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5 Attorney for plaintiff Lisa Kaufman

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIF'ORNIA
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COMES NOW PLAINTIFF LISA KAUFMAN WHO, FOR A CAUSE
OF ACTIO]\ F'OR VIOLATIOI\ OF'CIVIL RIGHTS UNDER COLOR OFLAW, ALLEGES:

1' Jurisdiction of the court arises out of and is based upon 28 u.s.c. $$1331 and 2201.

2' Defendant california Department of corrections and Rehabilitation
(hereafter cDcR) is, and at alrtimes herein mentioned was, a governmentar
agency organized and existing pursuant to the laws of the State of california and
the United States of America.

3' Defendants Speciar Agents Scott webb and Tim Moberg (hereafter
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Webb and Moberg, respectively) are, and, at alltimes herein mentioned were,
sworn officers of cDCR assigned to, among other things, parore supervisory
duties and the monitoring of parolees released by and under the supervision of
CDCR' Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that Defendant
webb was f)efendant Moberg's superior at cDcR, and may or may not have been
Defendant Moberg, s supervisor.

4' At all times herein alleged, the acts of Defendants webb and Moberg
were done and engaged in under color of law and pursuant to the official policies,
procedures, practices, ordinances, regurations, customs, and/or usage of the
Defendant CDCR such that the acts of the individual Defendants are and at all
times herein mentioned were the acts of Defendant GDCR.

5' At all times herein mentioned, defendants, and each of them, were the
agents and employees of each of the remaining defendants, and were at alltimes
acting within the purpose and scope of said agency and employment, and each
defendant has ratified and approved the acts of his/her agent.

6. In doing the acts herein alreged, Defendants Moberg and webb
abused the authority granted them by the State of california as sworn peace
officers whose oath of office required them at alltimes to uphold, protect and
defend the constitution of the united states of Americ a and.the State of
california' In so doing, the Defendants, and each of them, abused their authority toimpose unlawful parole conditions on Plaintiff to overcome the free will of
Plaintiff Lisa Marie Kaufman and to cause her to obey their wishes and base
desires for their own sexual gratific ation,by the constant threat of returning
Plaintiff Lisa Marie Kaufman to prison if she did not do as they demanded.
Defendants' and each of them, kept Plaintiff on parole for a longer period of time

:T::::3:::j":tified 
or warranted for the purpose of maintaining the ability toabuse Plaintiff for their own gratification.

7. Defendants, and each of them, subjected, or caused to be subjected,
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Plaintiff Lisa Marie Kaufman , a citizenof the united states, to the deprivation of
any rights' privileges, or immunities secured by the constitution and laws of the
united states of America, (including but not limited to unreasonable search and
seizure' and violation ofPlaintiff s right to privacy) in the following respects:

a' Plaintiff Lisa Marie Kaufman is, and at alltimes herein alleged was, aparolee of the Defendant CDCR. while on parole, and within the two years last
past, Defendant Moberg became plaintiff s parole officer (po). while under
Defendant Moberg's supervision, Moberg introduced plaintiff to Defendant webb
and urged Plaintiff to do whatever she could to "prease,,Defendant webb, because
things could go well for her if she did. Moberg represented to plaintiff that
Defendant webb had a lot of "pull" with GDCR and could make her life pleasant
or difficult' such as by "violating Plaintiff ' (meaning citing plaintiff for paroie
violations) and returning her to state prison, depending on how plaintiff treated
Webb.

b' As a consequence ofDefendant Moberg,s representations and
statements about Defendant webb, within the two years last past plaintiff began
cooperating and herping Defendant webb, including acting as an occasional
confidential inform ant at Webb,s direction.

c' (i)' commencing in approxim atelyMuy 20rr. while Defendant
Moberg was her parore agent, plaintiff was attempting to recover from an
addiction to methamphetamine. one of Plaintiff s parore conditions required her tosubmit to periodic unannounced drug testing. During the period of May 207r,
Plaintiff tested dirty approximately four times. on information and belief plaintiff
alleges that proper GDCR protocol in the event of dirty drug tests called for one ofseveral different options in terms of dealing with parolees who test dirty while onparole' These options included "violating Plaintiff', i.e. citing plaintiff for
violating the terms of her parole and taking her into custody, or seeking placement
for Plaintiff in a certified alcohol or drug rehabilitation facility, among others.

_
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I ll :.."r*t Moberg chose none of the appropriate options for dearing with
Z 

ll 
nlaintiff s dirty drug testing.

' ll (ii)' Instead, Defendant Moberg decided to keep plaintiff on the
ain influence with his superior, Defendant webb. Thus,

d 31, 2011, Defendant Moberg instructed plaintiff to,v r rqurLlll L(J

stensibly help her deal with her dirty tests
complied, and at Defendant Mobers,s

Approximately two to 
";"";..J;r the first time. At that time, Defendant

a location which he specified, an
ia, California. plaintiff presented herself to,^vuvrrewll II9r$trIl uo

fbndant webb for the first time. Defendant webb was in a
ar vehicle, and had praintiff get in the car with him.

plaintiff s belongings, and discovered a
. Defendant Webb asked plaintiff what the. ^ reurLrrr wuilL Lng

asked plaintiff to demonstrate how she used
Webb would have plaintiff sent back to^vrr^ uvrlL L.rcf,vl\. LU

partially disrobed and demonstrated the use
ile plaintiff was so engaged, DefendantDve, l/vrvllqaxllL

ng in plaintiff s presence. After he was finished,
aintiff she was free to go but to make herself availabre tos v srrq,ulE L(J

e he contacted her. Defendant webb also made it clear that he
intiff to prison if she tarked to anyone about what had transpired.wr srro1;U g(

Jury 2011, Defendant webb began calling plaintiff and
es at all times of the day and night, including Iate atnightLrLrrrrB raLe aT rught
hours. on one occasion, Defendant webb demanded that
one photos of her naked breasts. plaintiff believed shez'o 

fl 

rraq'o cnolce but to comply, and did send the photos webb wanted. several

COMPLAINT AND DE# ND FOR JURY TRIAL
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I ll T*"s 
later' Plaintiff submitted the photos she had taken to the internal affairsz 

ll oeVartment of the Defendant CDCR.

' ll 
e' In or about the middte of July 201r, Defendant webb contacted

d demanded that plaintiff meet him a second time.
cted plaintiff to meet him at a cemetery at Mountair' au ' vsrucrur_y ar wtountatn Ave.

; ll ,T:::::::::*io. 
carifornia,-and tord her to be sure she had ,,those 

things,,

I ll ::1": 
purse (meaning the sex toy). praintiff cornplied, and -"t *i]n;.;*";

: ll 
*"oo on that occasion' once again,Defendant webb was drivins an offinior e.'2 vvrlrJ.Lrcr'r vv coD was drlvmg an official StateI 

ff 
orcalifornia vehicle, and had Plaintiff get in the car with him. Defendant webb< vrvrrsqltL Yv \iuu

hed praintiff and her belongings, including her purse. Defendant
y confiscated plaintiff s ceil phone, and began going through the- Dv^^r6 uuLrLrBlI LIll

deleted arl references to calls and text messages between
ain Defendant webb found plaintiffls vibrator in herr r v^ slvt ru IIEI

ate how she used it. Out of fear that
ff to be sent back to prison if she failed to

complied and began masturbating herself using the
ebb watched praintiffi he began masturbating. once he-^vwwrrr6. \_/uug llg

webb released plaintiff and instructed her to make herself
' Again, Defendant webb made it crear that he would

1: ll 
*t*" rlamtltl to prison if she talked to anyone about what had transpired.

011, Defendant Webb contacted plaintiff
ff meet him, and to be sure to bring her sexarv ev vrur6 IItrI sl,

webb came to plaintiff s residence at the time, driving a
lifornia van, which was loaded with various kinds of

' Defendant webb on this occasion had plaintiff get into
d immediately searched Fraintiff and her belongings,-^ vvrvu6ruE;D,

immediatery confi scated praintiffl s celr
device. Defendant Webb deleted all
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etween himself and plaintiff. Again,
or out of the purse, and again demanded

te how she used it on herself. Again fearing that if she
ant Webb could send her back to prison, plaintiff

ing the vibrator, and as he observed her
in plaintiff s presence. After Defendant

: ll 
*":o.tlttttned, he again released Plaintiff with instructions to make herself

: ll 
*tliote wn1;ver he might c,all. Defendant webb also made it crear that he9ll would return Plaintiff to prison if she talked to anyone about what had transpired.tl

10 ll s. fn .r,. oLn"+ +L^ ^,--r ^ ^l: ll ^, . .1. tl or about the end of Augus t 2011, Defendant webb contacted
I I ll rlamttft by telephone and demanded that Plaintiff meet him, and to make sure shetl

ith her. on this fourth occasion, Defendant webb tord plaintiff
r up at her residence on Jacarand,aStreet in ontario, california.

ntiff s residence at approximately 2 p.m..
rnia vehicle, and had plaintiff get in the.-rv^rr EvL ur tllg

ain searched plaintiff and her belongings
ehicre with him, and then drove praintiffv vvv r rCr,UlLllI

ter, where he parked the vehicle. Defendant
phone, and began going through the, "r{vu$tr LllE

t webb dereted all references to calls and text messages between
tiff. After some conversation about what was going on with her)vur6 vu WILII Il

ndant webb instructed plaintiff to begin demonstrating
or on herserf. still fearing that if she failed to complyrYv uv vvruPly

ity to send her back to prison, plaintiff felt
egan masturbating using the vibrator.) vrrv y r Ur 4L(JI .

, Defendant Webb watched plaintiff and began
done on the previous occasions, Defend,ant webb gaveeqrrL YY suu $dve-- 

ll 
^ re'rurrr r.'DLruurlons on what he wanted Plaintiff to do in order to please him, buttl

COMPLAINT AND NN#AND FOR JURY TRIAL
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was careful to never actually touch Plaintiff. After he had finished, Defendantwebb took Flaintiff back to her home, and told praintiff to continue makingherself available to him whenever he might calr. Again, Defendant webb made itclear that he would return Plaintiff to prison if she talked to anyone about whathad transpired.

1',,^,l:jther 
acts or omissions of which plaintiff is presently unaware. As

;:": ":jt:liltil* 
of the.other_acts and omissions of Defendants, or any ofo, wr iall) 0I

:T:j:::lli,1"'e 
to amend her compraint to more specific uv anege such otheracts and omissions.

8' As a direct and proximate result of the vioration of plaintiff s civilrights as herein alleged, Plaintiff has suffered general damages in a sum to beshown atthe time of trial, according to proof.
9' As a further direct and proximate result of the violation of plaintiff

civil rights as herein alleged, Plaintiff has suffered great and severe mental andemotional distress, anger, anxiety, worry, shame, humiliation, loss of serf_esteem,mortification and chagrin, and has been required to seek the services ofpractitioners of the healing arts and has incurred medical and related expensestherefor, all to her special damage in a sum to be shown at the time of trial,according to proof.

l0' As a further direct and proximate result of the aforementioned
wrongful conduct of defendants, and each of them, as herein alleged, plaintiff hasbeen forced to hire the services of attorneys, and has incurred attorney,s fees at therate of $:gs per hour and will continue to incur attorney,s fees at this rate or moreuntil the resolution of this matter, in a sum to be shown at the time of trial,according to proof.

11' The conduct of the defendants Moberg and webb was maricious,intended by these defendants to cause injury to plaintiffl was despicabre conductcarried on by the defendants with a willful and conscious disregard of plaintiff 
s

.7
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rights' and with the intent to vex, injure or annoy plaintiff such as to constituteoppression' fraud or malice, entitling Plaintiff to punitive and exemplary damagesin an amount appropriate to punish or set an example of these individual
defendants"

12. Defendant webb,s conduct was particularry egregious, in that hisabuse of power and authority was done with the specific intent and pulpose tointimidate and oppress Plaintiff, and remove from her alr sense of decency in orderto force her to comply with his personal sexual desire. o"r."o"r, ,ir.ro used hisposition and the power conferred on him by the State of california to subjugateand sexually dominate Plaintiff by using plaintiff s addiction as a means ofcontrolling Plaintiff to his own sexual gratific ation,in conscious disregard ofPlaintiff s rights and well being, justifuing a significanr award of punitive
damages against Defendant webb personallv.

WHEREFORE' Plaintiff prays for judgment against defendants, and each ofthem, as follows:

1. General damages in an amount to be shown at the time of triar,according to proof;

2' special damages for medical and other expenses for practitioners ofthe healing arts and sciences, for mental and emotionar distress, chagrin, wolry,anxiety, mortification, shame and grief, ail to praintiff s damage in a sum to beshown at the time of trial, according to proof
3' Attorney's fees and incidentar out ofpocket costs and expensespursuant to 42 u.s.c. $ 1ggg, all in a sum to be shown at the time of triar,according to proof;

4. punitive and exem prary damages in an amount appropriate to punishor set an example of defendants Tim Moberg and scott webb only;5. For prejudgment interest on all damages;
6. For costs of suit incurred herein; and
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proper.

Dated: January g,2013

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL
Plaintiff hereby demand a j'rrytrial on all issues so triable under either rawor discretion of the Court.

Dated: January 9,2013

For such other and fuither relief as the court may deem just and

Att orn ey s tbrT ta"in'ti
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