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UNITED STATES FEDERAL DISTRICT COURT
IN THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

MARIA FULLANA-JORNET & CARLOS )
IUDICA, JOSEPH & DAWN ) Hon.PETRESE B. TUCKER
DE LORENZO, KIM & FRANK JURY, )

KRISTY & FLINT SCHULZE, LISA )
NEWTON, MEGAN & GERALD )

SCHAEFER, CANDACE BUSHOUSE, )PLAINTIFFS FIRST AMENDED

Case No.: 08-0187

FAYE RAN, TOM & BARBARA ) COMPLAINT FOR VIOLATIONS

PINGREE, JAYMEE WAPPES, ) OF: 18 U.S.C. 88 1341, 1343,

CHAD & MICHELLE MEENACH, ) 18 U.S.C. § 1962(c)

ANNAMAE & CHRISTOPHER YOUNG ) 18 U.S.C. § 1962(d)

KATHLEEN & MARK WASON, ) -UNJUST ENRICHMENT,

STEFAN & CLAUDIA WESSEL, ) CONVERSION,

BRENT & DEANNA HEINRICH, ) CIVIL CONSPIRACY,

DAWN & JEFFREY JAREMA, ) FRAUDULENT

GERI & IAIN PENNY ) MISREPRESENTATION,
Plaintiffs - INNOCENT

MISREPRESENTATION.
-INTENTIONAL INFLICTION

OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS,

NEGLIGENT INFLICTION OF

V.

~_ — — —

ADOPTION INTERNATIONAL

PROGRAM, INC. ) EMOTIONAL DISTRESS
a Pennsylvania For-Profit Corporation )
and )
ORSON MOZES )
and )
CHRISTEN BROWN )
and )
KEVIN ANDERSON )

Individuals ) PLAINTIFFS DEMAND A JURY
Jointly and Severally )

Defendants )

Joni M. Fixel (P56712) John Attiani (69278)
Marlo D. Bruch-Barrett (P70362) Law Offices of Maribeth Blessing, LLC
Fixel Law Offices, PLLC Local Counsel for Plaintiffs
Attorney for Plaintiffs 310 Huntingdon Pike
4990 Northwind Drive, Ste 121 Rockledge, PA 19046
East Lansing, M| 48823 (215) 663-9016

(517) 332-3390
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Maria Fullana-Jornet and Carlos ludica, Josepawin De Lorenzo, Kim and Frank Jury,
Kristy and Flint Schultze, Lisa Newton, Megan aret&d Schaefer, Candace Bushouse,
Faye Ran, Tom and Barbara Pingree, Jaymee Wappad,add Michelle Meenach, Anna
and Christopher Young, Kathleen and Mark WasorfaBtend Claudia Wessel, Deanna
and Brent Heinrich, Dawn and Jeffrey Jarema andd&®erlain Penny (“Plaintiffs”) hereby
allege and state the following Complaint againdebBéants Adoption International
Program, Inc., Orson Mozes, Christen Brown and Ké&nderson (hereinafter referred to
collectively as “Defendants”).
PARTIES
1. Plaintiffs Maria Fullana-Jornet and Carlos ludica @nited States citizens
residing in the State of Pennsylvania.
2. Plaintiffs Joseph and Dawn De Lorenzo are UnitedeStcitizens residing in
the State of New Jersey.
3. Plaintiffs Kim and Frank Jury are United Stateieits residing in the State
of Kansas.
4. Plaintiffs Kristy and Flint Schultze are United ®tacitizens residing in the
State of Michigan.
5. Plaintiff Lisa Newton is a United States citizesiding in the State of
Virginia.
6. Plaintiffs Megan and Gerald Schaefer are UniteteStatizens residing in
the State of Delaware.
7. Plaintiff Candace Bushouse is a United Statesecitizsiding in the State of

Michigan.
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8. Plaintiff Faye Ran is a United States citizen regjan the State of New
York.

9. Plaintiffs Tom and Barbara Pingree are United Steitézens residing in the
State of New York.

10.  Plaintiff Jaymee Wappes is a United States citiesiding in the State of
Indiana.

11. Plaintiffs Chad and Michelle Meenach are Unitede&taitizens residing in
the State of Ohio.

12.  Plaintiffs Anna and Christopher Young are Unitedt& citizens residing in
the State of New York.

13.  Plaintiffs Kathleen and Mark Wason are United Staigzens residing in
the State of Texas.

14.  Plaintiffs Stefan and Claudia Wessel are UniteteStaitizens residing in
the State of Rhode Island.

15.  Plaintiffs Deanna and Brent Heinrich are Uniteded&itizens residing in
the State of Pennsylvania.

16. Plaintiffs Dawn and Jeffrey Jarema are United Staitiizens residing in the
State of Michigan.

17.  Plaintiffs Geri and lain Penny are United Statégems residing in the State
of California.

18.  Defendant Adoption International Program, Inc. Alis a Pennsylvania
For-Profit Corporation with a principal place ofdmess at 614 Darby Road, Havertown

PA 19083 and a California For-Profit Corporatiorthaa principal place of business at
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1373 Schoolhouse Road, Santa Barbara CA 93108nDat AIP is licensed to perform
adoptions by the State of Pennsylvania.

19. Defendant Orson Mozes is upon information and ballgnited States
citizen residing in the State of California. Moresdds himself out to be the founder of
AIP, its President and its Director. Mozes worketlaf the AIP California office.

20. Defendant Christen Brown is upon information ankkeba United States
citizen residing in the State of California. Brotwolds herself out to be the Executive
Director of AIP. Brown worked out of the AIP Califoa office. Brown swore to this
court in Case No.: 03-5703, thatdm involved in and overseall aspects of the
business of Adoption International Program, Inc.{SeeExhibit A)

21. Defendant Kevin Anderson is upon information anleba United States
citizen residing in the State of California. Anderdolds himself out to be a Manager of
AIP. Anderson worked out of the AIP California o#i

22.  Upon information and belief, the Defendants cedsmsiness as AlP in

October 2007.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

23.  This action is brought under the Federal Rackétdieienced and Corrupt
Organization ("RICO") statute, 18 U.S.C. § 196%e%}., and various other Pennsylvania
statutes and common law doctrines. The mattewniraversy exceeds the sum or value of
Seventy-Five Thousand and 00/100 Dollars ($75,@)0dXclusive of interest and costs,
and is between citizens of different states. dinti®n is vested in this Court by virtue of 28

U.S.C. 88 1331 and 1332.
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24.  Because claims brought under Pennsylvania lawiswesa related to
Plaintiffs’ federal claims, over which the Courslaiginal jurisdiction, that they form part
of the same case or controversy under Articleflthe United States Constitution, the Court
also has jurisdiction over Plaintiffs’ Pennsylvao@nmon law and statutory claims
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1367.

25. A substantial part of the events and omissionsigitise to the claims
stated herein occurred in this District and aledefants are subject to the personal
jurisdiction of this judicial district. Venue isqgper in this District and Division pursuant to

28 U.S.C. 88 1391 and to 18 U.S.C. §1965(b).

INTRODUCTORY ALLEGATIONS

Plaintiffs Fullana-Jornet and ludica

26.  Plaintiffs Maria Fullana-Jornet and Carlos luditRlintiffs”) decided to
adopt internationally and found Defendant AIP offgradoptions from the Ukraine through
an internet website. In March 2005, the Plaintifistacted Defendant Mozes and they were
sent a video of a Ukrainian child, who was advedisn Defendant’s website as a healthy
child. Plaintiffs rejected this child after reviewi the video with a pediatrician due to
medical deformities clear in the video. On April 2005, the Plaintiffs signed an illusory
contract with the DefendantSde Exhibit B)

27.  Several weeks later, Plaintiffs found anothedigirl on the same website.
Once again Defendant Mozes send a video of the. &hhen Plaintiffs expressed interest in
this 9 month old girl, Defendant Mozes told Pldfatto send money immediately, $3000

for the Ukraine to “secure the little girl” (this also called a referral) and $7500 to his
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agency. Plaintiffs sent the money and Defendantddeent information for the Plaintiffs to
complete a dossier. Defendants never disclosedhiatid not have an office in
Pennsylvania.

28. Plaintiffs were in the process of completing thenkcstudy required to be
completed before an adoption when they were tatithvas illegal for the Defendants to
have referrals in the Ukraine. When Plaintiffs asRefendant Mozes they were told
“Americans do not understand how the adoption proceswvorks. Referrals are a
common process, there is nothing illegal, it is 180 0.k.” A few weeks later the
Ukrainian Government issued a moratorium and stbpfienternational adoptions.

29. Soon the closing of the Ukrainian international@ams, Defendant Mozes
said that the Plaintiffs had lost the referral anggested that the Plaintiffs consider a
Russian adoption. Plaintiffs started filling outlasbnal paperwork for a Russian adoption
when they received a request for more money from@sanciate of Defendants in Russia.
When guestioned about this request for funds, DiefieinMozes said the call was a mistake.

30. Over the next 6 months, the Defendants sent sesetsabf papers for the
Plaintiffs to complete to allow them to adopt fr&tassia. When the Plaintiffs inquired
about the money they had sent to the Ukraine, Def@Viozes told them that it would be
deducted from the “international fees”. Finally f@edant Mozes called and said that
adoptions in Russia had become unstable and én&idmtiffs needed to chose another
country. He suggested Azerbaijan (“Azer”) or Kazthki (“Kaz”). When Plaintiffs
expressed some concerns about the children fromXxendant Mozes told them that the

kids from Kaz are very healthy due to good babysksu
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31. Once again the paperwork and dossier had to beveehand it took the
Plaintiffs approximately 9 months. Finally, on &oat December 2006, Defendant Mozes
sent the Plaintiffs a referral of a healthy, Caisgsine-month old baby girl from the
Almaty region with a request tarfake up your minds immediately. Defendant Mozes
told the Plaintiffs 1f you don’t like your referral, you can choose anyother available
kid”. Plaintiffs feeling pressured accepted the refé¢hat eveningDefendants never
disclosed that photo listings and referrals ofdrkih are illegal in Kaz.

32. The next morningafter discussing how they felt pressured to adbep

referral, the Plaintiffs telephoned Defendant Mdpesancel the referral. Defendant Mozes
said he had already sent all the paperwork tortiitzaesy and it waspossibleto stop the
process. He statedhe referral was written in stone and there is no &y to change your
minds”. Then he told the Plaintiffsgven if you don't like the baby, you can choose
between other kids in Kaz.”Defendant Mozes repeatedly told the Plaintiffé ALL MY
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE, NOBODY HAS RETURNED WITH EMPTY ARMS”.

33. When Plaintiffs began seeing discrepancies betwdean the Defendants
would mail and what they would verbally tell thelients, the Plaintiffs asked for
clarification. Defendants assured the Plaintifst they could see other babies, all the babies
were healthy and changing regions in Kaz was diffisut not impossible. Defendant
Mozes promised to send health information regarthiegeferral but none was ever sent to
the Plaintiffs.

34. In early 2007, the Plaintiffs began hearing stdiies other AIP clients
where referrals had been lost and many unhappytigdggarents who had used AIP for an

international adoption. Plaintiffs not wanting émpardize their adoption sent Defendant
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Mozes sent him an e-mail stating that they didalidve all the bad press and expressed
confidence in his integrity.

35. In April 2007, the Plaintiffs and their son went€az to see the baby girl
and other children available for adoption.

36. The Defendants arrange for apartments for tha&ntdito live in while
visiting their child in Kaz. The Plaintiffs adviséite Defendants that they would prefer to
stay in a hotel but were pressured by Defendante8ltz stay in the apartment to save
money. Even though the Plaintiffs wanted to bertdkea hotel, the driver took them to the
apartment. The Kaz coordinator, Ekaterina, wardezharge the Plaintiffs $2000 to stay in
the apartment.

37. The apartment was full of dirt and garbage wittyamie broken bed. When
the Plaintiffs insisted that they wouldn't staytiat apartment, Ekaterina and driver took
them to another apartment. This apartment wasrlasiganer and had enough beds.

38. Even though it had only been 36 hours since leaRamnsylvania, Ekaterina
told the Plaintiffs that they had 15 minutes taéedy to go to the orphanage. They were
told that there was someone from the adoption peoaaiting for them. When the Plaintiffs
asked if they could cancel because they wereen, tiney were told “impossible”.

39. The Plaintiffs were told that the orphanage waslimaty but it was 2 %
hours away from the apartment. When the Plairdsfsed if they could find a home in the
country closer to the orphanage, they were advissdor security reasons, it was not
allowed. When the Plaintiffs finally met the babwat they had been referred to by the
Defendants, it was obvious that she had develomhprdblems. The baby could not sit up

or rollover.
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40. Plaintiff Maria Fullana-Jornet is a medical docod recognized several
physical problems immediately. She insisted omggttie medical records and one of the
orphanage employees told the Plaintiffs the bals/lveain at 25 weeks. The orphanage
doctor and Ekaterina tried to convince the PldmtHat the baby was a healthy baby,
plaintiffs were upset and called Defendants toselthem that they would not accept this
referral. Defendant Mozes told them that they wdnalde to change Kaz coordinators.

41. The next day, Kaz coordinator Nigmat arrived arictdgor $2000 to make
the changes in the orphanages and complete thenmuakeHe told the Plaintiffs it would
take a week to complete. Even though it took sédargs and Nigmat asked for $300 in
additional funds, the Plaintiffs were having traibhding a notary to sign the new Power
of Attorney so they could change regions.

42. One evening the Plaintiffs received a call fromteékaa telling them that
they must return the paperwork back to her or gaption would be in danger. The
Plaintiffs tried to reach Nigmat but were unsucfidskater that night, Nigmat called and
told them that “something was wrong” and he wousdify the next day.

43. Nigmat called the next day and told the Plaintifist they were in danger
and that Ekaterina was “after the Plaintiffs”. Nantold them to be very careful and not to
leave the apartment. He also told them that hegaiagy away for a few days and they
wouldn’t be able to reach him.

44, The Plaintiffs called Defendant Mozes and told thiat they wanted to
move to a hotel if they were in danger. They algwessed concern over Nigmat's odd

behavior. Defendant Mozes said he would call Nigamat later called the Plaintiffs and told
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them to stay in the apartment. The Plaintiffs wir@ strange country with no translator
since the second day of arrival and now were in fea

45, The next evening, Nigmat called and said he netegket with the
Plaintiff to discuss some bad news. When the Hiigirstnd Nigmat met, the Plaintiffs were
told that Ekaterina had threatened Nigmat with ripg to the head of adoptions (in Kaz)
and that she would cause problems by exposinggrabto the Kaz authorities if the
adoption was turned over to Nigmat. Nigmat advibedPlaintiffs that they had to complete
the adoption with Ekaterina or the only alternatixges to return to the U.S. to start all over
again. Nigmat said he would try to get the Plamtiiossier back as soon as possible to help
the Plaintiffs be available to adopt. Nigmat alsld the Plaintiffs that Defendants would be
returning at least half of the money they had sent.

46. Plaintiffs never heard from Defendants again.

47. In the beginning of the adoption process, the Didats assured Plaintiffs of
their ability to coordinate the activities in theuatries where they offered children for
international adoptions. Defendants sent the Higitd Kaz with no coordination or
oversight of the process.

48. Defendants assured Plaintiffs that they would kecaiedical information
on the child that they were going to adopt. Defatslaever sent any medical information
to the Plaintiffs. Plaintiffs were told by Ekatesithat the standard second in country visit
would not be necessary for the infant they hadan#te orphanage. This would indicate
that all parties knew that the child was a spe®alds infant and Defendants did not inform

the Plaintiffs. To adopt a special needs child hivae study would have to reflect approval

10
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for a special needs child. The Defendants kneviaauls have known that the home study
was not approved for a special needs child.

49. Plaintiffs were induced into an adoption that Def@mis never intended to
complete through Defendants assurances and misegpations. Plaintiffs have been
damaged financially and emotionally by the Defensgl@iegal activities.

Plaintiffs De Lorenzo

50.  After years of fertility treatments, the Plaintiffee and Dawn De Lorenzo
(“Plaintiffs”) decide to investigate adoptions. @nabout April 19, 2006, the Plaintiffs
signed an illusory contract with the Defendantadopt a child with the Defendants agency.

51. The same day Defendant Mozes sent three sepansdsewith childrens’
pictures and information on each of the childrdme &€-mail states that the Plaintiffs needed
to obtain a Federal Express account to preventifl@ace the Plaintiffs had decided to
move ahead with the adoption they could send theaxt and money to the Defendants
and they would make sure “no other party woulddmepted for the same child”. It also
stated that only 20% of the time the clients |bs#rteferrals and another “equally lovely”
child would be found for the adoptive parentSed Exhibits C-E)Defendants never
disclosed that photo listings and referrals ofdrkih are illegal in Kaz.

52.  On April 21, 2006 the Defendants assured Plairttiiés the process would
take 2 months for a home study and another 2 mdorthise dossier preparation.

53.  On or about April 25, 2006, Plaintiffs decided tiopt baby #879 Alexander
from Kaz and were told that Defendants would hb&lc¢hild once the Plaintiffs sent

payment.

11
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54.  On April 25, 2006, Plaintiffs sent an e-mail quesing Defendants about
negative feedback she had received when she idgoieethe Defendant’s reputation in
international adoption. Defendant Mozes assuredhagmall she is reading is lies and that no
AIP client gets stranded in Kaz or pays additideas to travel to outlying areas of Kaz. It is
rare that an adoptive parent has to travel to areds and then they are only charged an
additional $300.00. Defendant Mozes claims allntbgative feedback is from competing
adoption agencies.

55. On April 28, 2006, Plaintiff Dawn De Lorenzo whaaschool teacher and
inquires about summer travel and receives asswgdrwa Defendants that he can have her
on a plane within 2 months of receiving the dogsamket.

56. Defendant Mozes sends Plaintiffs a positive refexdar AIP. Plaintiffs
explain that they don’t want to fall in love withchild and experience another loss.
Defendants reassure Plaintiffs that there shoultbldess and only 20% of referrals are lost.
Defendants tell the Plaintiffs that even if a redéis lost, he can find another equally lovely
child for them to adopt.

57. Plaintiffs ask Defendants for a recent photo ofxaAleder or they will go to
another agency. The negative feedback on the ettéom former AIP clients reflects that
the 80% success rate is much lower.

58. On or about May 9, 2006 Plaintiffs were told by &efants to send an
additional $2,500 immediately for foreign fees.

59. On or about June 14, 2006, Defendants notifiedialhts that there were

changes in dossier requirements and now additpap@rwork needed to be completed.

12



Case 2:08-cv-00187-PBT Document9  Filed 06/18/2008 Page 13 of 48

60. On or about July 25, 2006, Plaintiffs have an atmompleted dossier and
ask Defendants which region they will travel t&iaz. Defendant Mozes tells Dawn De
Lorenzo that she will find out the region right twef traveling and she can pay the balance
of the apartment fees when she arrives.

61. On or about August 4, 2006, Plaintiffs ask wheeedhild lives in Kaz but
gets no response from Defendants. When Plaintififst put that other AIP clients are told
where their referral child lives, she is told tbints who travel blind (are not matched with
a referral) are told the region but those withmrale are not given regions.

62. On or about August 24 2006, Plaintiffs receive tcedhat the Defendant’s
employee Jayne is being replaced by Defendant Aoder

63. On or about August 28, 2006, the Plaintiffs dossieomplete and received
by Defendants. Defendant Anderson said he needdditional $440 to complete the
paperwork but promises completion before the eridefveek. When Plaintiffs ask if the
baby boy is still available and the region he jdafendant Mozes advises Dawn De

Lorenzo that “Updates are difficult astle can’t mention updates to anyorieMozes

reassures Plaintiff that the child is still avaléabut will only advise her if he gets another
update from Kaz. Plaintiffs ask Defendants gemediquestions about travel but
Defendants evade answering the questions.
64. On or about October 5, 2006, Plaintiffs receivalafoom Defendant
Anderson advising that 12 dossier documents warapostilled correctly. Plaintiffs
make special arrangements to get these mistakeswat immediately but wondered why

it has taken Defendants 6 weeks to identify thélpros.

13
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65.  Throughout October 2006, the Plaintiffs place s@vealls to Defendants to
determine the region they will be traveling to iaadbut Defendants evade answering
the questions and later quit taking calls fromRkeentiffs.

66.  Plaintiffs post their frustrations on their on linkleg. Defendants threaten to
drop the Plaintiffs as clients because the Pl&ritiive communicated by e-mail with
other AIP clients in violation of the illusory coatt. Defendants warn the Plaintiffs if
they stop the process, they will get no refundhefrhoney paid. Plaintiffs send a
Demand Letter asking for a full refund of their regron October 17, 2006.

67.  The Plaintiffs receive an e-mail from Defendantsireling them that they
must mediate any problems in California beforadjlany lawsuit. Defendant Mozes
threatens to stop the Plaintiffs adoptiorbecause they have violated the contract. No
details on how the contract was violated were ndRé&intiffs respond to Defendant
Mozes by calling him an emotional rapist by promgsservices and children but not
fulfilling his obligations.

68.  On or about October 24, 2006, Plaintiffs ask Deéentslif the dossier has
been translated and is told that it has not bessiated yet.

69. In November 2006, Defendant Anderson advises faitiat the dossier
needs to be translated, then sent to the emba¥¥gshington DC and then the dossier
gets sent to Kaz. Once it is approved by Kaz, tetef Invitation (“LOI") will be
issued by the Kaz government. Mid-November thenffis dossier is sent to Kaz and
Defendants advise the Plaintiffs it will take aresth-8 weeks before the LOI is issued

by the Ministry of Education.

14
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70.  On or about December 10, 2006, Defendant Mozessand-malil to the
Plaintiffs advising them that the child that thegrevto adopt, Alexander, was no longer
available buthe was looking for a really wonderful boy” for the Plaintiffs. No
reason was given to explain why Alexander was vailable except for a reference to
a paperwork problemSee Exhibit F)

71.  Plaintiffs are devastated by the news from the Dadats and have to take
time off from work to process through the feeliofj$oss and grief associated with
losing the child they thought they were going togd

72.  The next day, December 11, 2006, Defendants prcammssv referral
shortly and that the Plaintiffs LOI should be is$by the end of December. The
Plaintiffs are advised not to travel blind (with@uteferral to select an adoptable child)
and that they should be ready to travel in mid-4an@007.

73.  On or about December 15, 2006, Plaintiff Joe Deehpo communicates to
Defendants that he understands that there areeblidgs between Dawn De Lorenzo
and Orson Mozes but that the Defendants are obtigatcomplete the arrangements.
Plaintiff Joe De Lorenzo tells Defendants thatttagel must have the following
requirements; 1) No remote city, 2) there must trarsslator and driver at all times, 3)
Plaintiffs expect to be shown healthy kids in tbheect age range, 4) no bribes before
arriving at the baby house, and 5) no bribes uadgicircumstances.

74.  On or about December 27, 2006, the Defendants kedrthe Plaintiffs the
visa application but evade Plaintiff's questionssren to book flights. Finally

Defendants tell Plaintiffs that they will traveltbeen January f4and 2. Plaintiff

15
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Dawn De Lorenzo had to take a job as a substiaieher with her school district to
accommodate the continual changes of their traatelsdfor the adoption.

75.  On or about January 8, 2007, Defendants advis¢htbatavel date has been
pushed back to January"™8The next day, Defendants sent Plaintiffs infdiameon
baby boy, Stanislav (nickname Stas). The defendeaatspt this child as their new
referral. Defendants send the medical informadiath information on how to wire
money. Defendants instruct the Plaintiffs to wige0®0 and that there is an $8,000
balance due when they arrive in Kaz plus lodgindy@her amenities. A 42 day stay in
Kaz will cost $7350.00. Clients pay $175.00 per fiteyan apartment, driver and
translator.

76.  Plaintiffs inquire whether this will be a two trygsit for adoption (consisting
of 42 days and later an additional 13 days) oreawsit trip of 60 days. Defendants
advise the Plaintiffs for the one trip option thesttis $10,500 or $175/day.

77.  Plaintiffs wired the money on January 15, 2007 oDabout January 18,
2007, Plaintiffs receive news that the travel aa#y be pushed back to March 2007.
When the Plaintiffs express anger about the unbkastress and inconvenience to get
time off from work, they are told that the staffdaz is bad and they are incompetent
people and it isn’t the Defendant’s fault. Plaistédvise that if there are no guaranteed
travel plans, they want a refund and the dossiarned.

78.  On or about January 22, 2007, Defendants advis¢hgndravel time is now
February 12, 2007 with only a 10% chance that semgtwill change the date.

79.  On February 1, 2007, Defendants sent new pictdr8sas to the Plaintiffs.

16
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80. On February 5, 2007, Defendants push back thel wates to the end of
February. Defendants blame the delay on incompeteni€az.

81. On or about February 7, 2007, Plaintiffs were askeDefendants what
they were going to name the boy. The Plaintiffpoesled “Stephen Joseph”.
Defendants sent wire instructions for the remaiie§50.00 owed.

82. Defendants advise Plaintiffs that they can get@edited visa if they pay
$180 for visa expedition.

83. Defendant Mozes asks Plaintiffs to have their tigepost on line that the
Plaintiffs had received their LOI and to say kihahgs to make AIP look good to
others.

84.  On or about February 9, 2007, Defendants tell Bffsinhey are cleared to
book their flights to Kaz. The first available tigis February 18, 2007.

85.  While waiting to travel, Defendants encourage tlangffs to take an
additional $2500 to bribe the Kaz judge in chargine adoption to waive the waiting
period. When questioned about it, DefendantshelRlaintiffs to only offer it if it
appears that the judge will grant the waiver. Deééens want Plaintiffs to post pictures
of Stephen on her blog but Plaintiffs refuse uh@ child is back in the United States.

86.  On February 18, 2007, the Plaintiffs flew to Kazhi\& waiting to go to Ust-
Kamengorsk, the Plaintiffs were met by Nigmat whkeal for the remainder of the
foreign fees, apartment fees, driver and transfats and $1,500 bribe money for the
judge. It is a Tuesday and the translator and daxe available to tell the Plaintiffs that
their visit to the orphanage will be on Thursdaycsithe coordinator, Almagul, is stuck

in Astana.

17
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87.  Defendants e-mail Plaintiffs while they are segtlin Kaz and, once again,
encourage Plaintiffs to post something positivdvenblog BUT not to put photos of
Stas on the blog because “he is too cute and yeer keow who is reading the blog”.

88.  On February 22, 2007, Plaintiffs visit Stas anashsck with a cold. Pictures
are taken and Plaintiffs are told that they caisit wn the weekends. Later Defendants
tell Plaintiffs that there will be no delays in tadoption and implied that the adoption
judge will take the bribe, waiving the 17 day wagdtiperiod.

89. On March 1, 2007, after celebrating Stas’ firsthalay at the orphanage,
Plaintiffs receive a phone call from their inteteravho informs them to be ready
earlier than usual in the morning because the septative from the MOE, Oksana,
wants to speak with them about something. Plasntifintact Defendants and want to
know why Oksana wants to speak to them and abaait Wihe Defendants warned the
Plaintiffs not to mentiomeferral photos or moneyto anyone, especially MOE!

90. On March 2, 2007, Plaintiffs are told by Nigmattttiee birth mother of Stas
has returned and decided not to give him up foptolo. Plaintiffs are encouraged to
choose another chiltie same day!Plaintiff Joe De Lorenzo wants to return to th&.Uhut
Plaintiff Dawn continues to visit the orphanageilsite is matched with another child,
Andrey. After three days of mourning, Joe retuonthe orphanage with Dawn and they
accept Andrey and must begin the entire fourtegrbdading process over again. Plaintiffs
name this referral Stephen. From this point foryeetérences to Stephen, are addressing
Andrey.

91. On or about March 10, 2007, the Plaintiffs asknhare frequent visits with

baby Stephen because Plaintiff Joe De Lorenzo rieedturn to the states for his job after

18
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court and only Dawn will have extra bonding timkiftiffs are told that they should be in
court at the latest March 19, 2007.

92. On or about March 18, 2007, Claudia Wessel reaalatis blog and e-
mails the Plaintiffs that she had been promised#mee baby by the Defendants. When
Plaintiffs confronted Defendant Mozes, he warngthe keep it quiet. Defendants advise
Plaintiffs that all is well, not to worry.

93. On March 19, 2007, Plaintiffs go to court and tlaeloption is granted. Joe
flies back to the United States the same day. Dsays to complete the mandatory waiting
period.

94. On April 3, 2007, Dawn is anticipating picking ugephen from the
orphanage. When Almagul arrives to pick her upisftgm her that this child’s mother has
filed a complaint in court and that she is fightthg court’s decision to grant the adoption.

95. By April 9, 2007, Plaintiff Dawn De Lorenzo @&andonedin the Kaz
apartment without a driver or translator or anyoservices. When she contacts the
Defendants to find out where the driver and traoskare, they promise to look into it.

96. Due to trouble with a wire transfer, the Defenddmatisassed the Plaintiffs
about money. With Plaintiff Joe De Lorenzo backhie U.S. and Plaintiff Dawn De
Lorenzo in Kaz, Joe advises Defendants to commienardy with him regarding the
money transfer. The delay was caused by bankimgdidres.

97. On April 12, 2007, Plaintiffs realize that the atiop does not look as if it
will be completed. Plaintiff Joe De Lorenzo warnsf&hdant Mozes of the emotional harm
that Dawn will suffer if this adoption fails. Herdands a full refund if the adoption fails

and no child is brought home.
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98. On April 17, 2007 Dawn returns to court to fight tbeir son, but the
birthmother does not show up and the hearing ipposd to April 19, 2007. This delay
causes Dawn to pay Almagul $250.00 to extend Isarwhich expires on April 19, 2007.
Dawn has now been in Kaz for 57 days.

99. On April 19, 2007 the courts hear the birthmothebBgections, but the case
needs to go before another court. With no rulingite Joe and Dawn decide that she must
fly home. Almagul has Power of Attorney and asstinem she will attend any and all
court proceedings. Dawn flies back to the Unit&deS on April 20, 2007.

100. After several requests for updates, the Plairiiftslly find out that the first
court date for the appeal will be May 16, 2007.NMay 16, 2007, the birth mother and her
attorney are no shows for the hearing. Kaz coyouads the hearing to May 30, 2007.

101. Plaintiffs send e-mails to Defendants requestirgatgs on the May 30
hearing but none of the Defendants would tell tianBffs what happened at the hearing.

102. On or about June 15, 2007 Plaintiffs receive aidétom the courts in Kaz.
However, it is written in Russian. They ask thédddants to have the letter translated, but
they are being put off and told that the translttat AIP works with is on vacation.

103. On June 30, 2007, Plaintiffs called the Kaz embadgy confirmed that
Defendant Mozes is no longer allowed to work in@ims in Kaz. Plaintiffs are aware that
Nigmat is not an attorney and cannot represent théfaz. The Plaintiffs are told that
Almagul would no longer go to court for the Pldiistbut they were told by Defendants that
she did go to court for them.

104. In July 2007 the Plaintiffs are forced to hire an attorney inKaz to try to

complete the adoption of Stephen.
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105. On July 16, 2007, Defendant Anderson advised tizaDefendants stopped
working on behalf of the Plaintiffs at the Plaifgifequest. The Plaintiffs never requested
that the pursuit of the adoption stop. Defendaitsid further work to complete the
adoption of Stephen.

106. Plaintiffs hired Defendants to facilitate an adoptiAfter being matched
with three boys and giving their hearts to each tmey lost them one by one. The
Defendants did nothing to assist the Plaintiffsibdticed them into an adoption process by
offering children that were not available throughileegal process, leaving the Plaintiffs
financially and emotionally devastated.

107. The Plaintiffs have lost ov&76,785.00by being induced into a fraudulent
adoption scheme. Plaintiffs have been damageddiabynand emotionally by the
Defendants illegal activities.

Plaintiffs Jury

108. In February 2006, the Plaintiffs Jury (“Plaintiffglecide to investigate
adoptions through using the Defendants. Defendaziels! sent photo listings of babies
#815, 913 and 906 to the Plaintiffs to review foeferral.

1009. On or about February 5, 2006, the Plaintiffs ate to wire $8850.00 to
the Defendants and they will “hold” baby #815. Thefendants also sent a lengthy e-
mail describing the adoption process, their expeeeand why the Plaintiff's should trust
the Defendants. Much of the inducement for thenfifés centered on the fact that the
Defendants are licensed to perform adoptions bysthte of PennsylvaniaSée Exhibit

G)
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110. Plaintiffs wired money to the Defendants but expeglsconcerns over
sending so much money when the required home $tady't been done or approved.
Defendants assured Plaintiff Frank Jury that iare to have a home study denied but if
denied there would be no refunds of the fees gpemd that date. In March 2006,
Plaintiffs ask Defendants for approximate travekdaso Plaintiff Frank Jury can plan
for time off of his job working for a professionabckey team. Plaintiffs are told to plan
to travel in “summer to fall 2006.”

111. Plaintiffs ask for information on the region whéxaby #815 is located but
the Defendants refuse to give any further infororatirhey are told to concentrate on
learning the Kaz language. In May, the Plaintifisad Defendants additional money to
cover foreign fees. Defendant Kevin Anderson coméid receipt of the money.

112. In June 2005, Plaintiffs are told by Defendants lewyges that they have
not completed their Dossier correctly. Plaintifék @ the home study needs to be
completed before submitting the 1-600A but the Defnt’s staff didn’t have the answer.
The staff told the Plaintiffs that the original herstudy has to be notarized and apostilled
along with the Doctor’s reports, photos and othmruinents.

113. In August 2006, Plaintiffs asked Defendants agawuathe region where
the baby #815 (now called Sanjar) was located. mfets continued to refuse to tell the
Plaintiffs where Sanjar was located. The Plaintiifsiced that since the Defendants have
received the $11,850.00, the communication fromeDBeéénts had virtually ceased.
Plaintiffs expressed these concerns to the DefdadRfaintiff Frank Jury also clearly
explained the impact of taking 8 weeks away fromjbb and how it caused problems.

(See Exhibit H)
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114. In September 2006, Defendants advised the Plarh#t they were
checking to see if Sanjar was still available. Latey told the Plaintiffs thatthey
weren't able to get the information because the Piatiff's dossier wasn't in Kaz.”

115. In October 2006, Defendants still weren't sure wehtée Plaintiff's
dossier was located but promised to look into it.

116. On or about November 16, 2006, Plaintiffs receiadetter advising them
that their dossier had been sent for translati@hthat they would be updated during the
process. The Plaintiffs were told to begin workorgtheir visa applications.

117. On or about November 30, 2006, the Defendants ad\®saintiffs that

baby #815 was no longer availaliet sent photo listings of other male childrentfegm

to review and choose. Defendants also told thentffai “not to share the new boys’
information with anyone.” (See Exhibit I)

118. Defendant Mozes sent e-mails and called the Pisirsieveral times to
pressure them into accepting a new referral, Drityias. In his calls he statétf you
don’t accept this referral, it could go to someonelse and it may be a long time
before another child is available.”"When Plaintiff Frank Jury asked how they could
trust Defendants to hold this child, Defendant Moggted If you send over money
each week to the people in Kaz they will be morekiely to hold the child for you.”

110. In December, Plaintiff Kim Jury wrote the Defendaatlong letter
explaining how she had given her heart to Sanja® fmonths and the emotional impact
of losing the referral. She described having tbfteinds and family that they weren’t

going to adopt baby #815, Sanjar and how her leatt See Exhibit J)
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120. In January 2007, Defendants advised the Plairthis they could expect
their LOI in 14-21 days and that the Plaintiffs glidbbe prepared to pay the remainder of
the foreign fees at that time. Plaintiffs expresseadcern that their home study would
expire in April 2007 but are told by Defendantsttihas “yet unexpired’, indicating
there was nothing to worry about.

121. When Plaintiffs advised Defendants that they wenlg taking one trip
and not two, the Defendants tried to charge thin#ffa approximately $2000 extra
dollars. The extra fees were different from thedeleedule that was spelled out clearly in
the adoption information provided earlier by thefdhelants. Defendants were adamant
about the Plaintiffs taking 2 trips. When in friagion, Plaintiff Kim Jury wrote to the
Defendants telling them that she now understood Béayn and Joseph De Lorenzo
were threatening to sue the Defendants. DefendestnOMozes responded that “the De
Lorenzo’s are very happy.Sgee Exhibit K)

122. Defendant Orson Moses told the Plaintiffs thlhey needed to travel as
soon as possible to ensure that they didn’t loseg¢mew referral.” Even though this
was during the prime hockey season and leaving tmigian that Plaintiff Frank Jury
could lose his job, the Plaintiffs fadlompelledto follow the Defendant’s advice. As soon
as the Plaintiffs left the apartment in Kaz, Pl#istClaudia and Stefan Wessel traveled
and occupied the same apartment. This would inglitet Defendants wanted Plaintiffs
Jury out of the apartment because they had anfathrely ready to occupy the apartment.

123. While in Kaz, in April 2007, Plaintiff Frank Juryrate the Defendants
about the multiple bad experiences he was havitam He titled his e-mail “helpless in

Kazakhstan” and asked when the departure dateondise Plaintiffs. He clearly
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described being left helpless in Kaz with a toddled no outside assistance. Defendant’s
response washe was letting everyone know (See Exhibit L)

124. On or about June 18, 2006, Defendant Kevin Andesstised the
Plaintiffs that they were missing Powers of Attorféd®OA”) from their package and the
Plaintiffs needed to correct this as soon as plesbicausethe Judge pushed the
adoption through without the right POA.” (See Exhibit M)

125. On or about July 2007, after the Plaintiffs returt®me with the baby,
the Plaintiffs asked for a return of overpaymenmtth@ apartment and receipts for tax
purposes. But over the next 2 months, the Defesdased multiple excuses not to refund
any money to the Plaintiffs or provide receiptse Riaintiffs had even provided the
information for the Defendants to produce a recétpge Exhibit N)

126. The Plaintiffs returned home with their son, Dmibut not before being
fraudulently induced into a referral that failedddater being compelled to travel which
caused Plaintiff Frank Jury to lose his job witk tiockey team. The Plaintiffs were
overcharged for much of the work done by or forBlegendants. Due to the Defendants
negligence, the Plaintiffs have lost the apartntieait was provided as a member of the
hockey team staff, as well as the salary Frank dvbalve been making. It was through
the Defendants fraud and negligence that thesatPisihave suffered financially and
emotionally.

Plaintiffs Schulze

127. During the month of May 2007, Plaintiffs Flynt adsty Schulze
(“Plaintiffs”) searched the internet researchinginational adoptions. They were

confident that an Azerbaijan adoption was what thagpted to pursue. During that
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search they sent an e-mail inquiry to Defendanksio&t immediately (after sending a
contract), Defendant Mozes called. Mozes madedbetaon seem easy and problem free
and implied that he had the smoothest adoptiotizeitbusiness. When Plaintiff Kristy
Schulze asked why his agency fees were higherdtiaar agencies, he responded that he
“was not a non-profit agency, but that was good fdiolks like you who want a quick
adoption.” Mozes said that his agency didn’t have to jutmtigh the hoops that the
others had to as non-profits. He also told therfifés that he hadconnections that

enable him to get the job done quicker, with specigerks to AIP families, such as
better in country facilities, a better relationshipand more rights at the baby

houses.”

128. Plaintiffs contacted Defendants to inquire abowydhg from Kaz or
Azerbaijan (“Azer”). Plaintiff Kristy Schulze inqued about 5 different photo listings of
children offered for adoption by the Defendantsc®he knew that the Plaintiffs
preferred a very young child, Defendant Mozes asseraintiffs that Kaz adoptions
were better than Azer because the children werageu Even though Defendant Mozes
had led the Plaintiffs to believe that they weregkiog at babies from Azer.

129. Plaintiffs were told on May 31, 2007 that they @85% chance of
bringing home Baby #87 by the end of 2007. Defehtiéores told Plaintiffs to send the
agency fees by cashier’s cheokmediately to hold the child. While Defendant assured
Plaintiffs that he &lways gets the most attractive and smartest chilén because of
his connections.” (See Exhibit O)

130. Plaintiffs signed a contract with the Defendantslane 3, 2007 to begin

an adoption. Part of the instructions for sendiranay to the Defendants clearly directed
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Plaintiffs to send the money to the “satellite odfi at 1373 School house Road, Santa
Barbara CA 93108. Although licensed by the Stateéesfnsylvania, the Defendants were
physically located in California and only used Bennsylvania license as a mechanism
to gain trust from their clients.Sée Exhibit P)

131. On or about June 5, 2007, the Plaintiffs paid $8@5to the Defendants
advising them to hold baby #8%Bde Exhibit Q)

132. On or about June 6, 2007, the Defendants sentmatosn about baby #87
whose name is Kseniya.

133. On or about June 20, 2007, Plaintiffs inquired alaolopting 2 children and
Defendants responded that Defendants would chéxkt ipefore the Plaintiff's trip to Kaz.
Defendant Orson Mozes knew at that time that abling groups are allowed when
adopting more than one child but withheld this infation from the Plaintiffs. Yet on or
about June 28, 2007, Plaintiffs learn from Defend&vin Anderson that only sibling
groups are allowed to be adoptee¢ Exhibit R)

134. On July 2, 2007, the Plaintiffs received an e-nratructing them to wire
$3,000 to Ravil Ramazanov. Plaintiff Kristy Schutpeestioned why this was different
that the fee packet had instructed them when tingtytfegan working with the
Defendants and was told by Defendant Andergbat“email went to a number of
clients, which is why the amount was wrong. A portn of the foreign fee will be
wired at different times during the adoption proces. Our coordinator is currently
in Uzbekistan, which is why the money must be wiretb him there.” (See Exhibit S)

135. On or about July 18, 2007, Defendant Kevin Andexsled Plaintiff Kristy

Schulze to advise that the child was still avaddtit ‘she must wire the money to the
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coordinator immediately or he couldn’t guaranty that baby #87 wouldn’t go to
another family.” Feeling under pressure, the Plaintiffs wired tlumay as instructed.

136. On or about August 10, 2007, the Plaintiffs recgige e-mail advising them
that the Defendants adoptions were under scrutithed).S. Embassy in Kas¢e
Exhibit T)

137. On August 13, 2007, Plaintiffs called Defendant érstn to inquire about
the Embassy investigation and was told that Defetndi@zes had left town and was
missing. He assured Plaintiffs that Defendant Bréagowner of the Agency) was very
ethical, honest and wanted to make sure that afitawhs were completed. He stated at that
time that they woulgrobablycomplete all adoptions througteritage Adoptions.

Plaintiffs asked why they were asked to wire monbgn Defendants Anderson and Brown
knew that Defendant Mozes was gone. Plaintiffs wakethat they were the last family
asked to wire money. When Plaintiffs verbally resjad a refund they were told“ut it

in writing.”

138. On August 13, 2007 and again on August 15, 20@/Ptaintiffs sent letters
to the Defendants requesting a full refund. Thed/foand out that Defendant Mozes had
disappeared and that the United States Embassyzamids investigating the Defendants.
The Plaintiffs clearly explained how they had baeluced to use the Defendant’s agency
by Defendant Orson Mozes and how Defendant Kevitiefgon instructed them to wire
money to Kaz even when he thought it was a badipeaee Exhibit U)

139. Plaintiffs were induced into an adoption that Deli@mts never intended to

complete through Defendants assurances and misegpiadions. Plaintiffs have damages
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in excess of $11,850 plus legal fees to recover theney. Plaintiffs have been damaged
financially and emotionally by the Defendants iégctivities.

Plaintiff Newton

140. Plaintiff Lisa Newton (Plaintiff) was the foundé?rincipal, CEO and co-
owner of the Draw Academy, a private PreK-8 schath 250 students in Texas, when
she began investigating adopting a child. She ctediahe Defendants to check into the
photo listings of five girls. Defendants sent Pl#irgeneral health information. While
trying to decide which little girl to adopt, the f2adants called to encourage Plaintiff to
“put money down soon to hold the infant

141. On or about February 16, 2006, Plaintiff signedDieéendant’s illusory
contract to adopt a child from Kaz. Plaintiff sket fees and was assured by Defendant
Mozes that We can hold this child while you do your home studynd immigration
and get your dossier together. All agency fees ane this email.” Defendant Mozes
verbally told Plaintiff that although he couldntiganty the child she had chosen as a
referral, there was a 95% chance of her gettingdferral and the adoption would move
along very fast. If she would hurry and send $10Q, 8t would take the child’s photo
down from the photo listinggSee Exhibit V)

142. On or about March 1, 2006, Plaintiff shared thedypnews with family
that she was adopting baby girl #906 and that skseagsured by Defendants that it
would be competed. Plaintiff put up the picturerd girl at home and in the school
where she worked, using the adoption as a to@aolt students about adoption and
geography. Her business partner was aware ofrtieerequired away from the school to

travel to visit her adopted daughter.

29



Case 2:08-cv-00187-PBT Document9  Filed 06/18/2008 Page 30 of 48

143. On or about July 2006, Plaintiff was told by Defants thashe had lost
her referral, little girl #906 but quickly sent an e-mail witiformation on a “new girl”.
Plaintiff accepted the “new girl”. After giving héeart once again to another little girl
#906, Plaintiff received a series of e-mails frorzidirectly from the other AIP clients
telling her that they were traveling to bring thtte girl home and complete their
adoption of her as their child.

144, On or about July 20, 2006, Plaintiff was told byf@welants that her
papers had all been approved by the Kaz governarehshe should be ready to travel to
Almaty in 4-6 weeks. Now Plaintiff was to travelrd to choose a child when she
arrived in Kaz.

145. On or about July 28, 2006, Defendant Mozes tolihBtathat she*may
jeopardize her Kaz adoptiori because she posted comments on an on-line group.
Plaintiff responded by removing herself from theugp. She also quickly reassured
Defendant Mozes that she didn’'t say she had “lostearal but that she had lost a photo-
listing.” Defendant Mozes knew at this time botfereals and photo-listings were
prohibited by the Kaz government but used the pe-gjroup information to intimidate
the Plaintiff.

146. In August 2006, the Defendants advised Plaintdt ther paperwork had
“lust arrived” in Kaz and that the travel dates ‘ebnow be 6-8 weeks away when she
received her LOI. The Defendants told Plaintiffttttee Kaz government closes for
vacation during the month of August so nothing wido# done during that time.

147. Over the summer of 2006, Plaintiff's business partold her that the

stress of the adoptions and lost referrals hadechher to lose her focus. She was asked
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to have limited contact with the school staff ahddren and she was told that her

leadership abilities had been compromised fronotigoing strain of the adoptions.
Plaintiff had to reduce her hours at work and drgsate some of her duties to her

business partner.

148. On or about August 14, 2006, Plaintiff accepte@wa photo listing from
Defendants for baby # 951. Child #951 is a chilchqmrematurely and Plaintiff asked
whether baby #951 would be considered a speciasneald qualifying for Texas
subsidies. Defendant Mozes repli@bey said they could mark special needs because
all children that are orphans have special needsDefendants knew that the Plaintiff
wanted a mentally healthy child but would accephygsically challenged child. Later
when the Defendants sent medical paperwork ontihe it was obvious that the medical
reports belonged to another child, not child #981e medical report sent had the
incorrect eye color, hair color, birth weight amies. This was another attempt to hide
the true medical information on the child to indétaintiff to continue to adopt.

149. On August 24, 2006, Plaintiff received her LOI asigh support number.
On the same date, Defendant Mozes sent all clnesmail advising them that he was
aware of complaints about his service and thattdg®vernmental problems, there was a
risk of losing referrals. In fear of falling out tdvor with the Defendants and
jeopardizing her adoption, Plaintiff sent Mozeseamail vowing her support.

150. Plaintiff called to verify that baby #951 was indestill available at the
baby house before she traveled to Kaz. The daRldnatiff flew to Kaz, the other AIP
family arrived in the U.S., having completed thailoption of the second referral the

Plaintiff had been promised by the Defendants.
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151. Plaintiff arrived at the baby house to find a veigk baby #951, now
named Dinara. Plaintiff decided to complete thepgido of this special needs child and
brought Dinara home. Once home, Dinara was evaluate specialist for international
adoption medical evaluations and found her to hee@dly Delayed One Year. Dinara
was 16 months behind in all ways. This was notgustemature baby, Dinara has special
needs and may always need Special Education. Dooatanues to be evaluated as a
special needs child and learning disabled.

152. The Plaintiff began this adoption as a CEO/Prinaig#o at the time of
her adoption with the Defendants she was earni2g $00.00 per year with full benefits
paid. She was forced to resign her position aricheelbusiness due to the ongoing stress,
delays and actions of the Defendants. Plaintiff mawks in the public schools systems
as a contract employee, making half of her formageg and has to contribute to fund
her benefits through the public school system.rifahas been unable to secure an
administrative position in the new school distrlkaintiff has been damaged financially
and emotionally by the Defendant’s illegal actei

Plaintiffs Schaefer

153. On or about March 27, 2007, Plaintiff's Gerald &anégan Schaefer
(“Plaintiffs”) inquired information on the photaslings for child #45. Plaintiffs advised
the Defendants that their homestudy was alreadg dod wondered what the timing was
for completing an adoption with the Defendant’'srage Defendant Mozes responded
with “When you give us the dossier most clients are ondlplane 2 to 2 %2 months
later. The Kazakhstan embassy takes about two weeks process our client’s

dossiers. We have never had a client refused. Vegpod chances we are really
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working closely with the area. It would be almostmpossible to adopt a Caucasian
child without holding her too much competition. Renember no one can adopt her
until July so that is really in your favor...” (See Exhibit W)

154. Plaintiffs signed the Defendant'’s illusory contraod began discussing
fees. Defendants demanded $10,100 to hold the ($8l850 agency fee plus $1250
foreign fees with the foreign fee balance being,3@6). Defendants are told that the
Plaintiffs will need to transfer money but can séadf of the money now. Defendants
urge the Plaintiffs to send some money.

155. On or about March 29, 2007, Defendants take Balyd#of the photo
listings and write to the Plaintiffs to tell thehmat there are now two other families
interested in the same child that showed intettégt inute we took the listing down.”

156. On or about April 5, 2007, Defendant Anderson $eatPlaintiffs e-mails
with the dossier packet as an attachment.

157. On or about April 16, 2007, Plaintiffs advise Dedants that their current
home study provider, Bethany, will not update theme study to reflect a Kaz adoption
because it would jeopardize Bethany's ability toadoptions in Kaz. Bethany told the
Plaintiffs that their Kaz facilitator had never h@af AIP. Defendant Mozes responded
“This is not true. No one would be jeopardized.(See Exhibit X)

158. Throughout the month of April 2007, Defendant Arsier helped the
Plaintiffs complete their dossier. On or about May007, Defendant Anderson told the
Plaintiffs that their dossier looked to be petfect order”.

159. On or about May 30, 2007, the Plaintiffs inquirddat the dossier

clearance since it was sent for translations thuexeks prior. Defendant Anderson
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advised that theCourier has to get two more documents apostilled.Anderson
blamed the embassy and said that they (the embassg)not doing things on schedule.
He advised that the Courier could go in 2 daysawelthe documents apostilled.

160. The next day, June 1, 2007, Anderson sent an ethaibhdmitted that he
is the courier but since it is a Friday, he wouldre able to go until the following
Monday. Plaintiffs told Defendant Anderson thatythed paid extra to expedite the
dossier and there had been nothing but delaysebpéfiendants. Plaintiff's offer to do
part of the work if it would help.

161. On or about June 5, 2007, Defendant Anderson haldPtaintiffs that the
documents were finally apostilled and the dossieuld/be sent to Kaz on this date. He
told the Plaintiffs that they would go to Ust regifor their adoption.

162. In June and July 2007, the Plaintiffs e-mail thédddants for updates but
were told that they (Defendants) won’t know anythimtil the LOI is issued.

163. On or about August 6, 2007, Plaintiff Megan Schakéel a telephone
conversation with Defendant Brown. Plaintiff askedan update as Defendant Anderson
told her that they hadn’t heard from the Kaz cooathrs in over 2 weeks. Defendant
Brown indicated that the other adoption agencisked in to the MOE to report that
there were changes at AIP and the changes werehg@iyOE was asking for new
paperwork from AIP before they would start procegadoptions again. Defendant
Brown said This is all just part of International Adoption! Th ere have been other
times when dossiers were held up for a month. It Wistart moving again, you just
need to have faith. Everything happens at the rightime so you will be over there at

the perfect time to meet YOUR child.”
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164. On or about August 27, 2007, Plaintiffs called andte the Defendants.
It had now been 4 months since the dossier waseéd@z. Plaintiffs told Defendant
Anderson how their lives have been on hold durmg wait because they never knew if
they would have to travel. Plaintiffs tell Defend@mderson how they are afraid that
their papers will expire. Defendant Anderson resjsgh understand your frustration.
Unfortunately, every one of our clients is in the@ame situation you are in. With
documents expiring, time is of the essence for ey@ne except the Ministry of
Education, who has the final say in the matter. Athis time, | have no updates on
the status of dossiers or childrenWe are finishing an agreement with another agency,
so we can submit dossiers through them, but thadqess is not finished yet....”

165. On or about September 19, 2007, Plaintiffs recethiedlransfer Notice
that their adoptions were being transferred to tdgda Adoptions.

166. On or about October 9, 2007, Defendant Andersonrgsmew contact
information to the Plaintiffs. It came from a Hage adoption e-mail account and he
gave the Plaintiffs the new telephone numbe&se(Exhibit Y)

167. In October 2007, Plaintiffs received an e-mail greefrom the Directors
of Heritage Adoptions welcoming Defendant Anderasran employee working in
California, offering the Plaintiffs a chance torsig new contract with Heritage for the
small fee of $1,000.0¢See Exhibit Z)

168. On or about October 10, Plaintiff Megan Schaefaragled Defendant
Anderson to advise that she wanted her files retlito her and did not want Heritage to

have her personal information. Defendant Andergptied ‘1 know nothing about your
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request for documents to AIP. | am no longer involed with that agency in any
way.” (See Exhibit aa)

169. Plaintiffs have not received a refund and have f@idlocuments and
home studies that have or will soon expire. Defatslhave been unjustly enriched by
inducing the Plaintiffs into an adoption usinggj& photo listings. Plaintiffs have been
damaged financially and emotionally by the Defensgl@iegal activities.

Plaintiff Bushouse

170. On or about November 29, 2004, Plaintiff Candacsiduse (“Plaintiff”)
signed the Defendant’s illusory contract to adophiéd through the Defendant’s agency.
On or about that date she sent $12,850 to the Dafes and wired $5,000 to Kaz to
“hold a child” which was a little girl that she haden on the Defendant’s photo listings.
The Defendants sent the Plaintiff the package ttngedossier completed.

171. In February 2005, Plaintiff gave up her referrabkmng that she had just
began the adoption process and the little girl al@e to be adopted during the time it
would take to get the dossier approved. At the sime gave up her referral, Defendant
Mozes told her F'guarantee that we will have another girl availabé in three weeks.”

172. In June 2005, Plaintiff discussed with Defendanz®bkthat she knew that
she was traveling blind but wanted some assurahe¢she could get her dossier
returned if she didn’t find a child to adopt. Sh&oaeminded him that it was now five
months later and the Defendants have not giveamether referral. She requested some
new photo listings to choose prior to travelingféwant Mozes respondsl6 children
before you leave they must be off the registry andie will show you a wonderful

child girl fare healthy Caucasian under a year wheryou get there. We went over
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this. Money has to be paid when you get there. Ygsu can get your dossier back.
No one has more children than us so that would benestake but like you said it is a
life decision so | understand.”

173. On or about September 9, 2005, Defendants semtt#flai photo listing
of child #823. Defendants sent a message thatl#netif has made a mistake on her fee
payment and a demand for payment to “hold the thild

174. On or about September 19, 2005, Plaintiff acceplald #820 as a
referral. The child’s name is Abramova Vilena. Piaintiff told Defendants that she had
some concern about their interpreter and was cordexbout traveling as a single mom
with a child. Later the Plaintiff found out thaigHittle girl was adopted by another
family.

175. On or about November 1, 2005, Defendants promissgsiie LOI should
be coming by November T2But Defendants claimed that they were havingt®u
“connecting with Kaz”.

176. Plaintiff told Defendants that she had already &eldper first son from
Kaz by traveling blind and it only took 9 montherr start to finish and now with
Defendants agency, she has to worry about her dextsnexpiring before she gets her
LOI.

177. On or about January 25, 2006, Plaintiff asked Dadenif 8 weeks to
issue the LOI was still correct and was told byddefant that “the agency was taking
care of the LOL.”

178. On or about March 24, 2006, Plaintiff finally léftichigan for Kaz to

arrive on March 26, 2006. Plaintiff was to be waikwith coordinator named Gabit.
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Plaintiff was told by Defendants that she was tliageo Ust-Kamagorsk and had
purchased plane tickets to Ust-Kamagorsk. Uponalrshe was told that she would be
traveling instead to Uralsk. No reason was giveththe funds for the extra plane ticket
were wasted.

179. By April 13, 2006, Gabit had disappeared. AfteresaVinquiries, Plaintiff
was told that Gabit was working with another famiiyAstana. During this period,
Plaintiff was bonding with her baby McKayla.

180. On or about April 19, 2006, Plaintiff completed lnequired bonding
period but Gabit was still missing and no couredad been arranged. From Aprif*19
to the 28, the Plaintiff was left messages by Gabit andebdéint Mozes giving her 3
different court dates. Plaintiff told the translatisat with Gabit missing and no
confirmed court dates that she was going to call®merican Embassy. Gabit returned
on April 24, 2006 and the Plaintiff had to remindlii to get a court date.

181. On or about May 6, 2006, Plaintiff finally went@ourt and the adoption
was granted for McKayla. Plaintiff had paid an exX$2,000.00 to have the 15 day
waiting period waived, which the court granted. @ay 10, 2006, the new birth
certificate was issued after being submitted irexity twice due to bad instructions by
Gabit the coordinator. Due to the delays cause@dlyit and the Defendant’s, Plaintiff
needlessly spent the $2,000.00 because she cautdtnm home with McKayla until
long after the 15 day waiting period. Plaintiff agkDefendant Mozes for a return of
these funds which he refused.

182. Plaintiff found out while in Kaz that the Defendarmbordinator failed to

arrange for a passport for baby McKayla and thatld/take an additional week before
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McKayla could travel. Plaintiff's visa expired onayl 18, 2006 and McKayla’s passport
wouldn’t be ready until May 19, 2006. Plaintiff hexlpay additional funds for the
embassy fees, additional medicals for McKayla atditeonal living expenses for a 9
week stay in Kaz.

183. Plaintiff encountered another family who were dgeaf AIP while in
Kaz. The other family had multiple problems witleithadoption and had threatened to
contact the American Embassy but they told thenBfathat they didn’t contact the
Embassy because Defendant Mozes told them thabbklwnake sure that the Plaintiff's
adoption would fail if they made any calls to themérican Embassy. This family didn’t
want to threaten the Plaintiff’'s adoption so thednd make any calls.

184. On or about May 19, 2006, Plaintiff and baby Mckawlere able to go to
Almaty. They were taken to an apartment providethigyDefendants. The apartment
was filthy, there was no running water in the batim sink, and most of the time the
electric didn’t work. The Plaintiff couldn’t warmpuood for the baby. When the Plaintiff
asked the coordinator to be moved to a differeattapent, she was told that there were
no other apartments available. Yet when the Pfatold the coordinator that she was
going to call the American Embassy to report theamitary and unsafe conditions of the
apartment, they found an apartment within 2 hours.

185. Plaintiff and McKayla finally returned home on Mag, 2006. The delays
from the disappearance of Gabit and untimely filrighe paperwork made the Plaintiff
lose 30 days of wages, 30 days lost being witl8Bhexar old son and a 30 day delay in

getting proper medical care for McKayla. The adapfirom beginning to end cost the
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Plaintiff almost $49,500.00 without taking in tocaant the costs of the delays. Plaintiff
has been damaged financially and emotionally byDiendant’s illegal activities.
Plaintiff Ran

186. Plaintiff Faye Ran (“Plaintiff”) is the Assistantd¥ost at a small private
college in New York where she has worked for th&t g& years. Blessed with financial
and physical stability, she wished to add to herilia In March 2005, while researching
European adoptions, Plaintiff came across an ietgrhoto listing of a little boy who
resembled her birth daughter.

187. On or about March 18, 2005, Plaintiff contactedddefants and told them
that she was interested in adopting 2 childrergyaamd girl. She told him that she was
particularly interested in child #665 on the phliétings. Defendant Mozes told Plaintiff
“once you sign the contract, the little boy will béaken off of the listing and the
orphanage will be told that a prospective parent hd started the process, so no one
else can take the child. The child will be yours.”

188. Defendants required all clients to open a Fedexpréss account so the
Defendants could ship documents at the expengeedflients. When Plaintiff discovered
exorbitant charges made to the Plaintiff's Fed Esoant by AIP not having to do with
the Plaintiff's papers, she called them, complaiaed cancelled the Fed Ex account. The
Plaintiff told them “I will mail my papers directlifom New York City and my College
mailroom where | trust the staff to tell me thereat amounts of postage.”

189. On or about April 15, 2005, Plaintiff signed a aact with the
Defendants. She was sent more pictures, a vidéeedittle boy and the child’s medical

report. As the Plaintiff watched the video with ld@ughter, child #665, Eliezer, became
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her son and her daughter’s brother. Defendantseggaintiff Eli would be home by
October or November.

190. The Plaintiff did not see any photo listings oflgithat she was interested
in adopting but Defendants assured her that one@astved in the Ukraine, she would
see many more pictures a the central adoption ggetaintiff specifically asked
whether adopting 2 children required that the kidsiblings. Defendants responded
“No.” Defendants did tell Plaintiff that all of her paperk would need to be done in
duplicate and there would be additional fees.

191. Later the Plaintiff found out that she would onby &llowed to adopt one
child or siblings but not 2 unrelated children.iRti# paid extra costs of duplicate
notarizations and apostilles and copying (8 setsvefything had to be submitted).
Plaintiff had to do her paperwork over again in thaand April and November and
December due to the documents expiring and contm&ower of Attorney changes by
the Defendants.

192. Defendants recommended Phyllis Labella to perfoemhome study.
According to the Defendantslie has a good relationship with AIP and knows just
what to do.” Ms. Labella did a quick interview with the Plaif@nd approved her for
adoption.

193. Defendant Mozes made it very clear to the Plaietifly in the adoption
process that if a client proved to be what he ddiieoublesome” he would drop the
adoption and no monies would be refunded. Defenliazes yielded enormous power

of their clients because adoptive parents weredafoeoffend him and end their adoption.
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Defendant Mozes could be nice to an adoptive pdmainvould quickly turn nasty and
become verbally abusive if challenged by an adeparent.

194. In mid-April, Plaintiff began to receive e-mail®m the Defendants
instructing her to send $3000 of the foreign fee&tishad Minulina in Almaty, Kaz.
When the Plaintiff asked why she was sending meoenyone in Kaz when she was
adopting in Ukraine. Defendant Mozes respondeddtyng ‘this person is the head
lawyer for AIP’s Ukraine operation and he pressureame to send the money as soon
as possible.” (See Exhibit bb)

195. In mid-September, Plaintiff was told that her apgiion had been
translated but not submitted and that she had this®esubmission date by a few days
because the Ukraine had closed its doors on Septetsh for foreign adoptions due to
political upheavals. At that time, Plaintiff pustop on the $3,500 foreign fee check she
had just sent to the Defendants.

196. On or about October 20, 2005, Defendant Mozesd#tle Plaintiff and
swore her to secrecllozes said that he was able to get a few familiesgistered and
said that her application in the Ukraine would be gandfathered in but she had to
send him $3,500mmediately” The Plaintiff was so happy to be able to move fodva
with the adoption and sent the mongee Exhibit cc)

197. In January 2006, it appeared that the Ukraine woeHdpen for adoptions.
The Plaintiff thinking she was already registereasweady to travel. The Defendants
stalled and avoided answering the Plaintiff's gioest about her registration. Finally,

Defendants admitted to the Plaintiff tisdte was not registered.
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198. Again more documents would need to be redone amd money was
required for translations. Plaintiff paid these iiddal fees(See Exhibit dd)

199. Defendants had promised Plaintiff that her adoptvonld be submitted in
January or February 2006 but when asked the Deféndaoided answering why her
papers weren’t submitted. Finally, Defendant Manés the Plaintiff that his in-country
representative was pregnant and having difficultiészes yelled at the Plaintiff when
she asked why he didn’t have a back-up represeatatfithin a week, Defendants
advised the Plaintiff that they had a new represer, Igor Ruban.

200. Defendant Mozes later called the Plaintiff and todd that she needed to
redo her paperwork because her Notary's licenseawjising. Upon investigation,
Plaintiff found this to be false. Later Orson tthe Plaintiff that Igor Ruban would
“doctor the documents to make sure they are goodPlaintiff told the Defendants that
they werenot to falsify, alter or tamper with her documents oy af her records.

201. Defendant Mozes called two days later and saidigjmtRuban couldn’t
submit her documents because Ukraine wasn't acgepingle parent adoptions. Again,
upon investigation and inquiry, the Plaintiff wddeato find out that the Ukraine was
allowing single family adoptions. Plaintiff senetinformation on to the Defendants but
they refused to submit her adoption paperwork.

202. When Plaintiff asked for her dossier to be returaed her money to be
refunded, the Defendants tried to get her to swhwhadoption to Kaz and directed her to
look at their Kaz children photo listing. Kaz adopt cost more money. Plaintiff said no

and again demanded her money back.
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203. Atfter this the Defendant Mozes refused to answegrcalls from the
Plaintiff. Through her own efforts the Plaintiff wable to retrieve her dossier from lgor
Ruban.(See Exhibit ee)

204. Plaintiff continued to try to call Mozes and finalvas able to reach
Defendant Anderson to request her money to be defiirDefendant Anderson wanted to
know why she wanted a refund since she “left” therey. Plaintiff explained that she
didn’t leave the agency, the Defendants refusembtoplete her adoption and she wanted
her money and documents back. Despite numerouslg-ana calls, nothing was
received from the Defendan{&ee Exhibit ff-hh)

205. Plaintiff was induced into sending money and givirag love to a child in
the photo listing through an illegal process. Riffihas been damaged financially and
emotionally by the Defendant’s illegal activities.

Plaintiffs Pingree

206. Plaintiffs Tom and Barbara Pingree (“Plaintiffs'@dmn investigating
foreign adoptions in late 2006 and in early 200tacted the Defendants for information
on the photo listing of child #900.

207. On or about January 3, 2007, Defendants sent Pigaitite contracts, fee
schedule, information packet and application. Tmead asked for $8,850 to “hold” the
child and to be able to let all other parties kribet the Plaintiffs had selected the child.
Defendants would send dossier package once thé& clesrs. Defendant Mozes tells
Plaintiffs they would be working with Defendant Agrdon. (See Exhibit ii)

208. In April, Plaintiff Barbara wrote Defendants withi@stions and concerns

about problems she had read about with Kaz adaptiime told Defendants how they

44



Case 2:08-cv-00187-PBT Document9  Filed 06/18/2008 Page 45 of 48

already consider this baby their son and want tdabroken hearts due to unreliable
adoption coordinators. Defendant Mozes respohtisddoption is problem free. Birth
Mothers or relatives can come back even after courfhis has only happened once
but it can happen....... "and“..l would say that almost all of our clients conmfeome
with children they love. The few that do not cannm¢cause they cannot find a child
they like even if healthy.(See Exhibit jj)

209. Throughout spring and summer 2007, Plaintiffs fexgly requested more
information, (including a name) on child #900 bwgf@ndants do not provide any further
information.

210. In June 2007, Plaintiffs learned that photo listinglding and referrals of
children are prohibited in Kaz. When Plaintiff Tauestioned Defendant Anderson
about these facts, he was assured tAHR"S partners in Kaz are able to “put aside”
children at the orphanage, and our clients are abléo get their referrals 80-90% of
the time.”

211. On or about July 12, 2007, after confirming the Kazs with the United
States embassy, the Plaintiffs sent the Defendadé&snand letter asking for the refund of
their money for being fraudulently induced intoibegal process of adopting children.
(See Exhibit kk)

212. The Plaintiffs heard nothing back from the Defertdamtil they received
an e-mail on August 10, 2007, where the Defendaste asking clients to contact the

US Embassy to help move their adoptions forwgBee Exhibit Il)
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213. Plaintiffs were induced into sending money andrgviheir love to a child
in the photo listing through an illegal processiRtffs have been damaged financially
and emotionally by the Defendants illegal actitie

Plaintiff Wappes

214. On or about May 9, 2006, Plaintiff Jaymee Wapp@&aihtiff”) asked the
Defendants about a photo listing on their web3iteat same day Defendant Orson Mozes
called the Plaintiff and told her that he wottbld the child while she completed her
paperwork.” The Plaintiff told the Defendant that she didn'vedhe money available
because she was going to take out a loan. Defeiazes told the Plaintiff t6Send all
the money you have right now or | won'’t take the plbto listing down.” Plaintiff sent
the Defendants all the money she had in the bacdust because she was afraid that she
needed to move quickly. The next week, Plaintiffanired a loan for the balance of the
fees.

215. Between May 9 and December 11, 2006, the Plawmbfked on getting
all of the necessary paperwork completed. Each éirdecument needed to be notarized
and apostilled, she took a day off from work (ImdisState offices are not open on the
weekends) and drove the 200 miles to Indianapatiimes, the Defendants “forgot” to
send her all of the documents and later the Ptaagain had to take time off of work
and travel to Indianapolis. During that time DefandMozes told Plaintiff that she
would be working with Defendant Anderson. He alainl $20% of the time clients will
lose their referral because a birth parent or relatve comes back to claim the child or

some other unforeseen circumstance happens.” (SegHtbit mm)
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216. On or about December 11, 2006, the Plaintiff's ceyasas completed and
sent to Kaz for the first time.

217. On or about January 24, 2007, Defendants called¥cse Plaintiff that
her dossier had been declined in Kaz because sha feanale roommate sharing home
expenses. Defendants referred Plaintiff to moveadeption to the Ukraine. Plaintiff
asked for a refund but Defendants would not discessning her money.

218. On or about February 5, 2007, Defendant Mozesa&llaintiff and told
her that if her homestudy was revised to refleat er roommate had a separate entrance
to the home, she would still qualify for a Kaz atlop. Plaintiff had the homestudy
revised on February 8, 2007.

219. On or about February 19, 2007, the Plaintiff seetdocuments to the
Defendants. On the same date Defendant Andersade e Plaintiff telling her she
needed another FBI Clearance and askingdashiers checks for $1150 for Nina and
$200 to AIP as well as the $440 postal money ordier the embassy of Kazakhstan.”
(See Exhibit nn)

220. On or about June 7, 2007, Plaintiff's dossier vestibmitted to the Kaz
government. On or about June 18, 2007, Defendadéeson sent the visa information to
the Plaintiff. When the Plaintiff called the Defemds with questions on the Visa packet
she received an e-mail from Defendant Andersoruoe 22 2007, telling her that he had
sent it prematurely(See Exhibit oo)Plaintiff called Defendants several times over the
next few days but received no return calls.

221. On or about July 5, 2007, Plaintiff e-mailed DefandAnderson for an

update on her adoption and he responded thatwWees@othing to report. Not satisfied
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with that answer, Plaintiff e-mailed Defendant Mez&d got a response from Defendant
Anderson using Defendant Mozes’s e-mail accounts fldsponse advised her that Orson
Mozes no longer worked for AIP and that Defendantlérson had taken over his duties.
When the Plaintiff told Defendant Anderson that MBTHING IS NOT ADDING UP”,
Defendant Anderson respondedrson had a nervous breakdown and left. He just
disappeared.Luckily, he had me do a backup of his computer,Idmave all of his files.
| have taken over the position and things are runmg smoothly....” (See Exhibit pp)
222. After several days, telephone calls and e-maiteedefendants, on July
31, 2007, Plaintiff sent a note to Defendants agktho Christen Brown Moses (sp) was,
whether it was legal to have photo listings for Kalpptions and requesting an
appointment in person. Defendant Anderson replidtete is a debate on the legality
of putting photos on websites. | have always beealtl, and continue to be told that
certain areas of Kazakhstan forbid it, but other areas do not. That is why we would
only post children from certain areas. Because | ggstion what | am being told, |
have removed all the children from the websites uiitl am certain as to the legality
of it. Christen is Orson’s wife. They have been gng through a divorce for the last
year. When he left, she decided to continue on witihhe company in order to finish
the adoptions for the clients who have already sigrd up with us. We are not taking
new customers ancheither Christen nor myself, are interested in purag this line of
work. Christen has never been involved with therqmany but feels a moral
responsibility to the clients that Orson has legltind. So, that’s the story. We are
continuing on to finish adoptions. | understand you concern, but we are completing

adoptions and sending clients over....” (See Exhibdq)
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