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WATCHTOWER BIBLE AND TRACT
SOCIETY OF NEW YORK, INC.
LEGAL DEPARTMENT

Mario F. Moreno (Pro Hac Vice)

100 Watchtower Drive

Patterson, NY 12563-9204

Telephone: (845) 306-1000

Facsimile: (845) 306-0709

Attorney for Defendant Doe 3, Supervisory Organization

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

JOHN DORMAN, INDIVIDUALLY, AND )

JOEL GAMBOA, INDIVIDUALLY Case No.: 37-201 O-OOO92450-CU-PO-CTﬂ

DEFENDANT WATCHTOWER’S
NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OR IN
THE ALTERNATIVE SUMMARY
ADJUDICATION

Plaintiffs,

VS.

DEFENDANT DOE 2 LINDA VISTA DEPT.. C-73

CHURCH, AND DEFENDANT DOE 3 %;'1%: ?ggzmber 16,2011
SUPERVISORY ORGANIZATION, - Uam.
DEFENDANT DOE 4, PERPETRATOR,
AND DOES 5 THROUGH 100, INCLUSIVE ) TRIAL DATE: January 27, 2012

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
DEFENDANT DOE | LA JOLLA CHURCH, ) JUPGE: STEVEN R. DENTON
)
)
)
)
)
)
Defendants. )
)
)

TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on December 16, 2011, at 10:30 a.m. or as soon
thereafter as the matter may be heard in Department 73 of the above-titled court located at !330
West Broadway, San Diego, CA 92101, DEFENDANT DOE 3, SUPERVISORY

ORGANIZATION, will move and hereby moves the court, to grant their Motion for Summary

1
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Judgment or in the Alternative Summary Adjudication against Plaintiffs John Dorman and Joel
Gamboa. The summary judgment is based on this Notice of Motion and Motion for Sumrﬁary
Judgment or in the Alternative Summary Adjudication, the attached Memorandum of Pointsland
Authorities, the Separate Statement of Undisputed Facts, the records and papers on file herein,
and upon other such documentary evidence and argument that may be presented at the hearing of
this motion. |
PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE THAT an appearance by parties or counsel is
necessary on the date and time set forth above. A tentative ruling can be obtained by calling

(619) 691-4721 or by accessing the court’s website at http://www.sdcourt.ca.gov/.

DATED: September &l_, 2011 Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of
w York, Inc., Legal Department

MaYio F. Moreno \ \) ~
Associate General Counsel
100 Watchtower Drive '

Patterson, NY 12563-9204
(845) 306-1000

Attorney for Defendant Doe 3,
Supervisory Organization

2 i
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PROOF OF SERVICE
DORMAN et al. v. DOE 1, LA JOLLA CHURCH et al.
Case No. 37-2010-00092450-CU-PO-CTL

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO:

I work in the County of Putnam, State of New York. Iam over the age of 18 and am not
a party to the within action; my business address is 100 Watchtower Drive, Patterson, NY 12563.

On Septembeij_iAZOl 1, I served the following document(s) described as MOTION
AND MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE
SUMMARY ADJUDICATION, MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES,
AND SEPARATE STATEMENT OF UNDISPUTED FACTS on all interested parties to this
action as follows: :

P( By placing o the originalXa true copy thereof enclosed in sealed envelopes addressed as
follows: PLEASE SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST.

N BY MAIL: By placing a true copy thereof in a sealed envelope addressed as above, and
placing it for collection and mailing following ordinary business practices. I am readily
familiar with Watchtower Legal Department’s practice of collection and processing
correspondence for mailing. Under that practice it would be deposited with U.S. postal
service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at Patterson, New York, in the
ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of party served, service is presumed
invalid if postal cancellation date or postage meter date is more than one day after date of
deposition for mailing in affidavit.

o BY OVERNIGHT COURIER: I caused the above-referenced document(s) to be delivered
to for delivery to the above address(es).

o BY FAX: I caused the above-referenced document to be transmitted via facsimile from Fax
No. (845) 306-0709 to Fax No. directed to . The facsimile machine I
used complies with Rule 2003(3) and no error was reported by the machine.

o BY PERSONAL SERVICE: I caused such envelope to be delivered by hand to the
addressee(s).

o [State] I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct.

0 [Federal] I declare that I am employed in the office of a member of the bar of
this court at whose direction the service was made.

Executed on September E_, 2011 at San Diego, California.

o ROA

Jofnes R. DeﬁbaughV

DEFENDANT WATCHTOWER’S NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE SUMMARY ADJUDICATION
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SERVICE LIST
DORMAN, et al. v. DOE 1, LA JOLLA CHURCH, et al.
Case No. 37-2010-00092450-CU-PO-CTL

The Zalkin Law Firm, P.C.

Devin M Storey, Esq.

12555 High Bluff Drive, Suite 260
San Diego, CA 92130

Telephone: (858) 259-3011
Facsimile: (858) 259-3015

(ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS)

The McCabe Law Firm, APC
James M. McCabe

4817 Santa Monica Avenue
San Diego, CA 92107

Telephone: (619) 224-2848
Facsimile: (619) 224-0089

(ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT DOE 1 LA JOLLA CHURCH)

Rocky K. Copley, Esq.

Law Office of Rocky K. Copley
225 Broadway, Suite 2100

San Diego, CA 92101
Telephone: (619)232-3131
Facsimile: (619) 232-1690

(ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT DOE 2 LINDA VISTA CHURCH)
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WATCHTOWER BIBLE AND TRACT
SOCIETY OF NEW YORK, INC.
LEGAL DEPARTMENT

Mario F. Moreno (Pro Hac Vice)

100 Watchtower Drive

Patterson, NY 12563-9204

Telephone: (845) 306-1000
Facsimile: (845) 306-0709

Attorney for Defendant Doe 3, Supervisory Organization

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

JOHN DORMAN, INDIVIDUALLY, AND

JOEL GAMBOA, INDIVIDUALLY Case No.: 37-2010-00092450-CU-PO-CTL

)
)
)
Plaintiffs ) MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND
’ ) AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF
)
)
)
)
)
)

DEFENDANT WATCHTOWER’S
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE SUMMARY
ADJUDICATION

VS.

DEFENDANT DOE 1 LA JOLLA CHURCH,
DEFENDANT DOE 2 LINDA VISTA
CHURCH, AND DEFENDANT DOE 3
SUPERVISORY ORGANIZATION,
DEFENDANT DOE 4, PERPETRATOR,

) JUDGE: STEVEN R. DENTON

)

)

)
AND DOES 5 THROUGH 100, INCLUSIVE )

)

)

)

DEPT.:. C-73
DATE: December 16, 2011
TIME: 10:30 am.

TRIAL DATE: January 27, 2012
Defendants.

)
Defendant DOE 3 SUPERVISORY ORGANIZATION (hereinafter “Watchtower”)," by

and through its attorney of record, submits this Memorandum of Points and Authorities in

Support of Watchtower’s Motion for Summary Judgment. 1

! This appearance is 7of made on behalf of the unnamed Defendant Doe 4 Perpetrator in the Complaint. Further,
this appearance is not made on behalf of Defendant DOE 1 La Jolla Church, or Defendant DOE 2 Linda Vista
Church.

DEFENDANT WATCHTOWER’S MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR SITMMARY NTIMGMENT
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C. Summary judgment against Plaintiff Dorman is also appropriate because
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protect their members from abuse by one another. ... 12
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STATEMENT OF UNDISPUTED PERTINENT FACTS?

Plaintiffs allege that Defendant Doe 4 Perpetrator (hereinafter “Gonzalo Campos” or
“Campos”) sexually abused them while they were minors, associated with the Defendant
DOE 1 La Jolla Church (hereinafter “La Jolla Spanish Congregation™) and/or the Defendant
DOE 2 Linda Vista Church (hereinafter “Linda Vista Spanish Congregation™), as was
Defendant Campos. Defendant DOE 3 Supervisory Organization (hereinafter “Watchtower”)
only admits the facts presented herein for the purposes of this Motion for Summary
Judgment.

The Church Defendants’

In order to properly understand the relationships between Plaintiffs and Church
Defendants, it is necessary to understand some of the relevant terminology used, briefly review
how these entities are organized, and how appointments are made within the congregations.,

All congregations of Jehovah’s Witnesses are composed of individuals and families who
gather together to worship in buildings called “Kingdom Halls.” (UMF No. 1). A rank-and-file
member of the congregation is called a “publisher.” (UMF No. 2). There are baptized and
unbaptized publishers, but only baptized publishers are considered to be Jehovah’s Witnesses or
congregation members. (UMF No. 2). Jehovah’s Witnesses do not practice infant baptism.
(UMF No. 3). Youth are not typically baptized until they are of a sufficient age to make their
own determination about their religious beliefs, usually not until their teenage years, but there is
no age requirement for baptism. (UMF No. 3). Therefore, some unbaptized publishers may be as

young as five or six years old. (UMF No. 4). '

? Material facts are cited and catalogued in Defendant Watchtower’s Separate Statement of Undisputed Facts,
filed concurrently with these points and authorities. Background facts are cited as necessary.

* Defendants Watchtower, Linda Vista Spanish Congregation, and La Jolla Spanish Congregation are referred to
collectively as “Church Defendants.”

"1' 1
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There is no predetermined amount of hours a publisher is required to spend in the public
ministry to qualify as a publisher. (UMF No. 5). Individuals spend as much time in the public
ministry as their heart motivates them to do so. (UMF No. 6). Similarly, there is no requirement
for publishers to place certain amounts of literature. (UMF No. 7).

Before an individual, whether a man, woman, or child, is recognized as an unbaptized
publisher, two congregation Elders briefly meet with that person (and their parents in the case of
a minor) to determine whether the individual believes the Bible is the inspired Word of God,
whether the person knows basic Bible teachings, whether their life is in harmony with the Bible’s
prohibitions against immorality, drunkenness, and drug abuse, and whether they want to ‘t')e one

of Jehovah’s Witnesses. (UMF No. 8). Thereafter, the two Elders determine whether the
individual can be recognized as an unbaptized publisher in the congregation. (UMF No. 8).
However, this procedure for becoming an unbaptized publisher did not come into existence until
it was announced in the November 15, 1988, issue of The Watchtower. (UMF No. 9). P;'ior to
November 15, 1988, the individual who studied the Bible with an interested person made the
decision as to when the interested person would be invited to accompany the congregation in the
field ministry as an approved associate of Jehovah’s Witnesses. (UMF No. 9). - |
There is no application form to fill out to become an unbaptized publisher. kUMF
No. 10). Neither Watchtower nor the U.S. branch offices of Jehovah’s Witnesses review or
approve whether an individual can be recognized as a baptized or unbaptized publisher, nor do
Watchtower or the U.S. branch offices of Jehovah’s Witnesses maintain a list of baptized or

unbaptized publishers in a given congregation. (UMF No. 11). Likewise, prior to November 15,

1988, neither Watchtower nor the U.S. branch offices of Jehovah’s Witnesses reviewed or

-2-
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approved whether an individual could be an approved associate of Jehovah’é Witnesses, and
neither did they maintain list of approved associates in a given congregation. (UMF No. 1 1).

After a person turns in his or her first field service report to the Elders, an announcément
is made during one of the weekday congregation meetings stating that so-and-so is a new
unbaptized publisher in the congregation. (UMF No. 12).( The procedure to announce a new
unbaptized publisher to the congregation did not come into existence until it was announéed in
the November 15, 1988, issue of The Watchtower, and prior to that date there was no
announcement made when an individual became an approved associate. (UMF No. 12).

Before an individual can serve as an Elder, Ministerial Servant, and/or Regular or
Auxiliary Pioneer, they must be a baptized publisher. (UMF No. 13) Most baptized publ(ishers
do not serve in an appointed position as Elders, Ministerial Servants, and/or Regular Pioﬁeers.
(UMF No. 13). Also, since the number of Watchtower corporate members range from 30 to 100
at any given time, and historically have been elders who live and serve at the U.S. branch offices
of Jehovah’s Witnesses in New York, most Jehovah’s Witnesses are not corporate members of
Watchtower. (UMF No. 14).

There is no paid clergy class in congregations of Jehovah’s Witnesses. (UMF No. 15).
Rather, each congregation is supervised by a group of men, normally three or more, w}}o are
referred to as “Elders.” (UMF No. 16). These Elders take the lead in teaching, proYiding
pastoral care, and organizing the congregations. Most eldefs are also husbands and fathers, and
most are secularly employed to support their families. These men are unpaid volunteers and they
do not wear any priestly garb or special identifying clothing. (UMF No. 17). |

Each congregation of Jehovah’s Witnesses, including the Linda Vista Spanish

Congregation and the La Jolla Spanish Congregation, has its own individual group of Elders

-3
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known as a “body of elders” for its separate congregation. (UMF No. 18). Each congregation
body of elders has three different Elders who serve in three different positions known as
“Coordinator of the Body of Elders” (formerly known as “Presiding Overseer”), “Secretary,” and
“Service Overseer.” (UMF No. 19). The Coordinator of the Body of Elders serves as the
chairman at meetings of the body of elders and generally coordinates congregation activities.
(UMF No. 20). The Secretary maintains field service reports (record of individual’s field service
activity) and other congregation records. (UMF No. 21). The Service Overseer monitors the
public ministry of the congregation as a whole, which is sometimes also referred to as “field
ministry.” (UMF No. 22). These three Elders (Coordinator of the Body of Elders, Secretary,
and Service Overseer) constitute a “Congregation Service Committee” to care for some matters
on behalf of the body of elders, such as the composition and location of Congregation Book
Studies, and any communications with Watchtower, the U.S. branch offices, and with other
congregations. (UMF No. 23). ‘
Other Elders on the body of elders serve as a Theocratic Ministry School Overseer, a
Watchtower Study Conductor, and Congregation Book Study Overseers. (UMF No. 24). The
Theocratic Ministry School Overseer is responsible for organizing and instructing a weekly
midweek meeting entitled the Theocratic Ministry School. (UMF No. 25). The Watchtower
Study Conductor organizes and oversees weekly one-hour meeting that takes place on the
weekends (usually Sunday) during which an article from the Watchtower magazine is
considered. (UMF No. 26). Both of these meétings are held at the Kingdom Hall and open to all
members of the congregation and the public. (UMF No. 27). During the 1970’s and thouéh the
1990’s, Congregation Book Study Overseers organized and oversaw a second weekly one-hour

meeting of separate small groups that would meect in the private homes of some of the

-4 -
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congregation members to study a Bible-based publication published by Jehovah’s Witnesses.
(UMF No. 28).

Each congregation also has “Ministerial Servants” who assist the Elders to care for the
practical needs of the congregation. (UMF No. 29). The responsibilities of Ministerial Servants
include handling the congregation literature, congregation accounts, congregation territory for
the public ministry, microphones and sound equipment, serving as attendants during
congregation meetings at the Kingdom Hall, and maintaining the physical appearance and
cleanliness of the Kingdom Hall. (UMF No. 30).

Congregations also have “Regular Pioneers,” who can be men, women, or minors who
are active in the public ministry. (UMF No. 31). During the 1970’s through the 1990’s, Regular
Pioneers had to average 100 hours per month in the public ministry and later 90 hours per rgonth.
Beginning in 1976, Auxiliary Pioneers had a 60 hours per month average. Currently, Regular
Pioneers have to average 70 hours per month in the public ministry and Auxiliary Pioneers have
to average 50 hours per month. (UMF No. 32).

Elders, Ministerial Servants, and Regular and Auxiliary Pioneers are all vo]mteqs and
none of them are paid for their service nor do they receive any reimbursement for, their
transportation, living, or meal expenses. (UMF No. 33). Neither Watchtower, the U.S. branch
offices of Jehovah’s Witnesses, nor any congregations of Jehovah’s Witnesses have any paid
employees, and as previously noted, there is no paid clergy class. (UMF No. 34).

At least twice a year, the body of elders of a congregation meet together to review the
qualifications of the men in the congregation who might qualify to be recommended as an Elder

or Ministerial Servant. (UMF No. 35). Elders are recommended from among the Ministerial

Servants in the congregation and must meet the spiritual qualifications found at 1 Timothy,3:1-7
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and Titus 1:5-9. (UMF No. 36). Ministerial Servants are recommended from other male
members of the congregation who are not serving as an Elder or Ministerial Servant and who
meet the spiritual qualifications found at 1 Timothy 3:8‘-10, 12, 13. (UMF No. 37). A “Regular
Pioneer” or “Auxiliary Pioneer” on the other hand, is a position that any congregation member
can apply for by filling out an application and turning it in to the Congregation Service
Committee. (UMF Né. 38). The Congregation Service Committee reviews the application to

determine, among other factors, whether the individual meets the moral requirements and is
likely to meet the monthly time requirements to serve as a Regular Pioneer or Auxiliary Pioneer.
(UMF No. 39).

During the 1970’s through the 1990’s, the local congregation Elders’ recommendations
of Elders, Ministerial Servants, and Regular Pioneers had to be approved by the Service
Department at the U.S. braﬁch offices of Jehovah’s Witnesses in New York before they could be
appointed. (UMF No.40). However, Auxiliary Pioneers were approved by the local
Congregation Service Committee without any review or approval by the Service Department at
the U.S. branch offices. (UMF No. 40). During the 1970’s through the 1990’s, all appoin‘tments
of Elders, Ministerial Servants, and Regular Pioneers in the United States were communicz;ted by
the Service Department to congregations through Watchtower. (UMF No. 41). After the local
congregation body of elders received the approval from Watchtower for an appointment, an
announcement was made to the congregation during one of the regularly scheduled wéekday
meetings stating that the individual was appointed to serve as an Elder, Ministerial Servlant, or

Regular Pioneer. (UMF No. 42). A similar announcement was made after a publisher was

approved as an Auxiliary Pioneer by the local Congregation Service Committee. (UMF No. 42).

-6-
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Plaintiff John Dorman’s Claim

Plaintiff John Dorman (hereinafter “Dorman™), born on September 7, 1977, was
sexually abused by Gonzalo Campos on two different dates within a twelve-month period
when he was in first or second grade. (UMF No. 43). Dorman’s abuse therefore took place
roughly from 1983 to 1984 when Dorman was approximately 7 to 8 years old and while both
he and Campos were associated with the Linda Vista Spanish Congregation. (UMF No. 43).

Dorman’s first abuse took place when Campos took him on a landscaping job and -
touched him inappropriately while traveling inside of Campos’s van to and from the
worksite. (UMF No. 44). Dorman’s second abuse was within twelve months when Campos
abused him on the way to a different landscaping jobsite. (UMF No. 45). Dorman was a!lso
abused by Campos later that same day at a home where Campos’s mother worked a(s a
housecleaner. (UMF No. 45). In the spring of 1994, when he was 16 years old, Dorman first
disclosed his abuse by Campos to his parents who thereafter contacted elders in the Linda
Vista Spanish Congregation about the alleged abuse. (UMF No. 46). |

Plaintiff Joel Gamboa’s Claim

Plaintiff Joel Gamboa (hereinafter “Gamboa”), born on December 31, 1980, was

sexually abused repeatedly by Campos from the time he was 8 or 9 until he was 14, which
would roughly be from 1988 to 1994. (UMF No. 58). This sexual abuse took place during
Bible study with Campos, after Campos picked him up from school, on Campos’s
landscaping jobs, and at Campos’s home. (UMF No. 59). In 1995, when Gamboa was about
14 years old, he first disclosed his abuse by Campos when an elder from the Linda Vlista

Spanish Congregation called to ask him about it. (UMF No. 60). Subsequently, Gamboa

told his mother, his kids’ mother, and his current girlfriend. (UMF No. 61).
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Further, Gamboa has always known that he was abused by Campos, and there Was
never a period of time when he blocked it out. (UMF No. 62). Gamboa did not ﬁlé this
action until May 20, 2010, when he was 29 years old. (UMF No. 63).

Defendant Gonzalo Campos

Defendant Campos was born on January 10, 1963, and began to associate with the
Linda Vista Spanish Congregation in about 1978 or 1980, when he was 16 or 17 years old.
(UMF No. 47). As a teenager, Campos studied the Bible with Jehovah’s Witnesses in the
Linda Vista Spanish Congregation where he attended meetings along with his mother, and he
was eventually invited by the publisher who studied the Bible with him to accompany the
congregation in the field ministry as an approved associate of Jehovah’s Witnesses. (UMF
No. 48). Campos was later baptized as one of Jehovah’s Witnesses in 1980, at age 17, and he
continued as a baptized publisher in the Linda Vista Spanish Congregation. (UMF No. 49).

By 1986 the Linda Vista Spanish Congregation had grown larger in number apd a
separate congregation known as the La Jolla Spanish Congregation was formed in November
1986 as an offshoot of the Linda Vista Spanish Congregation. (UMF No. 50). At that same
time, Campos ceased his association with the Linda Vista Spanish Congregation and he
began to associate with the newly formed La Jolla Spanish Congregation because he lived
closer to this new congregation so it was more convenient. (UMF No. 51). When Campos
began associating with the La Jolla Spanish Congregation, he was still only a baptized
publisher (i.e., congregation member) and he had never served as an Elder, Ministerial
Servant, or Regular or Auxiliary Pioneer while he was associated with the Linda Vista
Spanish Congregation. (UMF Nos. 52, 53). It was not until December 22, 1988, when

Campos was a member of the La Jolla Spanish Congregation that he was first appointed to
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serve as a Ministerial Servant in the La Jolla Spanish Congregation. (UMF No. 53).
Subsequently, on June 23, 1993? Campos was appointed to serve as an Elder with the La
Jolla Spanish Congregation. (UMF Nos. 52, 54).v He was never appointed to serve as an
Elder in the Linda Vista Spanish Congregation, or in any other congregation of Jehovah’s
Witnesses, prior to that date. (UMF No. 54).

In January 1994, the La Jolla Spanish Congregation changed its name to Playa Pacifica
Spanish Congregation, and Campos continued to serve as an Elder there until he was
disfellowshipped, or expelled from the congregation, on June 9, 1995. (UMF No. 55). Atno
time did Campos ever serve as a Regular Pioneer in the Linda Vista Spanish Congregatibn or
in any other congregation of Jehovah’s Witnesses, nor did Campos ever serve as an Aux|iliary
Pioneer while associated with the Linda Vista Spanish Congregation. (UMF No. 56).

Furthermore, at no time was Campos ever a member or employee of Watchtower. (UMF

No. 57)

SUMMARY JUDGMENT STANDARD

Defendants moving for summary judgment bear the burden of showing that a cause of
action has no merit because plaintiff cannot establish an element of the claim or 'because
defendants have a complete defense. If the defendants make this showing, the burden‘then
shifts to the plaintiff opposing the summary judgment motion to establish that a triable Iissue
of fact exists. Saelzler v. Advanced Group 400 (2001) 25 Cal.4th 763, 768, 107 Cal.Rptr.2d
617; Code Civ. Proc., § 437¢, subds. @), (p)Q2).

A party moving for summary judgment must support that motion “by afﬁdévits,
declarations, admissions, answers to interrogatories, depositions, and matters of v&’fhich

Judicial notice shall or may be taken.” Code Civ. Proc., § 437¢, subd. (b)(1). Supporting
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affidavits or declarations “shall be made by any person on personal knowledge, shall set forth
admissible evidence, and shall show affirmatively that the affiant is competent to testify to
the matters stated in the affidavits or declarations.” Jd. at subd. (d).
ARGUMENT
I.  Summary judgment against Dorman is appropriate because Defendant Campos
was not an employee or agent of Defendant Watchtower at the time of the alleged
abuse.
A. Watchtower is not responsible for Campos’ sexual abuse of Dorman since

Campos was only a rank-and-file congregation member at the time of the
alleged abuse.

The Restatement states that, “As a general rule one has no duty to control the conduct
of another, and no duty to warn those who may be endangered by such conduct. [Citations.]
A duty may arise, however, where ‘(a) a special relation exists between the actor and the
third person which imposes a duty upon the actor to control the third person’s conduct, or
(b) a special relation exists between the actor and the other which gives the other a right to
protection.” Rest.2d Torts, § 315; [citations].” Peterson v. San Francisco Community College
Dist. (1984) 36 Cal.3d 799, 806, 205 Cal.Rptr. 842. “This rule derives from the common
law’s distinction between misfeasance and nonfeasance, and its reluctance to impose liability
for the latter. [Citation.]” Tarasoff v. Regents of University of California (1976) 17 Cal.3d
425,435, fn. 5, 131 Cal.Rptr.2d 14, 551 P.2d 334.

Plaintiff Dorman (born on September 7, 1977) claims that between 1983 and 1984,
when he was in the first or second grade, Campos abused him on two different days. (UMF
No. 43). At that time, Campos was a rank-and-file congregation member of the Linda Vista
Spanish ‘Congregation, and he was never a member or employee of Watchtower. (UMF Nos.
49-57). It was not until December 22, 1988 (in the La Jolla Spanish Congregation), four
years after his abuse of Dorman that Campos was appointed as a Ministerial Servant. (UMF
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No. 53). Therefore, summary judgment in favor of Watchtower is appropriate because it
cannot be held liable for the general negligence or negligent supervision, appointment,
selection, hiring or retention claims since he was only a rank-and-file congregation member
of the Linda Vista Spanish Congregation at the time of Dorman’s abuse. Campos was not a
member, agent, employee, or servant of Watchtower. Even if the court finds that Campos, a
rank-and-file congregation member, is an agent of the congregation, since Watchtower does
not review or approve rank-and-file congregation members, Campos would still not be an
agent of Defendant Watchtower. (UMF No. 10-11).

Furthermore, Dorman’s alleged abuse did not take place during any Watchtower
related activities or on Watchtower property. (UMF Nos. 43-45). Rather, it occurred when
Campos took Dorman on his secular landscaping jobs or to where Campos’ mother worked

as a housecleaner. (UMF Nos. 44-45). Therefore, even if the Court were concerned: that

potential agency could exist between Campos and Watchtower by virtue of Campos being a
rank-and-file Linda Vista Spanish congregation member, summary judgment should still be
granted to Defendant Watchtower since Dorman’s alleged abuse did not occur during any
Watchtower activity or on Watchtower property.

B. Watchtower did not have an agency relationship with Campos simply by
virtue of his being a congregation member at the time of Dorman’s alleged
abuse.

Whether or not a local congregation member is an agent of Watchtower, the national
church entity of Jehovah’s Witnesses, has not been decided in California. But this issué has
been decided by a Florida Appellate Court in Gillet v. Watchtower Bible & Tract Society of
Pennsylvania, Inc. (Fl. Ct. App. 2005) 913 So.2d 618. In Gillet, a plaintiff sued a Miami
Congregation of Jehovah’s Witnesses (the Miami Congregation), and several national

corporations used by Jehovah’s Witnesses, including Watchtower, for injuries resulting from
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a vehicle-pedestrian accident. Id. at 619. At the time of the accident, the plaintiff and the

responsible driver were both members of the Miami Congregation and had just finished
meeting at the plaintiff’s home in advance of engaging in the field ministry. As they were
leaving the home, the responsible driver backed out of the plaintiff’s driveway and accidently
struck the plaintiff, who was walking behind the car, causing her to fall into the road where
she was hit by a second vehicle. 7d.

Plaintiff claimed that the responsible driver was an agent of the Miami Congregation by
virtue of her being a congregation member and the fact that the responsible driver was about
to engage in the field ministry. Id. The Florida Court of Appeals noted that when the
congregation member performed field ministry, “she did so not as the agent of any church
entity, but, as she stated, ‘[for] Jehovah God’ and as part of a well-established, long-
recognized religious practice.” Id. at 620.

In this case, there is less of a connection between Campos and Watchtower than there
was in the Gillet case. The simple fact that Campos was a member of the Linda Vista
Spanish Congregation at the time of Dorman’s abuse does not make Campos an agent of
Watchtower. '

C. Summary judgment against Plaintiff Dorman is also appropriate because
volunteer organizations, including churches, do not have a legal duty to protect
their members from abuse by one another.

Several courts have addressed and rejected attempts to impose duties on Watchtower to
protect rank-and-file congregation members from one another. In Meyer v. Lindala (Minn.
Ct. App. 2004) 675 N.W.2d. 635, the plaintiffs Meyer and Doe, their parents, and the
respondent Derek Lindala and his parents were all members of the Annandale Congregation

of Jehovah’s Witnesses. Id. at 637, Meyer alleged that Lindala had abused her in vatious

locations, including Lindala’s home. Id. at 638. Doe alleged that she too had been abused on
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one occasion in the basement of Lindala’s parents’ home. Id. At the time, Lindala was a
rank-and-file congregation member and did not hold an appointed position w1th1n the
congregation. The plaintiffs claimed that the Annandale Congregation and Watchtower
owed them a legal duty of care because they were allegedly on notice that Lindala had
previously abused another minor.

The Minnesota Court of Appeals noted that “an affirmative duty to act only arises when
a sbecial relationship exists between the parties.” Id. at 639. “The fact that an actor realizes
or should realize that action on his part is necessary for another’s aid or protection does not
of itself impose upon him a duty to take such action ... unless a special relationship exists ...
between the actor and the other which gives the other the right to protection.” (alteratig?n in
original) (quotation omitted).

Further, the court held that a special relationship exists where one party has “custody of
another under circumstances that deprive the other of normal opportunities for self-
protection.” Meyer, 675 ‘N.W.Zd. at 639. ““Typically, the plaintiff is in some respect
particularly vulnerable and dependent on the defendant, who in turn holds considerable
power over the plaintiff's welfare.”” Id. at 639-40 (citation omitted).

The facts in Meyer did not support a special relationship with the plaintiffs. Neither the
Annandale Congregation nor Watchtower had “custody or control over Meyer and Doe at the
time of the alleged misconduct. The incidents of sexual misconduct took place at Lindala’s
residence, on a snowmobile, and in an automobile. Meyer and Doe do not argue that the
misconduct took place during Annandale Congregation functions or on Annandale

Congregation property.” Id. at 640. |
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In this case, Dorman claims that he and Campos were both associated with the Linda
Vista Spanish Congregation when Dorman’s abuse occurred. (UMF No. 43). Liké tﬁe
perpetrator Lindala in Meyer, Campos was a rank-and-file member of the Linda Vista
Spanish Congregation, énd he did not hold an appointed position as an Elder, Ministerial
Servant, or Regular or Auxiliary Pioneer at the time of the abuse, and he was not an
employee or agent of Watchtower. (UMF Nos. 49-52) Further, the abuse was not relatéd to
any Watchtower activity and it did not occur on any congregation property. (UMF Nos. 44,
45). Therefore, even assuming the elders in the Linda Vista Spanish Congregation were
aware of the danger posed by Campos in 1983, which is disputed, “mere knowledge coupled
with power is insufficient to impose a duty.” Meyer, 675 N.W.2d at 640.

-Summary judgment should be entered in favor of Defendant Watchtower and against
Plaintiff Dorman because no “special relationship” existed between them and thus,
Watchtower owed him no legal duty, at the time of his alleged abuse.

D. The Juarez v. Boy Scouts of America decision does not support Plaintiff
Dorman’s claims of general negligence or negligent failure to warn, train, or
educate, against Defendant Watchtower.

One of the recent landmark negligence decisions in California that Plaintiff Dorman
relies upon is Juarez v. Boy Scouts of America, Inc. (2000) 81 Cal.App.4th 377, 97 Cal.Rptr.2d
12. In Juarez, the plaintiff, Mario R. Juarez, alleged that in 1990, while a member of Boy
Scout Troup 255, he was repeatedly sexually molested by Jorge Francisco Paz (Paz), a
scoutmaster of the troop. Id. at 384, 97 Cal.Rptr. at 16-17. According to Juarez, “the

molestations occurred in 1990 when he was between 12 and 13 years old. The sexual acts

were committed during officially sanctioned scouting events, such as overnight camping trips,

and at Paz’s home.” Id. at 385, 97 Cal.Rptr. at 17. Juarez revealed the allegations in 1993 and
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Paz was criminally prosecuted and ultimately sentenced to 14 years in prison on the basis of a
negotiated plea deal. Id.

The court of appeals affirmed the trial court’s decision to grant summary judgment
against all of Juarez’s causes of actions except one. “The only viable cause of action is
premised on the theory that the Scouts failed to take reasonable measures to protect Juarez
from sexual molestation by Paz.” Id. The court went though a seven-part balancing test, based
on Rowland v. Christian (1968) 69 Cal.2d 108, 70 Cal.Rptr. 97, to determiné that the Scouts
had a duty to the Plaintiff and that duty was breached with respect to Plaintiff Juarez.

In this case, Campos’ alleged sexual abuse of Dorman does not involve someone in an
appointed positioh equivalent to a “Scoutmaster.” Campos was simply a rank-and-file
congregation member in the Linda Vista Spanish Congregation, not an Elder, Ministerial
Servant, or Regular or Auxiliary Pioneer. (UMF Nos. 49-52). Furthermore, Campos was not
an employee or member of Watchtower. (UMF No. 57). A key fact in Juarez is also that the
abuse took place during scouting events such as overnight camping trips. In this case, the
alleged abuse of Dorman by Campos did not take place during Watchtower activities or events.
(UMF Nos. 44, 45). 1

Since Juarez does mnot support Dorman’s general negligence claim against
Watchtower, Defendant Watchtower’s motion for summary judgment should be granted with
regards to Plaintiff Dorman.

E. Watchtower did not ratify Campeos’ sexual abuse and harassment of Dorman
because he was not Watchtower’s agent or employee and the abuse or
harassment did not take place on Watchtower property or during Watchtower
activity.

Plaintiff Dorman may argue that Watchtower is vicariously liable for his abuse by

Defendant Campos. To support this argument, Dorman may rely on the theory of
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ratification. “The theory of ratification is generally applied where an employer fails to
investigate or respond to charges that an employee committed an intentional tort, such as

assault or battery.” Baptist v. Robinson, (2006) 143 Cal.App.4th 151, 170. Evidence of
ratification may also include an employer’s failure to discharge an agent or employee despite
knowledge of his unfitness. McChristian v. Popkin (1946) 75 Cal.App.2d 249, 256.

Dorman also relies on cases such as Murillo v. Rite Stuff Foods, Inc. (1998):65
Cal.App.4th 833 to show that “[a] principal is liable when it ratifies an originélly
unauthorized tort.” Id. at 852. In Murillo, the plaintiff alleged that her immediate
supervisor, Efren Atilano (Atilano), touched her inappropriately and made crude sexual
propositions and lewd remarks to her. Id. at 839. The plaintiff reported her supervis:)r’s
conduct to the plant manager, Jose Orlando Tobar (Tobar), but no action was takeﬁ to
investigate or remedy the situation. Id. Instead, the plaintiff was suspended and then
terminated.

In reinstating her vicarious liability claim, the Court of Appeals noted that an emplo‘yer
cannot be held liable for sexual harassment under the doctrine of respondeat superior. Id at
852. However, the court allowed a ratification claim, noting that the failure to discharge an
agent or employee may be evidence of ratification. Id. at 852. “‘If the employer, after
knowing of or an opportunity to learn of the agent’s misconduct, continues the wrongdoe; in
service, the employer may become an abettor and may make himself liable in punitive
damages.”” Id. (internal citation omitted).

In the Second Amended Complaint, paragraphs 9 through 9.3, Plaintiffs claim that the
Church Defendants, including Watchtower, retained Campos in a position of authority atv the

time of his alleged abuse. However, with respect to Plaintiff Dorman, the facts do not bear
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this out. As set forth above, Campos was a rank-and-file member of the Linda Vista Spanish
Congregation and not in appointed position as an Elder, Ministerial Servant, or Regular or
Auxiliary Pioneer, at the time he allegedly abused Plaintiff Dorman in 1983 to 1984. (UMF
Nos. 46-52). Further, the alleged abuse of Plaintiff Dorman by Defendant Campos did not
take place during congregation activities or events. (UMF Nos. 43-45).

The ratification theory relies on an employer/employee relationship, such as that
between the plaintiff and her supervisor in Murillo, or at the very least a principal/aggnt
relationship in order to be applicable. Murillo, 65 Cal.App.4th at 852. Therefore, since
Watchtower did not have an employer/employee or a principal/agent relationship with
Campos, a rank-and-file congregation member during Dorman’s alleged abuse by Campps,
and because Campos’ abuse of Dorman took place outside of any congregation activities and
outside of congregation property, the ratiﬁcatibn argument cannot be used to save Plaintiff
Dorman’s claims from summary judgment.

In addition, Dorman did not even report his abuse until 1994, or about 10 years after he
as abused by Campos. After Dorman reported his abuse by Campos, the Elders in the Playa
Pacifica Spanish Congregation investigated, deleted Campos as an Elder, and

disfellowshipped him in 1995.
II. Summary judgment should be granted against Plaintiff Gamboa because the
statute of limitations has lapsed on his claims.

The California Code of Civil Procedure, Section 340.1 governs the statute of limitations
for an action for recovery of damages suffered as a result of childhood sexual abuse. Cal.
Code Civ. Proc. § 340.1 (2011). Although it has been modified many times, the issue in
front of this Court is whether Plaintiff Gamboa timely filed his claims under the most recent
version of the statute that has been in effect since January 1, 2003.
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In applicable part, the statute reads, “In an action for recovery of damages suffered as a
result of childhood sexual abuse, the time for commencement of the action shall be within
eight years of the date that the plaintiff attains the age of majority or within three years of the
date the plaintiff discovers or reasonably should have discovered the psychological injur}ll or
illness occurring after the age of majority, whichever period expires later.” Id. Thus, a
plaintiff must bring an action prior to his 26th birth date, or within three years of the date of
the discovery, or the date that plaintiff should have discovered, psychological injury or
illness stemming from the sexual ébuse. | |

Questions concerning whether an action is barred by the applicable statute' of
limitations are typically questions of fact. Jolly v. Eli Lilly & Co. (1988) 44 Cal.3d 1103,

1112, 245 Cal.Rptr. 658. But when “the relevant facts are not in dispute, the application of

the statute of limitations may be decided as a question of law.” International Engine Pdrts,
Inc. v. Feddersen & Co. (1995) 9 Cal.4th 606, 611-612, 38 Cal.Rptr.2d 150.

In this case, Gamboa was born on December 31, 1980, and this action was originally
filed on May 20, 2010, well after his 26th birthday. (UMF Nos. 58, 63). Thus, the issue is
whether he filed his lawsuit “within three years of the date that [he] discovers or reasonably
should have discovered™ his psychological injuries or illnesses. Cal. Code Civ. Proc. § 340.1.

In his deposition testimony, Gamboa alleges that he was abused by Campos from the
time he was 8 or 9 until he was 14. (UMF No. 58). He first spoke about the abuse in 1995,

when an elder from the Linda Vista Spanish Congregation called him. (UMF No. 60). Later

he told his mother, his kids’ mother, and his current girlfriend. (UMF No. 61).
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When he was asked, “have you always recalled that this abuse took place to you?. In
other words, there’s not a period of time where you blocked it out and you didn’t know what
happened?” Gamboa answered, “No, I’ve always known.” (UMF No. 62).

Since Gamboa’s claim has been filed after his 26th birthday, he must be able to point to
something or an event when he “discovered” the psychological impact of the alleged abuse in
order to extend the statute of limitation under Section 340.1. However, Gamboa cannot do so
because he has testified that he has “always known about the abuse” and he never blocked it
out, and that he told others about the abuse freely since he was 14 or 15 in 1995. (UMF
Nos. 60-62).

Since Gamboa cannot point to anything to show that his claim wés filed “within three
years of the date that [he] discovers or reasonably should have discovered the psychological
injury or illness,” his claim is time barred by the statute of limitations.

III. Summary judgment should be granted against Plaintiffs’ fiduciary duty/
confidential relationship causes of action.

In the event that summary judgment is not granted against Plaintiff Gamboa for the

reasons set forth above, the court should still grant summary judgment on the his cause of

action for breach of a fiduciary duty or a confidential relationship. There is no precedent

under California case law to determine that a national church entity such as Watchtower ;can
form a confidential relationship with a minor who is associated with, but not yet a baptized
member of, a local congregation.

In Richelle L., the Court of Appeal went to great lengths to explain the nature of a ca‘mse
of action for breach of fiduciary duty brought ‘against a priest and the Archdiocese. Richelle
L. v. Roman Catholic Archbishop (2003) 106 Cal.App.4th 257, 265, 130 Cal.Rptr.2d 601.
The Court explained: “[T]echnically, a fiduciary relationship is a recognized legal
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relationship such as guardian and ward, trustee and beneficiary, principal and agent, or
attorney and client.” Id. at 271. There is no recognized fiduciary relationship between a
local congregation and unbaptized minors who associate with the congregation, let alone
between a national church organization like Watchtower and an unbaptized minor who is not
yet a congregation member or member of Watchtower.

A “confidential relationship,” on the other hand, refers to an unequal relationship
between parties in which one surrenciers to the other some degree of control because of the
trust and confidence which he reposes in the other.” Id at 272 n.6. However, “/a]
confidential relationship cannot be imposed on an individual, but must be voluntarily
accepted.” Id. (emphasis added). The Richelle L. court concluded that the priest may form a
confidential relationship with his parishioner (which the court determined did not exist), but
never addressed the question of whether the Archdiocese, i.e., the church itself, had formed a
fiduciary or confidential felationship with the plaintiff. Id at 282.

By definition, a “confidential relationship” must be made between “individuals,” not
between individuals and national church entities. The issue is not whether Dorman dr
Gamboa had a confidential relationship with Campos, but rather whether Dorman or Gamboa
had a “confidential relationship” with Watchtower. Since neither Dorman nor Gamboa could
“repose” their confidence in Watchtower, a national church entity, and this national church
entity cannot “voluntarily accept” his confidence, summary judgment should be granted

against the Plaintiffs on this cause of action.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, this Court should grant Watchtower’s Motion For

Summary Judgment, or Summary Adjudication, as to Plaintiffs Dorman and Gamboa.
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DATED: September 2 { , 2011
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California Rules of Court, Rule 3.1350(d), with respect to all of the causes of action in the

First Amended Complaint filed by Plaintiffs John Dorman and Joel Gamboa: i

1. All congregations of Jehovah’s Witnesses | 1.

are composed of individuals and families ‘
who gather together to worship in buildings ‘
called “Kingdom Halls.”

Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 15 (Exhibit 1).

2. A rank-and-file member of the 2.
congregation is called a “publisher.” There
are baptized and unbaptized publishers, but
only baptized publishers are considered to be \
Jehovah’s Witnesses or congregation |
members. |
Deposition of Dennis Palmer, p. 49, Ins. 15- '
22 (Exhibit 2); Deposition of Jesus Montijo,
p- 14, Ins. 20-24 (Exhibit 3); Affidavit of
Allen Shuster, 11 6 (Exhibit 1).

3. Jehovah’s Witnesses do not practice infant | 3.
baptism, so their youth are not typically
baptized until they are of a sufficient age to
make their own determination about their
religious beliefs, usually not until their
teenage years, but there is no age
requirement for baptism.

Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 17 (Exhibit 1).

4. Some unbaptized publishers may be as 4. ;
young as five or six years old. !
Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 1 8 (Exhibit 1). !

5. There is no predetermined amount of S.
hours a publisher is required to spend in the
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public ministry to qualify as a publisher.

Deposition of Justino Diaz, p. 10, Ins. 11-22
(Exhibit 4); Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 19
Exhibit 1).

6. Individuals spend as much time in the
public ministry as their heart motivates them
to do so.

Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 110 (Exhibit 1).

7. There is no requirement for publishers to
place certain amounts of literature.

Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 9 11 (Exhibit 1).

8. Before an individual, whether a man,
woman, or child, can qualify to share in the
field ministry with the congregation as an
unbaptized publisher, two congregation
Elders briefly meet with that person (and
their parents in the case of a minor) to
determine whether the individual believes the
Bible is the inspired Word of God, whether
the person knows basic Bible teachings,
whether their life is in harmony with the
Bible’s prohibitions against immorality,
drunkenness, and drug abuse, and whether
they want to be one of Jehovah’s Witnesses.
Thereafter, the two Elders who meet with the
individual determine whether the individual
qualifies to be recognized as an unbaptized
publisher in the congregation.

Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 112 (Exhibit 1).

9. However, this procedure for becoming an
unbaptized publisher did not come into
existence until it was announced in the
November 15, 1988, issue of The
Watchtower. Prior to November 15, 1988,
the individual publisher who studied the
Bible with an interested person made the
decision as to when that interested person
could be invited to accompany the
congregation in the field ministry as an
approved associate of Jehovah’s Witnesses.

Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 113 (Exhibit 1).

10. There is no application form to fill out to
become an unbaptized publisher.

Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 1 14 (Exhibit 1).

10.
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11. Neither Watchtower nor the U.S. branch
offices of Jehovah’s Witnesses review or
approve whether an individual can be
recognized as an unbaptized or baptized
publisher, nor do Watchtower or the U.S.
branch offices of Jehovah’s Witnesses
maintain a list of unbaptized or baptized
publishers in a given congregation.
Likewise, prior to November 15, 1988,
neither Watchtower nor the U.S. branch
offices of Jehovah’s Witnesses reviewed or
approved whether an individual could be an
approved associate of Jehovah’s Witnesses,
and neither did they maintain a list of
approved associates in a given congregation.

Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 115 (Exhibit 1).

11.

12. After the person turns in his or her first
field service report to the Elders, an
announcement is made during one of the
weekday congregation meetings that so-and-
80 i a new unbaptized publisher in the
congregation. The procedure to announce a
new unbaptized publisher to the congregation
did not come into existence until it was
announced in the November 15, 1988, issue
of The Watchtower, and prior to that date
there was no announcement made when an
individual became an approved associate.

Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 1 16 (Exhibit 1).

12.

13. Before an individual can serve as an
Elder, Ministerial Servant, and/or Regular or
Augxiliary Pioneer, they must be a baptized
publisher. Most baptized publishers do not
serve in an appointed position as Elders,
Ministerial Servants, and/or Regular
Pioneers. :

Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 1 17 (Exhibit 1).

13.

14. Since the number of Watchtower
corporate members range from 30 to 100 at
any given time, and historically have been
Elders who live and serve at the U.S. branch
offices of Jehovah’s Witnesses in New York,
most Jehovah’s Witnesses are not corporate
members of Watchtower.

Affidavit of Danny Bland, 1 6 (Exhibit 5).

14.
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15. There is no paid clergy class in 15.
congregations of Jehovah’s Witnesses.

Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 9 18 (Exhibit 1).

16. Each congregation is supervised by a 16.
group of men, normally three or more, who
are referred to as “Elders.”

Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 1 19 (Exhibit 1).

17. These Elders take the lead in teaching, 17.
providing pastoral care, and organizing the
congregations. Most Elders are also
husbands and fathers, and most are secularly
employed to support their families. These
men are unpaid volunteers and they do not
wear any priestly garb or special identifying
clothing.

Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 1 20 (Exhibit 1).

18. Each congregation of Jehovah’s 18.
Witnesses, including the Linda Vista Spanish
Congregation and the La Jolla Spanish
Congregation (now called Playa Pacifica
Spanish Congregation), has its own
individual group of Elders known as a “body
of elders” for its separate congregation.

Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 1 21 (Exhibit 1).

19. Each congregation has three different 19.
Elders who serve in their separate positions
known as “Coordinator of the Body of
Elders” (previously called “Presiding
Overseer™), “Secretary,” and “Service
Overseer.”

Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 1122 (Exhibit 1).

20. The “Coordinator of the Body of Elders” | 20.
serves as the chairman at meetings of the
Elders and generally coordinates
congregation activities.

Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 123 (Exhibit 1).

21. The Secretary maintains field service 21.
reports (record of individual’s field service
activity) and other congregation records.

Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 124 (Exhibit 1).

22. The Service Overseer monitors the public | 22.
ministry of the congregation as a whole,
which is sometimes also referred to as “field
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ministry” or “field service.”

Deposition of Dennis Palmer, p. 46, Ins. 4-12
(Exhibit 2); Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 125
(Exhibit 1).

23. These three Elders (Coordinator of the 23.
Body of Elders, Secretary, and Service
Overseer) constitute a “Congregation Service
Committee” to care for some matters on
behalf of the body of elders, such as the
composition and location of Congregation
Book Studies, and communications with
Watchtower, the U.S. branch offices of
Jehovah’s Witnesses, and other
congregations.

Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 1 26 (Exhibit 1).

24. Other Elders in the congregation serve as | 24.
a Theocratic Ministry School Overseer and a
Watchtower Study Conductor. During the

1970’s through the 1990°s other Elders also
served as Congregation Book Study

Overseers. :
Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 127 (Exhibit 1).

25. The Theocratic Ministry School Overseer | 25.
is responsible for organizing and instructing
a weekly midweek meeting entitled the
Theocratic Ministry School.

Affidavit of Allen Shuster, 1 28 (Exhibit 1).

26. The Watchtower Study Conductor 26.
organizes and oversees a weekly one-hour
meeting that takes place o