also have to have your

agreaments marked out between yourselves too, like, I don't
know who knows I'm involved but, I'11 deny it!

MIKE: Okay, well, we haven't said anything either.
ARMSTRONG: Good, Good.
(Exhibit ITI-10=Q).

Armstrong was even more direct in discussing the fine points
of perjury when speaking with Joey:

ARMSTRONG: OK. What are our conversations, should it cone
down to 1it?

JOEY: What do you mean?

ARMSTRONG: What do we talk about. You're deposed. You walk
out there, and there's a PI hands you paper, saying you're
deposed Jack, and not o¢only that, voulra out of the
organization. And what do you say in depeosition. wWall,
Armstrong and I talked about this, and he had a whole bunch of
ideas about how to infiltrate the communication lines and
spread turmoil and disaster, you know! What are we doing here?
That's my guestion, before I tell you my ideas on documents.

 * & &

ARMSTRONG: OK. So as far as the doc,...Let me just say ah, you
and I get together, we get togather bacause I have a goal of
global settlement. You have felt that the turmoil and abuses
and so on have gone on too long... Hence wa get together and
discuss things. We have not discussed anything about a
destruction of thae tech, or Scientoclogy is bad, or anything
like that. Are wa agroed?

JOEY: Yeah.
{Exhibit ITI-10-Q}.

The evidence shows Armstrong's state of mind, not to be fear,
but instead to be of a calculating, aggressive and dishonest
character,

Armstrong's own writings illustrate Armstrong's state of mind
to be sickly and twisted. Attached are two examples of Armstrong's
writings illustrating Armstrong's psycheosis and his plan to entrap
a senior Secieptologist in & compromising sexual situation, as
previcusly presented but not provided to the Service. (Exhibits
1II-10-R and III-10-5).
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We do not enjoy even reading much less repeating Armstrong's
demented ramblings. MHowever, we have tried to explain to the IRS
at every level that the Armstrong decision enly stood for what
Ammstrong's feigned state of mind was during the trial. Yet, the
allegations Rept getting raised for us to have to deal with as soma
sort of fact., And they are being raised here agaln.

The Armstrong case was reviawed by the Califernia Court of
Appeal in summer 1991. The Court of Appeal refused to accapt the
evidence that the Church had discovered aftar the trial as ocutlined
above, on the technlcality that the trial court never got to see it
tirst (an impossibility since it was obtained after the trial).
The Court of Appeal upheld Breckenridge's decision on the legal
tachnicality that it believed a justification defense is available
to defend against theft in california. As to the Church's protest
to the gratuitous and condemning language of the Armstrong
decision, the Court of Appeal ruled there was not a probleam of
stigmatization because Brackenridge was only reciting Armstrong's
purperted state of mind - exactly what we had been telling the IRS
from 1984 to this writing.

In December 1986, Armstrong entered inte a settlement
agreement with the Church as. part of the overall Flynn casas
sattlenment. The agreement was designed to resclve all present
and future issues between the parties. Armstrong agreed not to
insert himsalf inte future legal proceadings regarding the Church
absent legal process. Within a short time after receiving the
Church's money, however, Armstrong embarked on a course of conduct
in direct, intentional vielation of that agreement.

Upon entering into the agreement, Armatrong acknowledged that
ha understeod the provisions of the settlecent and had received
legal advice thereon. Armstrong now states, however, that he found
these provisions te ba "not worth the paper they were printed on."
He now says that he "put on a happy face™ and "went through the
charade* of signing the settlement agreement. The Church racently
sued Armstrong for his blatant disregard of his obligations under
the settlement agreeament. After a full hearing, in which Armstrong
was able to fully air his "justification defense", essentially
replaying his 1984 case, another Superlor Court Judge was not
impressed and slapped Armstrong with a preliminary injunction. 8o,
history has proven Breckenridge wrong. Armstrong is anything but
frightened. As he so clearly said - "just allege it."

There ia a compelling body of evidence that suggests that
Armstrong case was manufactured and arrangsd by the IRS prior to it
even going to trial. The following is brief syncpsis of some of
that evidence:

- The IRS was part of Armstrong's attorney Flynn's FAMCO plan
from the very beginning. FAMCO documents disclosed plans to create
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"Federal and State attacks" with the cbjactive of "“closing orgs”,
Flynn conducted a FAMCO conferance in May 1931 that included
"representatives of Interpnal Revenue Service®

- Thae IRS was the reciplent of attorney-client privileged
audio-taped conferences that were stolen by Armetrong. The IRS
pleaded at one point during the US v. 2o0lin proceedings (see more
about this below) that they had received a copy ©f the tapes from
a "confidential informant" whom they refused to ldentify. This
revalation shows the CID had a very strong vested interest in
Armstrong being found justified, after they were in receipt of
stolen property. This is evidence of motlve for tampering with the
outcome of the Armstrong case, It alsoc explains their cenduct in
illegally and secretly obtalining a "legitimate"™ cepy of the tapes
from the Superior Court after the Breckenridge decision had been
rendered,

- Despite the fact that communication with the IRS or any
other federal agency was never an issus in the Armstrong case,
Brackenridge's ruling inexplicably invited Armstrong to discuss
tha contents cf the sealed archives documents, and share them, with
"any duly constituted Governmental Law Enforcament Agency".

= During post trial proceedings, Armstrong's counsel let slip
a mention to Judge Breckenridge that "The IRS 1s interested, as the
court probably knows. An investigation is ongeing right now with
respect te the IRS criminal office concerning the testimony in this
case and the evidence that was intreduced at trial." However, tha
Church knew of ne such investigation and was not Informed of such
for 2 months, In fact, the CID to this day claims the
investigation did not begin until July. Apparently, the IRS saw
fit to inform Armstrong, hlas attorneys, and a sitting Judge about
thelr investigation before informing the Church or the individual
targats. The cnly explanation for this is ex parte cemmunication
with the judge on the part of the IRS to the exclusion of the
Church.

- Discovery in the Canadian case revealed that Armstrong's
video taped statements c<oncerning Flynn, the IRS CID and the
Ontaric Provincial Poclice (OPP) actively conspiring to create the
“collapse”™ of the Sclentology religion were borne cut. Detective
Ciampini's notes revealed constant communication with Armstrong,
Flynn, and LA CID agents., The CID agents travelled to Canada in
late 1984 to coordinate, cCanadian documents and agent testimony
alsa revealed that Cliampiri and his associates travelled to LA to
coordinate with Armstrong and LA IRS in April 1984 - one month
BEFORE the Arngtrong trial.

- The CID's own Special Agent's Report of May, 1985 also
corroborated that they were working in alignment with the FAMCO
plan and Armstrong's videc taped aims. The report statad that the
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cbjective of the investigation was to cause the "ultimate halt® to
and "final disintegration" of the Church of Sclentology.

= In the David Miscavige v. IRS FOIA case covering the IRS
CID files, the IRS has strenucusly evaded acknowledging tha name of
a single informant, despite the fact Mr. Miscavige has provided
public documents i{rrefutably proving two dozen of them are Flynn
¢clients. In fact, every single witness for Armstrong was an IRS
CID infermant. The CID has gone so far as to knowingly flle a
forged document in order to prejudice the court in the effort teo
prevent the disclesure cof any documents generated by informant
contacts.

- LA CID agents have sworn under ocath several times that the
CID investigation atarted as the result of a 11 July, 1984 New York
Tiznes story that covered the Armstrong case. Yet, the New York
Times story itself quoted an IRS spokesman as claiming the
"Internal Revenue Service has besen investigating Mr, Hubbard's
financial arrangement with the Church of Sclentology for more than
a year."

- On Sept 26, 1984 David Miscavige met with sevaral high
ranking IRS officlals in Washington D.C. including Al Winbourne,
Charles Rumph, Jo¢ Tedesco, Marvinm Friendlander, and Bill Connst,
to answer to allegations made in tha New York Times articlea since
that was what purportedly caused the CID investigation. When Mr.
Miscavige began by asking how the NY Times article could ba the
impetus for the CID investigation when the same article states it
has been going on for a year, none of the IRS personnel could
answer and in fact ended the entirae discussicn on the article - yet
an explanation of the article is precisely why they asked for
someone to attend this meeting.

CID agents continucusly dispute evidence that their
investigation began earlier than the 11 July, 1984 New York Times
article, If the investigation started pefore 11 July, then it
would clearly show there was no “reason" fer it, other than the
reason that has been clearly emerging in evidance ¢btained through
discovery in Canada, and in FOIA casea - to wit, the CID started
the investigation much earlisr, orchestrated the Armstrong case and
N.¥Y. Times article as a pretext to justify thelr concerns, with
the aim to bring about the "fipal halt® to and "“ultinate
disintegration® of Scientology.

The Church contends the 1984 Armstrong decision was brought
about by IRS agents illegally working in collusion with private
litigants. The Church vigorously di:airnus with the 1984 decision
and with Judge Bréckenridge's cbservations about Scientolegy. The
Church agrees with the 1992 Armstrong decision preliminarily
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enjoining him from injecting himself into other private and
governmant actions concerning the Church,

-

Areng the fall-out from the Armstrong case has baen litigation
for most of the past decade cver the IRS's use of scme of the
frults of Armstrong's theft. In addition te Mr. Hubbard's private
and personal papers, Armstrong stole a tape made of a GO attorney
conference in 1980, This coenference was attended by ULaurel
Sullivan (later an IRS informant) who headed a project called
Mission Corporate Categoery Sort Out (MCC3). The purpose of MCCS
was to align the Church's corporate structure with its axpanding
acclesiagtical hierarchy. MCCS was disbanded in early 1981,
coincident with the overthrow and disbandment of the GO, when it
was learned that Sullivan was attempting to place some of the
indicted G0 eriminals in high corporate positions and also in
control over the trade and service marks of Dianetics and
Scientology.

The IRS gained illegal possession of thess tapes through a
secret summcns served on clerk the Superior Court (Frank Zolin)
without notice to the Church. A Federal Court later ruled the IRS
must return the tapas back to their sealed position in the Superior
Court. In defiance of tha court cordar, tha IRS made a copy of the
tapes, transcribed them, and sent the transcripts to IRS agents
around the country. Several CID and E0O agents working on Church
cases fully reviewed the transcripts, while the church itself never
had access to them.

The IRS has used the existence of the stolen tapes against the
Church both in court and in the exemption proceedings. Enowing
full well that the Church did not have access to them or knowledge
of thelr contents, the IRS has demanded tha Church provide coples
of them in virtually every 1023 proceeding.

This ploy was taken to ita most cutrageous extreme in the CST
declaratory judgement case befora the Court of Claims in Washington
DC. The Department of Justice attorney representing the IRS in
this litigation wvehemently asserted the bald face lie that CsST
failed to establish its entitlement to exemption by not providing
copies of the MCCS tapes during its exemption proceedings. He used
that as tha stepping stone for thae rest of his argqument in whigch he
speculated that nefarlous purposes for tha establishment of CST
were avident in the MCCS tapes, and that thesa inferences had to be
accepted since CST failed to produce them., HNot only were the tapes
unavailable to the Church, contrary to DOJ assertions, but the IRS
had possession of them and knew thay didn't contain the inferences
put forth to the court. The big lie was pressed so insistently and
forcefully that the judge bought and premised his entire ruling on
it.
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These tapes are still the subject of ongolng litigation. The
meat recent decision wae rendered by the United States Suprerme
Court on Novenmber 16, 15922 in (U.8. v, 2elin which acknowledged
that the IRS had access to the tapes in 1984 and had access in 19951
up through present time. In fact, the IRS argued unsuccessfully
that because they had the tapes, the Church's appeal of the ruling
granting the IRS access was moot.

= o ient

The ¢hristcfferson case, described at pages 10-15 and 10-16 of
our prior responsa, went to trial twice, had two jury verdicts and
both verdlicts were overturned. The case ultimately was settled as
a nuisance.

Julia Christoffersen made her claims against the Church only
after being kidnappad and deprogrammed by convicted feleon and CAN
founder Ted Patrick, and after being induced te file suit by
unethical attorneye as part of Michael Flynn's PAMCO scam, as
described in the response to Question 10.4 of our prior responsa.
Christofferson's attorneys wera FAMCO membars,

Christoffersen claimed that she had been defrauded,
brainwashed and subjected to emotlional distress. The first trial
of the case, conducted In 1979, was a free-for-all, in terms of
Scientology bashing. Tha Jjudge at that trial allowed
Christofferson's counsel to parade a string of former members and
atore-bought psychiatrists threough the court room and essentially
put the Sclentolegy raligion on trial, as aeen through their
hate-filled eyes, This resulted in a verdict against the Church of
Sciantolegy of Portland and cther church entities in the Portland
area, of %2 milliocn.

The Oragon Court of Appeals resoundingly reversed the verdict
on the ground that it was a runaway, heresy trial prohibited by the
First Amendment. The case was renmanded for a new trial.

Given tha admonitions of the Court of Appeals in remanding the
case, the second trilal should have been better contreclled. It was
not. If anything the second trial, conducted in 1985, was worse,
as by that time Michael Flynn had put together a regular traveling
circus of apostates that he exported to his allied PAMCO attorneys
who were trying the case, All the witnesses had three things in
common. One, they had never met Julie Christofferscn. Two, thay
were all represented by Flynn and had a stake in the outcome of the
litigaticon, Three, they were CID Infermants. This was the sane
turn-key arrangement used in the Armstrong case,

None of the .witnesses had a single thing to say about
Christoffergon. They were simply summonsed to rant about the
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"avil® Church for days on end. Gerald Armstrong, an IRS informant
whose love poem to a pig was written at plaintiff attorney Gary
McMurry's farm-home batween days of testimony, spent several days
denigrating the Church and its balliefs,

On cross examination Armstrong was Questioned about the Facts
disclosed in the wvideo tapes ocutlined earlier in the Armstrong
section of this answer. True to his premeditated pledge to deny
any of it, even under cath, he proceeded to deo just that. Thus, he
deniaed that he had ever been involved in any planning to take over
the Church or to seed its files with phoney documents in
preparation for a CID raid, and other similar facts that the tapes
clearly decumented. He was asked if he aver mot with anyone to
discuss anything like chis., Armstrong vehemently denied it. His
blatant perjury then was exposed when the Les Angeles police
department sanctioned video tapes were put into evidence.

Within two hours of this testimony, CID agente and District
Counsel attorneys were in Portland in the Judge's chambers, and in
a clear attempt at intimidation, demanded access to and sealing of
the tapes. Simultanecusly, CID agents Lipkin and Ristuceia visited
the Chlef of the Los Angeles police department to arrange cover for
their operation. This case should have exploded in the plaintiff's
face with a summary perjury conviction of her star witneas,
Instead, as a result of IRS CID interference it was allowed to run
its full course as a modern-day heresy trial against the
sclentclogy religien.

Not only was Armstrong not charged with perjury, but other CID
informants such as Laural Sullivan, Bill Franks, Eddie Walterxs and
Howard Schomner, were als¢ allowed to disparage the Sclientology
religion to their heart's content; and CAN peychologist Margaret
Singer, whose thecries on "cults" and "prainwashing" have
subsequently been completely discredited in several courts, was
allowed to expound upon those theories making Sclentology out to be
something entirely evil and diakolical. This went on to the point
where once again Scientclogy was on trial and the jury was
overwhelmed by the poisoned atmosphere and tha inflammateory
acousations.

The resulting $39 million verdict was =¢ outrageous that a
public outery went up, not just from Scientologists but from the
religious community at large., The dudge himself was shacked, and
in admitting that the case had gotten cut of hand in violation of
the court of appeals ruling in the first case, declared a mistrial
and nullified tha verdict completely,

The Church thus does not agree with the vardict reached by the
jury but does agree with the mistrial declaraticn that nullified
that wverdict exactly 60 days after it was entered. Lawrence

¥ollershejn v, Church of Sclentology of California.
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The Hollersheln case, discuszsed on page 10-16 of the prior
subpission is still under considaration by the California Supreme
Court, The original %30¢,000,000 verdict was reached after montha
of testimony by Michael Flynn's regular stable of witnessas,
including Laurel Sullivan, Eddie Walters, and psychiatrist Margarat
Singer, nona of whom had even mét Larry until the eve of trial.
Thea trial was no differant than Christofferson - same witnessas,
same documents - axcept that it lasted for an additional two
months. The antire trial was five montha of unrestrained ridicule
and attack of the Scientolcgy religion.

On appeal the verdict was reduced by the Califernia Court of
Appeal to $2.5 million. The Court of Appeal characterized the
amount of the verdict as “prepostercus." Although clearly shocked
by the outrageous verdict, the court of appeal went out of its way
to recite a factual record absolutely unsupported by the record
belew to Jjustify wWollersheim receiving the $2.5 million they
arbitrarily decided he was entltled to.

Both Wollersheim and the cChurch filed petitions with the
United States Supreme Court. Wollersheim's petition was denied,
but the United Statea Supreme Court granted the Church's petition,
vacated the judgment and remanded the case to the state appellate
ceurt feor further proceedings. On remand, thes Court of Appeal
issued a new decision giving Wollersheim a choice of accepting a
$2.5 millioen award or having the case remanded for a new trial.
When Wollersheim refused to accept the award, the Court of Appeals
changed their declsion and, instead of sending the case for a naw
trial as reguired, amended the decision to affirm their original
award of 52.5 millien.

That decisicn waa superceded as a matter of law by the
California Supreme Court's grant this summer of C5C's Petition for
Review. The matter ie pending before the California Supreme Court.
The final adjudication of this case is yet to ke mads,

However, the only thing the Church of Sclentology was ever
guilty of with respect to Larry Wollersheim was trying to help hinm,
which is why he kept coming back for over a decade, even after
being expelled for unethical conduct. The cChurch ocbviocusly
disagrees with the jury's treatment of the Wollersheim case as well
Az the dishenest manner in which the California Court of Appeals
dealt with the casa on both occasions on which that court acted.
The Church agrees with the US Supreme Court's decision vacating the
judgment, and the California Supreme Court's decision to review the
case,

wollershelm, an attendee at numercus CAN functions, has
recently communicated directly with Church counsel. This ia
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significant because the communicatlion from Wollersheim confirms
what the Church has asserted about Wollarsheim the entire time ==
he is deranged and delusional. As can be seen from the attached
corraespondence (Exhibit III-10-T), Wollersheim's current positien
is that the Church of Scientoleogy i= scme sort of massive United
States government intelligence axperiment run amok. Wellersheim's
theory even has the Internal Revenue Service, along with ths FBI,
Justice Department and the Judiciary, having their acticns with
respect te Scientology dictated by the CIA:

#I1f you were sitting as director in cne of the super-secrat
intelligence agencies or think tanks would you hesitate for a
moment to run interferenca on the ocuter agencies, the FBI, the
Justice Dept., the IRS or the Judiciary if this would insure that
national security interasts in this valuable thought reform field
experimant would not be terminataed. Wouldn't you alsc periodically
let the lower agencies pubklicly rough up Scientclogy to help
maintaln the great religion cover and release scme of the pent up
victim and social back-pressura."

Wellersheim's letter is plainly the ramblings of a decayed
mind, but it illustrates the sort of persons against whom the
Church has been forced to defend itself and further illuatrates
that any reliance by the Service on the claims of anti-Church
plaintiffs like Wollersheim and other CAN members is seriocusly
misgquided,

CONCLUSION

As you no doubt expected, we don't agree with the negative
decisions concerning some Scientolegy corperations in the 1930s.
More importantly, through the passage of time we are being
vindicated.

The Service has criticized the Church for being over-litigious
in fighting dissidents. In virtually every instance, howaver, it
has been the Church that in the first instance was reguired to
defend itself in litigation commenced by these dissidents;
litigation packaged, marketed and =sold by cynical merchants of
religioua intolerance like Michael Flynn, CAN and a significant
element of the IRS.

As detailed in this and our previcus submission, we have to
litigate sericusly becavse we have peen subjected to great
persecution. Perhaps those in the Service who complain about our
"litigious nature® do so0 bkecausa we didn't -Just fold under the
onslaught of IRS sponsored attacks and this upset the baest laid
planse of the IRS Scientology-haters. The Service exhibits
remarkable temerity to ask us to "explain" such cases when it was
8o integral in creating them,
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The Service also has directed the support these dissidents
raceive. An LA district counsel attorney encocuraged Vicki Aznaran
toe "take a stand" against Scientolegy, and her lawyer discussed her
civil case strategy at length with LA District Counsel and EO
agents. Once Aznaran was on board her ten vear old perscnal incone
tax dispute with the IRS magically disappeared. Laurel Sullivan
was represented by the U.S. Attorney's offlce (on tha
justification she was an IRS informant) in a civil case brought by
tha Church against her for viclating the attorney-client privilege.
Mayo's perverted verslon of Scientology principles received tax
exenption as soon as he became an IRS informant. Even Flynn's
tsoiantoleogy Victims Defense Fund” whlch raised "donations" to fund
his contingent fee litlgation against the Church received tax
exemption.

Cult Awareness Network recaived exemptlon as soon as they
stated in writing that they would actively refer innocent inguiries
about Scientoclogy to lawyers, Ko cases remain in existence that
were not started or maintained by Cult Awareness HNetwork, which
continues to operate under the IRS' imprimatur. If the IRS were to
withdraw its support, CAN and its instigated cases would disappear.

Our consistent view has been that the civil litigants are
sclely motivated by greed. Thea exception is Armstrong who we truly
believe to be psychotic. During the 1980's, the IRS used every
single c¢ivil litigant against Scientology as an IRS witnass. Tha
government, however, has no business in taking sidea in a religiocus
or civil dispute. It is indeed ironic to note that once the Flynn
civil litigation in the 80's was settled, with the exception of
Armstrong, we hear no more of theilr "horror stories" from these
paragona of virtue claiming to be interested only in "principle®
and "what is right.”

But there im a more important point to be made. You are still
helding us to a highar standard in these proceedings, which is= not
a fair and impartial administration of tax law. These decisicns
-=Armetrong, Christoffarszon and Wollersheim-- concerned CSC. Even
putting aside whether we were right or not In the court room, how
could these decisions have anything at all to do with these current
proceadings? CST, RTC and CSI did not even exlist when these
individuals left the Church and the dacisions in the aforementioned
cases are not against these corporations.

We have more than answered your gquestions on the subject of
litigation and we want you to understand how unfair we think this
is. After all, as we have shown, significant elements within the
IR5 have actively participated in the litigation with a vested
interest in the outcome. So you are asking us to defend curselves
against unfalir attacks that your own agency has had a hidden and
illegal part in creating. To understand why we have had to engage
in so much FOIA litigation, you need only look at the bizarre
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occurrences in our general litigation. So why continue this war of
attrition? Who keeps pushing to ask us gquestions about our eivil
litigation? It isn't relevant to thesa proceedings and this should
be thﬂ .-nd of itt

Everybody today knows Pontius Pilate was a toady who rendered
a dishonest declsion to curry favor from the Roman establishment.
Judge Brackenridge is of the game jlK. The true story of his
dtﬂilinn is 1n LA CID files - provided they haven't been destroyed
to avoid our FOIA litigation.

It is time to end this shameful IRS invelvement in trying te
destroy Scientology. Why must the Service follow in the footsteps
of the Mazis, who spread black propaganda about the Jewa so that
the German people would be imured to the massacre of willions.
This iz the same tactic used by significant and powerful elements
within the Service in their dissemination of false information and
active participatlion in attempting to destroy us.

We have no doubt that the IRS officials involved In unreascned
hatred and war against us are morally certain of thelr corractness
that this isn't the same as the early Roman attacks on
Christianity, that it isp't the same as the Nazis' genoclde against
tha Jaws. No doubt, tha Romans and MNazis also showed the came
moral certainty. Many such dogmas have borne the imprimatur of
government-~the indestructibillty of the Roman Enmpire, the
supremacy of the Aryan race, the inevitable triumph of communism
over caplitalism, the legal segregaticn of the races. History,
howaver, always has proven otherwise: Rome fell, the Nazis were
defeated, communism collapsed and apartheid was unmasked for the
evil it is, History is on our side tcday.
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QUESTION 10.e.iid

1ii. The gervice understands that oriminal legal proceedings are
pending in Canada. Please provide a full description, including
the currant status of the proceedings,

In the praceding subparts to Question 10 and the response to
Question 10.d of your second series of questions, the Church has
described in detall 1litigatien involving Sclentology-ralated
organizations or individuals in the United States. This final
subpart broadens the scope of the Service's public poliey inquiry
to include Canada. While the relevance of this inguiry is perhaps
more attenuated than those concerning U.S. litigation, at the same
time it provides a fitting conclusicn because the Canadian case
mirrors much of what occurred in the U.S., including a leading role
played by the IRS. We are providing a full description of thas
Ccanadian proceedings below, and have also attached as Exhibit I1I-
10-U, a memorandum prepared by ocounsel for the Church of
Scientology of Torento, setting forth his perspective on this case
in response to this guestion.

Capadian Criminal Proceedingg:

The acts that were at lssue in Teoronto occurred nearly 20
years ago, from 1974 to 1876. Canadian law, however, has no
statute of limitations to bar anachronistic prosecutions such as
cccurred in this case., All the acts at issue wera conmitted by
Guardlan's Office members during the same time period as similar
acts in the U.S5. These included a conspiracy of infiltration and
theft of documents in Canada similar te that which lead to the
trial and convictions of GO members in the U.S8. Yet, it was not
until Mareh of 1983, when the GO criminals in the U.5. had long
sinca been convicted and sentenced, that the Ontarie Provincial
Police ("OPP") conducted the largest raid in the history of cCanada
againat tha Church of Scientelogy of Torento.

Ibe Guardian's Office Clean-up:

In our prior response, the Church's response to Question 3-4
provided a detailed description of the actions taken by the Church
to investigate and disband tha Guardlan's Office ("G0"). This
included sending missions from CMO INT to Guardian Offices around
the United States and in other ccuntries to investigate involvemant
by GO staff in illegal activities and, based on the findings, to
purge offending staff from Church empley. The Guardlan's office
Canada, located in Toronto, was one of those offices investigated.
A CMO mission found that some of the GO staff had been involved in
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illegal activities. Actlons were therefore instituted to weed out
and discharge those involved. Church executives insisted that all
wrongdoers make up for damage done to society by full and
appropriate amends. During the thorocugh clean-up process, those
who e¢arnestly complied <through thousands of  hours of
community-based charitable works, although barred from church
ataff, were allowed to otherwise retain their membership in the

Church. Those who refused to take responsiblility for their actions
were expelled.

A eclicque of the mest high level GO members in Canada, lead by
Brian Levman and Marion Eveoy, who ran the Guardian's Office in
canada and, in fact, were the onee originating eriminal activities
and ordering them carried out, refused to take any respeonsibility
for their acts and were expelled from the Church. Their refusal to
cooperate with investigations into the extent of the criminality
made it impossible for the CMO missions to find out Jjust how
pervacive the crimes committed by GO Canada were.

By January of 1983 it was well known to the OPP that the
Church had dismissed from staff all people even tangentially
invelved in criminal activities committed in the mid 70's, and no
one then currently on staff had tha slightest inclination to commit
crimes, and could not be induced to despite the best efforts of OPP
informants. In Fabruary 1583, after 2 years of reorganization, a
CMO mission fired to GO WW to begin the disbandment of the entire
GO network. By late February 1983, GO WW no longer existed, and in
tha last week of February 1983, GO Canada waes disgbanded. This
drove Ciampini and the OPP into a frenzy of activity.

Just two weeks later, as if fearing that the clean-up and
elinmination of the GO would completely undermine any case against
the Church, the OPP conducted the largest raid in Canadlan history,
smashing Church property with sledgehammers and axes, and selzing
two million documents, including conflidential priest-penitent
confasslonal materials from 641 parishioners. All tegether a total
of 950 banker's boxes full of materials were carted off from the
Church.

Why did the OPP do this, almost a decade after the alleged
acts occurred, six years after the FBI had raided U.S. churches
and punished the masterminds of this actiwvlity in the Us? It was at
least in part pursuant to the goal of destroying the Scientology
raligien. It was alse in large measure aimed at ajiding U.S.
attackers, including Scientology-haters in the IRS.

The IRS, Michael Flynn and his clients Gerry Armstrong and
Laural Sullivan, were key sources who had supplied the OPF with
informaticn for the warrant used in the raid. Indeed, a large
portion of the Toronto warrant dealt with allegations of fraud
(saying Church sexvices did nct result in spiritual betterment} and
tax fraud against the Church based on information provided
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by these IRS witnesses. The warrant predicted broad charges being
laid, not only against the Toronto cChurch, but against the
religlon's Founder, L. Ron Hubbard, and senior Scientolegists such
as David Miscavige and Lyman Spurlock.

The two other main informants for the warrant were forrmer
Church members John and Nan Mclean. UCocuments received under the
Freedom of Information Act evidence that during the 1970s and early
19808 while the Mcleans were assisting the OPP infiltrate the
Church, they were at the same time acting as agents for the IRS.
The Mcleans were also plaintiffs in one of the many Flynn FAMCO
lawsults, oOther FOIA documents revealed that the OPP had arranged
for government legal assistance in the form of wmoney for the
Mcleans' attorneys in order to prosecute their civil claims.

Immediately following the raid, Ontarioc attorney general Roy
McMurtry told the news medla that a US government agency was
coordinated with and served to help spearhead the investigation
leading to the raid. Subseguent discevery showed the US agancy
working hand in glove with the OPP was the IRS. After the raid,
IRS agents in LA CID became regular communicantszs with Detective
Clampini to get information seized in the rald and shara with him
information from their investigation. In August 1584, CID agents
Al Lipkin and Stephen Peterssll went to Toronto and met with
Clampini and the forensic accountants who had examined selzed
Church financial records,

Becausze of an agreement made with Church counsel, necne of the
selzed documents could be given to foreign agencies. MNevertheless,
the Crown allowed IRS agents Lipkin and Petersell to bas briefed for
aeveral days con the information from the documents, including
extracts from the documents themselvea. CID agent Lipkin advised
Ciampini that ir the OPP indicted L. Ron Hubbard and others, the
IRS would azsist in lecating them. Clearly the IRS was encouraging
the OPP to go forward with charges despite the stale nature of the
evidence, hoping to bolster their own chances to bring charges of
some kind in the U.S.

In March 1984, Church representatives went to Toronto to offer
tha Church's cooperation to the Crown law offices in prosecuting
the GO criminals responsible for the criminal acts in Canada. The
Crown categorically rejected the Church's good faith offer saying
they held all the cards. Instead, the Crown Law Office twisted the
Church's offer of good faith cooperation as a threat by tha Church
agalinst the GO criminala and used this to convince the criminals to
accapt immunity from prosecution and attack their former religion
and the very subordinates they had ordared to commit the crimes in
question.
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Initially, the Toronto GO criminale were so uncocperative that
the Crown could not even communicate with them directly. The Crown
Law 0ffice apprecached apostate IRS informant, David Mayo, for help
in gaining support from the criminals. The OPP alsc utilized Mayo
as a middleman to approach tha expelled former Church members, as
they knew Mayo was a GO supporter and part of the same splinter
rovement. The government chose sides in a religious dispute and
went with thosa demonstrably quilt¥ of criminal acts because thay
were willing to dencunce the religion of Scientology.

In December 1984, 18 months after the raid, the OPP brought
charges against the Church of Scientolegy of Toronte and 19 named
indlviduals alleging theft of confidential information and
property, breach of trust, and possession of stolen information and
proparty. None of the other charges against the Church as set
forth in the search warrant that authorized the raid - tax fraud,
consumer fraud and conspiracy to commit indictable offenses - were
raised in the indictment. After an extensive review by forensic
accountants and Revenue Canada agents of all Church finance records
and correapondence which had been seized in the raid, no evidence
of any financial crime was over focund and ne charges procesded from
these allegaticns. The only charges brought cencerned the breaking
and entaring, and the infiltraticon activities by thae GO.

The Crown faun immunity to the real culprits who actually
ordered the activities of the charged individuals. Those given
impunity were the GO staff who had baen at the top-lavels of the
Guardian's Office in Canada and who had planned out and ordered the
criminal activities. These who Wwere prosecuted were the
lower=leval staff who weres following these ordars. In an
unprecadentad move, ho member of the Board of Directcrs of the
church of Sclentology of Toronto was charged, but rather the entire
corporation itself was - a c¢lear move by the Crown to attampt to
stigmatize the entire religion for the actse of a few
long-since-expelled criminals.

During the preliminary hearings from 1288 to 1990, the Crown
produced no evidence that the church as a corporate entity had
advocated the illegal actions of these charged. Evidence that was
produced showed that the Church forbade actions which violated the
law, was not aware of these individuals' activitie= and that when
they were diacovered, the Church removed these people from staff
and disbanded the Guardian's Office. Several charges were dropped
as a result of the preliminary hearing.

The individuals who were indicted offered to plead guilty If
the Crown would drop the charges against the church, because
naither the Church nor ite directors nor Church members had any
idea that the criminal acts in question were being commlitted.
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The Crown refused to change its position, insisting that the
Church plead guilty as well.

In the litigation o¢f this case, which spanned most of a
decade, during which time government officials expended $15 million
in attempts to "get™ the Church of Sclentelogy. As described
below, of 19 eriginal charges, only 12 proceeded to trial and of
those the Church was acquitted on 1¢. The remaining two are on
appeal. The case was ill-intenticned from the outset and fell
apart in court.

In Novamber 1991, the Ontarie Court of Justice ruled that the
search of the Torento Church premizes was unlawful and violated the
Church's rights under the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms,
which affords protection from unreasonable search and seizure. The
Church had shown in the menths-long evidentiary hearing that the
OPF timed tha raid to ceincide with press deadlinea of the
international media; that many of the searching officersg acted with
no speocific instructions or were left unsupervised, selzing
everything in sight.

The qudge ruled that the OPP faliled to respect the terms of
the search warrant that safeguarded against a general rummaging of
the premises., Although the Crown argued that the police had acted
in "gecod faith,”™ the djudge found that the police either ware
unaware of this limitation ¢r chosa to ignore it, and he could net
find they had acted in good faith. The judge found that the
1?stigatnr of the raid, Cetective Al Ciamplni, was not a credible
witness.

The 3Jjudge cited as a significant example of the massive
over-seizure, the large amount of religlous confassional material
respecting Church members taken by the police, noting that
confessional material from 641 parishioners was unlawfully saized
in viclaticn of their privacy rights.

The judge also found it ironic that for two years prior to the
raid, the two CFP officers, placed inside the Church as plants, had
gtolen hundreds of documents without authorization and without a
warrant. These atolen documents then ware used in the Informatlion
section of the warrant as the justification for the raid. The fact
that the information came from documents the OPP had uniawfully
stolen from the Church was withheld from the Justice ¢of the Peace
who issued the Warrant. The judge alsc cbserved the iroenic fact
that the OPP's undarcover police officers had done tha very thing
that was now the subject of charges against the Church and some of
its members. The judge’'s ruling resulted in acquittals on 7 of the
remaining 12 charges, and the elimination of all theft charges.
The remaining five charges for Breach of Trust were laft for trial.
The crime was that certain GO members had worked for Ontarioe
government agencies, had signed confidentiallity agreements and then
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breached those agreements by passing on information concerning the
agencles' activities outside the agencies.

The trial judge allowed the Crown to Keap the Church in the
case ag a party on a tenuous legal theory. The law that was used
to support the Crown's position is called the "Dredge & Dock" case,
in which a court had ruled that a ocorporation can be held
criminally liabkle for the actions of its employees. This case was
relied on aven though it clearly pertained to a profit-making,
commercial enterprisa, had never been applied to, nor is applicable
to, a church and had never baen applied to an ocrganization that had
thoroughly and demonstrably taken respensibllity to rectify the
actions of the miscreants.

The trial proceeded in April and May 1992. The Crown put on
several ex-G0 criminals, all of whom had been expelled by the
Church in the early 80s. They testified under immunity even though
they were the masterminds of the Canadian criminal act{vityu These
criminals testified against their erstwhile juniors, whom the
criminals had ordered to commit eriminal acts. The criminals also
were allewed to manufacture Justifications for their own
uncenscionable conduct, laying the blame on the Church's doorstep
with teortured and false stories about their states of mind.

The Toronto Church had no locel witnesses testify as there was
no cne locally in good standing who knew the first thing about the
criminal activity from the 1570s. Senior Sclentologists from
California did travel to Toronto to testlfy. David Miscavige, who
Ciampini had earlier threataned to indlct solely for the purposs of
getting ex-G0 criminals to testify, voluntarily testified. He told
the entire story of the GO take over, what lead to it, how it was
carried out, and how the Church was sc offended by the GC's crimes
that it was the eonly entity or individual that volunteered its
services to the Crown to prosecute the wrongdcers. HNone of the
Church witnesases attempted to justify a single act of the GO.
Instead they outlined how the G0 had covered up their criminal
activity from Church management, and when management found out
about the acta, it acted, swiftly and responsibly.

Once the evidence was all in, the trial judge, misusing the
"Dredge and Dock" case essentially directed a verdict for the
Crowni. The Judge stated that whether the GO was eseparate and
autonomous or not, and whether or not they withheld frem the Church
what they were doing, and whether or net the Church cleaned house
long before the OFP and Crown were even interested in any criminal
charges, did not natter, Ha told the dury that despite the
unrefuted nature of the evidence of the Church witnessaes mentioned
above, they must return a verdict against the Church on certain
counts. Notwithstanding the de facto directed verdict, the jury
found the Toronto Church innocent on 31 of the 5 counts tried. It
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was convicted on two counts of breach of trust. 3 ex=GO
individuals were convicted on between ane and two counts of bhreach
of trust each.

No jail terms were given to any of the individual defendants.
One was fined $5,000 and two cthers were each fined $2,500. Wo
probation or community service work was ordered, ln acknowledgment
of the fact that they had already done thousands cof hours of
community service at the direction ¢of the Church. The Church was
given a fine of §150,000, one quarter the gum the Crown pleaded was
an appropriate minimum.

The judge acknowledged that the alleged criminal acts had
taken place more than 15 years age and that all those rasponsible
were removed by Church officials from positions of authority. He
also recognized that not a single member of the present Board of
Diractors was a director at the time of the cffanses, and that most
present parishioners were likely not even members of the Church
then. He specifically found that in light of those facts,
deterrence was not required of the Church.

Following the decision, Church counsel immediately served the
government attorney with a Notics of Appeal on the two counts upon
which the Church was found guilty. The Church and Church counsel
fully expect these convictions to be overturnad. w#ot only was a
novel extension of the law used to find corporate responaibility,
but the trial was fraught with numercus other errors, The fact
that the directing minds of the GC criminality, who testified for
the Crown under g¢rants of immunity, were allowed to go on week
after week denigrating the beliefs and practices of the religion in
their attempt to lay the blame for their own acts on the Church's
shoulders, made for an inguisitlion-like, heresy trial,

On September 15, 1992, the Church filed notice of a $19
million Constitutional Damages suit against the Ontario Provinecial
Police and the Crown law office for the unconstitutional search and
seizure in the 1983 raid. At the center of that suit are the
discriminatory and violent acts manifested by the OFP's raid; a
raid that has already been ruled to have been illegal and conducted
in bad faith.

The Toronto cass began with dozens of charges being preposed
in the early 1980's, Internal OPP mamoranda obtained through
discovery have shown that the aim of the case was to complement the
plang of IRS CID and US private litigant to physically overthrow
leadership of the mother Church and to wipe cut the religion of
Scientology. It began with infiltration and attempted entrapment,
followed then by an unconscionable physical assault on the Toronto
Church, later ruled illegal and unceonstitutional. The casa was
pressed by the OPP and Crown, despite the Church providing evidence
it expelled the culprits and was willing to cooperate in their
prosecution., The individuals who were convicted, GO underlings of
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the Crown's IiImmunized witnesses, had already made up for their
wrong-deing years prior to trial at the Church's insistence. The
Crown's animus against the Church was 8o strong that
notwithstanding the failure of the IRS CID's takeover plan, and the
failure of the UsS litigants againat the Church, they pressed
forward by dismissing dozens of capital crime cases in order to
make room for thelr several week heresy trial againat Scientology.

The fact that the OPP and Crown walked away with 2 counts of
breach of trust, a fine less than 1/4 of what they argued was the
minimum poesible, and no jail time for any of the individual
defendants amounts to one of the biggest embarragsments in tha
entire history of Canadian jurisprudence. Nevertheless, the Church
will continue to fight until justice is completely served. And
that medns reversal of the two breach of trust convictions, and
full recompense awarded for the OPP's vicious and illegal rald on
the Teronte Church.

10-58

152073
¢Sl Prod 11-4-93





