
I Beth A. Kahn, Esq., SBN 134158 
Dean A. Olson, Esq., SBN 126155 

2 Ryan C. McKim, Esq., SBN 265941 
CLARK HILL LLP 

3 I 055 West Seventh Street, 24th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90017 

4 Telephone: (213) 891-9100 
Facsimile: (213) 488-1178 

5 BKahn@clarkhill.com 
DOlson@clarkhill.com 

6 RMcK.im@clarkhill.com 

7 Francis J. McNamara, Esq. 
(admitted Pro Hae Vice) 

8 100 Watchtower Drive 
Patterson, New York 12563 

9 
Attorneys for Defendant, Watchtower Bible and 

10 Tract Society of New York, Inc., sued herein as 
Doe 2, Supervisory Organization 

F I L E D 
Clork of 1ht su,1ri1r Cturt 

APR 1 6 2018 

By: M. SPIESMAN, Deputy 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

JOSE LOPEZ, an Individual, 

Plaintiff, 

V. 

DOE I, LINDA VISTA CHURCH; DOE 2, 
18 SUPERVISORY ORGANIZATION; DOE 3, 

PERPETRATOR; and DOES 4 through JOO, 
19 inclusive, 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 • 

26 

27 

28 

Defendants 

I 

Case No. 37-2012-00099849-CU-PO-CTL 

WATCHTOWER BIBLE AND TRACT 
SOCIETY OF NEW YORK INC.'S 
OPPOSITION TO THE ZALKIN FIRM'S 
MOTION TO MODIFY PROTECTIVE 
ORDER 

[Filed concurrently with Declaration of Ryan C. 
McK.im] 

Assigned to: Hon. Gregory W. Pollack 

Date: April 27, 2018 
Time: 9:30 a.m. 
Dept.: 71 

Trial Date: Vacated 

OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO MODIFY PROTECTIVE ORDER 



1 

2 

3 I. 

4 II. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 III. 

19 

20 

21 
IV. 

22 

23 

24 V. 

25 

26 

27 

28 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................................ 4 

FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND ......................................................... 4 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

This Case .................................................................................................................. 4 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

Plaintiff's First Amended Complaint.. .............. , ........................................... 4 

Discovery, Law & Motion Practice, And Appeal ........................................ 4 

Meet and Confer Efforts Regarding Watchtower's Production of 
Documents Responsive to Requests Nos. S And 12 ..................................... 6 

The Protective Order .................................................................................... 6 

Zalkin's Ex Porte Application ...................................................................... 7 

Padron v. Doe 1, et al ............................................................................................... 8 

I. 

2. 

3. 

Discovery Dispute And Protective Order ..................................................... 8 

Zalkin's Violation of Judge Strauss's Order ................................................. 8 

Azlkin Dismissed Padron With Prejudice ................................................... 9 

J. W. v. Mountain View Congregation of Jehovah's Witnesses, Murrieta, 
California ................................................................................................................. 9 

Roe 1 v. Doe 1, Congretation, et al . ......................................................................... 9 

ZALKIN IS NOT IN DANGER OF UNWARRANTED OPPRESSION, OR UNDUE 
BURDEN AND EXPENSE ....................................... ; ........................................................ 9 

A. 

B. 

There Is No Evidence That Zalkin Will Suffer Unwarranted Oppression ............. 10 

There Is No Risk That Zalkin Will Suffer Undue Burden And Expense ............... 12 

ZALKIN'S ACCUSATION THAT WATCHTOWER VIOLATED THE 
PROTECTIVE ORDER IS BASELESS AND A POORLY DISGUISED ATTEMPT 
TO DISTRACT THE COURT FROM ZALKIN'S UNETHICAL 
MISREPRESENTATIONS ................................................................................................ 13 

CONCLUSION .................................................................................................................. 14 

2 
OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO MODIFY PROTECTIVE ORDER 



I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 
\ 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

TABLE OF AUTHORITIES 

Page(s) 
Cases 

Alpine Mut. Water Co. v. Superior Court 
(1968) 259 Cal.App.2d 45,55 ......................................................................................................... 13 

Day v. Rosenthal 
(1985) 170 Cal.App.3d 1125,1169-73 ............................................................................................ IO 

Hernandez v. Siegel. 
(2014) 230 Cal.App.4th 165, l 76 ................................................................................................... 12 

Lopez v. Watchtower Bible & Tract Soc'y of N. Y., Inc. 
(2016) 246 Cal.App.4th 566, 574, 576 ......................................................................................... 5, 6 

Mead Reinsurance Co. v. Superor Court 
(1986) 188 Cal.App.3d 313 ............................................................................................................ 11 

Nativi v. Deutsche Bank Nat'l Tr. Co. 
(2014) 233 Cal. App.4th 261, 318 .................................................................................................... 9 

Ripley v. Pappadopou/os 
(1994) 23 Cal.App.4th !617,1626 .................................................................................................. 12 

Sigerseth v. Superior Court 
(1972) 23 Cal.App.3d 472,433 ...................................................................................................... 10 

West Pico Furniture Co. of LA. v. Superior Court 
(1968) 56 Cal.App.2d 407,417, 418 ........................................................................................ IO, 13 

Statutes and Rules 

Bus. & Prof. Code 6068 ....................................................................................................................... 14 

Code of Civil Procedure section 340.l(a) .............................................................................................. 5 

Code of Civil Procedure section 20 I 6.040 ........................................................................................... 11 

Code of Civil Procedure section 2025.420 (b) ....................................................................................... 9 

Rules Prof. Conduct, rule 4-210 ........................................................................................................... 12 

Rules Prof. Conduct, rule 5-200 ........................................................................................................... 14 

3 
OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO MODIFY PROTECTIVE ORDER 



I I. INTRODUCTION 

2 The Court must deny the pending motion to modify the January 6, 2017 protective order. The 

3 real party interest is not plaintiff Jose Lopez ("Plaintiff"), but rather his attorneys, The Zalkin Firm 

4 ("Zalkin"). Although Plaintiff and defendant Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. 

5 ("Watchtower") have settled the case and payment has been made, Zalkin now stands in the way of 

6 dismissal. Zalkin asks this Court to modify its "carefully considered" protective order based on the 

7 theory that Zalkin can save money in unrelated cases by recycling the work product of its expert in 

8 this case. (Declaration of Ryan C. McKirn ("McKirn Deel."), 12, Ex. I, minute order dated January 

9 6, 2017, p. 2.) There is no evidence to support Zalkin's motion and Zalkin's arguments in support of 

IO this motion are inconsistent with its prior stateme_nts to this Court. Thus, this Court must refuse to 

11 participate in Zalkin's blatant gamesmanship, and deny Zalkin's request to use highly confidential 

12 documents in unrelated cases. 

13 II. 

14 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

A. This Case 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

l. Plaintiff's First Amended Complaint 

Plaintiff Jose Lopez ("Plaintiff'') filed the subject lawsuit on June 29, 2012. (Complaint, 

file stamped June 29, 2012.) Plaintiff alleges that he was the victim of a single instance of 

childhood sexual abuse committed by defendant Gonzalo Campos in 1986. (First Amended 'l 

Complaint, ,r 5.) Plaintiff is represented by Irwin Zalkin and Devin Storey of The Zalkin Firm 

20 ("Zalkin"). (First Amend Complaint, p. I.) Watchtower adamantly denies liability . 
• 

21 2. Discovery. Law & Mo~on Practice. And Appeal 

22 At his deposition on March l, 2013, Plaintiff was asked: "Did you when you were a teenager 

23 have a personal belief that your problems with being a loner, having depression, and using drugs and 

24 alcohol was somehow related to what Mr. Campos had done to you?" (McKim Deel., 1 3, Ex. 2, 

25 Excerpts of Plaintiff's Deposition Transcript, dated March I, 2013, 222:24-223:18.) Plaintiff 

26 responded: "Yes." (Ibid) Plaintiff was further asked if"that belief ever changed at any time in [his] 

27 life," to which he responded, ''No." (Ibid) Moreover, when asked if he still held that same belief, 

28 Plaintiff responded "I believe so. Yes." (Ibid) Based on that testimony, Watchtower moved for 
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I summary judgment based on the statute of limitations under Code of Civil Procedure § 340.l(a). 

2 However, to avoid dismissal and after having an opportunity to consult with counsel, Plaintiff 

3 subsequently changed his testimony to defeat Watchtower's motion for summary judgment. 

4 (McKim, Deel., 14, Ex. 3, Errata Sheet to Plaintiffs Deposition Transcript, dated April 12, 2013, 15, 

5 Ex. 4, Reporter's Transcript, dated January 2, 2014, 32:1-6.) 

6 Realizing the precarious legal-footing of his case and his questionable credibility, Plaintiff 

7 and his counsel concocted a litigation tactic to avoid dealing with this case on its merits and to 

8 terminate this case on procedural grounds, as well as to look for new clients. (McKim Deel., 1 6, 

9 Ex. 5, Declaration of Joel Taylor, ~ 6-8.) In short, Plaintiff sought documents from Watchtower 

IO on a nationwide basis, concerning non-parties and spanning multiple decades, regardless of the fact 

11 that the documents have anything to do with this case. (McKim Deel., 1 7, Ex. 6, Person Most 

12 Qualified ["PMQ"] Deposition Notice, dated September 20, 2013.) In keeping with that strategy, 

13 document request no. 5 in the PMQ Deposition Notice sought: "Any and all individual written 

14 accounts, reports, summaries, letters, emails, facsimiles, and records, whether or not compiled, 

15 concerning reports of sexual abuse of children by members of the Jehovah's Witnesses, including 

16 but not limited to, Governing Body members, district overseers, circuit overseers, elders, 

17 ministerial servants, pioneers, publishers, baptized publishers, and individuals from the time period 

18 of 1979 to the present." (Lopez v. Watchtower Bible & Tract Soc'y of N.Y., Inc. (2016) 246 

19 Cal.App.4th 566, 576, review'denied (July 27, 2016).) Document request no. 12 sought: "All 

20 letters, emails, facsimiles, or other documentary, tangible, or electronically stored information of 

21 any kind, Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. received in response to the Body 

22 of Elder Letter Dated March 14, 1997." (Id. at 577.) 

23 On January 2, 2016, over Watchtower's objections and motion practice, Judge Lewis 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

ordered Watchtower to produce documents. (McKim Deel., 1 8, Ex. 7, Order adopting 

Recommendations of Discovery Referee, file stamped January 2, 2014, p. 4.) Watchtower did not 

produce responsive documents and Judge Lewis struck Watchtower's answer as an initial discovery 

sanction by order dated January 2, 2014. (Lopez, supra, 246 Cal.App.4th at 574.) 

Judge Lewis entered a default judgment against Watchtower, but Watchtower successfully 
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I appealed. (Lopez, supra, 246 Cal.App.4th 566.) 

2 3. Meet And Confer Efforts Regarding Watchtower's Production Of Documents 

3 Responsive To Requests Nos. 5 And 12 

4 On November 2, 20 I 6, after the case was remanded from the appellate court and reassigned to 

5 Department 71, Watchtower wrote to Mr. Storey to request a stipulated protective order and non-

6 disclosure agreement for its production of documents responsive to requests nos. 5 and 12. (McKim 

7 Deel., 'I! 9, Ex. 8, Email from McKim to Storey dated November 2, 2016, including proposed 

8 stipulated protective order and non-disclosure agreement.) Watchtower's proposed stipulated 

9 protective order and non-disclosure agreement quotes Judge Lewis and the Court of Appeal: "the 

10 Court has ordered that '[t]o the extent the documents produced might invade the privacy rights of 

I I third parties, defendant may produce documents wherein the names, addresses, e-mail addresses, 

12 telephone numbers and social security number[s] of third-parties have been redacted' (Order on 

13 Recommendations of Discovery Referee, file stamped January 2, 2014, p. 4) (hereinafter 'January 

14 2014 Protective Order')." (Ibid) Mr. Storey refused to sign the stipulated protective order and non-

15 disclosure agreement and even stated that if Watchtower redacted documents as permitted by Judge 

16 Lewis and the Court of Appeal, "there will be motion practice[.]" (McKim Deel., ,r 10, Ex. 9, Email 

17 from Storey to McKim dated November 4, 2016.) 

18 4. The Protective Order 

19 Watchtower moved for a protective order concerning document requests nos. 5 and 12 in the 

20 PMQ Deposition Notice. Very importantly, in opposition to Watchtower's motion, Zalkin made clear 

21 to this Court that, inter a/ia: (I) "The subject documents cannot be introduced in any other pending 

22 action against the Jehovah's Witnesses. Plaintiff's lawyers are prohibited from disclosing the content 

23 of the documents in any other actions, or even mentioning how many responsive documents have 

24 been produced;" (2) ''The subject documents must be returned to Watchtower at the conclusion of this 

25 litigation;" and that (3) "the production of the documents to Plaintiff's counsel [would be] for use 

26 solely in this action." (McKim Deel., ,r 11, Ex. 10, Plaintiff's Opposition to Watchtower's Motion for 

27 Protective Order, signed by Devin Storey on December 22, 2016, 6:12-27.) 

28 After "carefully considering all the briefing submitted by both sides," this Court ordered: 
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1 "Plaintiff's counsel may infonn the Court in other litigation against Defendant Watchtower that 

2 Defendant Watchtower has produced the Responsive Documents in this case but may not reveal, refer 

3 to or characterize the content of the documents." (McKim Deel., 'II 2, Ex. I, minute order dated 

4 January 6, 2017, including proposed order, 1:21-24.) Work product referring to the documents is 

5 subject to the protective order. (McKim Deel., 'II 2, Ex. I, minute order dated January 6, 2017, 

6 including proposed order, 3:10-12.) 

7 5. Zalkin's Ex Parle Application 

8 On January 30, 2018, Zalkin moved this Court for an order shortening time to hear this 

9 motion. (McKim Deel., 'II 12.) At the ex parte hearing, the Court explained in great detail why 

10 Zalkin's motion to modify the protective order is "very much the wrong thing to do." (McKim Deel., 

11 '1112, Ex. 11, Reporter's Transcript, dated January 30, 2018, 4:11.) According to the Court: 

12 Watchtower opposed a lot of the Discovery, concerned that it might be used in other 

13 cases, and the Plaintiff's position basically, "We need it for this case. By the way, we'll sign 

14 any protective order that returns and destroys documents at the end ... " ['II] And on that basis, 

15 the Court allowed it and now when the case is over to say, "We want to keep this for our next 

16 case," that strikes the Court. 

17 (McKim Deel., 'II 12, Ex. 11, Reporter's Transcript, dated January 30, 2018, 4:13-20.) The Court 

18 . elaborated: 

19 It just renders these protective orders meaningless ifwe grant them on the condition to 

20 be limited to this case and then when this case is over, the side that got all that stuff, so to 

21 speak now says, "Judge it's a waste of time because we know we can get it in the future cases 

22 and we've generated all this work product to save money ... " That was something that would 

23 have been known at the time we fashioned the original protective order, and this is not 

24 something, "Oh, my gosh, we've just discovered ... " ['II] I mean, that was a known entity that 

25 work product would be generated; your finn would likely be involved in future litigation with 

26 Watchtower and factoring that all in we came up with an order that didn't allow this and now 

27 just to amend it, is just -- it's not fair .... 

28 (McKim Deel., 'II 12, Ex. 11, Reporter's Transcript, dated January 30, 2018, 5:8-24.) Despite its very 

7 
OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO MODIFY PROTECTIVE ORDER 



I reasonable and clearly articulated position, the Court gave Zalkin an opportunity to move to modify 

2 the protective order by noticed motion. Zalkin does so now. 

3 B. Padron v. Doe 1, et aL 

4 In 2013, on behalf of Osbaldo Padron, Zalkin sued Watchtower in a case entitled Padron v. 

5 Doe 1, et al. (San Diego Superior Court, case no. 37-2013-00067529-CU-PO-CTL). Zalkin 

6 unsuccessfully made many of the same arguments that it makes now regarding Watchtower's 

7 document production. 

8 I. Discovery Dispute And Protective Order 

9 During discovery, Padron asked for many of the same documents at issue here. At a hearing 

10 concerning a protective order for those documents, Mr. Storey told Judge Strauss that Zalkin 

11 "envision[s] that [it] will be litigating over these exact same documents in multiple actions." 

12 (McKim Deel., 'I[ 13, Ex. 12, Reporter's Transcript, dated May 8, 2015, 2:3-10, 4:10-15.) Judge 

13 Strauss responded, "I'm not going to issue an order that allows these documents to be used in other 

14 actions." (McKim Deel., '1113, Ex. 12, Reporter's Transcript, dated May 8, 2015, 2:3-10, 4:10-17, 

15 5:16-27.) Ultimately, on May 14, 2015, Judge Strauss ordered: "Plaintiff's counsel may inform the 

I 6 Court in other litigation against Watchtower that Watchtower has produced the 'BOE Responses' in 

17 this case but may not reveal; refer to or characterize the content of the documents." (McKini Deel., 'I[ 

18 14, Ex. 13, Stipulated Protective Order and Nondisclosure Agreement, file stamped May 12, 2015, 

19 2:27-3:2.) 

20 2. Zalkin's Violation Of Judge Strauss's Order 

21 Zalkin blatantly disregarded Judge Strauss's protective order. On December 10, 2016, 

22 "journalist" Tray Bundy broadcasted a "news" article concerning Watchtower's document production 

23 in Padron. (McKim Deel., '1[ 15, Ex. 14, Transcript of"Secrets of the Watchtower," by Tray Bundy.) 

24 Despite Judge Strauss's order not to disclose the content of the documents, the broadcast includes an 

25 excerpt of Mr. Zalkin stating: "Documents that go back decades that shows the depth and the breadth 

26 of their knowledge of child predators within their organizations." (McKim Deel., 'I[ I 5, Ex. 14, 

27 Transcript of "Secrets of the Watchtower," by Tray Bundy, p. 5.) 

28 II/ 
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1 3. Zalkin Dismissed Padron With Prejudice 

2 On March 13, 2018, Zalkin filed a request for dismissal with prejudice of Padron. (McKim 

3 Deel., 'I[ 16, Ex. 15, Request for Dismissal of Padron, signed on March 13, 2018.) The case was 

4 dismissed the same day. (San Diego Superior Court, Register of Actions Re Padron, nos. 432-434.) 

5 C. J. W. v. Mountain View Congregation of Jehovah's Witnesses. Murrieta. California 

6 Zalkin filed J. W. v. Mountain View Congregation of Jehovah's Witnesses, Murrieta, 

7 California, et al. (Riverside Superior Court No. MCC1300850; 4th Civil No. E066555) in 2013. 

8 Watchtower was a defendant in J. W.! a case where the alleged perpetrator held no position of 

9 authority in the congregation, had no known history of child molestation. Consistent with its strategy 

IO of and formula for avoiding litigation on the merits, Zalkin obtained a default judgment against 

11 Watchtower as a discovery sanction That case is currently on appeal. 

12 . D. Roe 1 v. Doe 1. Congregation. et al 

13 Filed in 2014, Roe 1 v. Doe 1, Congregation, et al. (Orange County Superior Court, case no. 

14 30-2014-00741722-CU-PO-CJC) is the only case pending at the trial court level in California. Once 

15 again, it involves alleged child abuse by someone not in a position of authority, with no known 

16 history of child molestation, at his private home unrelated to any congregation activity. There again, 

17 to avoid the merits of the case, Zalkin's clients have requested the same documents at issue now. 

18 (McKim Deel., t 17.) However, Watchtower has moved for a protective order in Roe. (Ibid) 

19 Watchtower's motion has not been heard yet. (Ibid.) 

20 III. ZALKIN IS NOT IN DANGER OF UNWARRANTED OPPRESSION, OR UNDUE 

21 BURDEN AND EXPENSE 

22 "The court, for good cause shown, may make any order that justice requires to protect any 

23 party, deponent, or other natural person or organization from unwarranted annoyance, 

24 embarrassment, or oppression, or undue burden and expense." (Civ. Proc. Code § 2025.420, subd, 

25 (b).) A party seeking to modify a protective order must establish good cause with specific factual 

26 evidence. (See Nativi v. Deutsche Bank Nat'l Tr. Co. (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 261, 318.) 

27 Here, Zalkin contends that there is good cause based on "oppression" and "undue burden and 

28 expense." (Memorandum of Points & Authorities, 7:9-10.) However, as explained below, Zalkin's 

9 
OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO MODIFY PROTECTIVE ORDER 



I arguments are meritless. 

2 A. There Is No Evidence That Zalkin Will Suffer Unwarranted Oppression 

3 Zalkin has no evidence that the protective order is oppressive. Thus, its motion must be 

4 denied. 

5 To establish oppression, the moving party must show either an intent to create an 

6 unreasonable burden, or that the ultimate effect of the burden is incommensurate with the result 
~ 

7 sought. (See Day v. Rosenthal (1985) 170 Cal.App.3d 1125, 1169-73; Sigerseth v. Superior Court 

8 (1972) 23 Cal.App.3d 427,433 ("granted that petitioner was required to make an effort to obtain the 

9 data requested, there is no rule which holds that proper discovery is limited to interrogatories which 

10 may be answered without effort or loss of time").) 

11 For example, in West Pico Furniture Co. of Los Angeles v. Superior Court (1968) 56 Cal.2d 

12 407, 417, the California Supreme Court reversed an order by the trial court denying discovery 

13 because there was no evidence demonstrating that responding to the discovery would be oppressive. 

I 4 There, the plaintiff requested information about numerous current and past employees of the 

IS defendant. (Id. at 416.) The defendant objected that the discovery was oppressive. (Ibid.) In 

16 response to the plaintiff's motion to compel, the defendant filed a declaration stating that in order to 

17 respond to the plaintiff's discovery, records from each of the defendant's 78 regional offices would 

18 have to be searched. (Id. at 417.) Based on that evidence, the trial court found that the discovery was 

19 oppressive and denied the motion to compel. (Id at 413.) 

20 However, the California Supreme Court reversed because there was no evidence that the 

21 discovery was actually oppressive to the defendant. (Id. at 417-18.) The Court explained: 

22 Oppression must not be equated with burden. The objection based upon burden must be 

23 sustained by evidence showing the quantum of work required, while to support an objection of 

24 oppression there must be some showing either of an intent to create an unreasonable burden or 

25 that the ultimate effect of the burden is incommensurate with the result sought. 

26 (Id. at 417.) The defendant failed to establish oppression because it did not present evidence of 

27 "specifically" how many hours would be required to respond to the discovery. (Ibid.) Thus, the 

28 burden is on the moving party to support the motion with detailed evidence showing precisely how 
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1 much work is required to respond to the discovery; conclusory statements are insufficient. (Ibid.) 

2 Mead Reinsurance Co. v. Superior Court (1986) 188 Cal.App.3 d 313 is instructive on the 

3 specificity required to demonstrate oppression. There, the Court of Appeal found that an insured's 

4 request for production of an insurer's claims files relating to every claim similar to the claim at issue 

5 made during a six-and-a-half-year period was oppressive, where uncontroverted declarations 

6 established that responding to the discovery request would require manual review of over 13,000 

7 claims files and would take at least 1,083 hours. (Id at 322.) "[I]n view of the specific details of 

8 what would face [the insurer] in its efforts to comply with the order, there is no question but what was 

9 ordered here, without more, falls on the side of oppression." (Ibid.) 

IO Here, unlike in Mead Reinsurance Co., the pending motion is not supported by specific details 

11 of what Zalkin would face if it is held to the terms of this Court's protective order. Instead, Mr. 

12 Storey's declaration vaguely states that the expert and "his team" spent "many hours" working on 

13 issues related to Watchtower's document production. (Storey Deel., ,r 9.) That is not specific 

14 evidence. Indeed, Zalkin's moving papers confirm that no such evidence exists because the expert's 

15 hours are "untold." (Memorandum of Points & Authorities, 4: 6-7.) Absent specific evidence, Zalkin 

16 does not even come close to establishing oppression and its motion must be denied. · 

17 Likewise, the argument that Watchtower "intends to exploit the protective order" to oppress 

18 Zalkin is not supported by any evidence, let alone specific evidence. Instead, Zalkin conclude that 

19 Watchtower intends to oppress it because Watchtower would not agree to Zalkin 's proposed revisions 

20 to the protective order. (Memorandum of Points & Authorities, 7: I 9-21.) This makes no sense. If 

21 mere disagreement were enough to establish oppression, every motion for a protective order would be 

22 granted because discovery motions necessarily require a meet and confer effort and an unresolved 

23 disagreement. (Code Civ. Proc. §2016.040.) 

24 In any event, Watchtower has not done anything to take advantage of the protective order to 

25 the detriment of Zalkin. To the contrary, as this Court has already found, Zalkin used the protective 

26 order to force Watchtower to spend thousands of man-hours to produce records having nothing to do 

27 with this case. (McKim Deel., 118, Ex. 16, Reporter's Transcript, dated January 30, 2018, 4:13-19.) 

28 To be certain, when it opposed Watchtower's motion for a protective order, Zalkin argued, 
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I "Plaintiff's lawyers are prohibited from disclosing the content of the documents in any other actions, 

2 or even mentioning how many responsive documents have been produced." (McKim Deel., 1 11, Ex. 

3 I 0, Plaintiff's Opposition to Watchtower's Motion for Protective Order, signed by Devin Storey on 

4 December 22, 2016, 6:12-27.) Now that the protective order is no longer convenient for Zalkin, it 

5 seeks to modify it. The Court has already found Zalkin's tactics are "not fair" and would render 

6 protective orders "meaningless." (McKim Deel., 1 12, Ex. 11, Reporter's Transcript, dated January 

7 30, 2018, 5:8-24.) Thus, Zalkin, not Watchtower, intends to exploit the protective order. 

8 Therefore, the Court must deny the motion to modify the protective order. 

9 B. There Is No Risk That Zalkin Will Suffer Undue Burden And Expense 

IO To support its claim of"undue burden and expense,'.' Zalkin contends that it spent "substantial 

11 time to find an expert" and that it paid the expert over $80,000 to review Watchtower's document 

12 production. (Memorandum of Points & Authorities, 7:10-13.) Zalkin's arguments fail for at least 

13 three reasons. 

14 First, modifying the protective order would not save Zalkin any money. "It has long been 

15 held that in the absence of a special agreement to the contrary, a client must repay an attorney for all 

16 outlays in the payment of the expenses of carrying on litigation." (Ripley v. Pappadopoulos (1994) 

17 23 Cal.App.4th 1616, 1626 (discussing expert witness fees}.) An attorney may not agree to bear-the 

18 costs of successful litigation. (Hernandez v. Siegel (2014) 230 Cal.App.4th 165, 176; Rules Prof. 

19 Conduct, rule 4-210.) Here, there is no risk that Zalkin will be subject to "undue expense" because, • 

20 under the Rules of Professional Responsibility, Plaintiff must repay Zalkin for all outlays in the 

21 payment of expenses of carrying on litigation, including costs for Zalkin's expert to review 

22 Watchtower's documents. Further, there is no evidence that Zalkin and Plaintiff entered into "a 

23 special agreement to the contrary." Even assuming, arguendo, such an agreement exists, there is no 

24 evidence that the outcome of this case was unfavorable to Plaintiff. Thus, there is no basis for 

25 Zalkin's claim that it will suffer undue expenses unless the protective order is modified and the 

26 motion must be denied. Similarly, assuming, arguendo, that Watchtower produces documents to 

27 Zalkin in any other case, his client will bear that expense, not Zalkin. That hypothetical client has no 

28 standing in this case. 
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1 Second, even if Zalkin had to pay the expert's fees, expense alone is not an adequate basis to 

2 modify a protective order. In Alpine Mut. Water Co. v. Superior Court (1968) 259 Cal.App.2d 45, 

3 55, the Court of Appeal held: "The fact alone that the response to an interrogatory may be expensive 

4 and burdensome does not justify a refusal to answer." If the opposite were true, there would be no 

5 discovery because discovery is inherently expensive and burdensome. (W. Pico Furniture Co. of Los 

6 Angeles, surpa, 56 Cal.2d at 418.) In this case, the basis of Zalkin's motion is the cost of its expert. 

7 Zalkin does not present any other specific evidence of burden. Because expense is not an adequate 

8 basis to modify a protective order, the Court must deny Zalkin's motion. 

9 Third, Zalkin's claim of undue expense and burden is based on hypothetical events, not facts. 

10 Zalkin has not (and cannot) identified even a single case in which Watchtower is currently obligated 

11 to produce the documents to Zalkin, its clients, or anyone else. Instead, Zall<ln speculates that 

12 Watchtower might be required to produce the records in J. W. or Roe. At present, J. W. is on appeal 

13 and Roe is so factually distinguishable from this case that it is sheer conjecture that Watchtower will 

14 be ordered to produce these documents. Absent an actual instance in which Watchtower is required 

15 to produce the subject documents to Zalkin or its clients, there is no identified risk that Zalkin will 

16 suffec undue harm or expense. Needless to say, Zalkin's speculation is not a substitute for good cause 

17 and the motion must be denied.1 

18 IV. ZALKIN'S ACCUSATION THAT WATCIITOWER VIOLATED THE PROTECTIVE 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

ORDER IS BASELESS AND A POORLY DISGUISED ATIEMPT TO DISTRACT 

THE COURT FROM ZALKIN'S UNETHICAL MISREPRESATATIONS 

Zalkin attempts to distract the Court's attention from the meritless motion by saying that· 

Watchtower over-redacted the documents it produced in this case. Watchtower's redactions of the 

documents to protect the privacy rights of third parties having nothing to do with Zalkin's proposed 

modification of the protective order. Instead, Zalkin's accusations are solely intended to distract the 

Court from Zalkin's gamesmanship and its frivolous motion. 

Specifically, Zalkin has mispresented facts to the Court. In support of Zalkin's pending 

1 The authorities cited in footnote I of Zalkin' s Memorandum of Points and Authorities must be 
disregarded because they are not on point or not binding. 
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• ' ► 

I motion, Mr. Storey states under penalty of perjury: "I □ spent substantial time searching for and 

2 deliberating about potential experts" and "selecting an expert to conduct the analysis of 

3 [Watchtower's document production.]" (Storey Declaration, ,i 8.) Yet, when responding to the 

4 Court's questions about Plaintiff's expert, Mr. Storey told the Court: "I'm not really familiar with the 

5 expert's qualification." (McKim Deel., ,i 18, Ex. 16, Reporter's Transcript, dated November 16, 

6 2017, 14:9-1 !.) It is difficult, if not impossible, to square Mr. Storey's claim that he is "not really 

7 familiar with the expert's qualification" with his claim that he spent substantial time "deliberating" 

8 about and "selecting" the expert. There is no justification for Mr. Storey' s contradictory statements 

9 to this Court because the law is clear that attorneys "[ s ]hall not seek to mislead the judge, judicial 

10 officer, or jury by an artifice or fulse statement of fact or law." (Rules Prof. Conduct, rule 5-200; 

11 Bus. & Prof Code § 6068, subd. ( d)("It is the duty of an attorney ... never to seek to mislead the 

12 judge or any judicial officer by an artifice or false statement of fact or law'').) The Court must not 

13 condone Zalkin's tactics. 

14 V. CONCLUSION 

15 For the reasons stated herein, the Court should deny the pending motion with prejudice. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 
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Dated: April 16, 2018 CLARK IDLL LLP 

By: ~ C • ltJ\c \li,v-} 
Beth 'A. Kahn 
Dean A. Olson 
Ryan C. ,McK.im 
Attorneys for Defendant, Watchtower Bible and 
Tract Society of New York, Inc., sued herein as 
Doe 2, Supervisory Organization 
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TRACT SOCIETY OF NEW YORK INC. 'S 
OPPOSITION TO THE ZALKIN FIRM'S 
MOTION TO MODIFY PROTECTIVE 
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Dept.: 71 

Trial Date: Vacated 
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2 l. 

DECLARATION OF RYAN C. MCKIM 

I, Ryan C. McKim, am an attorney at law, duly admitted to practice before all the 

3 courts of the State of California. I am a senior attorney at the law finn of Clark Hill LLP, attorneys of 

4 record for defendant Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. ("Watchtower"}, sued 

S herein as Doe 2, Supervisory Organization. I am familiar with and have reviewed the file in above 

6 mentioned case. If called as a witness, I would competently testify to the matters herein from 

7 personal knowledge. 

8 2. Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 is a true and correct copy of the Court's Minute Order 

9 dated January 6, 2017, including the proposed order it modified and adopted. 

10 3. Attached hereto as Exhibit 2 is a true and correct copy of excerpts of Plaintiff Jose 

11 Lopez's deposition transcript, dated March I, 2013. 

12 4. Attached hereto as Exhibit 3 is a true and correct copy of the Errata Sheet to 

13 Plaintiffs Deposition Transcript, dated April 12, 2013. 

14 s. Attached hereto as Exhibit 4 is a true and correct copy of excerpts of the Reporter's 

IS Transcript, dated January 2, 2014. 

16 6. Attached hereto as Exhibit 5 is a true and correct copy of the Declaration of Joel 

17 Taylor. 

18 7. Attached hereto as Exhibit 6 is a true and correct copy of Plaintiffs Person Most 

19 Qualified Deposition Notice, dated September 20, 2013. 

20 8. Attached hereto as Exhibit 7 is a true and correct copy of the order adopting 

21 Recommendations of Discovery Referee, file stamped January 2, 2014. 

22 9. Attached hereto as Exhibit 8 is a true and correct copy of an email I sent to Plaintiffs 

23 counsel, Devin Storey, on November 2, 2016, including a proposed stipulated protective order and 

24 non-disclosure agreement. 

25 I 0. Attached hereto as Exhibit 9 is a true and correct copy of an email from Mr. Storey to 

26 me dated November 4, 2016. 

27 I I. Attached hereto as Exhibit 10 is a true and correct copy of Plaintiff's Opposition to 

28 Watchtower's Motion for Protective Order, signed by Mr. Storey on December 22, 2016. 
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1 12. On January 30, 2018, The Zalkin Finn moved the Court for an order shortening time 

2 to hear the pending motion to modify the protective order. Attached hereto as Exhibit 11 is a true and 

3 correct copy of excerpts from the Reporter's Transcript, dated January 30, 2018. 

4 13. Attached hereto as Exhibit 12 is a true and correct copy of excerpts from the 

5 Reporter's Transcript, dated May 8, 2015 in Padron v. Doe 1, et al. (San Diego Superior Court, case 

6 no. 37-2013-00067529-CU-PO-CTL)(hereinafter "Padron"). 

7 14. Attached hereto as Exhibit 13 is a true and correct copy of Stipulated Protective Order 

8 and Nondisclosure Agreement, file stamped May 12, 2015, in Padron. 

9 15. Attached hereto as Exhi~it 14 is a true and correct copy of a transcript of "Secrets of 

10 the Watchtower," which IS available on 89.3 KPCC's website, · 

11 http://www.scpr.org/programs/reveal/2016/12/09/28946/. I downloaded the transcript and audio file 

12 on December 21, 2016. 

13 16. Attached hereto as Exhibit 15 is a true and correct copy of the request for dismissal 

14 with prejudice of Padron. 

15 17. Filed in 20 I 4, Roe 1 v. Doe /, Congregation, et al. (Orange County Superior Court, 

16 case no. 30-2014-00741722-CU-PO-CJC) is the only case pending at the trial court level in 

17 California. Once again, it involves alleged child abuse by someone not in a position of authority, 

18 with no known history of child molestation, at his private home unrelated to any congregation 

19 activity. There again, to avoid the merits of the case, Zalkin's clients have requested the same 

20 documents at issue now. (McKim Deel., , J7.) However, Watchtower has moved for a protective 

21 order in Roe. (Ibid.) Watchtower's motion has not been heard yet. (Ibid.) 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

18. Attached hereto as Exhibit 16 is a true and correct copy of the Reporter's Transcript, 

dated November 16, 2017, in this case. 

I declare under penalty of perjury of the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 

true and correct. 

Executed on April~ 2018 at Los Angeles, California. 

Ry C.McKim 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, 
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

CENTRAL 

MINUTE ORDER 

DATE: 01/06/2017 TIME: 10:00:00 AM 
JUDICIAL OFFICER PRESIDING: Gregory W Pollack 
CLERK: Terry Ray 
REPORTER/ERM: Lorena Barron, CSR#12058, 619-233-2030 
BAILIFF/COURT ATTENDANT: L. Wilks 

DEPT: C-71 

CASE NO: 37-2012-00099849-CU-PO-CTL CASE !NIT.DATE: 06/29/2012 
CASE TITLE: Lopez vs. Doe 1 Linda Vista Church [IMAGED] 
CASE CATEGORY: Civil - Unlimited CASE TYPE:: PI/PDN'ilD- Other 

EVENT TYPE: Motion Hearing (Civil) 
MOVING PARTY: Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York Inc 
CAUSAL DOCUMENT/DATE FILED: Motion for Protective Order, 12/13/2016 

APPEARANCES 
Devin M Storey, counsel, present for Respondent on Appeal,Plaintiff(s). 
Francis J McNamara, counsel, present for Defendant(s). 
Dean A. Olson, specially appearing for counsel Beth A Kahn, present for 
Defendant,Appellant,Plaintiff(s). 
Irwin M. Zalkin, counsel, present for Plaintiff(s). 

The Court orally advises the parties of its tentative ruling, after which oral argument is conducted. Upon 
completion of oral argument, the court makes the below ruling: 

I. 

· INTRODUCTION 

The issues before the court are the following: 

1. The nature and extent of any protective order to govern defendant's production of documents 
responsive to item request numbers 5 and 12 in plaintiffs notice of deposition of defendant's person 
most qualified; and 

2. Whether the production of documents (post-March 2001) now in the physical possession of non-party 
CCJW can be compelled through a discovery request on Watchtower, or must plaintiff subpoena the 
records directly from CCJW. 

II. 

PROTECTIVE ORDER 

DATE: 01/06/2017 

DEPT: C-71 
MINUTE ORDER Page 1 

Calendar No. 17 



CASE TITLE: Lopez vs. Doe 1 Linda Vista Church CASE NO: 37-2012-00099849-CU-PO-CTL 
[IMAGED] 

The court has carefully considered all briefings submitted by both sides. In addition, the court 
has carefully reviewed the recently published appellatfi opinion in this case, Lopez v. Watchtower Bible & 
Tract Society of New York, Inc. (2016) 246 Cal.App.4 566. . 

Both sides agree that the production of the subject documents can be properly subject to a 
protective order. The dispute is over the precise nature and extent of the "third party" redactions. 

The court does believe that a protective order is appropriate. Further, the court does not believe 
that Judge Lewis' contemplated redaction of third-parly identifyinQ information, upheld by the appellate 
court, was limited, or even ought to be limited, to alleged victims. The court adopts Watchtower's 
proposed protective order subject to the below-described modifications: 

In lieu of paragraph 1 proposed by Watchtower, the following shall constitute paragraph 1: 

Defendant Watchtower may redact the following from documents responsive to request number 
12, which includes documents responsive to request number 5, in plaintiff Jose Lopez's notice of 
deposition of defendant Watchtower's person most qualified ("responsive documents'?: 

1. All names, addresses, email addresses, telephone numbers, Social Security numbers and 
other identifying information of any alleged victim of childhood sexual abuse. Individuals subject to 
these redactions shall be referred to by pseudonym, e.g., V1, V2, etc. 

2. All names, addresses, email addresses, telephone numbers, Social Security numbers and 
other identifying information of any alleged childhood sexual abuse perpetrators who have not 
admitted or conceded having committed chlldhood sexual abuse, have not been reported to a police 
agency by Watchtower or a Jehovah's Witness congregation member for committing childhood sexual 
abuse, or have not been criminally charged or prosecuted for having committed childhood sexual abuse. 
Individuals subject to these redactions shall be referred to by pseudonyms, e.g., P1, P2, etc. 

3. Identities of any congregation, except those congregations where membershie includes one 
or more alleged perpetrators who have admitted or conceded to having committed childhood sexual 
abuse, have been reported to a police agency by Watchtower or a Jehovah's Witness congregation 
member for having committed childhood abuse, or have been criminally charged or prosecuted for having 
committed childhood sexual abuse. Unless coming within one of these exceptions for which redaction is 
not permissible, congregations shall be referred to by pseudonyms, e.g., C1, C2, etc. 

4. The names, addresses, email addresses, telephone numbers, Social Security numbers and 
other identifying information of any non-victim/non-perpetrator witnesses. Individuals subject to these 
redactions shall be referred to by pseudonym, e.g., W1, W2, etc. 

The last sentence of paragraph 11 in the proposed protective order of Watchtower is stricken 
f'Because documents responsive to request no. 12 are responsive to request no. 5, no further response 
to request no. 5 is required."). 

Ill. 

CCJW DOCUMENTS 

CCP §2031.010 requires production of evidence in a parly's "possession, custody, or control." 

DATE: 01/06/2017 
DEPT: C-71 

MINUTE ORDER Page2 
Calendar No. 17 



) 

CASE TITLE: Lopez vs. Doe 1 Linda Vista Church 
[IMAGED] 

CASE NO: 37-2012-00099849-CU-PO-CTL 

That two entities may be related or in some fashion affiliated does not necessarily mean that a document 
request served upon one obligates it to produce documents In the possession, custody, or control of 
another. For example, In People ex. rel. Lockyer v. Superior Court (2004) 122 Cal.App.4th 1060, 
1076-1077, the court held, in an action by the State of California against vision companies for violation of 
statutes governing the practice of optometry, that the vision companies' request for documents served 
on the State of California did not require production of documents from any state agency. . 

CCJW, which evidently has the post-March 2001 documents, is not a party to this action. 
Watchtower does not have possession, custody or control over non-party CCJWs documents and 
cannot produce them. Watchtower does not have access to or control of the records of the United 
States Branch Service Department post-March 2001. Post-March 2001, Watchtower ceased working 
with the Service Department, with CCJW taking over that function. CCJW and Watchtower are 
separate corporations, each with Its own separate and distinct Board of Directors and bank accounts. 
Neither has authority over the other. Presumably, they could sue each other. 

Should plaintiff wish to obtain documents in the possession, custody, or control of non-party CCJW, 
plalnllff will need to proceed by way of a subpoena upon this non-party. However, if post-March 2011 
documents were, in fact, sent to Watchtower, of which it now has possession, custody or control, such 
documents need to be produced by Watchtower, subject to the .redactions specified in section 11, supra. 

IV. 

FUTURE PATES 

- March 3, 2017 at 10:00 a.m. - Hearing on plaintiffs motion for sanctions 

-April 10, 2017 - Deadline to produce category 12 documents 

-April 14, 20917 at 10:00 a.m. - Hearing on defendant"s motion for summary judgment 

- June 15, 2017 - Deadline to produce category 5 documents 
A.t.lA.f-

DATE: 01/06/2017 
DEPT: C-71 

Judge Gregory W Pollack 

MINUTE ORDER Page3 
Calend.ar No. 17 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

JOSE LOPEZ, an Individual, 

Plaintiff, • 
V. 

DOE I, LINDA VISTA CHURCH; DOE 2, 

Case No. 37-2012-00099849-CU-PO-CTL 

(PROPOSED) ORDER GRANTING 
MOTION OF DEFENDANT WATCHTOWER 
BIBLE AND TRACT SOCIETY OF NEW 
YORK, INC. FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER 

17 SUPERVISORY ORGANIZATION; DOE 3, 
PERPETRATOR; and DOES 4 through I 00, Assigned to: Hon. Gregory W. Pollack 

Date: January 6, 2017 
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Time: 10:00 a.m. 
Defendants Dept.: 71 

_______________ __J Trial Date: None 
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. The Motion of Defendant Watchtower Bible and Tract Society ofNew York;lnc. for a 

Protective Order came on regularly for hearing on January 6, 2017, at 10:00 a.m., in Department 71 

of the above-entitled Court, the Honorable Gregory W. Pollack presiding. Appearances were stated 

on the record at the time of the hearing. After consideration of the papers and evidence submitted and 

argument of counsel, and good cause appearing therefore, the Motion is GRANTED. The Court 

orders as follows: 

I. Defendant Watchtower may redact the following from documents responsive to 

requests no. 12, which includes documents responsive to request no. 5, in Plaintiff Jose 

Lopez's notice of deposition of Defendant Watchtower's person most qualified 

("Responsive Documents"): information that identifies alleged victims of childhood 

sexual abuse, including, but not limited to names, addresses, e-mail addresses, 

telephone numbers and social security numbers of third-parties, regardless of whether 

such third-party is an entity or natural person. 

2. Responsive Documents shall be designated and marked "CONFIDENTIAL" by 

Defendant Watchtower in the header and the footer in a manner that will not obscure 

the textual content of the document. 

3. The Responsive Documents, including any and all documents and information 

contained therein, shall be maintained in confidence by Plaintiff's attorneys and shall 

be used for the sole and exclusive purpose of Plaintiffs attorneys' preparation for 

depositions, as exhibits to motions and/or oppositions and replies to motions, and at 

trial of this case. Plaintiffs counsel may inform the Court in other litigation against 

Defendant Watchtower that Defendant Watchtower has produced the Responsive 

Documents in this case but may not reveal, refer to or characterize the content of the 

documents. 

4. The Responsive Documents shall not be disclosed or copied in any form to any person 

or entity (except to the extent reasonably necessary to Plaintiffs attorneys' regularly 

employed staff and contracted personnel subject to the provisions of paragraph 9) for 

any other purpose other than those set forth in paragraphs 5, 6 and 7 below. 

[PROPOSED) ORDER GRANTING MOTION OF DEFENDANT WATCHTOWER BIBLE AND TRACT SOCIETY 
OF NEW YORK, INC. FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER 
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5. Plaintiff's attorneys may scan, OCR, and/or store digital images of the Responsive 

Documents on Plaintiffs attorneys' password-protected in-house and Cloud-based 

servers ("the Servers"). The digitized versions of the Responsive Documents may be 

downloaded from the Servers to individual desktop or laptop computers owned, or 

temporarily leased, by Plaintiff's attorneys' law firm as needed to database, analyze, 

code, abstract, prepare exhibits, or otherwise manipulate the data contained within the 

Responsive Documents. Plaintiff's attorneys may provide a hard copy version and/or 

encrypted electronic copy of the Responsive Documents, or any data analyses or 

exhibits created therefrom, to their experts or consultants and may use or transmit 

Responsive Documents in an encrypted electronic format for purposes solely related to 

this litigation. Plaintiff's experts and/or consultants may similarly store digital images 

of the Responsive Documents on their own in-house, Cloud-based, or other servers, 

and download such digitized images to desktop or laptop computers owned or leased 

by the expert and/or consultant, as reasonably necessary to complete the work 

commissioned by Plaintiff in this case. 

6. If Plaintiff submits any Responsive Documents to the Court, such Responsive 

Documents shall be lodged "CONDlTIONALL Y UNDER SEAL" as allowed by Rule 

2.55 l(b)(3)(A) of the California Rules of Court. Thereafter, all parties reserve all 

rights granted by Rules 2.550-2.551 of the California Rules of Court to file or oppose a 

motion to seal or unseal the Responsive Documents. 

7. Any Responsive Documents presented at trial shall be lodged "CONDITIONALLY 

UNDER SEAt" as allowed by Rule 2.55l(b)(3)(A) of the California Rules of Court. 

Thereafter, all parties reserve all rights granted by Rules 2.550-2.551 of the California 

Rules of Court to file or oppose a motion to seal or unseal the Responsive Documents. 

8. Plaintiff's attorneys of record and any other person or entity provided with Responsive 

Documents pursuant to paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 above shall return the Responsive 

Documents to counsel for Defendant Watchtower, and shall permanently delete the 

Responsive Documents from any computer or electronic storage device, upon the later 

2 
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Ill 

Ill 

/II 

Ill 

of: 

(a) Thirty (30) calendar days following a written demand for return of the 

Responsive Documents. Such written demand may be made at any time following 

the conclusion of this case, including any appellate proceedings. For purposes of 

this paragraph, notice to Plaintiff's attorneys shall constitute notice to all persons 

or entities to whom the Responsive Documents were transmitted; or 

(b) Thirty (30) calendar days following the denial of a motion to dissolve or 

modify this Protective Order and the exhaustion of any appellate procedures 

thereafter. If, however, a motion to dissolve or modify the Protective Order is 

granted in such a manner as conflicts in whole or in part with this paragraph, the 

subsequent order controls. Any work product referring to Responsive Documents 

shall be subject to this Protective Order. 

9. Any person, other than the Court or its officers, to whom Responsive Documents are 

disclosed or shown pursuant to paragraphs 4 or 5 shall be informed, prior to disclosure 

or showing, of the nature and scope of this Protective Order, and of his or her 

obligation to keep the Responsive Documents in confidence, and shall sign a statement 

and certification agreeing to comply with the terms of this Protective Order. 

I 0. This Court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to hear all disputes, including motions for 

sanctions, pertaining to or arising out of violations of this Protective Order and all 

parties and their attorneys agree to submit to the jurisdiction of the Court with respect 

to any such dispute. This Protective Order shall continue to be binding after the 

conclusion of this case except that a party may seek the written permission of 

Defendant Watchtower or further order of the Court with respect to dissolution or 

modification of this Protective Order. 
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Dated: 

• 

11. Defendant Watchtower's compliance with docwnent requests no. 12 in Jose Lopez's 

deposition notice of Defendant Watchtow~r•s person most qualified does not require 

Defendant Watchtower to produce documents that post-date March 2001. Because 

docwnents responsive to request no. 12 are responsive to request no. 5, no further 

response to request no. 5 is required. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

Hon. Gregory W. Pollack 
Judge of the Superior Court 
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through with Mr. Campos? 

MR. STOREY: Objection. Vague. Ambiguous. 

Misleading. And you're -- for him to be able to answer 

that, requires him to give, essentially, an expert 

opinion. 

BY MR. COPLEY: 

Q And your answer, sir? 

MR. STOREY: Do you understand the question? 

THE WITNESS: No. It's too complicated. 

MR. COPLEY: Okay. Read it back, 

Madam Reporter. 

Q We'll just -- we'll just keep asking it to you, 

and we'll get our answer here eventually. 

MR. STOREY: But before she does that --

16: 4 l 

16:41 

MR. COPLEY: No. 

MR. STOREY: No. 

I don't want anymore coaching. 16: 41 

I'm not going off the record. 

I'm just saying, if you want an answer to this, Rocky --

MR. COPLEY: No. I'll ask it again. We'll just 

do this -- I want to stay on the record, and we'll just 

keep asking it until we -- we get by this. 

Q Do you -- or did you ' 

MR. STOREY: Pay attention. 

BY MR. COPLEY: 

Q Did you when you were a teenager have a personal 

belief that your problems with being a loner, having 
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depression, and using drugs and alcohol was somehow 

related in part to what Mr. Campos had done to you? 

MR. STOREY: Objection. Vague, ambiguous, 

misleading, and the form of the question is tricky -

it's illusive. 

BY MR. COPLEY: 

Q 

A 

Q 

Your answer, sir? Did you believe that or not? 

Yes. 

And has that belief ever changed at any time in 

your life? 

MR. STOREY: Objection. Vague. 

THE WITNESS: No. 

BY MR. COPLEY: 

Ambiguous. 

Q 

today? 

Okay. Now -- and you hold that same belief here 

MR, STOREY: Objection. Vague. Ambiguous. 

Misleading. Calls for expert opinion. 

THE WITNESS: l believe so. Yes. 

MR. COPLEY: Okay. Let me show you a document. 

We'll mark this as Exhibit 2 because we marked the other 

one as 

(Defendant's Exhibit 2 was marked for 

identification by the court reporter.) 

BY MR. COPLEY: 

Q I got this from the records that you and your 
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I, JOSE DANIEL LOPEZ, do hereby declare under 

penalty of perjury that I have read the foregoing 

transcript of my deposition; that I have made such 

corrections as noted herein, in ink, initialed by me, or 

attached hereto; that my testimony as contained herein, 

as corrected, is true and correct. 

EXECUTED this-~~~ day of 
Pl ~p.l \., 

c/l\,lfll#/IA SAJJ 01tr1,0 2 o _l_:7_, at --------------------- ------
<Ci<yJ Q ""'"' 
=•-~- "f" ----
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
ss 

I, the undersigned, a Certified Shorthand 

Reporter of the State of California, do hereby certify: 

That the foregoing proceedings were taken before 

me at the time and place herein set forth; that any 

witnesses in the foregoing proceedings, prior to 

testifying, were placed under oath; that a verbatim 

record of the proceedings was made by me using machine 

shorthand which was thereafter transcribed under my 

direction; further, that the foregoing is an accurate 

transcription thereof. 

I further certify that I am neither financially 

interested in the action nor a relative or employee of 

any attorney of any of the parties. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have this date subscribed 

my name. 

Dated: March 21, 2013 

==-=------------MARGARET KINNEY 
CSR No. 11398 
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ERRATA SHEET 

DATE: March 22, 2013 

DEPOSITION Of: Jose Daniel LopF.z 

DATE OF DEPOSITION: March 1, 2013 

RE: Jose Lopez vs. Defendant Doe I, et al. 

The following are the corrections which I have made to my transcript: 

PAGEi LINE# CORRECTION REASON FOR CORRECTION 
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I, the undersigned, declare under penalty of perjury, that I have read 
the above-referenced deposition transcript and have made any 
corrections, additions or deletions that I was desirous of making; that 
the Transcript contains my true and correct testimony. 

EXECUTED this __ \_1,_TH" ___ day of AVJ2..IL , 20 IJ 

at ,-AJ,J 1)11?1,0 ---=-"-'--....::...--------(City) (State) 

(Deponent) 
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I, the undersigned, declare under penalty of perjury, that I have read 

the above-referenced deposition transcript and have made any 

corrections, additions or deletions that I was desirous of making; that 

the Transcript contains my true and correct testimony. 
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vs. case No. 

DOE 1 LINDA VISTA CHURCH, 

Defendants. 
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Reporter's Transcript 
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For the Plaintiff: THE ZALKIN GROUP 
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By: IRWIN ZALKIN, Esq. 
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By: ROCKY COPLEY, Esq. 
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SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101 

JAMES MCCABE, Esq. 
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SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92107 

Darla Kmety, RPR, CSR 12956 
official court Reporter 
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32 

1 MR. COPLEY: The statute of limitations issue, 

2 your Honor, we requested to bifurcate it. You know, the 

3 court had tentatively granted the joint-summary judgment 

4 on the statute of limitations. 

S THE COURT: I changed it because I couldn't rely 

6 on the testimony because it was changed. 

7 MR. COPLEY: That I understood. And it's 

8 triable issue of material fact. That's why we're going to 

9 trial. Mr. Storey was brilliant. I never saw that 

10 coming. so, anyway, I believe the evidence is extremely 

11 strong, and I think we could have this six-week trial 

12 reduced down to about a four-day trial -- four, five days 

13 because 

14 THE COURT: Put it on your verdict form. Put 

15 your statute of limitation question on your verdict form. 

16 I'm not inclined to bifurcate at this point. 

17 MR. COPLEY: Okay. understood. 

18 THE COURT: I think we'll be looking at the same 

19 testimony for more than a four-day period. 

20 All right. There's another issue. What is 

21 going on with the questionnaire? It's a good thing I'm 

22 not in trial. You don't get this much of my time on an ex 

23 parte basis. I'm trying to help you guys out. 

24 MR. ZALKIN: Do you want to talk about that now? 

25 THE COURT: I do. I don't want you to come back 

26 until June 6. 

27 MR. ZALKIN: Mr. Copley had sent out a 

28 questionnaire a couple months ago to us. we took that 
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I, Darla Kmety, do hereby certify: 

6 That I am a certified shorthand reporter of the 

7 state of California, certificate No. 12956, and official 

8 reporter of the superior court, central oivision, in and 

9 for the county of San Diego, State of California, 

10 

11 That as such official court reporter, I reported 

12 in shorthand the oral proceedings in the within cause on 

13 the date indicated hereinbefore; and 

14 

15 That the foregoing and attached "Reporter's 

16 Transcript'' is a true and correct transcript of the oral 
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IRWIN M. ZALKIN, ESQ. (#89957) 
DEVIN M. STOREY, ESQ. (#234271) 

2 LISA J. GARY, ESQ. (#272936) 
ALEXANDERS. ZALKIN, ESQ. (#280813) 

3 The Zalkin Law Finn, P.C. 
12S5S High BlulfDrive, Suite 260 

4 San Diego, CA 92130 
S Tel: 8S1-259-3011 

Fax: 8S8-2S9-30IS 

6 Email: irwm@7:l!lsf'lscorn 
®'s@Rlki'l:coro 

7 HP@ridkffl:4:om 
nlri@i!Qiirj,c:otll 

8 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 

9 

IO 

II 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA · 
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

12 Jose Lopez. Individually, 

13 

14 

IS 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

Defendant Doc I, Linda Vista Church, 
16 Defendant Doc 2_, Supervisory 

Organimtion, Defendant Doc 3, · 
17 Petjietriltor, and Does 4 through I 00, 

inclusive, 
18 

19 Defendants. 

Case No.: 37-2012-00099849-CU-PO-CTL 

NOTICEOFTAKINGDEPOSITIONOF 
PERSON MOST QUALIFIED TO TESTIFY 
ON BEHALF OF DEFENDANT 
WATCHTOWER emLE AND TRACT 
SOCIETY OF NEW YORK. INC,. WITH 
DOCUMENTS REQUIRED
VIDEORECORDED FOR USE AT TRIAL 

20 
TO DEFENDANTS AND TO THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD: 

21 

22 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on October 24, 2013, at 10:00 a.m. cPSn at 225 

23 
Broadway, Suite 2100, San Dicao, California 92IOI, attorneys for the plaintiff will take the 

24 deposition of the defendant THE WATCHTOWER BIBLE AND TRACT SOCIETY OF NEW 

25 YORK, INC~ as a COIJIOrale entity pursuant to C.C.P. § 2025.230. 

26 Notice is further given to defendant THE WATCHTOWER BIBLE AND TRACT 

27 SOCIETY OF NEW YORK, INC., that under C.C.P. § 2025.230, said defendant bas a duty to 

28 
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designate as the deponent the Officer. Director. Managing Agents. Employees. or Agents most 

2 qualified to testify on its behalf as to the following matters: 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

I. The corporate and administrative struchR of Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of 
New York. Inc. from 1979 to the piesent. 

2. The managerial hierarchy, staff functions, organization, individual staff job descriptions 
of the Legal Department of Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. &om 
1979 to the presenL 

3. The managerial hierarchy, staff functions, organization, individual staff job descriptions 
of the Service Department of Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. 
from 1979 to the present. 

4. Statistical compilations, reconls, summaries, or other gathering and organization or 
analysis of information concerning reports of sexual abuse of children by members of 
the Jdiovah's Witnesses, including but not limited to, Governing Body members, district 
overseers, circuit overseers, elders, ministerial serwnts, pioneers. publishas, baptized 
publishers, and individuals from the time period of 1979 to the presenL 

5. Individual written accounts, reports, summaries, letters, emails, facsimiles, and m:ords, 
whether or not compiled, concerning reports of sexual abuse of children by members of 
the Jehovah's Witnesses, including but not limited to, Governing Body members, district 
overseers, ein:uit overseers, el.den, ministerial servants, pioneers, publishers, baptized 
publishm, and individuals from the time period of 1979 to the presenL 

6. Policies, procedures, protocols, guidelines, and insuuctions provided by Watchtower 
Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. to elders, ministerial servants, or other 
members of Jehovah's Witnesses ielevant to the investigation, reporting, or documenting 
of ieports, information, accusations, complaints, or llllmissions of childhood sexual 
abuse by members of Jehovah's Witnesses, in effect since 1979. 

7. Policies; procedlUeS, lffl)toCOls, guidelines, and instructions provided by the Governing 

Body to eldem, ministerial servants, orothermemhersof Jehovah's Witnesses ielevant 
to the investigation, reporting. or documenting ofieports, information, accusations, 
complaints, or admissions of childhood sexual abuse by members of Jehovah's 
Witnesses, in effect since 1919. 

8. The administriltive process, procedures, and involvement of corporate personnel In the 
proposal of, drafting of, review of, and distn'bution of Body of Elders Letters from the 
lime period of 1979 to the presenL 

9. Policies, procedures, protocols, guidelines, and instructions provided by Watchtower 
Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. to elders, ministerial servants, or other 
members of Jehovah's Witnesses ielevant to the cooperation and communication with 
secular law enforcement agencies concerning ieports of childhood sexual abuse by 
members of the Jehovah's Witnesses, in effect since 1979. 

IO. The pmpose and Intent of the Body of Elder letter dated August I, 199S. 
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2 

3 

4 

s 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

JI 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

11. The corporate interpretation of. and implementation of. the Body of Elder letter dated 
August I, I 99S. 

12. The pwpose and intent of the Body of Elder letter dated Mardi 14, 1997 
13. The corporate interpretation of, and implementation of. the Body of Elder letter dated 

March 14, 1997 
14. The purpose and i.ntent of the Body of Elder letter dated July 20, 1998 
15, The corporate: interpretation of, and implementation of. lhe Body of Elder letter dated 

July 20, 1998 
16. The purpose~ intent of the Body of Elder letter dated March 23, 1992 
17. The OOipOillc iutetptetatfon of. and implementation of, lhe Body of Elder letter dated 

Marcb23, 1992 
18. The purpose and intent of the Body of Elder letter dated Febnwy 3, 1993. 
19. The corporate interpretation of, and implementation of, the Body of Elder letter dated 

February 3, 1993. 
20. The pwpose and intent of the Body of Elder letter dated July I, 1989. 
21. The corporate interpretation of. and implementation of, the Body of Elder letter dated 

July 1, 1989. 
22. The purpose and intent oflhe Body of Elder letter dated October I, 2012. 
23. The corporate interpretation of, and implementation of. the Body of Elder letter dated 

October 1, 2012. 
24. The structure, membership, composition and organization of the Oovernin& Body 

including any committees or established subsets of the Governing Body from 1979 to the 
present. 

25. The Governing Body's role in researching, considering. debating, eta1tlng, adopting, 
implementing and evaluating organizational policy within the Jehovah's Witness 
Religion. 

26. The i4entities, duties and responsibilities of agents and staff members to the individual 
members of the Governing Body, to the Oovei'ning Body as a whole, or to any 
committee or established subset of the Governing Body from 1979 to lhe pm;ent. 

27. The Governing Body's role in considering. investigating, researching, adjudicating, and/ 
or responding to specific allegations of childhood sexual abuse committed by Jehovah's 
Witnesses or issuing directions or instructions to others to so consider, investigate, 
resemdi, adjudicate and I or respond to such specific allegations. 

28. The orders, decisions, decrees or other directives authored, issued or approved by the 
Governing Body or any committee or established subset oflhe Governing Body 
regarding any specific investigation, allegation, complaint, lawsuit or other matter 
involving childhood sexual abuse committed by Jehovah's Witnesses. 

·29. The Governing Body's awareness and discussions of, and decision making process 
regarding, claims of sexual abuse by Oont.alo Campos. 

30. The efforts of the Governing Body to determine the existence, occwrence, prevalence 
and / or scope of childhood sexual abuse committed by Jehovah's Witnesses within the 
Jehovah's Witness religion. 
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Notice is further given to defendant that pursuant to C.C.P. § 2025 and 2019(a)(3). said 

2 deponent is requested to bring with him at the above noticed time and place the following, 

3 

4 

s 
6 

1 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

which are in his possession or under his control or in the possession or llllder lhe control of his 

attorneys: 

I. Any and all records, written communications, files, reports, or other docwnentary, 
tangible, or electronically created or stored infonnation of any kind, evidencing the 
corpotilte and administrative structure of Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of 
New York, Inc. 

2. Any and all records, written communications, files, repons, or other docwnentary, 
tangible, or electronically created or stored information of any kind evidencing the 
managerial hierarc:hy, stafffill!ctions, 09Diatin11, individual staff job descriptions 
of the Legal Department of Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. 
from 1979 to the present 

3. Any and all records, written communications, files, reports, or other documentary, 
tangible, or electronically created or stored information of any kind evidencing the 
managerial himn:hy, stafffimctions, organimion. individual staff job descriptions 
of the Service Depenment of Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. 
from 1979 to the present 

4. Any and all records, written communications, files, reports, or other docwnentary, 
tangible, or electronically created or stored information of any kind, evidencing the 
statistical compilations, records, summaries, or other gathering and organimtion or 
analysis of infonnation concerning reports of sexual abuse of children by members 
of the Jehovah's Witnesses, ilicluding biJt not limited to, elders, ministerial servants, 
and individuals from the time period of 1979 to the present. 

S. Any and all individual written accounts, reports, swnmaries, letters, emails, 
facsimiles, and records, whether or not compiled, concerning repol1S of sexual abuse 
ofchildmi by members of the Jehovah's Witnesses, including but not limited to, 
Governing Body members, district overseers, circuit overseers, elders, ministerial 

/ . . . 

servants, pioneers, bapti7.ed publishers, and individuals from the time period of 1979 
to the present 

6. Any and all records, written communications, files, reports, or other docwnentary, 
tangible, or electronically created or stored information of any kind evidencing the 
policies, procedllRS. protocols, guidelines, and instructions provided by Watchtower 
Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. to elders, ministerial servants, or other 
members of Jehovah's Witnesses mcvant to the investigation. reporting, or 
documenting of reports, infonnation, accusations, complaints, or admissions of 
childhood sexual abuse by members of Jehovah's Witnesses, in effect since 1979. 

7. Any and all records, written communications, files, repons, or other docmnentary, 
tangible, or electronically created or stored information of any kind evidencing the 
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I 

2 

3 

4 

s 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

policies. procedures. protocols. guidelines. and instructions provided by !he 

Governing Body to elders, ministerial servants, or other members of Jehovah's 
Witnesses relevant to the investigation, reporting, or documenting of reports, 
information, accusations, complaints. or admissions of childhood sexual abuse by 
members of Jehovah's Witnesses, in effect since 1979. 

8. Any and all records, written communications, files, reports, or other documentary, 
tangible, or electronically created or stored information of any kind evidencing the 
adminisl!ative process, procedures, and involvement of coiporatc personnel in the 
proposal of, drafting of, review of, and distribution of Body of Elders Letters from 
the time'perii!d of 1979 to the pmeirt. 

9. Any and all records, written communications, files, repOrtS, or other documentary, 
tangible, or electronically created or stored information of any kind, evidencing the 
policies, procedures, P."Otocols, ~lines, and instructions provided by Watchtower 
BibleandT,iiet~of~Yo!!c,,Inc.to11J(lets.~servants,oroaher 
members of Jehovah's Witnesses releftDt to the cooperation and communication 
with secular law enforeement agencies concerning reports of childhood sexual abuse 
by members of the Jehovah's Witnesses, in effect since 1979. 

I 0. Any and all internal memorandum, instructions, guidelines, emails, policies, 
procedures, or other documentary, tangible, or electronically stored information of 
any kind, evidencing Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. 
corporate discussion of, inteJj)ielation ot; or guidelines on the utilimtion of, that 

Body of Elder letter dated August I, 1995. 
11. Any and all internal memorandum, instructions, guidelines, emails, policies, 

procedures, or other documentary, tangible, or electronically stored information of 
any kind, evidencing Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. 
coiporatc discussion of, mterpretation of, or guidelines on the utilization of, that 
Boi!y,ofl:ldcr lef:tcr dated March 14, 1997. 

12. All letters, emails, facsimiles, or other documentary, langible, or electtonically stored 
information of any kind, Watchtower Bible and Tract Society New York, Inc. 
received in response to the Body of Elder Letter Dated March 14, 1997. 

13. Any and all internal memorandum. instructions, guidelines, emails, policies, 
procedures, or other documentaiy, tangibie, or electronically stored infonnation of 
any kind, evidencing Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New Yolk, Inc. 
corporal~ discussion of, interpretation of, or guidelines on the utilization of, that 
BodyofEldcrletterdated July 20, 1998. 

14. Any and all internal memorandum, instructions, guidelines, emails, policies, 
procedures, or other documentary, tangible, or electronically stored information of 
any kind, evidencing Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. 
corpora1e discussion of, interpretation of, or guidelines on the utilimtion of, that 
Body of Elder letter dated March 23, 1992. 

I 5. Any and all internal memorandum, instructions, guidelines, emails, policies, 
procedures, or other documentary, tangible, or electronically stored information of 
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2 

3 

4 

s 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2S 

26 

27 

28 

any kind. evidencing Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York. Inc. 
corporate discussion of, interpretation of, or guidelines on the utilization of, that 
Body of Elder letter dated February 3, 1993. 

16. Any and all internal memorandum, instructions, guidelines, emails, policies, 
procedures, or other documentary, tangible, or electronically stored information of 
any kind, evidencing Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. 
corporate discussion of, interpretation of, or guidelines on the utilization of, that 
BodyofElderletterdatedJuly I, 1989. 

17. Any and all inlcma1 memorandum, instructions, guidelines, emails, policies, 
procedures, or otiicr documentary, tangible, or electronically stored information of 
any kind, evidencing Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. 
corporate dilCUSSion of; interpretation of; or guidelines on the utiliwion of, that 
Body of Elder letter dated Oclober I, 2012. 

18. Any and:all rnioutes, "l!l!Serjpti®S. audio, video or stenog1'lphic recordings or 
reproductions o'f atl meetiiiasw portions of meetings of the Governing Body 
regarding childhood sexual abuse committed by Jehovah's Witnesses, including but 
not limited to formulation of policy and discussion of particular childhood sexual 
abuse matters. 

19. Any and all internal memorandum, instructions, euidelines, emails, policies, 
procedures, or other documentary. tangible, or electronically stored infonnation of 
any kind generated by or cireulated among the Governing Body regarding childhood 
sexual abuse by Jehovah's Witnesses, including but not limited to formulation of 
policy and particular childhood sexual abuse matters. 

20. Any and all internal memorandum, instructions, guidelines, emails, policies, 
procedures, or otlicr documentary, tangible, or electronically stored information of 
any kind generated by or cin:uhded among the Governing Body regarding the above
captiooed matter, or other matters involving alleged or confanned childhood sexual 
abuse committed by Gonzalo Campos. 

21. Any and all minutes, transcriptions, audio, video or stenogtaphic recordings or 
reproductions of all meetings or portions of meetings of any committee comprised of 
members of the Oovemillg Body regarding childhood sexual abuse committed by 
Jehovah's W"rtnesses, including but not liniitecfto fortnulation of policy ind 
discussion of particular childhood sexual abuse matters. 

22. Any and all minutes, transcriptions. audio, video or stenographic recordings or 
reproductions of all meetings or portions of meetings of any committee comprised of 
members of the Governing Body regarding the above-captioned matter, or other 
matters involving confirmed or alleged childhood sexual abuse committed by 

Gonzalo Campos. 
23. Any and all orders, instructions, decisions, decrees or other directives authored, 

issued or approved by the Governing Body regarding any specific claim, allegation 
or report of childhood sexual abuse committed by Jehovah's Witnesses. 
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2 

3 

4 

s 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

24. Any and all internal memorandum. insttuctions. guidelines. emails. policies. 
procedures, or other documentary, tanaible, or electronically stored infonnation of 
any kind transmitted between the Governing Body and any department of 
Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. regarding childhood sexual 
abuse c:ommitted by Jehovah's Witnesses, excluding communications with the Legal 
Department 

25. Any and all records, written communications, files, reports, or other docwncntary, 
tangible, or electronically c:rcatcd or stored information of any kind transmitted 
bctwccn the Governing Body and any person or entity regarding childhood sexual 
abuse committed by Jehovah's Witnesses. 

26. Any and all written job descriptions, or orientation or instructional materials 
provided to employees, volunteers, agents or staff assisting the Governing Body, or 
any committcc or established subset of the Governing Body. 

27. Any and all records, wri~communications, files, reports, or other documenwy, 
tangible, or electronically c:rcatcd or stored infonnation of any kind cnmrnissinncd or 
provided to the Oovcming Body regarding childhood sexual abuse committed by 
Jehovah's Witnesses. 

28. Any and all records, written communications, tiles, rcports, or other documentary, 
tangible, or electronically c:rcatcd or stored infonnation of any kind detailing the 
slnK:ture, membership and organimtion of the Governing Body. 

29. Any and all records, written communications, tiles, reports, or other documentary, 
laniJl,le, or electronically created or stored infonnation of any kind detaiJina the 
membership of the various Governing Body Committees. 

Pursuant to C.C.P. § 2025.220(1)-(6); 202S.230; 202S.240(c), this deposition will be 

18 recorded by audio and video tape. Plaintiff hereby gives notice pursuant to C.C.P. § 

19 2025.620(d) of his intention to offer said videotaped deposition into evidence at trial. 

20 The deposition will be upon om! examination before a duly authorized Notary Public 

21 and will continue from day to day IDltil completed. 

22 

23 
All parties or attorneys for parties on whom this deposition notice is being served arc 

listed on the attached proof of service. 
24 

25 

26 Dated: 9-:JO- 13 

27 

28 

Devin M. Storcy, "Rn,-;, 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
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PROOF QF SERVICE 
Lopez v. Defendant Doe I, Linda Vista Church, ct al. ' 
San Diego County Superior Court Case No: 37-2012-00099849-CU-PO-CTL 

I, Lisa E. Maynes, mn employed in the city and county of San Diego, State of California. 
I am over !he age of 18 and no a party 10 the action; my business address is 12S5S High Bluff 
Drive, Suite 260, San Diego, CA 92130. 

September 20, 2013, I caused to be scrved: 

NOTICE OF TAKING DEPOSITION OF PERSON MOST QUALIFIED TO TESTIFY 
ON BEHALF OF DEFENDANT WATCHTOWER BIBLE AND TRACT SOCIETY OF 
~W YOJUC.~C., WITH DOCUMENTS REQUIRED- VIDEO RECORDED FOR 
USEATTRIAL 

in this action by placing a true and correct copy of said docwnents(sY in sealed envelopes 
~drasedufo~~: · 

SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST 

XX (BY MAIL) I am readily familiar with the firm's practice of collection and processing 
correspondence for mailing. Under that practice it would be deposited with the 
U.S. Postal Service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at San 
Dil:$0, California, in the ordinmy course of business. I am aware that on 
motion of the party served, service is IJl'CSllllled invalid if postal cancellation 
date or ~e meter date Is more tfum one day after date of deposit for 
mailing m affidavit. 

(BY PERSONAL SERVICE) By causing 10 be delivered by hand lo the offices of the 
~drcssec(s) on the date listed above. 

I declare under penalty of perjury undC1- the la~ of the State of California that the 
forcgc,ing is true and correct. 

_,,q.;w-1.3 ~ WZf 



By: Mail 
Rocky K. Copley, Esq. 
Law Office of Rocky k. Copley 
22S Broadway, Suite 2100 
San Diego, CA 92101 
Tel: 619232-313I 

MAIYNGLJSJ 

Fax: 619-232-1690 . 
~®r'Jl~rocklaw.com 
Doe 2; Supervisory Organimlion, Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. 

By: Mail 
James M. McCabe, Esq. 
The~ Law rann, APC 
4817SalitaMQi.licaAvcnue, Suite B 
San.l)jego; CA92l07 
Tel: 619°224-2148 
Fax: 619-214--0089 
email· ;~MPhrJIBMI 
Attorneys Defendant 
Doe 1, Linda Vista Clnuch 

By: Mail 
Calvin A. Ro1!,SC, Esq. 
Watchtower Bible & Tract Society of New York, Inc. 
Legal Department 
I 00 Watc:hlolffl Drive 
Piittenon, NY 12563-90204 
Tel: 845-306-0700 x 46760 

email: crp'J'~tr'' Co-Co• 13 ~1n1· 
Doe 2, Supervisory Organimtion, Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. 
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1 Hon. Vincent P. Di F,glia (Ret.) 
Judicate West 

2 402 West Broadway, Suite 2400 
San Diego CA 92101 

3 Telephone: (619) 814-1966 
Fax: (619) 814-1967 

4 

s 

6 

7 

F I L I! D 
. C11rk ~ the 8-10' Court 

JAN O ?. 2014 

Br, R. l.lllSEY-cooP£R. DepUty . 

8 

9 

10 

SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, CENTRAL DIVISION 

11 JOSE LOPEZ, an individual; Case No. 37-2012-0099849-CU-PO-CTL 

RECOMMENDATIONS OF DISCOVERY 
REFEREE 

12 

13 vs. 

Plaintiff, 

CCP§643 

14 DOE I, LINDA VISTA CHURCH, et al. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Defendants. 

I 

INTRODUCTION 
· This matter came on for bearing on December 13, 2013, in the offices of Judicate West, 

20 402 West Broadway, Suite 2400, San Diego, CA 92101, before the Honorable Vincent P. 

21 Di Pigli,. (Ret.) referee. !twin M. Zalkin, Esq., Devin M. Storey, Esq. and Alexander S. Zalkin, 

22 Esq. appcmed on bcbalfofplaintiff Jose Lopez. Rocky K. Copley, Esq. appeared on behalf of 

23 Watchtower Bible and Tract Society ofNcw York, Inc. (sued as "Doe 2, Supervisory 
24 

25 

26 

27 

Organization"). 

II 

DISCUSSION 
The case came before the referee on cross-motions by the appearing parties. Plaintiff 

28 Lopez moved 10 compel the deposition testimony of the Watchtower Person Most Qualified 

R£CO!IM£NDATIONS OF DISCOVE!lY R£FEREE CCP 5 643 • l 



• 
1 (hereil18fter PMQ). In previous similar litigation, defcodant Watchtower has designated Allen 

2 Shuster as its PMQ. Plaintiff additiooally seeks to obtain the deposition testimony of Gcrrit 

3 Losch. Mr. Losch is a long standing member of the Watchtower's "Governing Body." According 

4 to deposition testimony given by Mr. Shuster (Plaintiff's Exhibit 9), the Governing Body 

s approves operati0Jl81 guidelines for the United States bnmdl of the JehoVllh's Witness 

6 Organi7Btion, including directives for investigating and reporting of alleged childhood sexual 

1 abuse within the church. Mr. Shuster has testified that the Governing Body oversees the 

a worldwide activity of Jehovah's Witnesses. (Plaintiff's Ex. 9 at 19-6-13) 

9 Plaintiff's Notice of Deposition of PMQ sets forth 30 specific areas of inquiry and 

10 requests production pursuant to C.C.P. §§ 2025 and 2019(a)(3) of29 classes of documents. 

11 (Plaintiff's Exhibit I) Defendant Watx:htower has in tmn objected to each and eveey proposed 

12 topic ofext1rnination and each and every request for production. 

13 Watchtower's grounds for objection are: 

u 

15 

16 

11 

18 

19 

20 

21 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

The information sought is protected from discovery by the minister-communicant 

privilege (Cal. Evid. Code§§ 1033, 1034). 

The information sought is protected from discovery by the First Amendment 

The information sought is protected by the attorney-client and/or work-product 

doctrine. 

The time frame of the request is overly broad, and the relevant area of enquiry should 

be limited to the year 1986. 

(See defendant's objections, Plaintiff Ex. 2) 

22 These privilege claims have been raised in 2 prior discovery motions brought before 

23 Judge Lewis as well as in a thiled Motion for Swnmary Judgment/Adjudication. (PJaimiff's Ex. 

24 3, 4 and 5.) In each instance, the aforementioned claims of privilege were found to be without 

2s merit, except as to 4 documents deemed privileged under Evidence Code§§ 1033 and 1034. 

26 (Plaintiff's Ex. 3) 

21 

28 
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1 As previously noted, this matter came before the referee ostensibly on cross-motions. In 

2 setting the hearing, co1U1SCI for Watchtower indicated he would be filing a Motion for a 

3 Protective Order precluding the deposition testimony of Omit Losch. 

4 Defendant's opening brief withdrew the request as prematUrc, claiming the notice was 

5 defective. 

6 In reply, defendant submits the dcclsratioo of Danny L. Bland, an employee in 

' defendant's treasurer's office who declares that a search of the records in the treasurer's office 

B reveals that "Omit Losch bas never been an officer, director, mRJlftgiog 11gcnt or employee of 

9 Watchtower Bible and Tract Society ofNcw York, Inc." (Bland Deel. p. 2, lines 3-1 I) 

10 m 
11 

12 A. 

13 

RECOMMENDATION 

DEPOSmON OF GERRlT LOSCH 

The referee recommends that plaintiff be permitted to depose Mr. Losch. The deposition 

u testimony of Mr. Shuster establishes that the Governing Body, of which Mr. Losch is a member 

15 is the principal overseer of the church's activities. Mr. Losch is the longest serving member of 

16 the GoveroiDg Body and may well possess knowledge pertinent to this litigation. 

17 It is noteworthy that opposition to Mr. Loscb's deposition was based solely on the 

1e previously mentioned Bland dcclsratioos. Defendant did not invoke the "apex" grounds as a 

19 reason to preclude Mr. Losch's deposition. See Liberty MUIUal Ins. Co. v. Superior Cowt, (1992 

20 10 Cal. App. 4lh 1282. 

21 Despite Mr. Blond's dcclsratioo, the iefcrce believes that Mr. Loscb's position as a 

22 member of the Governing Body and its functiom as described by Mr. Shuster, make Mr. Losch a 

23 managing agent within the contemplation of the law. C.C.P. § 202S.280(a) 

24 B. DEPOSITIONOfWATCHTOWER'SPMQ andACCOMPANYINGREQUESTFOR 

2s PRODUCTION 

26 This honorable court bas already ruled oo issues of privilege end privacy in this case. It is 

21 the referee's recommendation that the deposition of the PMQ be ellowed to go forward on the 

2e topics enumerated, end that the PMQ be required to produce the documents in question which I 
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1 believe arc relevant.to the subject matter of the lawsuit in many areas, including subsequent 

2 ratification by the chUICb, if any. 

3 To the extent the documents produced might invade the privacy rights ofdiird parties, 

• defendant may produce documents whetein the names, addresses, e-mail addresses, telephone 

s nwnbers and social security number of third-parties have been redacted. 

6 Additionally, in that the court bas previously reviewed in camera and withheld some 

' documents pursuant to Evidence Code§§ 1033 and 1034, the referee recommends that defendant 

s prepare a privilege Jog and provide for in C8lllera review by me those documents which may fall 

9 within the minister-communicant and/or attorney/client or work produce privileges. 

lO 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

l1 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

21 

28 

Dated: December .2. o • 2013 

'}. i\\" 
iri-~ \\ 

rr IS SO ORl)ER'ED, . 

rtJ6dB OF ~dfuil1 

RECOHMENDATIONS OF DISCOVERY REFEREE CCP § 643 - 4 



PROOF QF SERVICE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA. COUNTY OF ORANGE: 

I am employed In the County of Orange, SUie of California. 1 am av..- the age of 18 and am not • party to the within 
action. My business address is 1851 East First Slrtcl, Suire 1600, Sarna Ana, Callfomla 92705. 

On llecomber 23, 2013 I scm:d the RECOMMENDATIONS OF DISCOVERY REFEREE on the following parties In the 
Lopez vs. Uoda Vlltll Spaalah Co■1reptio■, ct aL by placing a lnlC copy 10 all parties as follows: 

Irwin M. Zalkin, Esq. 
Devin M. Storey, Esq. 
The Zalkin Law Firm, P .C. 
12555 High Bluff Drive, Suite 260 
San Dieso, <:,-1. 92130 
Fmail: 1!?1mizalkfn,com 
EMail: dro:s@Zllkin.com 

James M. Mc:Cabc, Esq. 
Law Offices of James M. McCabe 
4817 S■nia Monica Ave. 
Suite B 
San Diego, CA 92107 
EMail: jjm@mccabcl@W net 

Hon. Joan M. Lewis 
Superior Court of California 
County of San Diego 
220 Wm. Broadway 
San Dleso, CA 92101 
US MollOnlJ, 

(X) BY U.S. MAIL: 

( ) BY FACSIMILE: 

(X) BY ELECTRONIC MAIL: 

() BY PERSONAL 
SERVICE: 

(X) STATE: 

( ) FEDERAL: 

Calvin A. Rouse, Esq. 
Mario F. Moltl10, Esq. 
Warchtowcr Bible & Tnrct Society of New York. Inc. 
100 WIIChtlrw:r Drive 
l'altclson, NY I 2S63-9204 
EMaiJ; ·'1'.PUS@jw.org 
EMail: mfi:norcnolm@amlH com 

Rocky K. Copley, Esq. 
Law Offices of Rod<y K. Copley 
225 Broadway • 
Suite 2100 

San Diego. CA 92101 
EMail: rkcooley@rkc-rocldaw,com 

I caused such cnvelopc(s), with posiagc llrlly ptepald, 10 be 
placed in the U.S. Mail Bl Sanll Ana, California. 

I causcd such docwncnl IO be scnl via facslmlle ID each 
pcrsan on the altached mailing list. 

I caused such document to be sent via electronic mail 10 each 
person. 

I caused such envelope to be delivered by hand 10 the office 
ofthc: addressee. 

I declare under penally of perjury under the laws of the 
Stale or California that the above is true and COtTCct. 

I declare that I am employed in the 01f10e of a member of the bar 
or1his Court At whose direction the service was made. 

Executed on December 23, 2013 At Santa Ana., California. 
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Stephanie R. Cox 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Devin, 

Ryan C. McKim 
Wednesday, November 02, 2016 12:36 PM 
Devin Storey 
Beth A. Kahn 
Jose Lopez v. Doe 1, Linda Vista Church, et al. 
LOPEZ, JOSE •· Stipulated Protective Order and Nondisclosure Agreement 
(L0743856x7 A348).docx 

Watchtower wlll produce documents responsive to request no. 12. These documents are also responsive to request no. 
S. In this respect, please find attached a stipulated protective order and nondisclosure agreement. It tracks the 
stipulated protective order and nondisclosure agreement that our offices entered Into In Padron v. Doe 1, et al. Please 
confii:,n that Plalntlffwlll stipulate to the attached protective order and nondisclosure agreement In addition, given 
Watchtower's document production, please confirm that Plaintiff will release his hearing reservation (I.e., on December 
9, 2016) for his anticipated motion for sanction against Watchtower. 

If Plaintiff will not stipulate to the protective order and nondisclosure agreement, this Is Watchtower's attempt to meet 
and confer. The purpose of discovery Is to assist parties In preparation for trial and settlement of disputes. (Seattle 
Times Co. v. Rhinehart (1984) 467 U.S. 20, 35; Davies v. Superior Court (1984) 36 Cal.3d 291, 299.) To this end, code of 
Civil Procedure section 2031.0GO(b) provides that, "for good cause shown," a court may make "any order that Justice 
requires" to protect a party or other person "from unwarranted annoyance, embarrassment, or oppression, or undue 
burden and expense.• Such orders may Include prohibitions on public dissemination of Information learned In 
discovery. (Puerto v. Superior Court (2008) 158 Cal.App.4th 1242, 1259.) Here, public disclosure of the documents at 
issue does not assist anyone in the preparation for trial or settlement of this case. Therefore, an order prohibiting public 
disclosure of the documents is proper. 

Please let us know your position on the issues raised In this correspondence. 

Sincerely, 
Ryan 

Ryan c. McKlm 
Senior Associate 

1055 West Seventh Street 
Twenty-Fourth Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Oirect: 213.417.5336 
M•fn: 213.891.9100 
FaK: 213.488.1178 

BMdClm@moolaw.com 
... m 
Morris Polich & Purdy u, 
Los Angeles - San Francisco - San Diego - Las Vegas 
www,mooraw.cam 
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4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

IO 

11 

BethA. Kahn, Esq., SBN 134158 
Dean A. Olson, Esq., SBN 126155 
Ryan C. McKim, Esq., SBN 265941 
MORRIS POLICH & PURDY LLP 
l055 West Seventh Street, 24th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90017 
Telephone: (213) 891-9100 
Facsimile: (213) 488-1178 
BKalm@mpplaw.com 
DOlson@mpplaw.com 
RMcK.im@mpplaw.com 

Attorneys for Defendant, Watchtower Bible and 
Tract Society of New York, Inc., sued herein as 
Doe 2, Supervisory Organization 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SAN DIBGO 

12 JOSE LOPEZ, an Individual, Case No. 37-2012-00099849-CU-PO-CTL 

STIPULATED PROTECTIVE ORDER AND 
NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT; 
(PROPOSED) ORDER 

13 Plaintiff, 

14 v. 

I 5 DOE I, LINDA VISTA CHURCH; DOE 2, 
SUPERVISORY ORGANIZATION; DOE 3, 

Assigned to: Hon. Gregory W. Pollack 
Dept.: 71 

16 PERPETRATOR; and DOES 4 through l00, 
inclusive, Trial Date: None. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Defendants 

Plaintiff Jose Lopez (hereinafter "Plaintiff') and Defendant Watchtower Bible & Tract 

Society of New York, Inc., (hereinafter "Defendant Watchtower"), by and through their respective 

counsel of record, hereby stipulate to entry of the following Stipulated Protective Order And 

Nondisclosure Agreement ("Protective Order") for the production of confidential information 

requested by Plaintiff from Defendant Watchtower. 

NONDISCLOSURE AND CONFIDENTIALITY AGREEMENT 

WHEREAS, the Court has ordered that Defendant Watchtower produce documents in 

response to Plaintiffs Request for "All letters, emails, facsimiles, or other documentary, tangible, or 

STIPULATED PROTECTIVE ORDER AND NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT: [PROPOSED) ORDER 
L0743856.vl 



electronically stored information of any kind, Watchtower Bible and Tract Society New York, Inc. 

2 received in response to the Body of Elder Letter Dated March 14, 1997" which Defendant 

3 Watchtower contends involve or contain confidential, privileged, proprietary, and/or related 

4 information ("BOE Responses") belonging to Defendant Watchtower; and 

5 WHEREAS, with respect to the BOE Responses, the Court has ordered that "[t]o the extent 

6 the docwnents produced might invade the privacy rights of third parties, defendant may produce 

7 docwnents wherein the names, addresses, e-mail addresses, telephone nwnbers and social security 

8 nwnber[s] of third-parties have been redacted" (Order on Recommendations of Discovery Referee, 

9 file stamped January 2, 2014, p. 4) (hereinafter "January 2014 Protective Order"); 

JO NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY STIPULATED, AGREED AND ORDERED THAT: 

11 l. Defendant Watchtower will produce the "BOE Responses" in its possession and 

12 control to Plaintiff's attorneys pursuant to this Stipulated Protective Order and the January 2014 

I 3 Protective Order. 

14 2. All "BOE Responses" shall be designated and marked "CONFIDENTIAL" by 

I 5 Defendant Watchtower in the header and the footer in a manner that will not obscure the textual 

I 6 content of the document. 

17 3. The "BOE Responses", including any and all documents and information contained 

18 therein, shall be maintained in confidence by Plaintiff's attorneys and shall be used for the sole and 

19 exclusive purpose of Plaintiff's attorneys' preparation for depositions, as exhibits to motions and/or 

20 oppositions and replies to motions, and at trial of this case. Plaintiff's counsel may inform the Court 

21 in other litigation against Defendant Watchtower that Defendant Watchtower has produced the "BOE 

22 Responses" in this case but may not reveal, refer to or characterize the content of the documents. 

23 4. The "BOE Responses" shall not be disclosed or copied in any form to any person or 

24 entity (except to the extent reasonably necessary to Plaintiff's attorneys' regularly employed staff and 

25 contracted personnel subject to the provisions of paragraph 9) for any other purpose other than those 

26 set forth in paragraphs 5, 6 and 7 below. 

27 5. Plaintiff's attorneys may scan, OCR, and/or store digital images of the "BOE 

28 Responses" on Plaintiff's attorneys' password-protected in-house and Cloud-based servers ("the 

2 
STIPULATED PROTECTIVE ORDER AND NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT; (PROPOSED) ORDER 
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Servers"), The digitized versions of the "BOE Responses" may be downloaded from the Servers to 

2 individual desktop or laptop computers owned, or temporarily leased, by Plaintiff's attorneys' law 

3 finn as needed to database, analyze, code, abstract, prepare exhibits, or otherwise manipulate the data 

4 contained within the "BOE Responses." Plaintiff's attorneys may provide a hard copy version and/or 

5 encrypted electronic copy of the "BOE Responses," or any data analyses or exhibits created 

6 therefrom, to their experts or consultants and may use or transmit "BOE Responses" in an encrypted 

7 electronic format for purposes solely related to this litigation. Plaintiff's experts and/or consultants 

8 may similarly store digital images of the "BOE Responses" on their own in-house, Cloud-based, or 

9 other servers, and download such digitized images to desktop or laptop computers owned or leased by 

IO the expert and/or consultant, as reasonably necessary to complete the work commissioned by Plaintiff 

11 in this case. 

12 6. If Plaintiff submits any "BOE Responses" to the Court, such "BOE Responses" shall 

13 be lodged "CONDITIONALLY UNDER SEAL" as allowed by Rule 2.551 (b)(3)(A) of the California 

14 Rules of Court. Thereafter, all parties reserve all rights granted by Rules 2.550-2.551 of the 

15 California Rules of Court to file or oppose a motion to seal or unseal the "BOE Responses." 

16 7. Any "BOE Responses" presented at trial shall be lodged "CONDITIONALLY 

17 UNDER SEAL" as allowed by Rule 2.551(b)(3}(A) of the California Rules of Court. Thereafter, all 

18 parties reserve all rights granted by Rules 2.550-2.55 I of the California Rules of Court to file or 

19 oppose a motion to seal or unseal the "BOE Responses." 

20 8. Plaintiff's attorneys of record and any other person or entity provided with "BOE 

21 Responses" pursuant to paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 above shall return the "BOE Responses" to counsel for 

22 Watchtower, and shall permanently delete the "BOE Responses" from any computer or electronic 

23 storage device, upon the later of: 

24 (a) Thirty (30) calendar days following a written demand for return of the "BOE Responses." 

25 Such written demand may be made at any time following the conclusion of this case, including any 

26 appellate proceedings. For purposes of this paragraph, notice to Plaintiff's attorneys shall constitute 

27 notice to all persons or entities to whom the "BOE Responses" were transmitted; or 

28 (b) Thirty (30) calendar days following the denial of a motion to dissolve or modify this 

3 
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• 
Protective Omer and the exhaustion of any appellate procedures thereafter. If, however, a motion to 

2 dissolve or modify the Protective Order is granted in such a manner as conflicts in whole or in part 

3 with this paragraph, the subsequent order controls. Any work product referring to "BOE Responses" 

4 shall be subject to this Protective Order. 

5 9. Any person, other than the Court or its officers, to whom "BOE Responses" are 

6 disclosed or shown p11ISU8nt to paragraphs 4 or 5 shall be informed, prior to disclosure or showing, of 

7 the nature and scope of this Protective Order, and of his or her obligation to keep the "BOE 

8 Responses"· in confidence, and shall sign a statement and certification agreeing to comply with the 

9 terms of this Protective Order. 

10 10. This Court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to hear all disputes, including motions for 

11 sanctions, pertaining to or arising out of violations of this Protective Order and all parties and their 

I 2 attorneys agree to submit to the jurisdiction of the Court with respect to any such dispute. This 

13 Protective Order shall continue to be binding after the conclusion of this case except that a party may 

14 seek the written permission of Defendant Watchtower or further order of the Court with respect to 

15 dissolution or modification of this Protective Order. 

16 IT JS SO STIPULATED. 

17 Dated: November_, 20 I 6 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Dated: November __ , 2016 

MORRIS POLICH & PURDY LLP 

By: ___________ _ 

Beth A.Kahn 
Dean A. Olson 
Ryan C. McKim 
Attorneys for Defendant, Watchtower Bible and 
Tract Society of New York, Inc., sued herein as 
Doe 2, Supervisory Organization 

THE ZALKIN LAW FIRM, P.C. 

By: 1=-rwm-----:--. ----:M----::-. Zalki-,--,.,...,..._n ________ _ 

Devin M. Storey 
Attorneys for Plaintiff, Jose Lopez 

4 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

IT IS SO ORDERED, 

Dated: _______ _ 

5 

Hon. Gregory W. Pollack 
Judge of the Superior Court 

STIPULATED PROTECTIVE ORDER AND NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT: [PROPOSED) ORDER 
L07438S6.vl 



• 

EXHIBIT 9 



Exhibit 9 



Stephanie R. Cox 

From: 
Sent 
To: 
Cc 
Subject: 
Attachmentr. 

Ryan, 

Devin Storey <dms@zallcin.com> 
Friday, November 04, 2016 9:39 AM 
Ryan C. McKim 
Beth A. Kahn; Irwin Zalkin 
RE: Jose Lopez v. Doe 1, Linda Vista Church, et al. 
LOPEZ JOSE -- Stipulated Protective Order and Nondisclosure Agreement DMS Redline 
ll-3-16.docx 

I have attached a redlined version of the protective order that I will sign. The redline deletes the paragraph calling for 
redaction of the third party information, but otherwise leaves the protective order intact. The reason for the change is 
that, as you are aware, we do not agree with the extent of the redactions made to th~se documents in the Padron case, 
and both the discovery referee and trial court agreed that the redactions were so extensive as to make the produced 
documents dlffteult if not impossible for us to use, which undercuts the purpose of ordering Watchtower to produce 
them in the first place. If you produce the documents in the same format, and with the same redactions as in Padron (as 
I expect you intend to do), there will be motion practice about the scope of the redactions and we will seek production 
of less redacted documents. We believe It Is clear that Judge Lewis Intended for the names of victims to be redacted 
(and ordered this production without a protective order). 
This obviously has not been addressed In Lopez, being that no documents were ever produce and no Judge has 
considered whether the scope of the redactions are appropriate. We therefore think this paragraph must be removed. 
Please confirm that you agree to this change, and If you do, send back a version for me to sign. 

With respect to our motion for sanctions. I cannot release the reservation until you agree to produce all of the 
documents you have been ordered by Judge Lewis to produce, and which the Court of Appeal affirmed. I note that your 
email is less than straightforward on this point. You note that you will produce some documents responsive to request 
number 12, which you contend are also responsive to request number 5. But you do not state that you will produce all 
documents in Watchtower's possession, custody or control that are responsive to request numbers 5 and 12, i.e., all of 
the documents Watchtower has been ordered to produce. This is far from an unequivocal statement that you will 
comply with the court orders. Please clearly stale that Watchtower will produce all of the documents it was ordered to 
produce, and let me know when you intend to produce the documents. If confirm this, I will consider cancelling the 
reservation, or at least we can limit the motion solely to the redaction issue. Thanks. 

Devin 

From: Ryan c. McKJrn [malltD:RMcKlm@mpplaw,comJ 
Sent: Wednesday, November 02, 2016 U:36 PM 
To: Devin StX>rey 
Cc: Beth A. Kahn 
Subject: Jose Lopez v. Doe 1, Linda Vista Church, et al. 

Devin, 

Wa1chtower will produce documents responsive to request no. 12. These documents are also responsive to request no. 
S. In this respect, please find attached a stipulated protective order and nondlsdosure agreement. It tracks the 
stipulated protective order and nondisclosure agreement that our offices entered into in Padron v. Doe 1, et al. Please 
confirm that Plaintiff will stipulate to the attached protective order and nondisclosure agreement. In addition, given 
Watchtower's document production, please confirm that Plaintiff will release his hearing reservation (I.e., on December 
9, 2016) for his a ntfcipated motion for sanction against Watchtower. 

1 



If Plaintiff will not stipulate to the protective order and nondisclosure agreement, this is Watchtower's attempt to meet 
and confer. The purpose of discovel'f is to assist parties In preparation for trial and settlement of disputes. (Seattle 
Times Co. v. Rhinehart (1984) 467 U.S. 20, 35; Davies v. Superior Court (1984)"36 cal.3d 291, 299.) To this end, Code of 
Civil Procedure section 2031.060(b) provides that, "for good cause shown," a court may make "any order that Justice 
requires" to protect a party or other person "from unwarranted annoyance, embarrassment, or oppression, or undue 
burden and expense.• Such orders may Include prohibitions on public dissemination of Information leamed in 
discovel'f. (Puerto v. Superior Court (2008) 158 cal.App.4th 1242, 1259.) Here, public disclosure of the documents at 
issue does not assist anyone In the preparation for trial or settlement of this case. Therefore, an order prohibiting public 
disclosure of the documents is proper. 

Please let us know your position on the issues raised In this correspondence. 

Sincerely, 
Ryan 

Ryan c. McKlm 
Senior Associate 

1055 West Seventh Street 
Twenty-fourth Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Direct: 213.417 .5336 
Main: 213.891.9100 
Fax: 213.488.1178 

RMdCim@moolaw.com 

Morris Polich '" Purely lLP 

LOs Angeles - San Francisco - San Diego - Las Vegas 
www.moolaw,com 

Please think twke before printing this email 

PRIVlLEGED ANO CONFIDENTJAI. INFORMATION 
The infonnatlon r:ontained in this document ls Intended solely for use by the persons or entitles identified above. This electronically 
transmitted document contains privileged and confidential information including information which may be protected by the attorney-dient 
and/or work product privtleges. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or other use of the 
contents of this transmission is prohibited. Jf you received this transmission in error, please notify us by telephone (213·891-9100) and 
permanently delete this message without making a copy. 

2 



Beth A. Kahn, Esq., SBN 134158 
Dean A. Olson, Esq., SBN 126155 

2 Ryan C. McKim, Esq., SBN 265941 
MORRIS POLICH & PURDY LLP 

3 1055 West Seventh Street, 24th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90017 

4 Telephone: (213) 891-9100 
Facsimile: (213) 488-1178 

5 BK.ahn@mpplaw.com 
DOlson@mpplaw.com 

6 RMcKim@mpplaw.com 

7 Attorneys for Defendant, Watchtower Bible and 
Tract Society of New York, Inc., sued herein as 

8 Doe 2, Supervisory Organization 

9 SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

10 COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

11 

12 JOSE LOPEZ, an Individual, Case No. 37-2012-00099849-CU-PO-CTL 

STIPULATED PROTECTIVE ORDER AND 
NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT; 
(PROPOSED) ORDER 

13 Plaintiff, 

14 v. 

15 DOE I, LINDA VISTA CHURCH; DOE 2, 
SUPERVISORY ORGANIZATION; DOE 3, 

Assigned to: Hon. Gregory W. Pollack 
Dept.: 71 

16 PERPETRATOR; and DOES 4 through I 00, 
inclusive, Trial Date: None. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Defendants 

Plaintiff Jose Lopez (hereinafter "Plaintiff'') and Defendant Watchtower Bible & Tract 

Society of New York, Inc., (hereinafter "Defendant Watchtower"), by and through their respective 

counsel of record, hereby stipulate to enuy of the following Stipulated Protective Order And 

Nondisclosure Agreement ("Protective Order") for the production of confidential information 

requested by Plaintiff from Defendant Watchtower. 

NONDISCLOSURE AND CONFIDENTIALITY AGREEMENT 

WHEREAS, the Court has ordered that Defendant Watchtower produce documents in 

response to Plaintiff's Request for "All letters, emails, facsimiles, or other documentary, tangible, or 

STIPULATED PROTECTIVE ORDER AND NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT; [PROPOSED) ORDER 
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electronically stored infonnation of any kind, Watchtower Bible and Tract Society New York, Inc. 

2 received in response to the Body of Elder Letter Dated March 14, I 997" which Defendant 

3 Watchtower contends involve or contain confidential, privileged, proprietary, and/or related 

4 infonnation ("BOE Responses") belonging to Defendant Watchtower; af!£l 

5 Wl~~AS, with FesfJeet le the QOB Responses, the CoHFt hes ereleFeEI that "~e the enteat 

6 the deeuffi8ft1:9 pFOdueeEI migM UV1ade tke f)ri1roey Figi,Hs of thirti pat=ties, defenS&At lft&f pFeeh:tee 

7 S:oe\iffie~ vflieFeia t:he A:affles, &em=esses, e mail Hbesses, telephone Rafflbers mul seeial seet:1.Fity 

8 aUH1lierfs] ef thira jlarties have lieE!!! Fedeered" ~OR!e.r ea ReeemmE!ftclatieRS ef Diseeveey Referee, 

9 Hie s1am11ed J&Bll&f'.,' 2, 2QI 1, jl. 1) Ealifeieafler "lenllllfY 2Ql 1 Preteeti~·e Order''); 

IO NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY STIPULATED, AGREED AND ORDERED lHAT: 

11 l. Defendant Watchtower will produce the "BOE Responses" in its possession and 

12 · control to Plaintiff's attorneys pursuant to this Stipulated Protective Order and the January 2014 

13 Protective Order. 

14 2. All ''BOE Responses" shall be designated and marked "CONFIDENTIAL" by 

15 Defendant Watchtower in the header and the footer in a manner that will not obscure the textual 

I 6 content of the document. 

17 3. The "BOE Responses", including any and all documents and information contained 

18 therein, shall be maintained in confidence by Plaintiff's attorneys and shall be used for the sole and 

19 exclusive purpose of Plaintiff's attorneys' preparation for depositions, as exhibits to motions and/or 

20 oppositions and replies to motions, and at trial of this case. Plaintiff's counsel may inform the Court 

21 in other litigation against Defendant Watchtower that Defendant Watchtower has produced the "BOE 

22 Responses" in this case but may not reveal, refer to or characterize the content of the documents. 

23 4. The "BOE Responses" shall not be disclosed or copied in any fonn to any person or 

24 entity (except to the extent reasonably necessary to Plaintiff's attorneys' regularly employed staff and 

25 contracted personnel subject to the provisions of paragraph 9) for any other purpose other than those 

26 set forth in paragraphs 5, 6 and 7 below. 

27 5. Plaintiff's attorneys may scan, OCR, and/or store digital images of the "BOE 

28 Responses" on Plaintiff's attorneys' password-protected in-house and Cloud-based servers ("the 
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Servers"). The digitized versions of the "BOE Responses" may be downloaded from the Servers to 

2 individual desktop or laptop computers owned, or temporarily leased, by Plaintiff's attorneys' law 

3 firm as needed to database, analyu, code, abstract, prepare exhibits, or otherwise manipulate the data 

4 contained within the "BOE Responses." Plaintiff's attorneys may provide a hard copy version and/or 

5 encrypted electronic copy of the "BOE Responses," or any data analyses or exhibits created 

6 therefrom, to their experts or consultants and may use or transmit "BOE Responses" in an encrypted 

7 electronic format for purposes solely related to this litigation. Plaintiff's experts and/or consultants 

8 may similarly store digital images of the "BOE Responses" on their own in-house, Cloud-based, or 

9 other servers, and download such digitized images to desktop or laptop computers owned or leased by 

10 the expert and/or consultant, as reasonably necessary to complete the worlc commissioned by Plaintiff 

11 in this case. 

12 6. If Plaintiff submits any "BOE Responses" to the Court, such "BOE Responses" shall 

13 be lodged "CONDITIONALLY UNDER SEAL" as allowed by Rule 2.55l(b)(3)(A) of the California 

14 Rules of Court. Thereafter, all parties reserve all rights granted by Rules 2.550-2.551 of the 

15 California Rules of Court to file or oppose a motion to seal or unseal the "BOE Responses." 

16 7. Any "BOE Responses" presented at trial shall be lodged "CONDITIONALLY 

17 UNDER SEAL" as allowed by Rule 2.551(b)(3)(A) of the California Rules of Court. Thereafter, all 

18 parties reserve all rights granted by Rules 2.550-2.551 of the California Rules of Court to file or 

19 oppose a motion to seal or unseal the "BOE Responses." 

20 8. Plaintiff's attorneys of record and any other person or entity provided with "BOE 

21 Responses" pursuant to paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 above shall return the "BOE Responses" to counsel for 

22 Watchtower, and shall permanently delete the "BOE Responses" from any computer or electronic 

23 storage device, upon the later of: 

24 (a) Thirty (30) calendar days following a written demand for return of the "BOE Responses." 

25 Such written demand may be made at any time following the conclusion of this case, including any 

26 appellate proceedings. For purposes of this paragraph, notice to Plaintiff's attorneys shall constitute 

27 notice to all persons or entities to whom the "BOE Responses" were transmitted; or 

28 (b) Thirty (30) calendar days following the denial of a motion to dissolve or modify this 
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Protective Order and the exhaustion of any appellate procedures thereafter. If, however, a motion to 

2 dissolve or modify the Protective Order is granted in such a manner as conflicts in whole or in part 

3 with this paragraph, the subsequent order controls. Any work product referring to "BOE Responses" 

4 shall be subject to this Protective Order. 

5 9. Any person, other than the Court or its officers, to whom "BOE Responses" are 

6 disclosed or shown pursuant to paragraphs 4 or 5 shall be informed, prior to disclosure or showing, of 

7 the nature and scope of this Protective Order, and of his or her obligation to keep the "BOE 

8 Responses" in confidence, and shall sign a statement and certification agreeing to comply with the 

9 terms of this Protective Order. 

JO 10. This Court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to hear all disputes, including motions for 

11 sanctions, pertaining to or arising out of violations of this Protective Order and all parties and their 

12 attorneys agree to submit to the jurisdiction of the Court with respect lo any such dispute. This 

13 Protective Order shall continue to be binding after the conclusion of this case except that a party may 

14 seek the written permission of Defendant Watchtower or further order of the Court with respect to 

15 dissolution or modification of this Protective Order. 

16 IT IS SO STJPULA TED. 

17 Dated: November __ , 2016 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Dated: November __ , 2016 

MORRIS POLICH & PURDY LLP 

By: ___________ _ 
BethA. Kahn 
Dean A. Olson 
Ryan C. McK.im 
Attorneys for Defendant, Watchtower Bible and 
Tract Society of New York, Inc., sued herein as 
Doe 2, Supervisory Organization 

THEZALKIN LAW FIRM, P.C. 

By: ____________ _ 

lrwi n M. Zalkin 
Devin M. Storey 
Attorneys for Plaintiff, Jose Lopez 
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IT IS SO ORDERED. 

Dated: ________ _ 
Hon. Gregory W. Pollack 
Judge of the Superior Court 
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FOR THE COUN'IY OF SAN DIEGO 

Jose Lopez, Individually, 
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v. 

Defendant Doe I, Linda Vista Church; 
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Organization; Defen4ant Doe 3, 
f ewetrator; and Does 4 through I 00, 
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Defendants. 
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L INTRODUCTION 

This action results from the sexual abuse of Plaintiff Jose Lopez by Gonzalo Campos.1 

The molestation arose from Plaintiff and Campos' mutual association with Watchtower Bible 

and Tract Society of New York, Inc. ("Watchtower.") Prior to the commencement of Plaintiff's 

claim, Watchtower had been named as a defendwit in two prior lawsuits involving the 

molestation of six children by Campos. (Declaration of Devin M. Storey, at 'II 3.) Since this 

action was filed, an eighth victim has commenced an action which also alleges molestation by 

Campos. (Dec. of Storey at '114.) That action is pending in Department 75 of this Court. 

In this action, Watchtower was ordered to turn over two categories of documents, and 

that order was' affirmed by the Court of Appeal in a published decision in Lopez v. Watchtower 

Bible and Tract Society of New York; Inc. (2016) 246 Cal.App.4th 566. The first category of 

documents was responsive to Plaintiff's request fur production 5 and was served along with a 

PMQ deposition notice. That category is comprised of: 

"[a]ny and all individual written accounts, reports, summaries, letters, emails, facsimiles, 
and records, whether or not compiled, concerning reports of sexual abuse of children by 
members of the Jehovah's Witnesses, including but not limited to, Governing Body 
members, district overseers, circuit overseers, elders, ministerial servants, pioneers, 
publishers, baptized publishers, and individuals from the time period of 1979 to the 
present.• 

Lopez, supra, 246 Cal.App.4th at 577; see also Ex. 4, Order dated January 2, 2014; Ex. 3, 

Referee Recommendation dated December 20, 2013. 

1 In the type of misrepresentation that is surprisingly common in Watchtower's motion for 
protective order, Watchtower refers to the molestation as "a single allegation of fondling of the 
buttocks." (Motion at p. 1.) In fact, Plaintiff testified about, and Campos has admitted to, 
substantial abuse including playing with the anus of the 6 year old Plaintiff, attempted sodomy, 
and fondling Plaintiff's gemtals. (Ex. I, Lopez Depo at pp. 175-181; Ex. 2, July 4, 1999 draft 
letter.) And, to the extent Watchtower cites to paragraph 5-5.3 of the second amended 
complaint to support its fanciful explanation of its lack of liability, the complaint does not 
support Watchtower's version of events in the least. 
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Watchtower was also ordered to produce a second category of documents, which is 

effectively a subset of the larger group. This second category was responsive to Plaintiff's 

request for production number 12 appended to the PMQ notice and requested: 

"[a]ll letters, emails, facsimiles, or other documentary, tangible, or electronically stored 
information of any kind, Watchtower Bible and Tnu:t Society New York, Inc. received 
in response to the Body ofElder Letter Dated March 14, 1997." 

Lopez, supra, 246 Cal.App.4th at 577; see also Ex. 4, Order dated January 2, 2014; Ex. 3, 

Referee Recommendation dated December 20, 2013. "The March 14, 1997 letter instructed 

elders to send a written report to Watchtower about 'anyone who is currently serving or who 

formerly served in a [Watchtower]-appointed position in your congregation who is known to 

have been guilty of child molestation in the past.'" Lopez, supra, 246 Cal.App.4th at 577, fu. 4. 

In the 8 months since the Court of Appeal opinion was published, Watchtower has not 

produced a single responsive page. Although Plaintiff has offered to stipulate to the entry of a 

protective order identical to the one previously reached in Padron v. Defendant Doe 1 

(involving Watchtower's production of the category I~ documents) (attached as Exhibit 7), and 

to allow for the redaction of the "names, addresses, e-mail addresses, telephone numbers and 

social security numbers" of third parties who are identified as victims of childhood sexual abuse 

in the subject documents, Watchtower has refused this offer. Instead, Watchtower has filed a 

motion for protective order by which it ostensibly seeks to determine the extent of permissible 

redactions and to second guess the date range of documents to be produced.2 But, through the 

motion, Watchtower also seeks to re-litigate its obligation to comply with request number 5 

despite clear orders requiring compliance. 

This Court should allow Watchtower to redact the "names, addresses, e-mail addresses, 

telephone numbers and social security numbers" of victims of childhood sexual abuse, but 
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should not allow any other redactions because there are no other protectable privacy rights 

implicated by the document production. Additionally, this Court should require Watchtower to 

produce all responsive documents in its possession, custody or control, includiog all documents 

possessed by the Service Department (even those received after March of 2001). Finally, this 

Court should refuse Watchtower's invitation to re-litigate its obligation to produce documents 

responsive to request number 5. 

II. NO PRIVACY RIGHTS JUSTIFY THE WIDESPREAD REDACTIONS 
DEFENDANT SEEKS 

Watchtower seeks to justify the wholesale redaction of responsive documents on the 

basis of third party privacy interests. "[T]he right of privacy protects !he individual's 

reasonable expectation of privacy against a serious invasion." (Pioneer Electronics (USA), Inc. 

v. Superior Court (2007) 40 Cal.4th 360, 370 [emphasis in original].) However, "[p]rivacy 

concerns are not absolute; they must be balanced against other important interests. [Citations.] 

'[N]ot every act which has some impact on personal privacy invokes the protections of [our 

Constitution] .... [A] court should not play the trump card of unconstitutionality to protect 

absolutely every assertion of individual privacy.' [Citation.]" (In re Clergy Cases I (2010) 188 

Cal.App.4th 1224, 1234, citing Hill v. National Collegiate Athletic Assn. ( 1994) 7 Cal.4th I.) 

Because "privacy interests are best assessed separately and in context" the Supreme 

Court has recognized that the starting point in analyzing an assertion of privacy is to specifically 

identify a privacy interest (HiII, 7 Cal.4th at 35, 37.) Then the court must determine whether 

the privacy claimant possesses a "reasonable expectation of privacy under the specific 

circumstances, including customs, practices, and physical settings surrounding particular 

activities [which] may create or inhibit reasonable expectations of privacy." The court must 

2 Plaintiff opposes paragraphs 1 and 11 of Watchtower's Proposed Protective Order (filed with 
its motion). Plaintiff consents to the entry of paragraphs 2-10. 
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also find that a serious invasion of that privacy interest is threatened, i.e., an invasion 

"'sufficiently serious in their nature, scope and actual or potential impact to constitute an 

egregious breach of the social nonns underlying the privacy right."' (See A/ch v. Superior 

Court (2008) 165 Cal.App.4th 1412, 1423.) 

If either of these elements is lacking, the privacy assertion fails. If both of these 

elements are present, the court must then balance the strength of the privacy interest against all 

competing interests to determine whether the disclosure of information is warranted. (Pioneer 

Electronics (USA}, Inc. v. Superior Court, supra, 40 Cal.4th at 371.) Watchtower asserts the 

privacy interests of victims of childhood sexual abuse, molesters, congregations, elders and 

percipient witnesses. (Motion at pp. 5-8.) Though not mentioned in Watchtower's motion, it 

will also seek to redact the names of cities and towns where abuse occurred and local law 

enforcement. As discussed below, only victims of childhood sexual abuse have a protectable 

privacy interest, and those interests are adequately protected by redacting their "names, 

addresses, e-mail addresses, telephone numbers and social security numbers." No further 

redaction is warranted. 

A. Congregations, Cities, Towns, Elders and Percipient Witnesses Do Not Possess 
A Reasonable Expectation of Privacy in the Court Ordered Documents 

Watchtower proposes to redact the names of congregations where abuse occurred, cities 

and towns where those congregations are located, elders who investigated or responded to 

allegations of abuse, and percipient witnesses who are not identified in the documents as victims 

of molestation.3 Citing NAACP v. Alabama (1958) 357 U.S. 449, Watchtower claims that 

3 At the January 2, 2014 hearing before Judge Lewis the extent of the discussion of third party 
privacy was limited to Mr. McCabe's accusation that Plaintiff's lawyers wanted the names of 
victims to solicit other clients (Ex. 6, 1/2/14 Transcript at p. 15); Lopez's lawyer's suggestion 
that the names of victims be redacted (Ex. 6, 1/2/14 Transcript at p. 18); and this Court's 
statement that the names should be redacted to "keep these folks from knowing who those 
people are." (Ex. 6, 1/2/14 Transcript at p. 18.) The discussion before the referee was nearly as 
narrow. The referee asked about how privacy concerns had been handled in connection with an 
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producing the documents without redacting this information ''would interfere with freedom of 

association, freedom of assembly and freedom of speech." (Motion at p. 6.) Nonsense. This 

case is nothing like NAACP v. Alabama, where a complete membership list was directly 

requested by an adverse litigant Plaintiff has not sought a membership list The documents are 

not sought because of the third parties' status as Jehovah's Witnesses, but instead due to their 

involvement with allegations of child abuse that became known to Watchtower. lf Watchtower 

were correct, a litigant could never learn the name of percipient witnesses with potentially 

relevant infonnation if those witnesses happened to be members of a voluntary association. 

That a discovery request may incidentally identify witnesses who happen to be, or not be, 

Jehovah's Witnesses, or members of the State Bar of California, or of the local Elles Lodge, is 

inconsequential. Watchtower has cited no case suggesting that the right of associational privacy 

precludes discovery under such circumstances. Consequently, Watchtower has not identified 

any legitimate privacy interest on behalf of cities, towns, congregations, percipient witnesses, 

elders, or law enforcement. These names should not be redacted. 

B. Production of the Subject Documents to Plaintiff - Subject to a Protective 
Order - Would Not Result in a Serious Invasion of Any Privacy Interest 

Plaintiff will assume for purposes of this motion that perpetrators and victims of sexual 

abuse identified in the subject documents have an expectation of privacy. But this does not end 

the inquiry. Those rights are only entitled to protection if the proposed disclosure is a serious 

invasion of those privacy interests. "[I1be invasion of privacy complained of must be 'serious' 

in nature, scope, and actual or potential impact to constitute an 'egregious' breach of social 

norms, for trivial invasions afford no cause of action." (Pioneer Electronics, supra, 40 Cal.4th 

at 370-371 citing Hill, supra, 7 Cal.4th at 37.) And, "[p]rotective measures, safeguards and 

earlier motion, which Plaintiff's counsel explained. (Ex. 5, 12/13/13 Transcript at pp. 23-25.) 
The only third parties even mentioned were victims and perpetrators. Neither jurist ever 
suggested an intention to allow the wide-spread redactions Watchtower seeks. 
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other alternatives may minimi:re the privacy intrusion. 'For example, if intrusion is limited and 

confidential information is carefully shielded from disclosure except to those who have a 

legitimate need to know, privacy concerns are assuaged."' (Pioneer Electronics, supra, 40 

Cal.4th at 371, citing Hill, supra, 7 Cal. 4th at 38); see also See Doe v. U.S. Swimming, 200 

Cal.App.4th 1424, 1439 (concerns over privacy could have been addressed through "protective 

order limiting the use and dissemination of the disclosed information.") 

Here, production would cause no serious invasion of any interest because Plaintiff has 

agreed to most of the terms in Watchtower's proposed protective order, which provides in part: 

• If filed, the subject documents must be lodged conditionally under seal (Proposed 

Order at ff 6, 7); 

• The subject documents cannot be introduced in any other pending action against the 

Jehovah's Witnesses. Plaintiff's lawyers are prohibited from disclosing the content 

of the documents in any other actions, or even mentioning how many responsive 

documents have been produced (Proposed Order at 13); 

• The subject documents can only be shown to approved categories of experts and 

consultants, and only after that person has been apprised of the protective order and 

agreed to be bound by its terms (Proposed Order at ff 4, 9); 

• The subject documents must be returned to Watchtower at the conclusion of this 

litigation (Proposed Order at '118); 

• Any violation of the terms of the protective order is punishable with sanctions 

(Proposed Order at 'f 10.) 

Given this strict protection, production of the documents to Plaintiff's counsel for use 

solely in this action would not result in a serious invasion of any privacy right Additionally, 

with respect to victims of abuse, Plaintiff has agreed to (and this Court has ordered) the 
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additional protection of redacting their ''names, addresses, e-mail addresses, telephone numbers 

and social security numbers." Such redaction will prevent a serious invasion of any privacy 

interest. See Snibbe v. Superior Court (2014) 244 Cal.App.4th 184, 196 ("[b]ecause the 

production of portions of redacted orders would not invade patient privacy, real parties need not 

show a compelling need for discovery"); Poway Unified School District v. Superior Cowt 

(1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1496, 1506 (the parties can "address privacy concerns by redacting 

released materials. j There are already ample protections in place, so the production of the 

subject documents - without redacting perpetrator names, and with the redaction of specified 

victim information - does not seriously invade any privacy interest. 4 

C. The State's Compelling Interest in Finding the Truth in Legal Proceedings 
Outweighs any Privacy Interests 

Even if the third parties identified by Watchtower possess some reasonable expectation 

of privacy, and the production of the subject documents under these circumstances would be a 

serious invasion of those privacy interests (it would not), the assertion of privacy still fails 

because the State possesses compelling interests that outweigh those rights. In Doe 2 v. 

Superior Colll'f (2005) 132 Cal.App.4th 1504, 1520-1521, the court of appeal considered a 

request for information in discovery that would directly identify victims of childhood sexual 

abuse. The j:Ourt found that even these rights are not absolute and must bow to more compelling 
. 

societal interests.5 (Id. at 1520.) The court recognized that "[t]he state has enough of an interest 

4 Contrary to this Court's earlier order, Watchtower argues "merely redactiogthe name, address, 
e-mail address, telephone number and social security number of a victim (as opposed to all third 
parties) does not adequately protect the victim's constitutional privacy ri~ts." (Motion at p. 6.) 
Watchtower asks this Court to allow it to redact all third party information - whether the other 
third parties have any privacy interest or not - out of a fear that Plaintiffrnay be able to reverse 
engineer the names of victims. (Motion at p. 7.) This is unnecessary given that the documents 
will be produced subject to a protective to which Plaintiff has agreed, and Plaintiff's counsel has 
no interest in contacting these victims. There is no legal support, or rational need, for the 
f"!despread redaction requested by Watchtower. . 

Defendant cites Scull v. Superior Cowt, (1988) 206 Cal.App.3d 784, but that case does not 
help Watchtower. There, a psychiatrist was arrested for molesting a teenage patient. After 
several other victims came forward, the doctor's records were seized and the district attorney 
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in discovering the truth in legal proceedings, that it may compel diselosure of confidential 

material.'.6 (Id citing Palay v. Superior Court (1993) 18 Cal.App.4th 919, 933.) Here, the 

production of the documents - with victim names redacted and subject to the protective order to 

which Plaintiff has agreed - poses even Jess of a burden on third party privacy, so the State's 

interest is more than sufficient to justify production. 

As to the privacy interests of child molesters, In re Clergy Cases I is controlling. Unlike 

here, where Plaintiff simply seeks to obtain information in discovery (subject to limitations on 

disclosure), the plaintiffs in In re Clergy Cases I sought a far more invasive order permitting the 

public release of personnel files relating to molestation by Catholic priests (including 

psychological records). 188 Cal.App.4th at 1228. Only one of the priests had been convicted of 

molestation and few were actual parties to the lawsuits. Id at 1229, 1236. The court found 

societal interests in protecting children outweigh the privacy rights of accused molesters - even 

tbose that were not a party to the litigation. Id. at 1235-1236. Id at 1229. Toe court also 

recognized every citiz.en's interest in knowing "if a prominent and powerful institution has 

cloaked in secrecy decades of sexual abuse." Id at 1236. Ultimately, the court determined that 

the privacy interest of the molesters must bow to the State's compelling interests. Id These 

same concerns ate equally aj>plicable here.7 

SOl!ght the names and contact information of all female pati!'D,ts ov~ the previous ten years. Id 
at 787. The court of appeal reyeised an order giving the district attorney the information. The 
court noted: "[w]e agree with the proposition that the exercise of the court's power to search for 
additional victims and evidence of other crlnies, if properly used, may be beneficial." Id at 
793. But the court was concerned about the danger of contacting former clients because as 
patients of a psychiatrist they may be upset to relive the issues for which they sought treatment 
or be further upset by the insinuation that they may have been molested. Id at 793. Plaintiff 
does not propose to contact the other victims, and has agreed that specified information should 
~ redacted. Thus, the interests that drove the Scull decision are absent here. 

Indeed, "[t]he very integrity of the judicial system and public confidence in the system depend 
on full disclosure of all the facts, within the framework of the rules of evidence." United States 
f- Nixon (1974) 418 U.S. 683, 709. . 

Watchtower attempts to distinguish In re Clergy Cases I, arguing that the trial court in that 
case had found that there was evidence suggesting all of the accused actually committed 
molestation, and argues that the same is not true here. (Motion at p. 7.) But with respect to the 
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D. Watchtower's Proposed Pseudonym Procednre is Unnecessary and is Designed 
to Hamper Plaintiff's Ability to Use the Information Produced 

Watchtower has proposed that molesters identified in the documents should be protected 

by being identified by pseudonyms. As discussed above, molesters have little, if any, 

protectable privacy interest in the facts of $:ir molestations (see In re Clergy Cases /), and 

Plaintiff has already agreed to the portions of the protective order limiting use and 

dissemination of the documents so the production would not be a serious invasion. Absent an 

additional order of this Court, the documents will not be publicly filed or disseminated. What 

possible interest is preserved by the numbering system other than Watchtower's interest in 

continuing to hide the scope of its problem with child molesters? None. Watchtower's 

embarrassment that it has allowed child abuse to flourish in its organization is not a privacy 

interest. In fact, as the court noted in In re Clergy Cases I this is an affirmative justification for 

production. 188 Cal.App.4th at 1236 ("all citizens have a compelling interest in knowing if a 

prominent and powerful institution has cloaked in secrecy decades of sexual abuse. j 

Watchtower fails to recognize that the right to privacy does not exist to provide an organization 

an avenue to conceal the criminal conduct of its members. There is no legal justification for the 

pseudonym system Watchtower requests. 

Regardless, use of pseudonyms for molesters would prejudice Plaintiff in multiple ways. 

First, the redactions Watchtower now proposes are the same redactions it employed in Padron. 

category 12 documents, for instance, reports were only written about "known" molesters, i.e. 
those who had either admitted abuse or whose conduct was observed by two credible witnesses. 
Thus, most, if not all of the subject documents will also involve proven acts of m9lestation. 
Additionally, Watchtower claims that there is no public safety aspect to this case. (Motion at 
pp. 7-8.)' Again Watchtower is wrong. Given the portions of the yrotective order Watchtower 
has proposed, and to which Plaintiff has agreed, an additional weighing of privacy rights may be 
undertaken at the time that documents are lodged under seal at trial and Watchtower moves to 
seal them. (Ex. 7, Protective Order at 'i 7; Proposed Order at 'J 7.) If this Court determines that 
the First Amendment right of access and other interests outweigh the privacy interests, the 
documents may be public!}'. filed at that time; raising the exact public safety issues at issue in In 
re Clergy Cases L Regardless, Watchtower's forced production of this information may serve 
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There, after having reviewed the documents, the plaintiff argued that the extent of redactions 

was so pervasive as to make the documents virtually unusable, thereby undermining the court's 

clear purpose that Plaintiff should be able to make use of documents it ordered produced. (Dec. 

of Storey at ff 17-25.) Watchtower raised the same arguments in Padron that it makes now, 

i.'e., that it could use a numbering system to identify molesters. But, after hearing those 

arguments, and reviewing a sampling of letters, the referee and then Judge Strauss agreed with 

Plaintiff that the redaction frustrated Plaintiff's ability to use the documents in a number of 

respects. (Ex. 8, Padron Recommendation at p. 7.) Because of the protective order in Padron, 

Plaintiff cannot give this Court the same sampling of documents to review. 8 

Next, the pseudonym system will prevent Plaintiff from fully investigating his claim for 

punitive damages and from presenting that portion of his case to a jury. In this case, the elders 

at Playa Pacifica Congregation recognized that "[t]he community does not know all of this and 

there was no publicity in this regard. Everything happened within the congregation and that is 

why he has not been indicted.'') (Ex. 10, July 24, 1999 Letter to Watchtower.) In sworn 

discovery responses, Watchtower has admitted that its Service Department has never reported a 

molester to Jaw enforcement (Ex. 11, Padron Watchtower Interrogatory Responses at pp. 12-

14.) Plaintiff is entitled to follow up to determine whether Watchtower has engaged in a pattern 

and practice of discouraging elders (even mandatory reporters) from reporting molestation 

allegations to law enforcement. If so, a jury could conclude that Watchtower's conduct toward 

Plaintiff was more reprehensible. See Bullock v. Phillip Morris USA, Inc. (2011) 198 

Cal.App.4th 543, 560. One way to do this is to subpoena law enforcement records for some of 

an additional public safety benefit by causing it to change its policies regarding child 
molestation. There is no reason to redact the names of perpetrators. 
8 This has not stopped Watchtower from cherry-picking examples from those same documents 
and submitting them to this Court. (See Watchtower Exhibits 15 and 16). It is underhanded that 
Watchtower has given this Court selected documents knowing that Plaintiff has no way of 
responding due to the Padron protective order. 
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the identified molesters to determine if mandated reports were made. Watchtower's proposed 

pseudonym system would prevent Plaintiff from following up on this vital course of inquiry. 

Finally, Plaintiff does not trust that Watchtower will make a legitimate effort to produce 

all responsive documents, or produce everything it locates (and history proves that Watchtower 

has made every possible effort to obstruct Plaintiff's right to these documents). The numbering 

system proposed by Watchtower would prohibit Plaintiff from investigating the completeness of 

the production. For instance, Google searches about molestation by Jehovah's Witnesses bring 

up many results; some identify particular accused molesters. It is important for Plaintiff to 

compare the names of the molesters identified in the subject documents to names publicly 

available to assess the completeness of Watchtower's production. If names appear in news 

articles but Watchtower produced no documents about that particular molester, is it because 

Watchtower's search methodology was incomplete? Is this evidence that molestation is more 

prevalent than the documents produced by Watchtower suggest? Or worse, is this evidence that 

Watchtower intentionally did not produce everything it was ordered to provide? Watchtower's 

proposed numbering system would deprive Plaintiff of this information. 

ill.WATCHTOWER HAS ACCESS TO THE SERVICE DEPARTMENT 
DOCUMENTS 

Watchtower has been ordered to produce all letters it received in ~nse to the March 

14, 1997 Body of Elders Jetter. The request has no time limitations. Additionally, Watchtower 

was ordered by this Court to produce all complaints and other documents about child 

molestation "from the time period of 1979 to the present." Lopez, supra, 246 Cal.App.4th at 

577. Implicit in this order is that all responsive documents in the possession, custody or control 

of Watchtower must be produced (See Cal. Code Civ. Proc. § 2031.010) and that responsive 

documents up to the present must be produced. 
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In an effort to sidestep this Court's clear order, Watchtower argues that many responsive 

docwnents (all documents generated after March of 2001) are not in its possession, custody or 

control and instead belong to a distinct corporation, Christian Congregation of Jehovah's 

Witnesses, Inc. (CCJW.) Notably, at the time this Court ordered Watchtower to produce these 

documents, it did not claim that it lacked access to them. Instead, Watchtower took a 

completely inconsistent position, arguing that it would be burdensome to search through the 

entirety of the congregation files for all 14,400 congregations. (Ex. 12, Ashe Dec. at 'f7.) Now, 

after three years have passed and the Court of Appeal has rejected Watchtower's burden 

argument, it now claims that it does not have access to those files after all. Given its previous 

position, and the facts discussed below, Watchtower's position is not credible. 

A. Watchtower Clearly Hu Access to Documents Possessed by the Service 
Department 

Until March of 2001, the Service Department communicated through Watchtower 

letterhead, and after March of 2001, the Service Department has communicated through CCJW 

letterhead. There were no substantive changes in the staffing of the Service Department, its 

location, or its operation that occurred when CCJW was created, no consideration was paid by 

CCJW to Watchtower to acquire the Service Department, and Watchtower concedes that it has 

access to the Service Department records and the authority to direct Service Department 

personnel to comply with trial court orders. Finally, Mario Moreno testified that the creation of 

CCJW was primarily to reinforce that the Jehovah's Witnesses are a religion, as opposed to 

being a printing company that owns some very recognizable buildings in Brooklyn. In other 

words, there is no true distinction between Watchtower and CCJW for purposes of the operation 

of the Service Department or for responding to Plaintiff's request for these docwnents. 

This is evident when one considers the discovery in this case. When Watchtower was 

ordered to produce its PMQ, it produced Richard Ashe, Jr., a Service Department worker (i.e. 
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someone over whom Watchtower now contends it has no control.)9 (Ex. 14, 3/31/14 Ashe Depo 

at pp. 1-18.) And, Richard Ashe- again a Service Department worker• signed a verification in 

this case as a "duly authorized representative of Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New 

York, Inc."10 (Ex. 16, Verification re Watchtower's Fourth Amended Responses to Plaintiff's 

Request for Production, Set One.) Also in this case, Watchtower prepared a privilege log that 

included items that are in the possession of the Service Department and which post-date March 

of 2001. (Ex. 20, Privilege Log at items 3, 4.) Watchtower has clearly had access to the 

Service Department and its documents in this case. 

In another case where the discoverability of the category 12 documents was at issue - JW 

v. Mountain View Congregation of Jehovah's Witnesses, et al (Case No. MCC 1300850) • 

Watchtower submitted multiple declarations explaining its efforts to search through the Service 

Department's files that clearly evidence its access to those documents. Sealtiel Paulah, a 

computer programmer working for the United States Branch of Jehovah's Witnesses, explained 

that the Service Department has converted its paper files for 14,400 congregations into an 

electronic format. (Ex. 21, Dec. ofPaulahat,i 3.) Watchtower, through document management 

software called Microsoft SharePoint, searched these files to isolate responsive electronic files. 

(Ex. 21, Dec. of Paulah at ,i 4, 7.) Service Department elders then reviewed the responsive 

documents. (Ex. 21, Dec. of Paulah at 'i 8.) Isaac Juarez, an elder working in the Service 

Department, confirms that "[b]ased on the confidential nature of the spiritual communications 

Watchtower maintains. only elders in the Service Department have access to them." (Ex. 22, 

9 In recent litigation Watchtower has habitually produced Service Department workers as its 
PMQs. (Dec. of Storey at'J 5.) 
10 Mr. Ashe has similarly signed verifications on behalf of Watchtower in many other cases. 
(Ex. 17, Verification re Watchtower's Interrogatories in Padron v. Doe 1 (Case No. 37-2013-
00067529-CU-PO-ClL; Ex. 18, Verification re Watchtower's Response to Request for 
Production of Documents. Set One, in Roe v. Doe (Case No. 30-2014-00741722-CU-PO-CJC); 
Ex. 19, Verification re Watchtower Amended Response to Request for Production,~ One. in 
JW v. Mountain View Congregation of Jehovah's Witnesses, et al (Case No. MCC 1300850.) 
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Dec. of Juarez at p. 2, fu. 1) (emphasis added.) There is no question that Watchtower has access 

to the Service Department files. 

B. Watchtower Also Has Access to the Responsive Documents Through Its Legal 
Department 

Mario Moreno, Esq., one of Watchtower's PMQs in this action, has testified that the 

Watchtower Legal Department is operated through Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New 

York, Inc. (Ex. 13, 4/1/2014 Moreno Depo at pp. 34-41.) Later, Douglas Chappel, who has 

served in the Service Department since 1980 provided a declaration in the matter entitled 

Annessa Lewis v. Bellows Falls CongregaJion of Jehovah's Witnesses, Inc. (U.S. District Court 

for the District of Vermont Case N111Dber 1: 14-cv-205.) Mr. Chappel averred that the plaintiff 

in that case had requested the category 12 doc111Dents, as well as all reports of childhood sexual 

abuse from 1960 to the present. He then conceded that "[a]t present, a Watchtower Legal 

Department paralegal is physically examining each file to locate any correspondence in 

response to the March 14, 1997 Letter or related to the subject of child abuse." (Ex. 23, 

Declaration of Douglas Chappel at ,r 20.) 

Thus, in addition to having access to the subject doc111Dents through the Service 

Department, Watchtower also received them when the Service Department provided the 

documents to the Legal Department. Whether addressed to Watchtower or not, Watchtower has 

"received" all of the files. Watchtower must therefore produce all of the subject documents. 

IV. WATCHTOWER HAS BEEN ORDERED TO PRODUCE THE CATEGORY 5 
DOCUMENTS 

Watchtower has been ordered to fully comply with Plaintiff's request n111Dbcr 5. Lopez, 

supra, 246 Cal.App.4th at 577. It clearly does not want to do so and is willing to go to 

extraordinarily duplicitous lengths to be excused from compliance. In its notice of motion, 

Watchtower claims to seek an order that, in complying with request numbers 5 and 12, it need 
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not "produce documents that post-date March of 2001." (Notice of Motion at "l 11.) Its brief 

contains only one section dealing specifically with category 5, which generally attacks Plaintiff 

as overreaching and hoping to engineer terminating sanctions, but does not request any relief. 

(Motion at p. 12.) But, in the last paragraph of its lengthy proposed order, Watchtower slips in 

a statement that "[b]ecause documents responsive to request no. 12 are also responsive to 

request no. 5, no further response to request no. 5 is required." (Proposed Order at•'l/ 11.) This 

is completely inconsistent with this Court's discovery order, the Court of Appeal decision, and 

this Court's statements at Watchtower's November 28, 2016 ex parte that all responsive 

documents must be produced. In essence, Watchtower tried to trick this Court into signing an 

order excusing it from complying with the Court of Appeal decision. 

This Court should deny Watchtower's request to excuse it from complying with the 

Court of Appeal <b:ision and seriously consider a substantial reprimand, if not sanctions, for 

Watchtower and its lawyers.11 

V. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, this Court should reject paragraphs 1 and 11 or Watchtower's 

proposed protective order, and instead allow only the redaction of the "names, addresses, e-mail 

addresses, telephone numbers and social security numbers" of individuals identified in the 

subject documents as victims of childhood sexual abuse. 

Dated: lrtY( 
~ysubntl~ 

De~ 
Attorney for Plaintiff 

11 Watchtower's effort lo re-litigate the discoverabiltty of the category S documents is prolu'bited by the Jaw of the 
case doctrine, and is also a procedurally improper motion for reconsideration in which none of the requirements of 
Code of Civil Procedure § I 008 arc met. 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

Jose Lopez v. Defendant Doe 1, Linda Vista Church, et al. . 
San Diego County Superior Court Case No: 37-2012-00099849-CU-PO-CTI.. 

I, Stephanie M. Paleo, am employed in the city and county of San Diego, State of 
California. I am over the age of 18 and not a party to the action; my business address is 12555 
High Bluff Drive, Suite 301, San Diego, CA 92130. 

On December 22, 2016, I caused to he served: 

PLAINTIFF'S OPPOSffiON TO DEFENDANT WATCHTOWER BIBLE AND TRACT 
SOCIETY OF NEW YORK, INC.'S MOTIO~FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER 

&Ji.~~0fo0ll~~~i'!~ltfbWll~Wti~~·:oCIETY OF 
NEW YORK, INC.'S MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER 

in this aption by placing a true and correct copy of said documents(s) in sealed envelopes 
addressed as foll!iws: 

SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST 

(BY MAIL) I am readily familiar with the firm's practice of collection and processing 
correspondence for mailing. Under that practice 1t would be deposited with the U.S. 
Postal Service on that same day with _postage thereon fully prepaid at San Diego, 
California, in the ordinary course of busmess. I am aware that on motion of the party 
seiVed, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage meter date is 
mare than one day after date of deposit for mailing in affidavit. 

(BY PERSONAL SERVICE) By causing to he delivered by hand to the addressee(s) on 
the date listed above. 

(BY OVERNIGHT DELIVERY - FEDERAL EXPRESS) I enclosed the documents in 
an envelope or package provided by an Federal Express and addressed to the 
persoll;I :at the ~ses Ii~ below. I pllieed the ~vel~ or package for 
collection and overnight delivery at an office of a regularly utilimd drop box for 
Federal Express. 

XX (BY E-MAIL OR ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION) Based on a court order or an 
agreement of tlie liarty to accept service by e-n\ail or electroajc transjnission, I 
caused the documents to he sent to the persons at the email address listed 
below. I did not receive, within a reasonable tii:ne after the transmission, any 
electronic messages or other indication that the transmissions were 
unsuccessful. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct. ~~~ 

Dated: ~ 
Stephanie M. Paleo 

PROOF OF SERVICE 



Dean A. Olson, Esq. 
Beth A. Kahn, Esq. 
Ryan McKim, Esq. 
Morris, Polich & Purdy, LLP 

SERVICE LIST 

1055 West Seventh Street, Twenty Fourth Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
Tel: 213-891-9100 
Fax: 213-488-1178 
email: bkahn@mpplaw.com 

dhoaiig@mpplaw.com 

Attorneys for Defendants 
Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. (sued as Doe 2, Supervisory 
Organi2.lltion) 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

DEPARTMENT 71 BEFORE HON. GREGORY W. POLLACK 

JOSE LOPEZ, an individual ) case No.: 
) 

37-2012-00099849 
CU-PO-CTL 
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v. 

DOE 1, LINDA VISTA CHURCH; 
SUPERVISORY ORGANIZATION; 

·DOE 3, PERPETRATOR; and DOES 
4 through 100, inclusive, 

Defendants 
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)Ex Parte 
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) 
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) 
) 
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) 
) _______________ ) 
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By: Devin Storey 
Attorney at Law 
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Transcript of Proceedings January 30, 2018 

SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT, TUESDAY, January 30, 2018 

DEPARTMENT 71 BEFORE HON. GREGORY W. POLLACK 

* * * 

• 
THE COURT: Come on forward. The Watchtower 

matter. 

(Both parties comply.) 

(Brief pause.) 

MR. MCKIM: Good morning, your Honor, Ryan 

McKim appearing on behalf of Defendant, Watchtower Bible 

and Tract Society 9f New York. 

MR. STOREY: Good morning, your Honor, Devin 

Storey for the Plaintiff. 

THE COURT: Good morning. 

MR. MCNAMARA: Good morning, your Honor, Frank 

McNamara on behalf of Watchtower. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

What's Watchtower's position on this? 

MR. MCKIM: Well, your Honor we're willing to 

stipulate to have the hearing on the 23rd of February. I 

mean, I don't think that there's any merit to Plaintiff's 

position, but if the Court wants to entertain a motion on 

the merit -- a hearing on the meritless of this motion 

we'll respond. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

But you're not willing to stipulate to what 

they're requesting? 

MR. STOREY: Well, we're willing to stipulate 

Page3 
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to a hearing on the 23rd of February. 

THE COURT: Right. 

MR. MCKIM: With respect to the underlying 

motion, they are not willing to stipulate. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

Well, let me -- let's see. Let me give you my 

thoughts on this. 

I understand the request by the Plaintiff, 

makes sense. It saves money and time and at some simple 

level it sounds like the right thing to do, but 

conceptually it's very much the wrong thing to do, and 

12 here are my,thoughts: 
~-I--
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Watchtower opposed a lot of the Discovery, 

concerned that it might be used in other cases, and the 

Plaintiff's position basically, "We need it for this 

case. By the way, we'll sign any protective order that 

returns and destroys documents at the end ... " 

And on that basis, the Court allowed it and now 

when the case is over to say, "We want to keep this for 

our next case," that strikes the Court. 

I'll give you a date if you want to be heard on 

that. 

MR. STOREY: And just to be clear, your Honor, 

we will -- I mean, what we propose is we'll return all of 

the documents they gave us. All of that goes back to 

them. They're not asking for anything different. It's 

just that to the extent that we generated work product 

through our Expert, we rather not have to do it again. 

LITIVATE REPORTING+ TRIAL SERVICES I877.771.3312 I litivate.com 
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3 

4 

5 

THE COURT: Yeah, that's why I say at some 

level, you know, very simple level that makes a lot of 

sense but it runs counter to the stipulation in the order 

and -- it was a stipulation, wasn't it? Stipulated 

order? 

6 MR. MCKIM: There was some stipulations and 

7 some were by order, your Honor. 
---'--

8 THE COURT: Yeah, we can't do that. It just 

9 renders these protective orders meaningless if we grant 

10 them on the condition to be limited to this case and then 

11 when this case is over, the side that got all that'stuff, 

12 so to speak now says, "Judge it's a waste of time because 

13 we know we can get it in the future cases and we've 

14 generated all this work product to save money ... " 

15 That was something that would have been known 

16 at the time we fashioned the original protective order, 

17 and this is not something, "Oh, my gosh, we've just 

18 discovered ... " 

19 I mean, that was a known entity that work 

20 product would be generated; your firm would likely be 

21 involved in future litigation with Watchtower and 

22 factoring that all in we came up with an order that 

23 didn't allow this and now just to amend it, is just --

24 it's not fair, although, you kno~, certainly in terms of 
1----1-... 

25 judicial economy and saving money and all that, it does 

26 seem a reasonable request. I don't think this is a 

27 frivolous request, but if you think it through 

28 conceptually, it's simply not fair. 

Page 5 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

ss. 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

I, GLORIA D. MAZON, C.S.R. NO. 9356, a 

certified shorthand reporter in and for the State 

of California, do hereby certify; that said hearing 

was taken before me at the time and place therein 

stated and was thereafter transcribed into print 

under my direction and supervision; and I hereby 

certify the foregoing hearing is a full, true and 

correct transcript of my shorthand notes so taken. 

I further certify that I am not of counsel or 

attorney for either of the parties hereto or in any 

way interested in the events of this case and that I 

am not related to either of the parties thereto. 

Witness my hand this, 9th Day of February, 2018. 

GLORIA D, MAZON CSR NO. 9356 
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THE COURT: ANYTHING ELSE TO TALK ABOUT THEN? 

MR. OLSON: YES, YOUR HONOR. 

WHEN WE WERE HERE TWO WEEKS AGO THERE WAS THE 

ISSUE OF THE PROTECTIVE ORDER ON THE Dis·covERY AND YOU 

ORDERED US TO MEET AND CONFER, WHICH WE DID, MULTIPLE 

TIMES, AND WE CAME DOWN TO. ONE AND A HALF ISSUES. 

COUNSEL'S REQUESTING THAT THE PROTECTIVE ORDER ALLOW THEM 

TO USE THE DOCUMENTS OR CONTENTS IN OTHER ACTIONS, AND 

THAT'S COMPLETELY CONTRARY TO THE EXPRESS LANGUAGE OF YOUR 

ORDER. YOUR ORDER SPECIFICALLY INDICATED THAT THE 

CONTENTS ARE NOT TO BE USED IN ANY OTHER ACTION AND 

THEIR -- AND THEIR OPPOSITION WAS TO LIMIT IT TO NOTICE 

AND NUMBERS AND IT WAS SPECIFICALLY NOT TO BE USED IN ANY 

CASE OTHER THAN THIS PARTICULAR CASE, 

THE HALF ISSUE THAT ALSO IS IN DISPUTE IS THAT 

WE ARE REQUESTING THAT IF THEY LODGE OR IF ANY PARTIES 

LODGED ANY OF THESE DOCUMENTS THAT WERE PRODUCED AND 

PURSUANT TO THE PROTECTIVE ORDER, THAT THEY'RE -- A 

PROCESS OF SEALING THE DOCUMENTS IS FOLLOWED. AND THE 

DEFENSE WILL UNDERTAKE THE OBLIGATION THAT WITHIN NOTICE 

OF 15 DAYS THAT THEY'RE GOING TO LODGE DOCUMENTS, THESE 

CONFIDENTIAL RECORDS, SUBJECT TO THE PROTECTIVE ORDER, 

THAT WE WILL UNDERTAKE THE APPLICATION OF MOTION THAT THEY 

BE FILED UNDER SEALED. THEY REFUSE TO ACCEPT. 

THE COURT: IF YOU'RE GOING TO LODGE THEM, THEY'RE 

GOING TO' BE FILED. WHY DO YOU NEED TO D.O THAT? 

MR. STOREY: YOUR HONOR, INITIALLY SOME OF THIS IS 

28 NEWS TO US. 



4 

1 MR. OLSON: YOUR HONOR, OUR PROPOSED PROTECTIVE 

2 ORDER PROVIDED FOR -- THAT WE WILL FOLLOW THE CODE. 

3 THE COURT: YEAH. 

4 MR. OLSON: AND SO WITH REGARD TO THE OTHER ISSUE, 

5 IS THAT THE DOCUMENTS NOT BE USED, NOT BE --

6 THE COURT: MY INTENTION IS THIS DISCOVERY IS ONLY 

7 FOR THIS CASE. 
,, 8 

9 

~o 
11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

MR. OLSON: OKAY. THAT IS THE PROPOSED PROTECTIVE 

ORDER WE HAVE PROVIDED PLAINTIFF. 

MR. STOREY: OUR POSITION ON THAT, YOUR HONOR, HAS 

BEEN THAT WE HAVE OFFERED TO GIVE THE DOCUMENTS BACK, YOU 

KNOW, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THIS COURT'S STATEMENTS THE LAST 

TIME WE WERE HERE. BUT FROM A PRACTICAL STANDPOINT, WE 

ENVISION THAT WE WILL BE LITIGATING OVER THESE EXACT SAME 

DOCUMENTS IN MULTIPLE ACTIONS. 

THE COURT: WELL, I'M NOT GOING .TO ISSUE AN ORDER 

THAT ALLOWS THESE DOCUMENTS TO BE USED IN OTHER ACTIONS. 

MR. STOREY: 

MR. ZALKIN: 

MR. STOREY: 

THAT'S NOT WHAT WE ASKED FOR. 

THAT'S NOT WHAT WE ASKED FOR. 

NO, YOUR HONOR. WHAT WE WANT TO BE 

21 ABLE TO DO -- AND THE DISPUTE HERE IS NEXT TIME I'M IN 

22 FRONT OF THIS COURT OR A DIFFERENT COURT, I WOULD LIKE TO 

23 BE ABLE TO SAY, YOUR HONOR, I HAVE SEEN THOSE DOCUMENTS. 

24 I HAVE SPENT TIME WITH THOSE DOCUMENTS AND BASED ON THAT 

25 REVIEW AND TIME I BELIEVE THEY'RE DISCOVERABLE BECAUSE OF 

26 X, Y OR Z FACT, GENERALLY, ABOUT THE DOCUMENTS. 

27 MR. ZALKIN: NOT GIVING -- NOT GIVING ANYBODY ANY 

28 DOCUMENTS, NOT USING THEM OUTSIDE OF THE SCOPE OF --



1 

2 

5 

THE COURT: .JUST MERELY TELLING. 

MR. ZALKIN: JUST REFERENCING. JUST BEING ABLE TO 

3 REFERENCE -- THEY DON'T WANT US TO BE ABLE TO REFERENCE 

4 THE FACT OF WHAT WE HAVE SEEN IN THESE DOCUMENTS. THEY 

5 WANT US TO SAY -- AT BEST, THEY'LL AGREE THAT WE CAN 

6 ADVISE ANOTHER COURT, IN A SIMILAR PROCEEDING, THAT WE 

7 HAVE SEEN THE DOCUMENTS. THAT'S IT. WE CAN'T SAY, WE'VE 

8 SEEN THE DOCUMENTS, HERE'S WHY WE BELIEVE THOSE DOCUMENTS 

9 ARE RELEVANT. WE CAN'T GO THAT FAR OR WE'RE VIOLATING 

10 THEIR PROPOSED PROTECTIVE ORDER. 

11 MR. OLSON: YOUR HONOR, HE JUST SAID TWO THINGS: HE 

12 SAID WE HAVE SEEN THE DOCUMENTS AND THEY CONTAIN THIS. 

13 THERE SHOULD BE NO SHARING OF THIS HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

14 MATERIAL. 

15 

16 

MR. STOREY: YOUR HONOR --

THE COURT: THE MOST THAT I WOULD ALLOW IS FOR YOU 

17 WOULD BE ABLE TO SAY, WE HAVE SEEN THESE DOCUMENTS, BUT 

18 YOU CAN'T GO INTO THE CONTENT. 

19 MR. STOREY: YOUR HONOR, IN TERMS OF THE CONTENT OF, 

20 YOU KNOW, THE LETTER DATED X DATE FROM X CONGREGATION THAT 

21 SAYS X, Y OR Z, THAT'S NOT WHAT WE'RE INTERESTED IN. WHAT 

22 WE WOULD BE WANTING TO TELL THE COURT IS THE ABUSE IN THIS 

23 CASE OCCURRED IN 1994, HYPOTHETICALLY, AND PRIOR TO 1994 

24 THESE DOCUMENTS SHOW WATCHTOWER HAD 20 COMPLAINTS OR 40 

25 COMPLAINTS. 

26 

27 

28 

THE COURT: THEN YOU'RE USING THE CONTENT IN ANOTHER 

TRANSACTION, IN ANOTHER TRIBUNAL. 

MR. MCNAMARA: YOUR HONOR, THIS IS FRANK MCNAMARA. 
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6 I, BRIANNA LEE HARO, CSR NO. 13121, 

7 AN OFFICIAL PRO TEMPORE REPORTER OF THE SUPERIOR COURT OF 

8 THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF 

9 SAN DIEGO, DO HEREBY CERTIFY: 

10 

11 

12 THAT I REPORTED IN MACHINE SHORTHAND 

13 THE PROCEEDINGS HEARD AND TESTIMONY ADDUCED IN THE 

14 ABOVE-ENTITLED CAUSE; AND THAT THE FOREGOING TRANSCRIPT, IS 

15 A FULL, TRUE, AND CORRECT TRANSCRIPT OF SAID PROCEEDINGS AS 

16 REPORTED, TO THE BEST OF MY ABILITY. 

17 DATED THIS 10TH DAY OF MAY, 2015; 

18 AT SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 BRIANNA LEE HARO, CSR NO. 13121 

25 OFFICIAL COURT-APPROVED PRO TEMPORE COURT REPORTER 

26 WWW.SD-CRC.COM (619)810-7622 

27 

28 
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Beth A. Kahn, Esq. SBN: 134158 
Dean A. Olson, Esq. SBN: 126155 
Pamela A. Palmer, Esq. SBN 259404 
Brendan Chan, Esq. SBN: 237722 

, MORRIS POLICH & PURDY W' 
1055 West Seventh Street, 24th Floor 

· Los Angeles, California 90017 
Teleplione: (213) 891-9100 
'Facsimile: (213) 488-1178 

Francis J. McNamara, Esq. 
.(admitted Pro Hae Vice) 
lOOWatchtowetDrlve 
Patterson, New York 12563 

Attorneys for Defendant, Watchtower Bible and 
Trl!Ct Society of-New Yorlt, Inc. 
(so~µ ''Doe 2; (Supervisory Organization)") 

· James M. McCabe,.Esq. SBN: 51040 
11 . THEMCCABELAWFIRM,APC 

12 ' 4817 Santa Monica Ave, Suite B · 
: San Diego, California 92107 

13 Telephone: (619) 224-2848 
Facsimile: (619).224-0089 

14 
Attorneys for Defendant, 

15 Playa Pacifica Spanish Congregation of 

16 Jehovah's Witnesses 
(sued as "Doe I, (Congregation)") 

17 

18 I 

19; 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

' . 

20 ' · : Osbaldo Padron, Individually, 

21 \ , 

22: ·vs.-

23 

Plaintiff, 

: Case No,: 37-2013-00067529-CU-PO-CTL 

;STIPULATED PROTECTIVE ORDER 
'AND NONDlSCLOS'ORE AGREEMENT 

: ~ 
Defendant Doe 1, (Congre~ation); Defendant · · 

241 Doe 2, (Supervisory Orgawzat.ion); 
' :Defendant Doe 3; Perpetrator, Does 4 

25 through 100, Inclusive, 

26 

27 

28 

; 

' Defendants,, 

· -· · ·· • r•::,,;·-• · ··· · · · · ·• · 1 • · · · 
SWUi.ATED PROTEC'l'IVB ORDER 'AND NONDISCLOSURE AOREEMllNT 
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.. 

· Plaintiff Osbaldo Padron (hereinafter "Plaintiff') and Defendant Playa ),iacifica Spanish 

2 Congregation of Jehovah's Witnesses (hereinafter "Playa Pacifica Spanish"), and Defendant 

3 Watchtower Bible &. Tract Society of New York, Inc., (hereinafter "Watchtower'? (defendants 

4 collectively hereinafter "Church Defendants"), by 1111d through their respective counsel of 

5 record, hereby stipulate to entry of the following Stipulated Protective Order' And Nondisclosure 

6 Agreement ("Protective Oi:der'? for the production of confidential information requested by 

7 · Plaintiff from Defendaot Watchtower. 

8 . NONDISCT:-~URE AND,CONJiWEJ:i:rwJJ:Y 
9 WHEREAS, the Court bas ·ordered that Defendant Watchtower produce documents in 

10 response to Plaintiff's Request· for "All letters, emails, facsimiles, or other documentary, 

11 umgtlile, or electronically stored information of any kind, Watchtower Bible and Tract Society 

12 New York, Inc. received in response to the Body of Elder Letter Dated March 14, 1997" which 

13 the Church Defendants contend involve or contain confidential, privileged, proprietary, and/or 

14 ' related information ("BOE Responses") belonging to the Church Defendants; and 

15 WHEREAS, the Court has ordered that a protective order be entered concerning the use 

16 and dissemination of the documents produced by the Church Defendants; 

17 NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY STIPULATED, AGREED AND ORDERED 

18 THAT: 

19 I. Defendan\ W atcbtower will produce the "BOE Responses" in its possession and 

20 control to Plaintiff's attorneys ,P\lrsuant to this Stipulated Protective Order. 

21 2. All "BOE Responses" shall be designated and marked ''CONFIDEl\'TIAL" by 

22 Watchtower in the header lll)d the footer in a manner that will not obscure the textual content of 

23 the document. 

24 3. The "BOB Responses", including any and all documents and information contained 

25 therein, shall be maintained in confidence by Plaintiff's attorneys and shall be used for the sole 

26 and exclusive pmpose of Plaintiffs attorneys' preparation for depositions, as exhibits 10 motions 

27 and/or oppositions and .replies to motions, and at trial of this case. Plaintiffs counsel may 

28 infomi the Court in other litigation against Watchtower that Watchtower has produced the 

L0:522()20 .. . .. .. 2 . .. .. - _._,,.,,,, ... 
STIPULATED PROTECTIVE ORDER AND NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT 
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1 "BOE Resp~ses" In this case but may not reveal, refer to or characterize the content of the 

2 documents. 

3 4. 'I'.he ''BOB Respomres" shall not be disclosed or copied in any fonn to any person or 

4 entity (except to the extent reasonably necessary 10 Pla4itiff's attorneys' regularly employed 

5 staff and contracted personnel subject to the provisions of paragraph 9)) for any other puipOse 

6 other than tliose set forth in paragraphs.5, 6 and 7 below. 

7 5. Plaintiff's counsel may scan, OCR, and/or store digital images of the "BOE 

8 Responses" on Plaintiff's Counsel's password-protected in-house and Cloud-based servers ("the 

9 Servers")_. The digitized versions of the "BOE Responses" may be downloaded from the 

10 Servers to individual desktop or laptop computers owned, or temporarily 'leased, by Plaintiff's 

11 · Counsel's law fum as needed to database, analyze, code, abstract, prepare exhibits, or otherwise 

12 manipulate the data contained within tlie BOB Responses." Plaintiff's Counsel may provide· a 

13 hard copy version and/or encrypted electronic copy of the "BOE Responses," or any data 

14 analyses or exhibits created there.ftom, to their experts or consuhants and may use or transmit 

15 "BOB Respo~ses" in an encrypted e.lectronic format for puipOSCS solely related lo this litigation. 

16 Plaintiff's experts and/or consultants may similarly store digital images of the "BOE 

17 Responses" on their own in-house, Cloud-based, or other servers, and download such digitized 

18 images to desktop or laptop computers owned or le~ed by the expert and/or consultant, as 

19 reasonably necessary to complete the work commissioned by Plaintiff in this case. 

20 6. If Plaintiff submits any "BOE Responses" to the Court, such "BOB Responses" 

21 shall be lodged "CONDITIONALLY UNDER SEAL" as allowed by Section 2.55l(b)(3)(A) of 

22 the California Rules of Court Thereafter, all parties reserve all rights granted by Rules 2.550-

23 2.55 1 of the California Rules of Court to file or oppose a motion to seal/unseal the "BOE 

24 . Responses. 

25 -7. Ally "BOE Responses" presented at trial shall be lodged "CONDITIONALLY 

26 • UNDER SEAL" as allowed by Section 2.551(b)(3)(A) of the California Rules of Court. 

27 : Thereafter, all parties reserve all righ\S granted by Rules 2.550-2.551 of the California Rules of 

28 Court to file or oppose a motion to seal/unseal-the "BOE Responses. 

STIPU'LATEDPROIBCTJVE ORDER AND.NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMBNT 
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1 8, Plaintiff's attorneys of record and any other person or entity provided with "BOB 

2 Responses" pursuant to paragraphs 3, 4 and S above shall return the "BOE Responses" to 

3 . counsel for Watchtower, and shall permanently delete the "BOE Responses" from any computer 

4 or electronic storage device, upon the later of: 

5 (a) Thirty (30) calendar days following a written demand for return of the "BOE 

6 Responses." · Such written demand may be made at any time following the conclusion of this 

7 case, including any appellate proceedings. For purposes of this paragraph, notice to .Plaintiffs 

-8 Counsel shall constitute notice to all persons or entities to whom the "BOE Responses" were 

9 · transmitted; or 

10 · . (h) Thirty (30) calendar days following the denial of a motion to dissolve or modify this 

11 Protective Order and the exhaustion of any appellate procedures thereafter. If, however, a ., 

12 • motion to dissolve or modify the Protective Order is granted in such a l)Ulnner as conflicts in 

13 · whole or in part with this paragraph, the subsequent order controls. Any work product referring 

14 . to "BOE Responses" shaIJ be subject to this Protective Order. 

15 9. Any person, other than the Court or its officers, to whom "BOE Responses" are 

16 disclosed or shown pursuant to paragraphs 4 or 5 shall be informed, prior to disclosure or 

17 showing, of the nature and scope of this Protective Order, and of hit or her obligation to keep 

18 the "BOE Responses'' in confidence, and shall sign a statement and certification agreeing to 

19 . comply with the terms of this Protective Order. 

20 10. This Court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to hear all disputes, including 

21 motions for sanctions, pertaining to or arising out nf violations of this Protective Order and all 

22 parties and their attorneys agree to submit to the jurisdiction of the Court with respect to any 

23 such dispute. This Protective Order shall continue to be binding afcer the conclusion of thi:; case 

24 except that a party may seek the written pemtissiO!l of the Church Defendants or further order of 

25 the Court with respect to dissolution or modification of this Protective Order. 

26 

27 

28 

' . . , 

STIPl,'LATED PROTECTIVE ORDER AND NONDL'lCLOSURE AGREEMENT 



1 IT IS SO S-TIPULA TED. 

2 · · ·CA , . · Dated:_\~r..:·_,_='---'"----'' 2015 
3. 

4' 

5 i_ 

~i Dated:~2015_ 

8; 

9:_ 
. •! 

101,: 
•.· 

11: ; . 

Dated: 12 

13 

14, 

15 

16 

, 2015 

17. ~ 
18 ·Dated:__ /.:3. ·-, 2015 . ~ ·-•\.. 

19 

20 

21, .. 
!.! 

22 

23 

24 . 'l'I' IS SO ORDERED. 

25 ' MAY.I 4 2015 DATIIlx..,;.;:,,:,.:,....;;.,,..;:...,;:,.;..~ 
26 ·. 

27., 

28 

Devin M, Storey, Esq. 
Attorney for Plaintiff 

M. McCabe, Esq . 

APC 

.ey for Defendant Playa :\'acmca Spanish 
gation of Jehovah's Witnesses 

eth · Esq. 
Dean A. Olson, Esq. 
Attorneys for Defendant Watchtower Bible and 
Tract Society of New York, Inc. 

~WATCHTOWER BIBLE & TRACT 
SOCJETY OF NEW YORK, INC., LEGAL 
DEPARTMENT 

~-<~47 •d~ ---iirancis J. M ~ ,&q. .. 
Attorney for the Defendant Watchtower Bible and 
Tract Society of New York, Inc. 

By RICffARa E.l.. STRAuss 
ll:onorable Richard Strauss 
Superior Court Judge 
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21115 HAY i "' · . · Osbaldo Padron v. Watchtower, etc, . · .. · . . : 3 r~ $:·5V 

. Jo-201 J-00061s29.cu-Po-crL iLEllk~suri«,oR c~u.RT 
I, the undersigned, an employee of Morris Polich & Purdy LLP,1~mff P169Y~l'~vcnth 

Street, 2411, Floor, Los Angeles, California, 90017 declare under penalty of perjury that I am over the 
age of eighteen (18) and not a party to this matter, action or proceeding, · 

On May 13, 20i5, I served the foregoing document, descn'bed as: "STIPULATED 
PROTECTIVE ORDER AND NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT'' in this· action by placing 

D the original of the document 
C8:I true copies of the document 

. in s~e sealed envelopes addressed to the following party(ies) in this matter at the 
following address(es): 

SEE ATIAQIBD SERVICE LIST 

12 181 BY U,S, MAIL I deposited such envelope in the mail at Los Angeles, California The envelopes 
l3 were mailed with postage thereon fully prepaid. 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

I am readily familiar with Morris Polich & Purdy's practice of collection and processing 
correspondence for mailing. Under that practice, d'Oeuments are deposited with the U.S. Postal 
Service on the same day which is stated in the proof of service, with postage fully prepaid at Los 
Angeles, California in the ordinsry course of business. I am aware that on motion of party served, 
service is presumed invalid if the postal cancellation date or postage meter date is more than one day 
after the date stated in this proof of service. · 

D BY FE~ERAL EXPRESS I am familiar with the firm's practice of collecting and processing 
correspondence for delivery via Federal ~xpress. Under that practice, it would be picked up by 

19 Federal :Sxpress on that ,S/illi.e day at Los Angeles, California and delivered to the parties as listed on 
this Proof of Service the following business morning. 

20 

18 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

D BY FACSIMILE I caused the above-referenced document to be transmitted via facsimile to the 
parties as listed on this Proof of Service. 

181 STATE I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the state of California, that the above 
is true and correct. 

Executed on May 13, 2015, at Los Angeles, California. ·c . >11 J, t /;;~· 

9dan. al ae ~;wl/lfJUJ/-
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Section 1 of 5 
ectlon) 

Letson: 

[00:00:00 - 00: 10:04] (NOTE: speaker names may be different in each 

From the Center for Investigative Reporting and PRX, this is Reveal. I'm Al 
Letson. Reveal reporter Trey Bundy has been after a batch of secret documents for 
more t1iaµ two years, lll\d now h_e's closer to them than ever before. He's in a law 

. offii:e;i9: ~!m}2iegq -~4.,sta!),l\ingj~ a few feet from some of those documents. 
rey Bundy: Are they in this office? 

. . Zelkin: yes. 
rey Bundy: Can you show them to me? 

. Zalkin: No. 
Letson: That's attorney Irwin Zalkin. He represents victims of childhood sexual abuse by 

members of a global religion, the Jehovah's Witnesses. 
· Zalkin: All I can really say is we have the documents. I can't say what's in them. I can't 

even reference how many of the documents, how much, numbers, or anything like 
that. 
Irwin got the files as part of a lawsuit against the Jehovah's Witnesses. While he 
can look at them, he can't show them to anyone else, not even the police. 

· Zalkin: We literally have to keep those under lqck and key. 
Letson: The Jehovah's WitnesseS only tufued them over on the condition that they remain 

secret. Ajll!ige agreed lllld ord~ Irwin.not to s~ them with anyone.else. 
Here's why that's d!fugerous. You see, these files could contain ittformat\on about 
thousands of child abusers within the Jehovah's Witnesses, predators living freely 
in communities across the country. How has this religious group managed to keep 
t\lese documents and ilie secrets they contajn 11.llder wraps for ~ost 20 yelirS? 
That's what Trey set out to learn. He picks up the story back in Irwin Zlilkin's San 
Diego office. 
Before I get going, I should tell you that this episode deals with sexual abuse and 
might be disturbing for some listeners. 

· rwin Zalkin: Come on in. Jose, why don't you have a seat? Let's talk about your case a little bit 
and see where we're at. 

iTrey Bundy: Irwin's talking to one of his clients, Jose Lopez. As a kid, Jose was sexually 
! abused by a Jehovah's Witness. 
lrrwin Zalkin: We have the-

rey Bundy: They're combing through documents in a small, generic conference room at 
Irwin's office. They're discussing what could happen with Jose's case. Jose's in his 
30s, and ou can hear from his voice, he sounds anxious. 



~ose Lopez: Yeah. Mr. Zalkin, I had a question. What do you think's going to happen after the 
t judge comes forward with her decision? 
l1rwin Zalkin: Yeah. Well, I think that there's a good chance that The Watchtower's going to file 

an appeal. · 
rey Bundy: The Watchtower. You're going to hear us use that term a lot. That's the nanie the 

Jehovah's Witnesses have for their global headquarters in Brooklyn. Jose says a 
man named Gonzalo Campos abused him. Gonzalo was a Jehovah's Witness in 
San Diego. Jose says Gonzalo groomed him for abuse during Bible study sessions. 

ose Lopez: One time, he sat me in his lap and showed me the book and was talking to me, 
socializing, being :friendly. That's how I really saw it, as him just trying to be more 
close and :friendly with me. 

rey Bundy: Bµtitwentm:uchJi.ntlu:r, Gonzalo sexually aqused Jose, who was seven years old 
at the time. By the time this happened, Jehovah's Witness lciulers already knew 
Gonzalo had been abusing kids. We know that because local elders admitted to it. 
The Watchtower or the organization, I think they should have contacted the 
authorities and had this - .. • :behind bars. . ; · 
Butt&filidilf Het~is~ atil~ws coilf~reni:e about the case. 
The'Watchtower and its agents, elders of the congregation, its local congregation, 
Linda Vista, Spanish conategation of the Jehovah's Witnesses knew that they had 
a dangerous child sexual predator within their organization. 
Not only did they fail to call the police, they actually promoted Gonzalo to the 

1 position of elder after they learned about the abuse. 
!Irwin Zalkin: At that time, that entire time frame, he was abusing at least eight children that we 
I know of, that we know of. 

rey Bundy: Irwin knows the abuse happened because Gonzalo admitted to it during a court 
deposition back in 2011. We have a tape from that deposition. In it, the Jehovah's 
Witness lawyer is interviewing Gonzalo through an interpreter. 

onzalo [foreign language 00:04:50]. 

ponzalo 

E
~:6: 

peaker 7: 
nzalo 

:Campos: 
lspeaker 6: 
rrreyBundy: 

I had problems with ... for having tried to touch him inappropriately. 
When you say, "Tried to touch him inappropriately," you mean in a sexual 
manner? 
Si. 

Yes. 
Okay. Did the elders talk to you after this incident had taken place? 
[foreign language 00:05: 1 0]. 

I remember that they did. 
Local leaders knew Gonzalo had abused kids. They reported that to Jehovah's 
Witness headquarters in Brooklyn, but not to the police. Years later though, many 
of Gonzalo's victims did turn to Irwin Zalkin. He'd made news for taking on 
another religion over child sex abuse, the Catholic church. 
Back in 2007, Irwin negotiated a $200 million settlement for more than 100 
people abused by clergy. He started getting calls from people saying they had beeni 
abused in all sorts of institutions, like universities and the Bo Scouts. About a ! 
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dozen of them came from ex-Jehovah's Witnesses. Irwin prepared to fight a new 
opponent in court. 

Zalkin: When you, as a human being, see the amollllt of harm that abuse, in particular 
sexual abuse, does to a child, it derails them for the rest of their life. It is an 
intrinsic, in$idious injury that they will not get over. It will be with them forever, 
and it impacts thein at every stage of their life, and it's horrible. 
When he's not in court, Irwin looks more like a college professor than a lawyer, 
slim with glasses, wears jeans to work. He's soft-spoken when he's describing the 
intricacies of a case, but get him going on child abuse, and his voice drops like a 
sledgehammer, a perfect tool for cross-examining witnesses. Listen to him explain 
the way Jehovah's Witnesses handle child abuse. · 

Zalkin: K~ your ID.Outh shut Do not go to law enforcement :Yoµ comc·to us first Don't 
yot: tell anybcldy. You n~~tell aiiother congregant. y OU don't warn parents in 
the congregation. We'll decide what happens here. 
Because the abuse isn't repOrted to police when it happens, most of the abusers are 
never ro~ecuted ·aild never o to 'ail. Thid's because the: statute: of limitations has ·'"-' P," .· • ... - ·, .. __ g __ ., J .......••. -..... ,_ .. _ . .,. _ .. · ,. - ... ,, •. 
nm out: th~ Jehovah's \Viliiesseitsei:rei:Y ariiwid child abuse Is parfoflli:eir .. 
religion. They say the Bible·tells them to keep authorities in the dark about child 
abuse. 
This is probably a good time to explain more about this religion. Jehovah's 
Witnesses consider themselves Christian. Part of their faith is spreading the word 
of God to others, knocking on doors, warning people about Armageddon. 

Speaker 8: Sickness and death. Poverty and disaster. How could a loving God be responsible 

reyBundy: 
Speaker 8: 

reyBundy: 

for all of this? What the Bible says may surprise you. It says, "The evil one 
controls the whole world." 
That's from one of their preachings. When they say, "Evil one," they mean Satan. 
The g<>Od news is the Bible says things will not always be like this. 
Armageddon is coming. To earn their place in the afterlife, Jehovah's Witnesses 
are taught to avoid the ou~ide world. They don't vote or serve in the inilitary, and 
they usually don't go to college. 

peaker 8: Where can VIC find answers? What if the answers have been lit up all along in the 
Bible? 

rey Blllldy: They say the Bible teaches them that child abuse, child abuse, is a confidential 
matter. We know this because we have their memos. They read like a mashup of 
corporate policy and Bible verse, and they tell elders to hide child sexual abuse 
from police. Hc:re's what they tell them to do. First, when ciders learn about abuse, 
they have to immediately caiI The Watchtower's legal department, no one else, not 

I law enforcement, not other members of their congregations. 
~rwin Zalkin: Written, demanded, commanded policy, very different. The Catholic church, it 
l was this unwritten. They called it "viva voce," by voice only. They didn't have it 
' I writti:n down anywhere. It was just understood. Here, it's in writing. There's no 
i question. 
1Trey Bundy: Second, when an elder learns of a child abuser in his congregation, he has to send 
i a report to headquarters in writing. , 
irrwin Zalkin: These reports were to be prepared and sent to Watchtower in a sealed, specially 
1 marked, confidential, blue envelo . 
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rey Bundy: That's what I'm after. These are the documents I've been stalking for two years, 
almost two decades worth of records that show the names and whereabouts of 
what are likely thousands of child abusers across the U.S. 

. Zalkin: I think the fact that there ate known molesters that are-
Section I of 5 [0():00:00 - 00: 10:04] 

ection 2 of 5 [00: 10:00 - 00:20:04] (NOTE: speaker names may be different in each 
on) , 
: Known molesters that are participating in congregation activities where there are 

· ' children involved and parents who aren't aware of that is a high risk situation. 
I actually got ahold of one of these documents a couple of years ago. It's a simple 
one-page form with nine ques~ns exactly like the documents Irwin has now. 
For example they wanted to know how loQg ago did he commit the sin? What was :, . ';;.,,;.·,. •>.' •,. i-, ' :., • '-"-4 ' ''· -. •• ', • •• _ . ·•, ~ • -, , • • "," , C · •• _,: • 

his age at that time? What was the age of the victim? Was it a one-time occurrence 
or a practice? If it was a practice to what extent? How is he viewed in the 
coµununity and by the authorities? 
~c: myjJi -~ wor!qfi'gon :the $()~ LQpez ~.e he got an idea. If~ cou].d, get 
liis hands 'i>n what's inside all of those oliie envelopes he might be able to sliow 
that his cases pointed to a massive cover0up, so he went to court to get the entire 
data base of child abuse documents. This is where the Jehovah's Witnesses really 
dug in. First they said the job of compiling the documents was too big for their 
offices to handle. 

· chard Ash: Honestly Mr. Za1kin the efforts that we've made up to this point is just trying to 
figure how on earth we could ever do that in our filing system. 

rey Bundy: That's Richard Ash, a senior Watchtower official. He wolildn't talk to me, but he 
had to talk to Irwin as part of a lawsuit. This is taped from that deposition. 

· chard Ash: You're talking about 14,400 congregations and over 3 million documents that have 
been scanned in that would have to be searched. It would t;lke years to do that. 
Irwin believed Richard was just making excuses to withhold the documents so he 
brought in a softw~ expert. That expert testified that the WatchtoWer should be 
ab!!) to search their files in as little as two days. The judge ordered them to 
pri>dhce the documei:its. 
They refused. They simply refused to do it. 
The Jehovah's Witnesses fought the order all the way to the California Supreme 
Court. 
The Supreme Court, I mean in a matter of days, just turned around and said, ''No. 
Produce." They didn't. They defied the trial court, they defied the court of appeals, 
and they defied the California Supreme Court. They willfully refused to produce 
the documents. 

rey Bundy: This is not normal. A defendant in a law suit just flat out refusing an order that's 
been upheld by the state supreme court. Irwin had a choice. He could ask the 
judge to hold the Watchtower in contempt of court or he could go big and ask the 
judge for something called terminating sanctions. That's where the judge throws 
one side out of court and decides the case solely on the evidence of the other side. 
In other words, we win. Period. 

ffrey Bundy: Irwin's plan worked, and the judge awarded Jose Lopez 13.5 million dollars. Irwin 
talked to r rters about the decision. 
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rwin: 

!Irwin: 

I 
' ' ; 
i 
iAl Letson: 

Documents that go back decades that shows the depth and the breadth of their 
knowledge of child predators within their organizations. Child molesters within 
their organization. They refused to produce those documents and for that reason, 
for that reason, they were sanctioned by this court and their defense was 
terminated. 
Obvi~iisly they're appealing that. 
They did appeal it 
But still that's a lot of risk. They're risking 13.5 million dollars not to produce 
these documents. 
Right, they did they took that risk. 
And it's a risk they took again in Irwin's next case. This time it cost them 4 million 
dollars. 
They riiade a biisiness decision not to produce these documents and that case got 
terminated too and it's on appeal. 
It looked like this was their g@].e plan. Hide the child abuse files at any co st. If 
n~~AA9' pay IJ)iUjo~ qf doU~ inju4~_c,nts', but, don'Uet anyo*e set:Jb,e 
tlocllmeiits. Theii'sometbifigkilid ofiliibelievllblehitppened. The Jehovah's 
Witnesses gave in and Irwin's next case they agreed to hand over the docuinents. 
They'd fiiially cracked and Irwin would get the files. When they started rolling in, 
something was wrong. The names of all the alleged abusers were blacked out and 
Irwin orily got four years of documents. There were another fifteen years he was 
supposed to get. He went back to the judge who demanded that the Jehovah's 
Witnesses turn over all the documents with the names. They refused and the court 
ordered them to pay a fine of$4,000 a day until they complied. 
It's crazy to think that an organization hiding crimes against children could just 
thumb its nose at courts like this. But so far the Jehovah's Witnesses have gotten 
aw;iy with it. They're are multi billion dollar corporation, so maybe millions in 
damages doesn't scare them. 
I tlijnk that op, soµie level they're aiding and abetting these perpetrators. It's a 
public safety issue. At this point this needs to be.investigated. 
Irwin isiiiigivlpg up bµt he'luis Jui a'wall. This is'a guy'wbo't'or years has wanted 
nothing mote than to expose the Jehovah's Witnesses child abuse files and riow 
that he's finally got some of them, he's legally bound to hide them from the public, 
from me. A while back he called me after work to tell me how his cases were 
going; He said it was getting to him; that he was sitting oh so much horrible 
information. So many documents describing the abuse of children. He sounded 
tired. 
It's frustrating, it's very frustrating to have seen what I've seen and to know what is 
going on in this institution and this organization, it's very frustrating when I've got 
a gag in my mouth. It's pretty hard. We're trying our best to expose this truth and 
they're doing everything they can to interfere with that effort. Block that effort. 
Right now Irwin has 18 lawsuits pending against Jehovah's Witnesses and he's 
back in court on the Jose Lopez case. An appeals court ruled that the judge should 
not have kicked the Jehovah's Witnesses out of court without trying a less extreme 
method for getting the child abuse documents. Irwin still wants those files and so 
do we. We'll et back to that later in the show, but first, how can a religion with 
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eight million members keep everyone quiet about child abuse? 
I had been told throughout the proceedings don't speak of this, it's a confidential 
matter, the congregation doesn't need to know this, and if you talk about it, that's 
grounds for dis-fellowshipping. . 

Letson: What dis-fellowshipping weans and how the Jehovah's Witnesses use it, when we 

!Julia: 
come back on Reveal from the Center for Investigating Reporting and PRX. 
Hey there, Julia B. Chan here, Reveal's digital editor. It's that time again, when we 
start looking back at the year behind us and start making lists. Right now I'm 
working on collecting people's favorite stories and moments from Reveal and that 
includes you. We want to hear from you the person listening to us right now. 
Which of our stories really affected or outraged you this year? Was there a scene 
thatyoujust ~•tc1~~~ke~,11 m<lmept~t ~k'}'itp y~u,?''J{e want t<l Ji~ it. Qo to 
revealnews.org/fav, that's F-A-V to' tell us about the time Reveal made you stop 
and listen. Again that's revealnews.org/ F-A-V. 

Letson: From the Center for Investigative Reporting and PRX this is Reveal. I'm Al 
l4so11. For tb,epast tw<l Y\l<IIS, Ile.v~ reporter TY!ly Billl4y has been ~g to 
bi&kthuii,gh thewall'ofsecrecybuiit tip;by the 'Jehovah'sWitn~s~s: Tiie group 
collects and maintains a database that could contain the names of thousands of 
chHd abilsers. We haven't found one single case Where the leaders of the religion 
ha\ie reported even one of those allegations to the police, so What happens to those 
children when they do come forward? Often years later when they're adults. Trey 
went to McAlester, Oklahoma, to meet 47 year old Debbie McDaniel. She says a 
Jehovah's Witness elder abused her from age 8 to 13, and when she was older, he 
kicked her out of the congregation. It's called dis~fellowshipping. When that 
happens you're dead to the Jehovah's Witnesses. Everyone shuns you, even your 
closest family members. It's that threat of shunning that keeps people from 
reporting child abuse; but not Debbie. She came forward with her story. Here's 
Trey. 
~bbie grew up in Houston. Her dad, Wendell Marley worked for NASA and by 
all accounts was a brilliant engineer. 

Section 2 of 5 (00:I 0:00 ~ 00:20:04] 
Section 3 of 5 [00:20:00 - 00:30:04] (NOTE: speaker names may be different in each 

tion) 
rr~rey Bundy: NASA, and b)1'11 accounts was a brilliant engineer. 

eil Tranquility bfuse here. The eagle has landed. 
ng: 

, rey Bundy: He helped design and build the spacecraft that put Neil Armstrong on the moon. 
:Neil That's one small step for man. 
IAnnstrong: 
~reyBundy: 

bbie: 
But then one day, he gave it all up. 
When he met Jehovah's Witnesses and thought that he had found the true religion, 
and the world was ending any time, he just walked away from his career. 
Wendell moved Debbie and the rest of the family to McAlester, Oklahoma, where 
he quickly rose through the ranks at the local kingdom hall. That's the place of 
worship for the Jehovah's Witnesses. Wendell became the number two guy, and 
the number one ~ was an elder name Ronnie Lawrence. 

6 



ebbie: 
reyBundy: 

ebbie: 

reyBundy: 

ebbie: 

ebbie: 

~reyBundy: 

f .:'."'' 
Trey Bundy: 

!Marley: 
I 

febbie: 

I 

I was introduced to Ronnie as somebody quite Christ-like. People revered him. 
But Debbie told me, when she was eight years old, Ronnie started abusing her. 
The abilse went on for five years, she didn1t tell anyone about it, but she did get 
angry. She told me how when she was a teenager, she started drinking and having 
sex. When Ronnie found out about it, he deciaed to dis-fellowship her for seXlJai 
immorality. At that point, Debbie told her mom for the first time that Ronnie had 
abused her. 
I said, "Well, I find it funny that the man who messed with me my whole life, my 
whole childhood, is now in a position to dis-fellowship me from the organization." 
And my mom was furious, livid, she said, "You're going to lie about this man of 
God, now." She said, "You're just trying to get him back for dis-fellowshipping 
yoµfqr yoµr wroµgcloing. '.')th(!ught, "They're never goingtq be)i~ve Die:". ', 
Bemgtiirown out ofilie congregiltibtiwas terrifying for Debbie, iike ids for many 
Witnesses. She was completely isolated from her friends and family. She thought 
her eterrial soul was on the line. 
Just trying to oo.Just!<> life ollt$ide of the orgaµmrtion was too much for me; and I 
iushvimted liaddn. · · 
To get back in; she had to write a letter of apology to the elders, including Ronnie. 

· She was also dealing with something else, she knew she was a lesbian, but she had 
to bury that part of herself. She married a Witness and had a kid. She threw 
everything she had into the organization. 
Door to door, study for the meetings, make every meeting. I was going to be the 
best Jehovah's Witness I could be. 
A decade passes, and other people in Debbie's congregation have started to come 
forward, saying Ronnie abused them too. I've looked at letters from elders to The 
Watchtower, and they show that Ronnie was dis-fellowshipped, but he repented 
and WllS welcomed back on the condition that he name all of his victims and write 
them letters of apology. 
So he says, "Debbie, I humbly want to apologize for the hurt and pain I have 
~ you, and for denying it. I have truly sinned against you, Jehovah, and the 
congriigatloii. rve befiiiy~ the~-• 
It was hard for Debbie to be atotilid him, and she worried about other kids in the 
congregation. She says the elders told her to drop it and keep quiet. 
Because I have been told through the whole proceedings with Ronnie, don't speak 
ofthis-lt's a conndeii:tlal mittter: The congregatiort·i:loesn't need to know this, and i 
you talkabout it, that's grounds for dis-fellowshipping. 
Eventually Debbie coiildn'ttake it anymore. She left her marriage, and was dis
fellowshipped again, this time for coming out as gay. That's when the shunning 
got really bad. Her claughter Marley was twelve years olci and got caught in a 
nasty custody battle between her parents. Marley says her dad, and Debbie's 
family coached her on what to say in •text messages to her mom. 
Yeah, they used to sit me down and actually tell me what to say, or text me 
something, and say just to copy and paste it and send it to her. 
This text message come from Marley, and she said, "You want to know why I'm 
devastated I lost my mother, my best friend, you turned to Satan and you're going 
to die." 
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arley: 

Irey Bundy: 

wrence: 
J reyBundy: 

!Ronnie 
jlawrence: 
[Trey Bundy: r·, 

reyBundy; 

arley: 

1A1 Letson: 

I thought that there would come a point when God would judge us all and then 
mom would be basically destroyed, because that's what I've heard my whole life. 
But shunning and harassment got so intense, that Debbie finally went to the police 
about it. Her whole story came pouring out. The police had never been informed 
about Ronnie's abuse of chilclren. They started an investigation, and there was a 
hearing. At that hearing, Debbie says, the shunning continued. She remembers 
going into the courtroom, and her parents were sitting behind Ronnie, on his side. 
They wouldn't look in my direction, even when I was speaking on the stand, I 
looked out and my mother and my dad wouldn't look at me in the face. 
The charges against Ronnie Lawrence were dismissed, because of the statute of 
limitations. But court records, and letters from McAlester elders to the 
W:atchto\Ver back up Debbie's story. Ronnie is still a Jehovah's Witness. 
Hello Mr. Lawrence? 
Yes sir. 

Hi, my name is Trey Bundy. 
1 wentto his house fo see him. 
But there are a lot of people in this town that believe that you did commit these 
crimes. 
What do you want me to say? 

I want you tell me whether you committed these crimes. 
No, I didn't, but that's [inaudible 00:25:06]. You're not going to believe and 
neither will anyone else, so. 
Well, there's a lot of documentation. Why did you write letters of apology if you 
didn't commit these crimes? 
It had to do with several things, but I-

Was a part ofit getting back into the organization? What that part of the condition 
of coming back to the organization? 
1 don't think so. 

Debbie has built a new life, but she keeps a permanent record of the past. 
My daughter Marley was so attached to the organization, and so I did a tattoo of 
her, with holding amaze behind her. It felt like she was trying to come out of the 
organization, but the maze was the organization and she was hanging on to it, so I 
added that. 
But Marley has come out of the organization, she and Debbie have reunited and 
they live together now. Since they've become close again, the Witnesses have 
started to shun Marley too. 
Well, obviously, all my friends were, a couple years ago, were all Jehovah's 
Witnesses, and so I've lost pretty much all of them. Then, the rest of my family 
has pretty much blocked me on social media, things like that. You can't leave and 
not be deemed mentally diseased, I guess. Something has to be wrong with you, 
they have to make up something. 
Debbie and Marley have ex rienced what it's like to be shunned b the Jehovah's 
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Witnesses, but the religion also shuts out the world at large. Which makes it tough 
to find out how they operate, but Trey's been trying to figure that out. He went to 
their headquarters in Brooklyn, New York, what they call 'The Watchtower'. 

rey Bundy: Hello, this is trey. Hi, who am I speaking with? Hey Bryce, how you doing? 
Letson: Trey's in the lobby of The Watchtower, talking to Bryce, a public relations guy 

there. He wouldn't even come down to talk to him. 
This is my third trip out here, you know, I've been sending you guys emails and 
phone calls for a long time. 

Letson: He's asking to interview someone from the governing body, they're the seven men 
who run the religion. Together, they're the equivalent of the Pope in the Catholic 
church. 

rey Bundy: Y,9~(f!l<JW,-, tryi$ h./!S.~.111.orc, ~ a year, that I've been tryitig to (:Ontact 
somebody from the governing body, get some type of interview, get any type of 
Watchtower official to say anything on the record on this issue. To be frank, it. 
kind of lllllllZ,eS me that .Jehovah's Witnesses aren't willing to express their own 
o~e, tl)at Tue;Wll:tffitowei: ~-· $1iieldjng Gh.i!d. ~~ ,111)J!Sel's p-Qm.¢xpj:>~ or 
prosecution.Ami wilstinginy timebytryirigfu get yoili'side ofthestofy1 

Letson: Even after decades of child abuse allegations around the world, these guys won't 
acknowledge'the problem. This is one of the most insular religions in the world. 
They don't want their membei:s to go to college, or even watch mainstream media. 
We wanted to know more about who they are, and how they operate, so we asked 
a former insider to be our guide. 

owie Tran: In my family, it was the only religion that was viewed as the right religion. It was 
the truth, we called it 'The Truth'. 

1 Letson: Howie Tran is 40 years old now. He lived and worked at The Watchtower 
headquarters in Brooklyn for seven years, starting when he was a teen. Trey tells 
Ill! b,<:>w he got thei:e, l!lld why he eventually left. 

rey Bundy: Howie grew up in•rural.Arkansas, in a poor family of Jehovah's Witnesses. He 
was always a small kid, and he would gefbullied a lot. Things got worse when he 
tuoied 14, his parents split, and that's also when his mom discovered something he 

·'c•·•hi''.Kc · was uwg. 
owie Tran: I come home from school, and my mom is visibly upset, and I find out that she 

discovei:ed my porno magazine under my bed. f rey Bundy: ;;F~~:~ust that his mom found porn, it was the kind of porn that she found, 

~owie Tran: This could be nothing worse that can happen to a 14 year old closeted gay kid, 
from the Ozark mountains, than your mother to discover that you have 
homosexual tendencies. I'm just, I'm mortified, I'm so ashamed, and I just 
immediately break down in tears. 

ffrey Bundy: Howie's mom was mortified too. She drove him to his grandmother's house, his 
uncle, who was an elder in the local Jehovah's Witness congregation was also 
there. 

1
1 

owie Tran: And my shame is laid bare, the magazine is there, and yes, I took it, I took it. Yes, 
I hid it, I tried to hide it. 

ffrey Bundy: The family told Howie that his homosexuality was a sickness, a spiritual disease. 
iSection 3 of 5 [00:20:00 - 00:30:04) 
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Homosexuality was a sickness, a spiritual disease. 
That's the idea, that if I applied myself, I could overcome this. I could cure myself 
of this problem. 
Howie's uncle suggested that he could stop fantasizing about men by using a 
calendar to track how often he masturbated. 
On that calendar you would mark when you relapsed and then hopefully the 
amount of days between that relapse and the next relapse would be greater. It 
always had to be greater, and of course you always hope that the last time is the 
last time. Of course it never was. 
l{O\vie believed being gay )Ya5 8!). uqforgivable sin. ' 
I felt tlilit I was corrupted: I feit'tliafthere was something terribly wrong with me. I 
was ashamed. I wished I was dead. I wished I was dead. You don't know how 
much I wished I could have killed myself. I did. I sat once on the floor on my 
bathro()m with a bottle ofbli:!¢l;l and I tri%1 my best to get myself to drinkthat 
diufui Mttle 6'fblefu:h. Tba't'stlie truth,'but I couldn't. I was a'coward. I couldn't 
kill myself, because if you kill yourself, that's an unforgivable sin, too. 
Instead, how he imtnetsed himself iii the religion. He was ready to do anything 
that would put him in God's good graces . 

. I wanted to be a pioneer, because pioneers were the spiritual people in the 
congregation. They were the ones that were devoting themselves to the preaching 
work. The preaching work was what Jehovab God wanted you to do. 
In 1995, with his family's encouragement, he applied to live and work at 
headquarters, what Jehovah's Witnesses call Bethel, the house of God. If he got 
accepted, he would devote all of his time and labor to Jehovah, maybe for the rest 
of his .life. 
I remember being so happy when I got my letter. We warmly welcome you to the 
regular pioneer ranks. I was in the ranks. 
There was no greater honor for aJ~hovab's witness. Howie was just 19 when he 
said goodbyefu his motlier arid hiladed for New York City. Whe1rhe got to 
Bethel, he realiz.ed that spiritual cleansing was going to take a lot of work. 
There it is. Hillside Park is on that side, too. 
I meet up with Howie in Brooklyn, so he can show me around Bethel. As we walk 
around the street, lie tells me what its iike for people who live and work here. 
It's cleaning, it's coilstrUction. It's the printing. It's working on the presses. It's 
working cleaning the presses, it's working in the kitchen to prepare the food. It's 
working in the laundries and during the heat and the large loads of laundry and 
doing the work. 
Bethel's not a closed off compound It's a collection of buildings spread 
throughout Brooklyn Heights, prime real estate right. along the East River. 
You see the statue of liberty, we see the beautiful skyline. That picturesque 
skyline with the new freedom tower. We see all the beautiful brown stones that are 
now worth millions and millions of dollars. This was my neighborhood, this was 
my home. This is where I lived. I felt so fortunate. 
This is the nerve center of a multi billion dollar non rofit co ration, a global 
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real estate venture, a massive publishing operation, and a religion with 8 million 
members around the world. To keep the machine nmoiog, the Jehovah's Witnesses 
depend on the unpaid labor of young followers. They're called Bethelites. 
This is not a place for children, never has been. Bethel is intended to get the work 
don and there's no facility for children. That has been a big cause for coup~es to 
have to leave and it is a risk you take. Obviously the Bethel doctor prescribes 
contraceptives for all the sisters, because nobody wants to have to go home 
because of having a child. 
The Bethelites live in dormitory style housing and they sign a vow of poverty. The 
religion takes care of their basic needs. For a neighborhood with 3,000 Jehovah's 
Witnesses, we rely haven't seen many of them on the street. That's when Howie 
tells 111e $at this is intemi9naL , . . .. . . . _ , 
That building is coiniefts by tunnel to the l07 Columbia Heights building. It's 
connected by tunnel to the 124 Columbia Heights building. All these are 
corinecieq by underground tunnels. 
Howie ~yS 1}ieybuilt the QMerground tunnels in part to hide their num~ iµid 
the fact that they've boi:ighfilp so riiuch of the neighborh6<id. i'm. looking at all of 
these huge building and empty sidewalks and imagining a kind of subterranean ant 
fai'Iil below us. Howie had been at Bethel for a year and a half working menial 
jobs, still niarking that calendar and hiding his sexuality from everyone. That's 
when the governing body approached him to ask for his help. Most of the leaders 
there were in their 80's and 90's and needed help with basic things like walking 
and reading their mail. For Howie, it was an enormous, almost unbelievable 
honor. He slips into character as he tells me about handing out Bible literature 
with one of the men, Carl Klein. 
He said to me, "I can walk, but people if you're in a wheelchair, they listen." He 
said, "So we'll t/lke the wheelchair and we'll have be~ Sll(:CCSS." 

On weekends, Howie woUld wheel Klein around a neighborhood promenade. 
We would approach someone; and.he would just push·a ~!!Zine in their face and 
then they would ac:cept it or not. Sometiml:S he w9uld put a liµIe;1r1ore effo_rt into 
it aild if they said, ~tdon't wiiiii none of this." "Why not? \Vhy doh't you want it? 
It ni.eiiiis everlasting life? Don't you wiiilt to live?" They were like, "Get out of my 
face." You believe. You can see it sounds awful now. Looking back of course ... 
You believe. You believe in the work. I believed that the work we were doing was 
important, that it Was life saving. Armageddon,' tl:ie end of the wotld; the 
tribrilation is immanent. It's going to happen any moment now and the only people 
to survive are going to be Jehovah's witnesses, period. Nobody else. 
Howie and I are about 2 blocks from the main watchtower building, we spot 
someone. A member of the governing body. 
That's Tony Morris. Go get him. 
I've sat in Morris' lobby and called him at home, trying to ask him why his 
organization covers up child abuse. 
Mr. Morris? 
This guy's word is law to 8 million Jehovah's witnesses. It's weird to see him just 
walking down the street. He sees me coming and crosses the street to get away. 
When I catch u to him I'm out of breath. 
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Mr. Morris? Excuse me, Mr. Morris? 
rrony Morris: I don't know you. 
rrl rey Bundy: I know you don't. My name's Trey Bundy. I'm a reporter at the Center for 

Investigative Reporting. 
ony Morris: Yeah. 
rey Bundy: I've been writing stories and producing radio stories this year about Jehovah's 

Witnesses and child sex abuse. 
ony Morris: Uh huh. 
rey Bundy: Do you have a second to talk to me? 
ony Morris: Not really, I'm going out to preach the good news of the kingdom. 
rey Bundy: Okay. I saw that you ... He had just released a video where he blames child abuse 

oli. homosexuals. I asked him about that. 
can foti iaik to nie iiMirt iiiai: ih' !iii? ·· · 

ony Morris: It's all in the broadcast. 
rey Bundy: With that, someone opens a doorto a building a few feet away and Morris rushes 

insiile, ~ call.ing and .¢m~iH~g the governing body fot months wi,th no 
respoi:ise;~t teadiijgtfil'ough"'filacics i>f theifdocufuents; aftefflying 'from 
California to New York, I finally find one of these guys, and seconds later, he's 
gone. 
Jehovah's witnesses believe that the governing body are anointed, that they're 
God's channel to followers on earth. Howie knew these guys as people, like Carl 
Klein, the governing body member in the wheelchair, Howie was with him the da 
his faith began to unravel he was reading a letter to Klein from a Jehovah's witnes 
disputing the religions' key tenants. 

owie: I thought for sure he would want me to shred it in the shredder, it was right there 
next to his desk, because this is apostate stuff for sure. 
Apo$1tes are enemies of the religion. Jehovah's Witnesses believe they're 
controlled by Satan. Howie says he and Klein took the letter straight to Bethel's 
librarian. 

owie: No,t for destruction, but for archiving. 
rey Bundy: The lil>riman took the letter to a small locked room. 
owie: In this room were partially filled bookshelves and it was a small apostate library. 

Here, they kept for references the various publications of ex-Jehovah's Witnesses 
that they viewed as apostates. 
Howie freaked out. There was almost nothing worse a Jehovah's Witness could do 
than read the writing of an apostate. 
What if our belief system isn't iron clad as I've always believed? What if for 
example, what if we're wrong about the new world? What if I am waiting for a 
cure that does not exist? Wouldn't that be sad, because I've wasted my life. 
Leaving Bethel meant losing my job and losing my home. It was a struggle at first. 
Then of course, when I disassociated myself a few months later, it meant losing 
my family and all of my friends. I was alone and I had to prepare myself and it 
took time. 

!Section 4 of 5 [00:30:00 - 00:40:04] 
iSection 5 of 5 [00:40:00 - 00:52:58] (NOTE: speaker names may be different in each 
~ection) 
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Was alone and I had to prepare myself, and it took time. 
The next time I meet Howie, we're in his backyard. He lives in New Jersey now, 
with his husband and theirtwo kids. A fall breeze hits the wind chimes and Howie 
pushes the kids in their little plastic cars. (kids laughing and playing) They nin 
around the garden and stomp on brown leaves in the driveway. He says lie feels 
for people who never left the Jehovah's Witnesses. · 
My concern is that there is a lot of people wrapped up in this religion and they're 
doing what I did, they're wasting their lives, and as the years go by and the hope 
ro, promises are not realized, they may eventually get discouraged and leave or 
they may just hang with it because they feel or are afraid they have nowhere else 
to go. (music) 
Ov~ thd~ ~w years t4e Jehovah's-Witnesses l;rave been selling off their .· · 
Brocii<lyn'prd'peities and buiiding a massive compoi.nid in WatMck, a ~I town 
in upstate New York. They plan to move their headquarters completely out of 
Brooklyn sometime before 2018. 
Up n¢, Trey ~e~ to ~gland, home to more than 100,000 Jehovah's Witnesses, 
aha he tmds a fiimiliar pattern. 
I thiilk true to foml'the Watchtowers ... Putting obstructions at every possible tum 
to refuse to tilrn over documents. 
Next on Reveal, from the Center for Investigative Reporting and PRX. (music) 
From the Center for Investigative Reporting and PRX, this is Reveal. I'm Al 
Letson. All this episode, we followed reporter Trey Bundy as he tried to track 
down this database that the Jehovah's Witnesses are keeping under wraps, 
information that could reveal tho'USlliJ.ds of child sex abusers around the country. 
Jehovah's Witness leaders at the Watchtower won't talk to Trey, and they refuse to 
comply with court orders to hand over their child abuse files. But if authorities 
kno\V the Watchtower .IJa/l these files, why can't the FBI or police just storm the 
headquarters and take them? Trey joins us now to talk about that, hey Trey. 
Hello Al. 
so,before wi; get into the rok: of the authc>rities in uncovering this infonnation, 
tell me a little bitabout how the Jehovah's Witnesses jiistify keeping this . 
infotiiiation secret? 
So the Jehovah's Witnesses base all of their child abuse policies on scripture. They 
say all of this comes from the Bible, so, for example, the so-called two witness 
rule. They say that·nobody's reputation shouid be ruined; nobody should go to 
prison at the testimony of just a single witness. So, when they hear an allegation o 
child abuse, if there's not two witnesses to that crime, they don't do anything about1 
it. 
That's so problematic, I mean usually if someone's being abused there is no two 
witnesses, there's just one person. 
Right, this is a crime that almost always happens behind closed doors, almost 
always happens in secret and the people don't talk about it until they're much, 
much older. So that means that most of these cases, the vast majority of these 
cases, don't even reach the level where an elder is gonna punish the abuser in the 
organization, much less call the police. 
So, even though the Jehovah's Witness won't 
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track of them, which just seems odd that they have all this information but they 
v.on't tum it over. So how can this information just be sitting there? We know it's 
there and no one is doing anything ab,out it. 
The real question is: Where's law enforcement? It'd seem like the FBI or the police 
would be able to get a search warrant go in. But I've talked to a lot oflawyers 
about this and they all say basically the same thing. All the cases that we've talked 
about and most of the cases of Jehovah's Witnesses in court are civil cases. If there 
were a criminal prosecution, then maybe a prosecutor could ask for these 
documents and if they didn't give them up then law enforcement couldjwnp in 
with a search warrant. But there's almost ·no prosecution of these abusers because 
the Jehovah's Witnesses .don't report $em. 
Now, we hel!l'd earlier in tlie show gpw ~ng this has been for Irwin .Zalkin, 
.. ,._., _-.,,_, ... __ :,:-.·-_,·.,- ·-·-,- :· r ._.- ;"·., .. ,_, ..• - _, .. • ' . ·-: . ,·_·':·'·•···.··· ·.••, "'· , .• , .. , .. 

the lawyet who's been bringing'a bunch i>f civil cases agaitist the Jehovah~ 
Witnesses. But I'm curious, how frustrating is this for you as a reporter? 
This case has ... I've been looking at this for two years, and that's a long time to 
know what's om there andro nofbe able to actuillly get my ban~ on it and see it 
t'oi"myiiilf.'We'~'talkirii !lbriiit ffie ria'fue~ iifi,6'ssibly llii>illiiinds of cliild abwers. 
Knowing that kids are outthere, they could be in danger from these people. It 
definitely gives us a sense of urgency and that's why we're still reporting the story. 
So the Jehovah's Witnesses are a worldwide organization. But other countries 
have been pretty aggressive, naµiely Australia and the UK. They've really tried to 
hold them accountable. Recently, you went to England to report on this, so why 
don't you pick up the story from there? · 
So what's different in the Eliglaild from the US is that there's an actual governmen 
agency there that's investigating their policies, and the issue has gotten national 
news coverage. (music) 
A knock on our doors, but what's happening behind theirs? Britain's Jehovah's 
Wrtnesses believe that the end times are coming. But could their financial 
doomsday come first as child abuse victims hold ·them to account? 
I no}¥ fc:el the o~y way to get the Jehovah's Witnesses to look at their policies and 
to chm)ge it fottli.e better is by taking thcin to court. Aiid hopefully that way they 
may then have to think maybe it's time for us to change our policies. 
The agency I mentioned is called the Charity Commission for England and Wales. 
It opened an investigation in.2014 and requested documents from the 
Watchtower's London btaiich, but·theyrefused tohandthem. over. I talked to 
Chris Willis-Pickup, an attorney for the Charity Commission. 
How IIlllIIY motions has the Watchtower filed to stop the investigation and dispute 
the production of documents? 

Chris W-P: We've been in five different courts so far to defend our decision. 
' !Trey Bundy: The Charity Commission investigations organizations to make sure they're in 
I compliance with charity laws, but they have limited power. They can't kick down 

~

. doors and take documents like law enforcement can. 
' thleen H: I think true to form the Watchtowers ... Putting obstructions at every wssible tum 

to refuse to tum over documents. 
rrrey Bundy: That's Kathleen Hallisey. She's an American lawyer, living in London, who's 
L _____ --..:han==dl=ed=-=m:::o:::.re=-J:.:e=ho=-vah.:.=:.:'s:....W:.:..:.::itn=e=s=-s-=case=s=-than==-=an::.yc::o=n=-e =in:.:En=gla::an=d;:_. S:::h:::e:...wo:.:.::;n=-a=-=hi=___, 
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profile law suit last year in part because Jehovah's Witiless gave up documents 
proving the accused had abused before. 

een H: However, in my more recent cases they're refusing to tum over any documents 
whatsoever. 
It's the same strategy that we see here in the US. The Jehovah's Witnesses will 
sometimes hand over documents in court related to a single victim, but the vast 
majority of documents are still locked away, and they could lead authorities 
directly to predators, people who could still .be abusing kids. Kathleen says that 
lack of transparency and the Jehovah's Witnesses separatist attitude towards 
society make the religion a perfect environment for child abusers. 

thleen H: Limited in~tion with tl).e outside world. There's a real emphasis on not 
en · · ' . · With -secular authorities so the 0011.ditilins ate ri · 'for abuse and _gll8lll&.,. ,, " '' ' ,,,,.,' '",'' "'"''' ' ,',·, ', " '" ·,, ' ' •.', pe_,,, " '" ' 
predators are pUIJ)Osefiil, 'and I think that they choose those types of environments 
very carefully, where they know they can operate with impunity. Unfortunately, 
the policies of the Watchtower allow thein to continue to do that again and again 

rey Bundy: ~T4icoinmissfo~ in England hasn't released it's 
0finaings, a gov~ent · 

coinmission in Australia has ·had some success. After the· Catholic Church scandal, 
they started looking at abuse within other religious organizations. Last year, the 
coinmission held public hearings on the Jehovah's Witnesses. Here's a Je'hovah's 
Witness Elder answering questions about their policies. 

Ider: What ability have we got to protect every child in Australia? What you can do is 
you can report to the child protection authorities, and that is done in some cases, 
but generally it's not done, is it? No, not done unless there's a legal requirement fo 
it to be done, is there? That is true. 
Investigators in Australia turned up more than l 000 alleged abusers. None of 
those cases had been reported to authorities, but,the commission has referred 700 
of them to police. The kind of government investigations happening in the UK and 
A!JSlr!ilia ... We haven't~ aµything lilce $lit here in the US,· i\lld that drives 
Irwin, Zalkin c,razy. Hi:'s_tpe S~ Dieg<> lawyer we!llet at !he ~.&!l)Ping ofl:he. 
show who represents child abilse victims: He thinks law enfotcement has a moral 
obligation to force the jehovah's Witilesses to hand over their documents that 
identify alleged child abusers. As we said earlier, Irwin did get some of those 
documents, four years worth of Jehovah's Witness child abuse files, but judges 
ordered him to keep them secret 
So? 

Zalkin: We keep the materials locked up in that cabinet. 
i rey Bundy: And you can't show them to me? 
!Irwin Zalkin: No, I can't show them to you. 
ffrey Bundy: Why not? 
lrrwin Zalkin: Because it would violate the terms of that protective order I think. 
tl'rey Bundy: If the cops came in here and they didn't have a warrant you couldn't show them 
· either. 
F11 Zalkin: Yeah I probably would not show them that. Right, they would not be able to 
I unless they break into those cabinets. They wouldn't get them. 
ff rey Bundy: Right These are gonna stay locked up, they're gonna stay secret, they're J!Onna 
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stay redacted? 
Zalkin: For the time being, yes. (music) 

Letson: The Jehovah's Witnesses have refused to do an interview with us. The only thing 
they gave us was a written statement last year saying that they abhor child abuse 
and comply with all child abuse reporting laws. Meanwhile, they're just sitting on 
a database that likely contains the names of thousands of predators who could still 
be abusing kids to this day. (music) 
Trey Bundy produced and reported today's show. He's been on this story for about 
two years. Now, if you wanna see \Vhat it's like to be in a reporter's shoes, you can 
check out a virtual reality project he put together as he was reporting on this show. 
You can find this at Reveahic:ws.org, you can also check out what we're covering 
by lilci,111~ ·li!l· !!4f 11cebookor following us on Twitter, we're @reveal !ifid I'm, 
al_letson. (music) . 
Her Money with Jean Chatzky is a weekly podcast created to empower women to 
live ~ttet by focusing on their finances, whether you're a woman yourself, which 
I'm riot, ()r you haye a \VOI08l'] in your life. who you Cllre about, which I do, you 
slioutdchecli'ti,i,<"nrie'ciiifHer•MoiieYleaturefgreat~e~withmspjring 
women from Gretchen Rubin to AriannaHuffington. It's a place to learn about 
earning more, saving more, investing wisely, and building the financial life you 
wimL You can find Her Money on iTunes, Stitcher, or Jeancbatzky.com. 
Our show today was edited by Andrew Donohue. Our staff includes Stan Alcorn, 
Fernanda Camarena, Julia B. Chan, Rachel de Leon, Mwende Hahesy, Emily 
Harris, Katharine Mieszkowski, Michael Montgomery, David Ritsher, Neena 
Satija, Michael Schiller, Ike Sriskandarajah, Laura Starecheski, and Amy Walters. 
Our sound design team is the Wonder Twins, my man J. Breezy, Mr. Jim Briggs 
and Claire C-note Mullen, with extra help from Peter [Conheim 00:52:01]. Our 
head of studio is Christa Scharfenberg, Amy Pyle is our editor in chief, Susanne 
Reber is our executive editor, and our executive producer is Kevin Sullivan. Our 
theme music is by [Cam:erado Ligljtojµg 00:52: 12]. S~ppor! for Reveal is provided 
by th~ Reva and David Logan Foundatiqn, the Ford Follil1ation, the John D. And 
Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, the Job.ii s. and James L. Knight Foundation, 
and the Ethics and Excellence in Journalism Foundation. Reveal is a co
production of the Center for Investigative Reporting and PRX. I'm Al Letson and 
remember, there is always more to the story • .,_(m_us_ic.,,) _________ _, 
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CIV 110 . 
ATTORNEYORPARTVWffliOlnATTORNEY: STATE BAR NO;- FOlt CDUltT IJSI! OM. Y 
NAME, Devin M. Storey(234271) 
ARM.....,, The ZSlldn Law Film, p .c. 
STREET AllllAEllSa 12555 High Bluff Drive, Suite 301 
am San Diego STATE, CA ZFcooe 92130 
TELEPH0IIE NO., 858-259-3011 FAXNO.: 858-259-3015 
G-MAIL ADORES!t 

ATTORNEY FOR~ Plaintiff 
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COIINlY OF Sen Diego 
STREErAOORelS,330 West Broadway 
MA1UNO ADDRESS,33Q Weal Broadway 

CITY ANDZIP =Sen Diego, CA 92101 
IIRANCHNAME,Central 

Plalntlff/Pelllloner:Osbaldo Padron 
Defend81111Respimdent: Mnciant Doe 1, el al 

. ', '• . ., :·:;•··•. 

""""-REQUEST FOR DISMISSAL 37·2013-00067529-CU-PO-CTL 

A conform,d copy .wlll not lie returned by the clerk unless a method of retum Is provided with the document ___ , .. ·.·., ... _.· ._ .. ' . .. . ' " - . . . . 

I!Jl~~:~i)(~:(~_;ur\lJI\!: ~l~ll)la~ oia ~!l.v•ttva action or a cla■a action or of any party or causa of actkin In ■ clall 
~n. (CaL•Rufea of Coi!n. 'l'le• 3.760 and 3,770,) . 

1. TO THE CLERK: Please dlsmlH this action es followil: 
a. (1) '[JK] With preJUdlce (2) D Wllhoulprejudlce 
b. (1) D Comj>lalnl (2) D Petlllon 

(3) D Cross-complaint flied by (name}: 
(4) D Cross-complalntfiled by (nsmo}: 

(5) [K] Entire actlan of ell parties and ell causes of action 
(6) D Other (specify}:' 

on /date}: 
on /date}: 

2. /Complete in aH ceses except family law cases.} 
The court D did [!] did not waive court rees end costs for a party In this case. (This Information may be oblalned from the 
clerk. ff court fees and costs wan, weivod, tho declamtfon on the beck of this ust be lated}. 

Date: 3-13-18 
Devin M. Storey 
(TYPEORPRINT~OF w A1TORNEY LJ PARTYYmliOUT ATTORNEY) 

'lfdlsmlssal~lildll'ofgpeclllod-onlyofopeclfiedcausesdaclonody. 
orofopeclfied~-only,110 IWil andldentifylho partJn, causea of 
aclion. or~ ID be dsrnlued. 

'·,=--. 

► 
Attorney or party wlth0UI 
[Kl Plalritiff/Peiltlorier 
D Cross Comp!alnant 

3. TO THE CLERK: Consent to the above dismissal Is hereby given." 
Date: 

.:nJRS) 

for: 
D Defendant/Respondent 

(1YPE OR PRINTNN,E OF D ATTORNEY D PARrV WITHOUT ATTORNEY) 

.. ff a aoSI-Ccniplaint~or Response (Femty Law) seeking affirrnattve 

..,.,_,.onlle,lhoot!Dmoyfor-(ra•ponde.ll)muatr,jgn 

(SIGNAl\lRE) 

Attorney or party without attorney for. 

!his consent ~-oy .,_ o1a,, Pr!x:adura sedm 581 (I) or 01- D Plalnliff/Petltioner D Defendant/Respondent 
D Cross Complainant 

(To be comp/ated by clerk} 
4. D Dismissal entered 811 requested on (dBte}: 
5 D Dismissal entered on (dete): 811 to only /muns}: 
B. D Dismissal not entered as requested for the fol0\1/lng reasons (specify}: 

7. a. D Attorney or party wlthoul attorney notified on {dBte): 
b. D Attorney or party without attorney not notified. Filing party failed to provide 

D a copy to be confonned D means to rerum oonformed copy 
Dela: Clerk, by 

FmmAdopeld forManclatary u. 
.kddll O:vidl flc.itDmls 
Cll/·11O [Rev.Jan. 1, 20131 

REQUEST FOR DISMISSAL 

Deputy , ... 1 of Z 

COdt ofCIYI Procec1n, f 1581 et1e4,: Gov. Code. 
I B9537(c); CII. RLHs of Court. l'Ltt 3.1390 

MrW,coll'tr.ca.,:w 



I Plalntiff/Pelltloner. 
Defendanl/Respondsnt 

COURT'S RECOVERY OF WAIVED COURT FEES AND COSTS 
H a party whose court fees end costs were lnHlally waived has recovered or wHI recover S10,000 or more In 
value by way of se!Hemen~ compromise, srbllrallon sward, medlsUon se!Hament, or other means, the 
court has a stalutory lien on that recovery. The court may refuse to dismiss the case unlll the f,en Is 
sstisfied. (Gov. Code,§ 60037.) 

Declaration Concerning Waived Court Fees 
1. The court waived court fees end coats In this acUon for (name}: 

2. The person named In Roni 1 Is (chedc ~ belii'N): 
s. D not recovering anything of value by this action. 
b. D recovering less then $10,000 In value by this action. 
c. D recovO{lng $10,000 or more In value by th~ action. (If /Ism 21: Is checked, hem 3 must be complefed.} 

3, 0 AN ~ fess and court oosts ~ were waived ioi this action have been paid to ttie oourt (check one}: Yes 

I declare under penelly of peljury under the laws of the State of California that the lnfonnallon above Is true end correct. 

Date: 

(Tl'PEORPRINTNM,,eOF D Arn>RIEY D PAAlYMN<JNQOECLAAATION) (SIGNATURE) 

CIV•1f0 (Aw, Jlmary 1, 20131 REQUEST FOR DISMISSAL 
For your protection ancl privacy, please pre11 the Clear 
Thi• Form button after you h•v• printad Iha form. ! Print this fonn ! ! Save this form j 

CIV-110 

No 

hga2of2 



PROOF OF SERVICE 

Osbaldo Padron v. Doe 1, et al. 
Superior Court Case No. 37-2013-00067529-CU-PO-CTL 

I, Lisa E. Maili°es, am employed in the city and county of San Diego, State of 
California. I am over

9
e age of 18 and no a party to the action; my business address is 12555 

High Bluff Drive, Suite 301, San Diego, CA 9202130. 

March 13, 2018, I caused to be served: 

REQUESf FOR DISMISSAL 

in this action by placing a tJ:ue and correct copy of said documents(s) in sealed envelopes 
addressed as follows: 

SEE ATI' ACHED SERVICE LIST 

(BY MAIL) I am readily familiar with the firm's practice of collection and processing 
correspo11de11Ce for niajljllg. Under that practice it would be depositec:hyith the 
u;s.·Po~ta1·serWceon:thiit,sallle'daywithpo~e·thereonfullyprepaidat·Slin 
Diego, California, in the or<:Jmary course of b~in~s. I am aW!lfl: tha,t on 
niotfon of ihe j,aity served; service is presumed 111vil)id if postal cancellation 
date or postage meter dilte is more than o~ day after date of deposit for 
mailing in affidavit. 

(BY PERSONAL SERVICE) By causing to be delivered by hand to the offices 
of the addressee(s) on the date listed above. 

(BY OVERNIGHT DELIVERY - FEDERAL EXPRESS) I enclosed the 
documents in an envelope or package provided by an Federal Express and 
addressed to the persons at the addre= listed below. I placed the envelope or 
pacJaige for collection and overnight delivery at an office of a regularly utilized 
drop box for Fedeful Express. 

XX (BY E-MAIL OR ELECTRONIC TRANSMJSSION) B~ on a coµrt order or an 
agrt#nent oftbepaity to liicept service by e-:mait or elictronic tra!iSlllission, I 
caused the documents to be sent to the persons at the eniai1 address listed 
below. I did not receive, within a reasonable time after the transmission, any 
electronic m~sages or other indication that the transmissions were 
unsuccessful. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 

Dated: 3-13-}~ 4x-ir [_ --
L1saE. Mayn~ 7 



James M. McCabe, Esq. 
The McCabe Law Finn, APC 
4817 Santa Monica Avenue, Suite B 
San Diego, CA 92107 
Tel: 619-224-2848 
Fax: 619-224-0089 . 

MAILING LIST 

email: jim~ccabelaw.net 
Attomeys_orPlaya Pacifica Spanish Congregation (Defendant Doe 1) 

Robert W. Hariiso E . . ... '·. ···.·,. n, liq 
Jq!Jn RrC!ifjotd/~sq. 
Wilson, Elser, Moskowitz, Edelman & Dicker LLP 
401 West A Street, Suite 1900 
San Diego CA'-92101-8484 
Te): 619,321-62!)0 
Fax: 619•321'"6201 · 
email: robert.hariiso!!@wilsonelser.com 

johii:clifford@wilsonelser.com 

Dean A. 0 Ison, E!iq. 
Beth A, Kahn, E!iq. 
Douglas H. Hoang, E!iq. 
Ryan McKim, E!iq. 
Morris, Polich & Purdy, LLP 
I 055 Wesf Seventh Street, Twenty Fourth Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
Tel: 213-891-9100 
Fax:213-488-1178 
email: bkahn/ii.lmnolaw.com 

dhoarig@l1rtiP1aw.com 

Atto111eys for Defendants 
Watchtower Bible iiild Tract Society of New York, Inc. (sued as Doe 2, Supervisory 
Organization) aria Playa Pacifica Spanish Congregation (sued as Doe I, Congregation) 

Francis McNamara, Esq. 
WAA:litgwer Bil!!e & Tract Society of New York, Inc. 
Le al Deparlment 
1oE Watchtower-Orive 
Patterson, NY 12563 
Tel: 845-306-0700 x 46760 
email: fincnamar@jw.org 

Attorney for Defendant 
Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of NewYork, Inc. (sued as Doe 2, Supervisory 
Organization) and Playa Pacifica Spanish Congregation (sued as Doe I, Congregation) 



Gle11 Feinberg, Esq. 
Wilson, Elser, Moskowitz, Edelman & Dicker, LLP 
1133 Westchester Avenue 
White P1llins, N¢w York 10604 
Tel: 914-872-7218 
Fax: 914-323-7001 
Email: · glen.feinberg@wilsonelser.com 
Attorneys for Playa Pacifica Spanish Congregation (Defendant Doe l) 

Melissa Murphy-Petros, Esq. · 
Wilson, Elser, Moskowitz, Edelman & Dicker, LLP 
55 West Monroe, Suite 3800 
Chicago, Illinois 60603 
Tel: 312 821.6154 
Fax: 312 704-1522 
Email: Melissa.murphy-petros@wilsonelser.com 
Attorneys for Playa Pacifica Spanish Congregation (Defendant Doe 1) 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

1 

SUPERIOR DEPARTMENT 71 HONORABLE GREGORY W. POLLACK, JUDGE 

) 
JOSE LOPEZ, AN INDIVIDUAL, ) 

PLAINTIFF, ) 
) 
) 

VS. ) NO. 37-2012-00099849 
) CU-PO-CTL 

DOE 1, LINDA VISTA CHURCH; DOE 2, ) 
SUPERVISORY ORGANIZATION; DOE 3, ) 
PERPETRATOR; AND DOES 4 THROUGH ) 
100, INCLUSIVE, )· 

DEFENDANTS. ) 
) ________________ ) 

APPEARANCES: 

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT 
NOVEMBER 16, 2017 

PAGES 1 - 60 

FOR THE PLAINTIFF: THE ZALKIN LAW FIRM, P.C. 
BY: MR. DEVIN M. STOREY 
12555 HIGH BLUFF DRIVE 

FOR THE DEFENDANT: 

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92130 

CLARK HILL, LLP 
BY: MS. RYAN C. MCKIM 
1055 WEST SEVENTH STREET, 
24TH FLOOR 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90017 

BRIANNA LEE HARO, CSR NO. 13121 
OFFICIAL COURT-APPROVED PRO TEMPORE COURT REPORTER 

WWW.SD-CRC.COM (619)810-7622 

CERTIFIED TRANSCRIPT 



2 

1 SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA, THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 16, 2017, 

2 8:15 A.M. 

3 * * * * 
4 

5 THE COURT: OKAY. WE'RE HERE ON THE LOPEZ VERSUS 

6 DOE CASE. 

7 STATE APPEARANCES, PLEASE. 

8 MR. STOREY: GOOD MORNING, YOUR HONOR. 

9 DEVIN STOREY FOR THE PLAINTIFF. 

10 MR. MCKIM: GOOD MORNING, YOUR HONOR. 

11 RYAN MCKIM ON BEHALF OF DEFENDANT WATCHTOWER 

12 BIBLE AND TRACT SOCIETY OF NEW YORK. 

13 

14 

THE COURT: 

MR. MCKIM: 

IS ANYBODY ON THE PHONE? 

NO. 

15 THE COURT: OKAY. HAVE A SEAT. 

16 ALL RIGHT. SO WHAT DATE IS THE PRESENT DATE 

17 FOR THE MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT? 

18 MR. STOREY: DECEMBER 15. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

MR. MCKIM: DECEMBER 15. 

THE COURT: DECEMBER 15TH. 

AND THAT WOULD MAKE THE OPPOSITION DUE ... 

MR. STOREY: DECEMBER 1ST. 

THE COURT: DECEMBER 1ST. 

24 AND RIGHT NOW THE -- THE MOTION FOR SUMMARY 

25 JUDGMENT IS BASED SOLELY ON THE STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS; IS 

26 

27 

28 

THAT CORRECT? 

MR. STOREY: 

THE COURT: 

IT'S ONE OF THREE ISSUES. 

OH. 



// 

3 

1 MR. STOREY: IT'S THE STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS 

2 REMAINS, AS DOES THE QUESTION OF THE DEFENDANT'S CHALLENGE 

3 TO PLAINTIFF'S CAUSE OF ACTION FOR FAILURE TO WARN, TRAIN 

4 OR EDUCATE, AND PROXIMATE CAUSE. 

5 

6 

THE COURT: OKAY. 

MR. STOREY: WE HAD BEEN IN EX PARTE IN MARCH AND WE 

7 HAD ARGUED 'THAT EACH OF THOSE THREE ISSUES IS IMPACTED IN 

8 SOME WAY BY THESE DOCUMENTS. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

WAS 

YOU 

ARE 

THE COURT: YEAH, I THOUGHT THAT THEY WERE. THAT 

THE WHOLE REASON FOR --

MR. STOREY: FOR DIVIDING THE SUMMARY JUDGMENT, TOO. 

THE COURT: -- FOR PUTTING IT OFF, so ... 

MR. MCKIM: WELL --

THE COURT: DO WE EVEN NEED TO REVISIT THAT ISSUE? 

CAN. 

MR. MCKIM: WHICH ISSUE? WHETHER THOSE DOCUMENTS 

PERTINENT TO THE --

THE COURT: YEAH. 

MR. MCKIM: YEAH, Y9UR HONOR, THE DOCUMENTS ARE NOT 

20 PERTINENT AT ALL TO THE -- THE STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS OR 

21 ANY OTHER ISSUE. 

22 THE COURT: WELL, WHY DID WE PUT OFF THE MOTION FOR 

·23 SUMMARY JUDGMENT SO LONG TO BEGIN WITH? WASN'T THE WHOLE 

24 RATIONALE THAT THE PLAINTIFF NEEDED THESE DOCUMENTS BEFORE 

25 PROCEEDING? YOU'RE SAYING NOW, IN RETROSPECT, THEY DIDN'T 

26 NEED THEM AT ALL. 

27 MR. MCKIM: THAT'S BEEN OUR POSITION ALL ALONG, IS 

28 THAT THOSE DOCUMENTS HAVE NOTHING TO DO WITH THE SUMMARY 



4 

1 JUDGMENT MOTION. 

2 THE COURT: YEAH, BUT WE ALREADY DECIDED, AT LEAST 

3 FOR PURPOSES OF SCHEDULING, THAT IT POTENTIALLY COULD. 

4 MR. MCKIM: WELL, EVEN IF YOU GRANT -- ASSUME 

5 ARGUENDO THAT THESE DOCUMENTS MIGHT HAVE SOME BEARING ON 

6 THE ISSUES AT HAND, WE STARTED PRODUCING THE DOCUMENTS ON 

7 A ROLLING BASIS EVERY OTHER WEEK STARTING IN JUNE. 

8 PLAINTIFF HAS HAD AN AMPLE OPPORTUNITY TO REVIEW THESE 

9 DOCUMENTS. AT A CERTAIN POINT IT BECOMES PREJUDICIAL TO 

10 MY CLIENT. WE FILED THIS MOTION IN JANUARY. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

' 

THE COURT: WELL, HAVE ALL THE DOCUMENTS BEEN 

PRODUCED? 

MR. MCKIM: WE PRODUCED EVERYTHING THAT I KNOW OF. 

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. WHEN DID YOU MAKE YOUR LAST 

PRODUCTION? 

MR. MCKIM: LAST PRODUCTION WAS IN OCTOBER. 

MR. STOREY: THE LAST DATE I SAW WAS OCTOBER 23RD. 

18 THE COURT: THAT'S PRETTY RECENT. IT TAKES A LONG 

19 TIME TO ANALYZE ALL THIS STUFF. 

20 MR. MCKIM: WELL, YOUR HONOR, BUT WE'VE BEEN 

21 PRODUCING EVERY OTHER WEEK. THEY'VE BEEN GETTING 

22 DOCUMENTS FOR A LONG TIME NOW. AND IN SEPTEMBER, 

23 PLAINTIFFS WERE IN HERE AND TOLD THE COURT THAT THEY HAD A 

24 TEAM OF EXPERTS REVIEWING THE DOCUMENTS. 

25 

26 

MR. STOREY: THAT'S TRUE. 

MR. MCKIM: SO I DON'T UNDERSTAND WHY THEY NEED AN 

27 ADDITIONAL SIX MONTHS. THIS IS BECOMING -- LIKE I SAID, 

28 IT'S PREJUDICIAL TO MY CLIENT. WHAT'S MORE 



10 

14 

1 MEAN, IT'S JUST -- THAT'S -- HE'S -- HE'S -- WHAT IS HE? 

2 A STATISTICIAN OR WHAT IS HE? 

3 MR. STOREY: SO WE'VE GOT -- OUR LEAD EXPERT, WHO'S 

4 GOING TO TESTIFY, IS A PHO. HE'S GOT A STATISTICIAN ON 

5 HIS TEAM WORKING WITH HIM AS WELL AS SOME OTHER FOLKS. 

6 

7 

8 

THE COURT: WHAT'S HE A PHO IN? 

MR. STOREY: I'M NOT SURE. 

THE COURT: IS HE A THEOLOGIAN OR --

9 MR. STOREY: NO. I DIDN'T -- I DIDN'T HIRE THE 

10 EXPERT. I'M NOT REALLY FAMILIAR WITH THE EXPERT'S 

11 QUALIFICATIONS. IT'S MR. ZALKIN'S PURVIEW, YOU KNOW. BUT 

12 I KNOW HE'S GOT A TEAM WORKING WITH HIM AND THEY'RE TRYING 

13 TO GO THROUGH THESE DOCUMENTS AND TRY TO GET THEM DONE AS 

14 SOON AS POSSIBLE. 

15 MR. MCKIM: YOUR HONOR, HOW MANY PEOPLE ARE ON THIS 

16 TEAM? I MEAN, MY CLIENT HAD TO -- HAD TO STAFF UP. THEY 

17 HAD ALL OF THEIR PARALEGALS AND THEY HAD TO BRING IN EXTRA 

18 PEOPLE TO MEET THE COURT'S DEADLINES. HOW MANY PEOPLE ARE 

19 ON THE TEAM? 

20 THE COURT: I DON'T KNOW. 

21 MR. MCKIM: THEY HAVEN'T TOLD US. AS FAR AS WE 

22 KNOW, THE TEAM IS TWO PEOPLE. 

23 THE COURT: WELL, WHAT WOULD BE THE PROBLEM OF 

24 CONTINUING IT 60 DAYS? YOU --

25 MR. STOREY: I MEAN, THE PROBLEM WITH CONTINUING IT 

26 60 DAYS IS I JUST I'M NOT GOING TO HAVE MY EXPERT'S 

27 DECLARATION EVEN THEN. 

28 THE COURT: OKAY. WHEN WILL THAT BE? 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

60 

6 I, BRIANNA LEE HARO, CSR NO. 13121, 

7 AN OFFICIAL PRO TEMPORE REPORTER OF THE SUPERIOR COURT OF 

8 THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF 

9 SAN DIEGO, DO HEREBY C~RTIFY: 

10 

11 

12 THAT I REPORTED IN MACHINE SHORTHAND 

13 THE PROCEEDINGS HEARD AND TESTIMONY ADDUCED IN THE 

14 ABOVE-ENTITLED CAUSE; AND THAT THE FOREGOING TRANSCRIPT, IS 

15 A FULL, TRUE, AND CORRECT TRANSCRIPT OF SAID PROCEEDINGS AS 

16 REPORTED, TO THE BEST OF MY ABILITY. 

17 DATED THIS 1ST DAY OF DECEMBER, 2017; 

18 AT SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 BRIANNA LEE HARO, CSR NO. 13121 

25 OFFICIAL COURT-APPROVED PRO TEMPORE COURT REPORTER 

26 SAN DIEGO COURTROOM REPORTERS' COALITION 

27 WWW.SD-CRC.COM (619)810-7622 

28 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Beth A. Kahn, Esq., SBN 134158 
Dean A. Olson, Esq., SBN 126155 
Ryan C. McKim, Esq., SBN 265941 
CLARK HILL LLP 
1055 West Seventh Street, 24th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90017 
Telephone: (213) 891-9100 
Facsimile: (213) 488-1178 
BKahn@clarkhill.com 
DO!son@clarkhill.com 
RMcKim@clarkhill.com 

7 Francis J. McNamara, Esq. 
(admitted Pro Hae Vice) 

8 100 Watchtower Drive 
Patterson, New York 12563 

9 
Attorneys for Defendant, Watchtower Bible and 

10 Tract Society ofNew York, Inc., sued herein as 
Doe 2, Supervisory Organization · 

F I L E D 
Cltrk Gf flt Su~1~tr Ceurt 

APR 1 6 2018 

By: M. SPIESMAN, Di;puty 

11 

12 

13 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

14 

15 

16 

17 

JOSE LOPEZ, an Individual, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

DOE I, LINDA VISTA CHURCH; DOE 2, 
18 SUPERVISORY ORGANIZATION; DOE 3, 

PERPETRATOR; and DOES 4 through I 00, 
19 inclusive, 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Defendants 

Case No. 37-2012-00099849-CU-PO-CTL 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

· [Filed concurrently with Opposition to Brief] 

Assigned to: Hon. Gregory W. Pollack 

Date: April 2 7, 2018 
Time: 9:30 a.m. 
Dept.: 71 

Trial Date: Vacated 

I 
PROOF OF SERVICE 

216837352.1 
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I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

Jose Lopez v. Doe 1, Linda Vista Congregation, et al. 
30-2012-00099849-CU-PO-CTL 

I, the undersigned, am an employee of Clark Hill LLP, located at I 0~5 West Seventh Street, 
24111 Floor, Los Angeles, California, 90017 declare under penalty of perjury that I am over the age of 
eighteen (18) and not a party to this matter, action or proceeding. 

On April 16, 2018, I served the foregoing document(s), described as follows: 
' 

1. WATCHTOWER BIBILE AND TRACT SOCIETY OF NEW YORK INC.'S 
OPPOSITION TO THE ZALKIN FIRM'S MOTION TO MODIFY PROTECTIVE 
ORDER; 

. 2. DECLARATION OF RYAN C. MCKIM 

" in this action by placing□ the original of the document 181 true copies of the document 
in separate sealed envelopes addressed to the following party(ies) in this matter at the 
following address(es): 

Via Federal Express 
Irwin M. Zalkin, Esq. 
Devin M. Storey, Esq. 
The Zalkin Law Firm, P .C. 
12555 High Bluff Drive, Suite 301 
San Diego, CA 92130 
Tel: 858-259-3011 / Fax: 858-259-3015 
Email: Irwin@zalldn.com 

dms@zalkin.com 

Attorn-•s for Plaintiff 

Via Email Only 
Francis J. McNamara 
100 Watchtower Drive 
Patterson, NY 12563 
Telephone: (845) 306-1000 
Email: FMCNAMAR@jw.org 

Attorneys for Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of 
New York, Legal Department 

BY OVERNIGHT DELIVERY: I enclosed the documents in an envelope or package provided by an 
overnight delivery carrier and addressed to Counsel/or Plaintiff at the addresses exhibited therewith. I 
placed the envelope or package for collection and overnight delivery at an office or a regularly utilized 
drop box of the overnight delivery carrier. 

BY E-MAIL OR ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION: Based on a court order or an agreement of the 
parties to accept service by e-mail or electronic transmission, I caused the documents to be sent to 
attorneys for Waltchtower Bible and Tract Socitey of New York, Legal Department, at the e-mail 
address(es) exhibited therewith. I did not receive, within a reasonable time after the transmission, any 
electronic message or other indication that the transmission was unsuccessful. 

Executed on April 16, 2018, at Los Angeles, California. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 
true and correct. 




