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U.S. District Court

Southern District of Florida (Ft. Lauderdale)
CIVIL DOCKET FOR CASE #: 0:12−cv−60138−KMW

Gozaloff v. The City of Hollywood Police Department
Assigned to: Judge Kathleen M. Williams
Referred to: Magistrate Judge Lurana S. Snow
Cause: 28:1983 Civil Rights

Date Filed: 01/26/2012
Jury Demand: Defendant
Nature of Suit: 440 Civil Rights: Other
Jurisdiction: Federal Question

Plaintiff

Paul Gozaloff represented byPaul Gozaloff
4157 SW 4th St
Plantation, Fl 33317
954−533−0539
PRO SE

V.

Defendant

The City of Hollywood Police
Department
a political subdivision of the State of
Florida

Defendant

Joseph Siple
Individually, and in his official capacity
as police officers of the City of
Hollywood, Florida

represented byBruce Wallace Jolly
Purdy Jolly Giuffreda &Barranco PA
2455 E Sunrise Boulevard
Suite 1216
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33304
954−462−3200
Fax: 462−3861
Email: bruce@purdylaw.com
LEAD ATTORNEY
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Defendant

Alexander Chang
Individually, and in his official capacity
as Police officer of the City of Hollywood,
Florida

represented byBruce Wallace Jolly
(See above for address)
LEAD ATTORNEY
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Defendant

Matthew Petty
Individually, and in his official capacity
as Police officer of the City of Hollywood,
Florida

represented byBruce Wallace Jolly
(See above for address)
LEAD ATTORNEY
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Defendant

Travis Schuller
Individually, and in his official capacity
as Police officer of the City of Hollywood,
Florida

represented byBruce Wallace Jolly
(See above for address)
LEAD ATTORNEY
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Defendant

William Cash
Individually, and in his official capacity
as Police officer of the City of Hollywood,

represented byBruce Wallace Jolly
(See above for address)
LEAD ATTORNEY
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Florida ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Defendant

Michael J. Satz
Individually, and in his official
administrative capacity as State Attorney
for the 17th Judicial Circuit of Florida

represented byMimi Vivien Turin
Office of the Attorney General
110 SE 6th STreet
10th Floor
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33301
954−712−4600
Fax: 954−527−3702
Email: mimi.turin@myfloridalegal.com
LEAD ATTORNEY
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Defendant

City of Hollywood
2600 Hollywood Boulevard
Room 407
Hollywood, FL 33020
(954) 921−3435

represented byTracy Ann Lyons
City of Hollywood
2600 Hollywood Boulevard
Suite 407 PO Box 229045
Hollywood, FL 33022−9045
954−921−3435
Fax: 921−3081
Email: tlyons@hollywoodfl.org
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Date Filed # Docket Text

01/26/2012 1 COMPLAINT against The City of Hollywood Police Department. Filing fee $
350.00, filed by Paul Gozaloff. (Attachments: # 1 Civil Cover Sheet)(mg) (Entered:
01/26/2012)

01/26/2012 2 Clerks Notice of Receipt of Filing Fee received on 1/26/2012 in the amount of $
350.00, receipt number FLS000002179 (mg) (Entered: 01/26/2012)

01/26/2012 3 Judge Assignment to Judge Kathleen M. Williams (mg) (Entered: 01/26/2012)

01/27/2012 4 ORDER OF INSTRUCTIONS TO PRO SE LITIGANT. Signed by Judge Kathleen
M. Williams on 1/27/2012. (jcy) (Entered: 01/27/2012)

05/23/2012 5 Summons Issued as to William Cash, Alexander Chang, Matthew Petty, Michael J.
Satz, Travis Schuller, Joseph Siple, The City of Hollywood Police Department.
(cqs) (Entered: 05/23/2012)

05/25/2012 7 MOTION for Extension of Time to Serve Summons by Paul Gozaloff. Responses
due by 6/11/2012 (ail) (Entered: 06/01/2012)

05/29/2012 6 Order Closing Case. Signed by Judge Kathleen M. Williams on 5/29/2012. (jcy)
(Entered: 05/29/2012)

06/06/2012 8 ORDER denying 7 Motion for Extension of Time to Serve Summonses. Signed by
Judge Kathleen M. Williams on 6/5/2012. (ail) (Entered: 06/06/2012)

06/13/2012 9 MOTION to Quash by Michael J. Satz. (Turin, Mimi) (Entered: 06/13/2012)

06/14/2012 10 ORDER denying 9 Motion to Quash. Signed by Judge Kathleen M. Williams on
6/13/2012. (ail) (Entered: 06/14/2012)

06/18/2012 11 MOTION to Vacate 6 Order Dismissing Case and Reinstate Action by Paul
Gozaloff. Responses due by 7/5/2012 (cqs) (Entered: 06/18/2012)

06/18/2012 12 SUMMONS (Affidavit) Returned Executed on 1 Complaint by Paul Gozaloff.
Michael J. Satz served on 5/23/2012, answer due 6/13/2012. (cqs) (Entered:
06/18/2012)

06/18/2012 13 SUMMONS (Affidavit) Returned Executed on 1 Complaint The City of
Hollywood Police Department served on 5/31/2012, answer due 6/21/2012. (cqs)
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(Entered: 06/18/2012)

06/18/2012 14 Summons (Affidavit) Returned Unexecuted as to Alexander Chang. (cqs) (Entered:
06/18/2012)

06/18/2012 15 Summons (Affidavit) Returned Unexecuted by William Cash as to William Cash.
(cqs) (Entered: 06/18/2012)

06/18/2012 16 Summons (Affidavit) Returned Unexecuted as to Travis Schuller. (cqs) (Entered:
06/18/2012)

06/18/2012 17 Summons (Affidavit) Returned Unexecuted as to Joseph Siple. (cqs) (Entered:
06/18/2012)

06/18/2012 18 Summons (Affidavit) Returned Unexecuted as to Matthew Petty. (cqs) (Entered:
06/18/2012)

06/21/2012 19 ORDER granting 11 Motion to Vacate 6 Order Dismissing Case and Reinstate
Action Signed by Judge Kathleen M. Williams on 6/20/2012. (ail) (Entered:
06/21/2012)

06/21/2012 Case Reopened SEE DE 19 Order (ail) (Entered: 06/21/2012)

06/21/2012 20 MOTION to Dismiss 1 Complaint by City of Hollywood. Responses due by
7/9/2012 (Lyons, Tracy) (Entered: 06/21/2012)

07/11/2012 21 Defendant's MOTION TO DISMISS 1 Complaint FOR FAILURE TO STATE A
CLAIM by Michael J. Satz. Responses due by 7/30/2012 (Turin, Mimi) (Entered:
07/11/2012)

07/11/2012 22 ORDER Re: Response re 21 Defendant's MOTION TO DISMISS 1 Complaint
FOR FAILURE TO STATE A CLAIM filed by Michael J. Satz (response due
7/20/2012) Signed by Judge Kathleen M. Williams on 7/11/2012. (cqs) (Entered:
07/12/2012)

07/16/2012 23 SUMMONS (Affidavit) Returned Executed on 1 Complaint by Paul Gozaloff.
Matthew Petty served on 7/15/2012, answer due 8/6/2012. (ls) (Entered:
07/17/2012)

07/16/2012 24 SUMMONS (Affidavit) Returned Executed on 1 Complaint by Paul Gozaloff.
William Cash served on 7/15/2012, answer due 8/6/2012. (ls) (Entered:
07/17/2012)

07/19/2012 25 Summons (Affidavit) Returned Unexecuted as to Alexander Chang. (cqs) (Entered:
07/19/2012)

07/19/2012 26 SUMMONS (Affidavit) Returned Executed on 1 Complaint Travis Schuller served
on 7/17/2012, answer due 8/7/2012. (cqs) (Entered: 07/19/2012)

07/19/2012 27 SUMMONS (Affidavit) Returned Executed on 1 Complaint Joseph Siple served on
7/17/2012, answer due 8/7/2012. (cqs) (Entered: 07/19/2012)

07/19/2012 28 MOTION for Extension of Time to File Response as to 21 Defendant's MOTION
TO DISMISS 1 Complaint FOR FAILURE TO STATE A CLAIM by Paul
Gozaloff. (cqs) (Entered: 07/19/2012)

07/19/2012 30 CLERK'S NOTICE of Striking 29 Clerks Motion and Order for Appointment of
Process Server by, Deputy Clerk. (docketed in error) (cqs) (Entered: 07/20/2012)

07/19/2012 SYSTEM ENTRY − Docket Entry 29 [order] restricted/sealed until further notice.
(jcy) (Entered: 07/20/2012)

07/20/2012 31 MOTION To Post Case To Volunteers Lawyer Project by Paul Gozaloff. (cqs)
(Entered: 07/23/2012)

07/20/2012 32 MOTION for Extension of Time to File Response as to 21 Defendant's MOTION
TO DISMISS 1 Complaint FOR FAILURE TO STATE A CLAIM by Paul
Gozaloff. (cqs) (Entered: 07/23/2012)

Case: 0:12-cv-60138   As of: 12/06/2012 11:12 AM EST   3 of 5

https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051110915306?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=40&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051110915331?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=42&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051110915359?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=44&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051110915379?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=46&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051110915409?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=48&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051110928553?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=50&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051110915246?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=31&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051110830569?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=20&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051110928553?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=50&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051110932197?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=55&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051010332870?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=3&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051111004604?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=60&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051010332870?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=3&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051111009294?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=63&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051111004604?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=60&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051010332870?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=3&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051111026603?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=68&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051010332870?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=3&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051111026606?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=71&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051010332870?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=3&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051111039807?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=74&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051111039820?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=76&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051010332870?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=3&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051111039835?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=79&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051010332870?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=3&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051111040955?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=82&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051111004604?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=60&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051010332870?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=3&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051111042574?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=87&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051111048243?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=92&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051111048517?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=94&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051111004604?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=60&pdf_header=2
https://ecf.flsd.uscourts.gov/doc1/051010332870?caseid=393711&de_seq_num=3&pdf_header=2


07/23/2012 33 ORDER, granting 28 Motion for Extension of Time to File Response/Reply re 20
MOTION to Dismiss 1 Complaint Responses due by 7/27/2012 Signed by Judge
Kathleen M. Williams on 7/23/2012. (cqs) (Entered: 07/23/2012)

07/24/2012 34 ORDER denying as moot 32 Motion for Extension of Time to File Response/Reply
Signed by Judge Kathleen M. Williams on 7/24/2012. (cqs) (Entered: 07/24/2012)

07/26/2012 35 Alias Summons Issued as to Alexander Chang. (cqs) (Entered: 07/27/2012)

07/27/2012 36 Summons (Affidavit) Returned Unexecuted as to Alexander Chang. (cqs) (Entered:
07/27/2012)

07/27/2012 37 RESPONSE to Motion re 20 MOTION to Dismiss 1 Complaint filed by Paul
Gozaloff. Replies due by 8/6/2012. (cqs) (Entered: 07/30/2012)

07/27/2012 38 MOTION to Order The City Of Hollywood to Produce Alexander Chang for
Service of Summons and MOTION for Extension of Time Time for Service re 1
Complaint ( Responses due by 8/13/2012) by Paul Gozaloff. (cqs) (Entered:
07/30/2012)

07/27/2012 39 RESPONSE to Motion to Deny re 21 Defendant's MOTION TO DISMISS 1
Complaint FOR FAILURE TO STATE A CLAIM filed by Paul Gozaloff. Replies
due by 8/6/2012. (cqs) (Entered: 07/30/2012)

07/30/2012 40 NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Bruce Wallace Jolly on behalf of William
Cash (Jolly, Bruce) (Entered: 07/30/2012)

07/30/2012 41 NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Bruce Wallace Jolly on behalf of Matthew
Petty (Jolly, Bruce) (Entered: 07/30/2012)

07/30/2012 42 NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Bruce Wallace Jolly on behalf of Travis
Schuller (Jolly, Bruce) (Entered: 07/30/2012)

07/30/2012 43 NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Bruce Wallace Jolly on behalf of Joseph
Siple (Jolly, Bruce) (Entered: 07/30/2012)

07/30/2012 44 MOTION for Extension of Time to File Answer RE: Complaints re 1 Complaint by
William Cash, Matthew Petty, Travis Schuller, Joseph Siple. (Attachments: # 1
Text of Proposed Order)(Jolly, Bruce) (Entered: 07/30/2012)

07/31/2012 45 ORDER granting 44 Motion for Extension of Time to Answer RE: Complaints
William Cash answer due 8/16/2012; Matthew Petty answer due 8/16/2012; Travis
Schuller answer due 8/16/2012; Joseph Siple answer due 8/16/2012. Signed by
Judge Patricia A. Seitz on 7/31/2012. (cqs) (Entered: 08/01/2012)

08/06/2012 46 REPLY Memorandum to Response to Motion re 21 Defendant's MOTION TO
DISMISS 1 Complaint FOR FAILURE TO STATE A CLAIM filed by Michael J.
Satz. (Turin, Mimi) Modified text on 8/7/2012 (asl). (Entered: 08/06/2012)

08/06/2012 47 REPLY City's Reply to Defendant's Response in Opposition to 20 Hollywood's
Motion to Dismiss by City of Hollywood. (Lyons, Tracy) Modified to add
document link on 8/7/2012 (asl). (Entered: 08/06/2012)

08/06/2012 50 ORDER granting 38 Motion to Produce; granting 38 Motion for Extension of
Time, Signed by Judge Kathleen M. Williams on 8/6/2012. (cqs) (Entered:
08/08/2012)

08/07/2012 48 Clerks Notice to Filer re 47 Response/Reply (Other). Document Not Linked;
ERROR − The filed document was not linked to the related docket entry. The
correction was made by the Clerk. It is not necessary to refile this document. (asl)
(Entered: 08/07/2012)

08/07/2012 49 ORDER REFERRING MOTIONS to Magistrate: 21 Defendant's MOTION TO
DISMISS 1 Complaint FOR FAILURE TO STATE A CLAIM filed by Michael J.
Satz, 20 MOTION to Dismiss 1 Complaint filed by City of Hollywood, 31
MOTION To Post Case ToVolunteers Lawyer Project filed by Paul Gozaloff
Motions referred to Barry S. Seltzer Signed by Judge Kathleen M. Williams on
8/7/2012. (cqs) (Entered: 08/08/2012)
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08/13/2012 51 ORDER denying as moot 31 Motion Case Be Posted to Volunteer Lawyers Project
Signed by Judge Kathleen M. Williams on 8/10/2012. (cqs) (Entered: 08/13/2012)

08/15/2012 52 Summons Issued as to Alexander Chang. (cqs) (Entered: 08/16/2012)

08/20/2012 53 SUMMONS (Affidavit) Returned Executed on 1 Complaint Alexander Chang
served on 8/17/2012, answer due 9/7/2012. (cqs) (Entered: 08/20/2012)

08/23/2012 54 NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Bruce Wallace Jolly on behalf of Alexander
Chang (Jolly, Bruce) (Entered: 08/23/2012)

08/30/2012 55 ANSWER and Affirmative Defenses to Complaint with Jury Demand by William
Cash, Alexander Chang, Matthew Petty, Travis Schuller, Joseph Siple.(Jolly,
Bruce) (Entered: 08/30/2012)

09/20/2012 56 ORDER OF RECUSAL. Ch. Magistrate Judge Barry S. Seltzer recused. Case
reassigned to Magistrate Judge Lurana S. Snow. Motions referred to Lurana S.
Snow. Signed by Ch. Magistrate Judge Barry S. Seltzer on 09/20/2012. (mb)
(Entered: 09/20/2012)

11/26/2012 57 REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION recommending 20 Deft, City of
Hollywood's, Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff's Complaint be DENIED and 21 Deft,
Michael Satz', Motion to Dismiss be GRANTED, signed by Magistrate Judge
Lurana S. Snow on 11/26/2012. Objections to RRdue by 12/13/2012 (jz) (Entered:
11/26/2012)

11/27/2012 58 NOTICE OF UNAVAILABILITY by Michael J. Satz for dates of November 28,
2012−December 17, 2012 (Turin, Mimi) (Entered: 11/27/2012)
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IN  TllE UM TED STA TES D ISTRICT COUR T

For the Southern district of Florida

Case N o,: 12- ClV -
PAUL G OZALO FF,

Plaintiff,

VS.

THE CITY OF HOLLYW OOD,

a political subdivision of the State
of Florida;

JOSEPH SIPLE, lndividually, and in his official capacity

as police ofncers of the City of H ollywood, Florida;

ALEXANDER CHANG, Individually, and in his official capacity

as Police officer of the City of H ollywood, Florida;

M ATTH EW  PETTY, Individually, and in his official capacity

as Police ofncer of the City of Hollywood, Florida;

TR AVIS SCH ULLER , lndividually, and in his official

capacity as Police officer of the City of Hollywood, Florida;

W ILLIAM  CASH, Individually, and in his ofscial

capacity as Police officer of the City of Hollywood, Florida;

M ICHAEL J. SATZ, individually, and in his official

administrative capacity as State Attorney for
th dicial Circuit of Floridathe 17 Ju 

,

Defendants.

/

COM PLAIN T FOR DAM A GES PRUSU ANT TO

Title 42 U.S.C. j1983

Paul Gozaloff

4157 SW  4 TH Street

Plantation, FL, 33317

Tel.: (954) 533-0539
pgozaloff@gmail.com
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COM PLAINT FOR:

CIVIL RIGHTS VIOLATIONS

(42 U.S.C. 51983)

(1) False Arrest and False lmprisonment
Unlawful Seizure (A1l Defendantsl;

First, Fourth, Fiflh, and Ninth Am endments

. .. .. ..lnvasion of Privacy (Within-named
Defendants): First, Fotlrth, Fifth, and Ninth Amendments, as
recognized in Griswold v. Connecticut;

(2) Excessive Force, Assault and Battery, Torture and
M ayhem : First, Fourth, Fifth, Ninth and Fourteenth Amendments

(3) Malicious Prosecution and
Conspiracy to Deny Access to the Courts and to

Justice by m eans of:

False arrest;

Falsifying Police Reports;

Filing False Charging lnstrum ents;

Intimidation of the eye-witness by threat;

Secreting inform ation otherwise required to

be disclosed under Brady v. M aryland; inter

alia, the identity of an eye w itness;

(4) Perjury in the course ofjudicial proceedings,
w ith obstructing Justice;

(5) Failure to lntervene (each and every Defendant

Police officerl;
(6) Failure to Train and Supervise (City of

Hollywood)
a. Failing to lm pose Sanctions against police officers

For persistent use of excessive force, and in maintaining

A policy that does not allow for punishment of police officers,

W hich policy holds that a citizen does not have a right to resist

Excessive force and must dtfall down and curl up- çç and accept

W hatever torture, mayhem, brutality, or beating that the officer

M ay chose to inflict.
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(7) Michael J. Satz, individually, and in his official
administrative capacity as State Attorney for

th J dicial Circuit of Florida, in maintainingthe 17 u

a practice and policy of refusing to prosecute corrupt

police officers, or other elite, and maintaining a

policy and practice of secreting exculpatory evidence

to assist corrupt police officers avoid punishment,

and in opting, instead, to prosecute the innocent.

DEM AND FOR JURY TRIAL

COM PLAINT FILED: January 26, 2012

Verified Com plaint for D eprivations and
Violations of Civil Rights, Neglect to Prevent the Same, Terrorism,

Failure to Train and Supervise; Negligent and Corrupt
Governm ental Practices; C onspiracy to Violate Civil Rights and,

Com plaint for D am ages and Certain R em edial Actions:

JURISDICTION :

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked pursuant to 28 USC jj1331, and

1343(a)(3), and (4); The federal claims for relief arise under the U.S. Constitution,

and Title 42 USC k 1983, and 1988;The pendentjurisdiction of this Court over

Plaintiff s state 1aw claims arise out of a common nucleus of operative fact and is

also invoked.

111. PARTIES

A . Plaintiff

1. The Plaintiff, PA IJL GOZA LOFF, is a citizen and resident of

Plantation, Florida.
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B. H ollvwood D efendants

2. The Defendant, JOESEPH SIPLE, is a citizen and resident of Broward

County, Florida, and was at all times material to the allegations in this Complaint,

acting in his capacity as a Police Officer employed by the City of Hollywood,

Florida and was acting under color of state law.

The Defendant, M ATTHEW  PETTY, is a citizen and resident of

Broward County, Florida, and was at all times material to the allegations in this

Complaint, acting in his capacity as a Police Officer employed by the City of

Hollywood, Florida and was acting under color of state law.

4. The Defendant, ALEXANDER CHANG, is a citizen and resident of

Brow ard County, Florida, and was at al1 tim es m aterial to the allegations in this

Complaint, acting in his capacity as a Police Officer employed by the City of

Hollywood, Florida and was acting under color of state law .

5. The D efendant, W ILLAM  CASH , is a citizen and resident of Brow ard

County, Florida, and was at al1 times material to the allegations in this Complaint,

acting in his capacity as a Dispatcher employed by the City of Hollywood, Florida

and was acting under color of state law .

6. The Defendant, TRAVIS SCHULLER, is a citizen and resident of

Broward County, Florida, and was at all times m aterial to the allegations in this

Complaint, acting in his capacity as a Dispatcher employed by the City of

Hollywood, Florida and was acting under color of state law.

7. The Defendant, CITY OF HOLLYW OOD, is a political subdivision

of the State of Florida, for which Defendants Siple, Petty, Chang, Cash, Schuller

serve as police officers. City of H ollyw ood is responsible for the training and

supervision of above-named Defendants. The City of Hollywood has established or

delegated to Defendants the responsibility for implementing policies, practices,

procedures, and custom s used by 1aw enforcement officers employed b
.
y City of

Hollywood regarding arrests and the use of force.

8. The D efendant, M ICHA EL J. SATZ, is the elected state attorney for

th J dicial Circuit of Florida and is responsible for establishing policy for thethe 17 u

initiating of crim inal prosecutions. The Defendant, Satz, in his adm inistrative

capacity has established a two-tiered system for initiating prosecutions:

4

4 of 18

Case 0:12-cv-60138-KMW   Document 1   Entered on FLSD Docket 01/26/2012   Page 4 of 18



1)Police officers and other connected
and connected, are exempt
public outrage m andates the

2) Al1 others, including the homeless, the poor, the black, and those
without power will be subject to prosecution, even though the prosecution is
known to have been brought upon false and altered evidence, and in that

event, the police and the agencies bringing such charges on such corrupt

evidence w ill be protected by the secreting of any exculpatory evidence.

from prosecution, except

initiation of prosecution;

political figures, or the wealthy

in rare situations where

STATEM ENT OF FACTS

1. The Circuit Court Judge, the Honorable Dale C. Cohen, in ruling on a
rd it is so alleged herein, thatmotion before him on December 3 
, 2009, found, and

the Plaintiff, on January 27, 2008 was putting up campaign posters for the

presidential candidate, Rudolph W illiam Louis Giuliani, in the City of Hollywood,

Florida in the general area of N orth State Road 7 and Johnson Street, in Brow ard

County, State of Florida. A friend and co-worker, Dennis Shelter, was also setting

out campaign material, and became lost, and when this Plaintiff observed many

police cars and ilmumerable police officers in the area where Shelter was thought

to have been, Plaintiff became worried and attempted to inquire of one of the many

police offcers as to his co-worker. The police officer initially spoken to was

Joseph Siple, the Defendant herein.

2. The Court found that the police officers told the Plaintiff to get away.

The Plaintiff did not interfere with the issuance of a traffc citation, which

(according to the police testimony) was the reason for a1l the police activity, there,
at that time, having stopped a young black man for failure to carry his registration,

with four (4) back-up marked patrol vehicles and as many police officers acting as

back-up.

3. The Plaintiff was not committing any crime; he had not committed

any crime, and he was not about to commit any crime. There was absolutely no

probable cause or reasonable suspicion that the Plaintiff was engaged in any

criminal activity. The Circuit Court Judge found that the Plaintiff had done

nothing wrong, and that the seizure of the Plaintiff violated his constitutional rights
against unreasonable search and seizure and suppressed certain evidence planted

by D efendant Siple, as w ill be further explained below .

4. At that time and place, the Defendant police officers, brutally and

viciously and mercilessly attacked the Plaintiff and busted Plaintiff s head open on
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the concrete and delivered a volley of kicks, Gsts and shoes to the face and body of

the Plaintiff, while grinding his face into the ground and standing, forcefully, on

Plaintiff s ankle and his knee in an attempt to cripple or maim the Plaintiff.

5. The Defendant , Siple, then set about to plant evidence of felony

possession of a controlled substance (Xanax) on the Plaintiff.

6. James Dockery, the young black man being ticketed, was an eye-

witness to the entirety of the activity taking place at that time and was then

accosted by one or more of the police officers, who asked, according to the

deposition testimony of this witness, içif l wanted the same thing to happen to m e.''

In his deposition, M r. Dockery testified that after being asked that question, he told

the police officers: He çGwas just ready to go home. l didn't want no problems''

7. The D efendant police officers then set about to contrive police reports

and probable cause afûdavits, upon which to falsely prosecute the Plaintiff. Each

such police officer gave testim ony that contradicted the other D efendants'

testimony, which was observed by Judge Dale Cohen in his Order suppressing the

planted and false evidence: tçthe officers contradicted each other as far as what the

other was saying, how loud he was * * * everything the police officers said was in

total contradiction amongst themselves.''

8. The Plaintiff also testised, and the Circuit Court Judge found

Plaintiff s testimony tlvery credible,'' and the court believed his entire testimony.
(sthat he was merely trying to detennine if that was his friend there. That he didn't

raise his voice. He didn't do anvthinR improper.'' This quote by Judge Cohen.

9. The City of Hollywood has condoned the illegal actions of its police

officers for many years, and has refused to even attempt remediation. The city has

utterly failed to train, supervise, or punish such acts of corruption as were

dem onstrated in this case.

10. ln the instant case, Plaintiff attem pted to lodge an lntem al Affairs

Complaint, but w as rebuffed by lnternal affairs. lt has since been ascertained that

the City of Hollywood m aintains a policy of allow ing their officers to exercise any

force desired to intlict pre-judgment/pre-arrest punishment upon any citizen sought
to be arrested, or arrested. lnternal A ffairs chief, Forrest Jeffries, testified at the

trial of Donald Baker and proclaim ed the policv of the City of H ollvw ood, stating

that a citizen does not have a right to resist excessive force by a Hollywood police

officer and must fall down and curl up as the only means available to him to

6
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protect himself . ld., at P. 227, Line 5, et seq. Additionally, when a complainant

tsles an Internal Affairs Complaint, the City of Hollywood M irandizes the

com plainant and uses the IA process as a back-door m eans of gathering and then

suppressing exculpatory evidence. The procedure employed by H ollyw ood as to

an lntem al A ffairs lnquiry, in reality, is an interrogation of the com plaining person

directed tow ard the prosecution of the victim , complainant, and to protect the

com lpt police ofticer who has used his badge to perfect his sadistic and

unconstitutional attacks on the public, and this Plaintiff.

l 1. ln an effort to secret the identity of the eye-witness to the attack upon

the Plaintiff, James Dockery was released and allowed to leave immediately after

being intimidated and threatened by the Defendant police ofticers. The

traffic/warning/citation was intentionally written with the location of the incident

being far distant in place than at the location where the beating and torture of the

Plaintiff took place. For m ore than a year after the attack, the Defendant City of

Hollywood, secreted the identity of the Eye-W itness by tendering false information

relating to the citation, and rejecting the Brady Evidence requests from the State
Attorney's Office. The State Attomey failed and refused to compel the jroduction
of the identity of the Bradv witness, because of the State Attorney's contlnuing

policy of refusing to prosecute corrupt police ofscers, as will be addressed m ore

fully below .

12. Finally, after m any m onths of secreting the identity of the eye-

witness, Circuit Court Judge Dale Cohen had had enough and directed the

Defendant Police Ofticer, CHANG, to appear before him, there, to deliver up the

exculpatory evidence theretofore secreted and denied the defense. However,
before the time for his appearance, Defendant CHAN G delivered up the

inform ation as to the identity of the eye-W itness.

13. Finally, with the evidence in hand, Judge Cohen held a hearing on

Plaintiff s Motion to Suppress, which was granted on b''', é''' '.ti')7''b'' V7'' '77$:')67,/) ())j,);,t4t'' 'V', ,t,;( #),, .

14. The criminal proceedings subsequent to Plaintiff s arrest were

terminated in his favor without a plea of guilt or a tçbargained for'' resolution with

the entry of a nolleprosequi by the Defendant State Attom ey, M ichael Satz.

15. After delivering the devastating beating upon and against the Plaintiff

where a large amount of Plaintiff s blood lay on the ground, and being with full

knowledge that the Plaintiff s injuries were serious and required professional
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m edical treatm ent, the D efendants, and

transport the Plaintiff to the hospital for
being transported to the hospital or to the holding facility at the City of Hollywood

Police Department, Plaintiff was taken immediately to the Broward County Jail.

The testimony of the police offcers, in their efforts to shield themselves from civil

or criminal prosecution, or liability, first alleged that Plaintiff was taken to the

Hollywood Police Department, then suffered a lapse of memory and could not

remember whether Plaintiff was taken to the police department. The Defendants

deliberately denied the Plaintiff necessary medical treatment and endangered the

life of the Plaintiff by exposing him to the possibilities of complication, infection

treatment of his injuries, and instead ofeach of them, failed and refused to

or other diseases.

1 6. Each of the within-named Defendants was in a positionto cause the

brutal attack on the Plaintiff to cease. Each police offcer was possessed

power of his office and the power of arrest,

Plaintiff from the injuries intlicted upon him by these tsve police officer
Defendants, working in concert to inflict serious injury and to maim the Plaintiff,
and to thereafter conspire to falsely convict this Plaintiff by contriving false

reports, planting evidence, intimidating the eye-witness, and to thereby deny

Plaintiff m eaningful access to the courts. ln Federal proscriptions, the

and, indeed, the duty to protect the

nomenclature of the acts of each of the police officer Defendants is, ttM isprision of

Felony,'' which violates Title 18 U.S.C. j4. See, also, Title 18 U.S.C. 55242-242.

with the

17. Defendant, M ichael Satz, the State Attom ey

Judicial Circuit of Florida, w ell knew that the

for the Seventeenth

Defendant police officers initiated

this malicious prosecution upon false evidence; that they had falsifed their police

reports, and that they perjured their testimony to falsely convict this Plaintiff and to
deny him meaningful access to the courts. Defendant Satz has refused to prosecute

corrupt police officers for and during the past 30 years. Because of that policy,

which has encouraged and protected such corrupt practices as in the instant case,

corruption has flourished in Broward County, Florida. The United States

Department of Justice and the United States Commission on Civil Rights have

been asked by high ofscials in Broward County to investigate the practice and

policy of non-prosecution of corrupt police ofticers (and other elite) in Broward
County, Florida.

18. The Court may take judicial notice of the complaints tiled in that
matter at the following lirlks, relating to D efendant Satz' policy of refusing to

prosecute corrupt police officers, and simultaneously secreting Brady evidence to

8
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perpetuate that unconstitutional policy, w hich establishes a tw o-tiered system of

justice in Broward County, as alleged in these documents:

14ttp://d1.dropbox.conA/i33693074/brady% 20llowie0A20;nke1stein% 20 l - 1 9- l o.pdf

February 9, 2010
http://d1.dropbox.com/u/33693074/>'lNKELS'1'ElN%20LR-R%20pd brady.pdf

Jan 12, 2010
http://dl.d1-opbox.com/tl/33693074/brady%20Howie%2015nke1stein%201-l 9-10.pdf

February 1û, 2010
http://d1.dropbox.con7/i33693074/bacdl response.pdf

19. The effect of the refusal to prosecute such corruption has resulted in

the State Attorney know ingly and deliberately suppressing Brady m aterial, as

noted in the links, but also in this Court's own fles, where in the case of Donald

Baker v. City ofHollywood, the City falsified evidence and suppressed

exculpatory evidence, then the state attomey suborned the perjury of Baker's own
attom ey, Assistant Public Defender, M adeleine Torres, to testify falsely against

Baker, her own client, to defeat habeas corpus relief in the state courts, and to
maintain a Heck v. Humphries defense. Countless numbers of innocent criminal

defendants in Broward have been wrongfully deprived of their lives and liberties as

a direct result of that policy, which would prosecute the innocent in order to

preserve the non-prosecution policy. Heck v. Humphries encourages further and

more dastardly acts of corruption; the greater the corruption, the better the chance

to maintain a Heck v. Humphries defense, and escape justice.

20. Fortunately in this case, the State courtjudge, Dale Cohen, had the
capacity to see through the conupt actions of the within Defendants, but, still, the

State Attorney has not, and will not, prosecute that corruption. This, again, was not

a case of mistake; this was a deliberate beating of a citizen that the Hollywood

police thought to be ççhomeless,'' just as they thought Donald Baker was homeless
when they smashed his face into a concrete floor for 1:14 Secs., and caused his

hospitalization in intensive care for 4 days after the beating; just as they thought
Dennis Shelter (Plaintiffs friend and co-worker) to be homeless when he was
bnltally attacked by other Hollywood police officers on another occasion, and just
as they thought that Angel Castro w as hom eless when other H ollyw ood cops

assaulted him, without any just cause whatsoever. lndeed, there are hundreds of
cases where the Hollywood police brutalized citizens, simply, because they were

thought to be hom eless, and powerless. The City m aintains a policy of protecting

corruption, also, and when they are caught red-handed in effecting a false arrest,
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the city has a policy of falsifying evidence', the City ascribes a nom enclature of

such falsification as, çiDoin: a Little W alt Disnev on the Evidence.''

21. Proof of the D efendant City's propensity and policy of ççD oing a Little

W alt Disney on the Evidence'' will be fully established in this case, and it will be

shown to the satisfaction of this Court and the jury that the Defendants, and each of
them , perfected their rendition of ir isney'ing'' evidence in this case, and that the

prosecution of this Plaintiff was, and is, utterly m alicious, unw arranted, and based

upon false evidence.

CA USES O F ACTIO N

CO UNT l

Violation of Civil Rights Pursuant to Title 42 U.S.C. j1983
(General Allegations)

22. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference the

allegations set forth in paragraphs 1-21 of this Complaint.

23. ln com m itting the acts complained of herein, D efendants acted under

color of state law to deprive Plaintiff of certain constitutionally protected rights

under the First, Fourth, Fifth, N inth and Fourteenth Am endm ents to the

Constitution of the United States including, but not limited to: a) the right to be
free from unreasonable searches and seizures; b) the right not to be deprived of
liberty without due process of law; c) the right not to be deprived of property
without due process of law; d) the right to be free from excessive use of force by
persons acting under color of state law; e) the right to be free from false arrest; and
9 the right to just compensation for taking of property.

24. Detkndants Siple, with the assistance of the other nam ed Defendant

police ofticers, brutally attaclted the Plaintiff in the absence of any probable cause

or reasonable suspicion, whatsoever, with the intent to contine the Plaintiff', the

Detkndants' acts resulted in the confinement ofthe Plaintiff, and Plaintift-was

falsely and maliciously iluprisoned, and the false imprisonm ent of the Plaintiff

resulted in a violation of Plaintiffs Fourth and Fotlrteenth Am endm ent rights.

25. In violating Plaintiff s' rights as set forth above and other rights that

will be proven at trial, Defendants acted under color of state law and conducted an

unauthorized, warrantless search, and seizure of Plaintiff. The illegal and

warrantless stop set into motion the chain of events that led to an unauthorized and

warrantless illegal search and seizure and the gratuitous use of excessive force by
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Defendants, in violation of Plaintifp rights

Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution
26. As a direct and proximate result of the violation of Plaintiff s

constitutional rights by the Defendants, Plaintiff suffered general and special

damages as alleged in this Complaint and is entitled to relief under 42 U.S.C

j1983.
27. The conduct of Defendants was willful, malicious, oppressive and/or

reckless, and was of such a nature that punitive damages should be imposed in an

amount commensurate with the wrongful acts alleged herein.

under the First, Fourth, Fifth, Ninth and

of the United States.

COUN T 11

Violation of Civil Rights Pursuant to Title 42 U.S.C. j1983
(Failure to lmplement Appropriate Policies, Customs and Practices)

(Defendant City of Hollywood, and Defendant, M ichael Satz)

Plaintiff realleges
set forth in paragraphs 1-2 1 of this Complaint.

29. Defendant, City of Hollywood, implicitly or explicitly adopted and

implemented careless and reckless policies, custom s, or practices, that included,

among other things, allowing employees of the Hollywood Police Department to
confront any person thought to be homeless and to exercise any brutality without

lawful justitication, and to use excessive force and cruelty in dealing with persons
thought tobe hom eless.

Defendant, City of Hollywood,implicitly or explicitly adopted and30
.

implemented a careless and reckless policy, custom, or practice of allowing

employees of the Hollywood Police D epartm ent to confront hom eless, or apparent

homeless people, with the use of excessive lethal force where less severe
altem atives existed, and has protected such brutality by a policy that holds that a

'çcitizen does not have a right to resist excessive force by a Hollywood Police

officer and must fall down and curl up- ti as the only means of protecting himself,

and that failing that, the citizen is to be arrested upon a charge of resisting arrest or
obstruction with violence and prosecuted upon false evidence as m ay be contrived

by the police department, including çr oing a Little W alt Disney on the Evidence.''

31. The failure of the City of Hollywood to adequately train and supervise

the Defendant police officers named herein amounts to deliberate indifference to

the rights of the Plaintiff to be free from excessive force and unreasonable seizures

under the First, Fourth, Fifth, Ninth and Fourteenth Amendments to the

Constitution of the United States.

28 . and incorporates hereinby reference the allegations
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32. The failure of the City of Hollywood to adequately train and supervise

Defendant police offcers, named herein, amounts to deliberate indifference to the

rights of the Plaintiff to be free from excessive force and unreasonable seizures

under the First, Fourth, Fifth, Ninth and Fourteenth Amendments to the

Constitution of the United States.

33 A s a result of this

suffered personal injuries and
under 42 U.S.C. 51983.

deliberate indifference to Plaintiff s rights, the Plaintiff

lost liberty and freedom and is entitled to relief

34. ln committing the acts complained of herein, Defendants acted under

color of state law to deprive Plaintiff as alleged herein of certain constitutionally

protected rights including, but not limited to: a) the right to be free from
unreasonable searches and seizures; b) the right not to be deprived of liberty
without due process of law; c) the right not to be deprived of property without due
process of law; d) the right to be free from excessive use of force by persons acting
under color of state law; and e) the right to just compensation for taking of

property.
COUNT IlI

Violation of Civil Rights Pursuant to Title 42 U.S.C. j1983

(Use of Excessive Force)
35. Plaintiff re-alleges and incop orates herein by reference the allegations

set forth in paragraphs 1-21 of this Complaint.
36. The Defendant, City of Hollywood, Florida, has adopted policies,

procedures, practices or customs within the Hollywood Police Department that

allow, among other things, the use of excessive force even though other more

reasonable and less drastic methods are available.

37. The actions of Defendant City of Hollywood, Florida amount to

deliberate indifference to the rights of the Plaintiff to be free of excessive force and

unreasonable seizures under the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments to the

Constitution of the United States.
38. As a result of the deliberate indifference to Plaintiffs constitutional

rights by the City of Hollywood, Florida and its agents, servants and employees,

Plaintiff suffered serious personal injuries and loss of liberty and is entitled to
relief under 42 U.S.C. j1983.

COUNT IV

Violation of Civil Rights Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. j1983

(False Arrest)
39. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference the allegations

set forth in paragraphs 1-21 of this Complaint.
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40. ln committing the acts complained of herein, Defendant police ofticers

acted under color of state law by falsely arresting and detaining the Plaintiff with

no basis in fact or law to do so. ln violating Plaintiff right to be free from false

arrest, the Defendants violated Plaintiff rights under the First, Fourth, Fifth, Ninth

and Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of the United States.

4 1. As a direct and proximate result of the violation of Plaintiffs

constitutional right to be free from false arrest by the Defendants, Plaintiff suffered

serious personal injuries and special damages as alleged in this Complaint and is

entitled to relief under 42 U.S.C. 51983.

COUNT V

Violation of Civil Rights Pursuant to Title 42 U.S.C. j1983

(Malicious Prosecution)
Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference the allegations set

forth in paragraphs 1-2 1 of this Complaint.

42. On or about, January 27, 2008, Defendant Siple caused the physical

arrest of Plaintiff, Paul Gozaloff.

43. After arresting Plaintiff Gozaloff, Siple caused the prosecution to be

instituted against Plaintiff Gozaloff for the offenses of Obstruction with Violence,

Possession of Xanax, and Possession of Marijuana in the Circuit and County
Courts in and for Broward County, Florida.

44. The prosecution was instituted by Siple without probable cause as to

the facts recited by Petty prior to arresting Plaintiff Gozaloff. The matters known

to Siple before instituting the aforementioned prosecution would not have

warranted a reasonable person to believe that any criminal offense had been

committed by Plaintiff Gozaloff. ln the altem ative, the prosecution of Plaintiff

Gozaloff was instituted by Siple with no reasonable likelihood of success.

45. Siple acted with malice in instituting the aforesaid prosecution, which

is implied by the lack of probable case and/or with express malice as shown by his

reckless disregard for the rights of Plaintiff, Gozaloff, and his personal animosity

and hostility towards Plaintiff, Gozaloff. Further, Siple made material
m isstatem ents of fact and/or m aterial om issions of m aterial facts in support of the

prosecution, as well as planting Xanax, alleging that he did a re-search of the

Plaintiff that netted the X anax.
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46. No prosecution of Plaintiff Gozaloff would have occurred but for the

actions of Siple.

47. The other Defendant police offcers, M atthew Petty, Alexander

Chong, W illiam Cash, and Travis Schuller, would not have joined in on the
stomping, kicking and brutality of the Plaintiff if Defendant Siple had not tackled

and busted Plaintiff s head open in the first place, which gave rise to a shark-like

feeding frenzy of brutality.

48. The criminal proceeding was resolved in favor of Plaintiff Gozaloff

by nolleprosequi entered by the Defendant State Attorney.

49. The fact of Plaintiff Gozaloff s prosecution became known to many
persons as a result of being made part of the public records of Broward County and

its appearance on court documents available for public scrutiny.

50. As a result of the aforementioned actions, Plaintiff suffered physical

injury of a temporary and permanent nature, embarrassment, loss of livelihood,
damage to his reputation and anxiety, a1l of which continue to this day and is likely

to continue in the future, and he incurred attom ey's fees and incidental monetary

costs.

5 1 . This is an action for damages brought by the Plaintiff against

Defendant Siple, with the cooperation and assistance of the other named

Defendants, M atthew Petty, Alexander Chong, W illiam Cash, and Travis Schuller,

after a criminal proceeding was unsuccessfully commenced without D'obable

(-.attse and for a pupose other than that of bringing an alleged offender to justice.

52. This action for malicious prosecution is the remedy for the baseless

and malicious litigation brought against the Plaintiff. The other named Defendants

took an active role in initiating or encouraging and assisted in the torture and

beating of the Plaintiff and in tsling false police reports and giving false testimony

in the criminal proceedings against the Plaintiff, which concluded with the entry of

the nolleprosequi.

COUN T Vll

Florida Governmental Tort Liability Act

(False Imprisonment)

42 U.S.C. j1983

14
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53. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference the

allegations set forth in paragraphs 1-21 of this Complaint.

54. Plaintiff avers that the Defendants breached a duty of care owed to

Plaintiff, so as not to deprive him of his personal liberty, by intentionally

restraining or detaining Plaintiff withoutjust cause and without mittimus from a
court.

55. Plaintiff avers that the Defendants, without probable cause, wrongfully

and unlawfully detained and restrained the Plaintiff against his will through use of

force for a period of close to thirty minutes.
56. At no time during the detainment did Plaintiff resist or attempt to resist

the Defendant offcers, but was fully cooperating with the orders of the Defendants

who had guns night-clubs, tasers, handcuffs and an array of weaponry, as well as

assistance from four (4) other offcers.
57. Plaintiff avers that the Defendants are liable to him for false

im prisonment.
58. As a direct and proxim ate result of the false imprisonm ent by the

Defendants, Plaintiff suffered serious personal injuries, emotional distress, and lost
the companionship and value of his family and consortium.

CO UNT VIll

Florida Governm ental Tort Liability Act

Florida Com m on Law

(Negligence)
59. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference the allegations

set forth in paragraphs 1-21 of this Complaint.
60. Each Defendant owed Plaintiff a duty to use due care at or about the

times of the aforementioned incident.

6 1. ln committing the aforementioned acts and/or omissions, each

Defendant negligently breached said duty to use due care, which directly and

proximately resulted in the injuries and damages to the Plaintiff as alleged herein.
COUNT IX

Florida G overnm ental Tort Liability Act

Florida Com m on Law

(Negligent Supervision)
62. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference the allegations

set forth in paragraphs 1-21 of this Com plaint.
63. Each Defendant owed Plaintiff a duty to use due care at or about the

time of the aforem entioned incidents.
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64. Defendant, City of Hollywood, Florida negligently supervised the

named Defendants by failing to provide proper training and outline proper

procedure in confronting the citizenry with civility.

65. Michael J. Satz has implemented the two-tiered system of justice in
Broward County, and m aintained and m aintains a policy and practice of refusing to

prosecute police ofûcers for their criminal acts of brutality and con-uption, and

within that policy is the concomitant necessity of suppressing exculpatory evidence

to insure that the corruption will not be prosecuted.

66.

however,

The real party in interest herein is the Defendant, City of Hollywood;

the Chief of Police and lnternal Affairs have utterly failed to train and

supervise its ofticers and subordinates in the proper and accepted practices of 1aw

enforcement, and encouraged unconstitutional conduct on the part of the

Defendants by secreting and protecting such practices and acts of corruption

throughout the history of the Hollywood Police Department, which according to
'd d in the country for policethe Police Complaint Center has the 3 worst recor

brutality.
67. ln committing the aforementioned acts or omissions, each Defendant

negligently breached said duty to use due care, which directly and proximately

resulted in the injuries and damages to Plaintiff as alleged herein.
CO UNT X

Title 42 U.S.C. 41983 Conspiracv:
Florida G overnm ental Tort Liability A ct

Florida Common Law

(Conspiracy)
68. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference the

allegations set forth in paragraphs l -2l of this Complaint.

69. The Defendants present at the aforem entioned incident subsequently

participated in a common design through a concert of action to protect fellow

offcers from criminal and/or civil liability by making overtly false statements in

their reports and in their testimony regarding the circumstances surrounding the

aforem entioned incident.
70. ln committing the aforementioned acts, each Defendant directly and

proximately injured, damaged, libeled, and caused emotional distress to the
Plaintiff herein.

COUNT XI

Title 42 U.S.C. 41983

Florida Com m on Law

(Assault)

16
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71. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by reference the

allegations set forth in paragraphs 1-2 1 of this Complaint.
72. Plaintiff avers that the actions of the Defendants breached a duty of

care owed to Plaintiff to not assault him or cause him physical harm or injury,
except to the extent allowed by law .

73. Further, Plaintiff was slammed to the pavement, face first by

while Defendant Siple held Plaintiff s arms so that Plaintiff could notDefendants
,

brake the fall with his hands.
74. Further, Plaintiff was shoved into the back seat of a patrol car and

left handcuffed and on his back for more than twenty m inutes, in fear.

75. As a direct and proximate result of the acts of the Defendants,

Plaintiff suffered both physical and mental injuries and is entitled to relief.

COUNT XIl

Title 42 U.S.C. :1983
Florida Com m on Law

IN VASION AND

Art. 1, j 23, Fla. Const.
DEPRIVATION OF RJGHT OF PRJVACY

76. To prevail upon a state
privacy, Plaintiff must prove ''governmental intrusion'' into his private life. See Art.

1, j 23, Fla. Const. ''A 'govemmental intrusion' adion is ex hypothesis an action
against the government rather than against a private person.'' Tucker v. Resha, 634

So.2d 756, 759 (F1a. 1st DCA 1994).
77. Plaintiff realleges and incop orates herein by referenee the allegations

set forth in paragraphs 1-2 1 of this Complaint.
78. No greater deprivation of the constitutional right of privacy may occur

than where the government, through its agents, acting under color of law, deprives

a citizen of his rightful liberty and enjoyment of life, by incarcerating him in the
absence of any probable cause or reasonable suspicion, whatsoever.

79. For the reasons hereinabove set forth, Plaintiff claims just
compensation for the deprivation of his liberty, the torture of his body, and the

invasion and deprivation of his Right of Privacy by the Defendants.

constitutional claim for invasion of his right to

PRAYERS FOR RELIEF
W HEREFORE, the above premises considered, Plaintiff demands:

1. That process issue to the Defendants and that they be required to

answer in the time allowed by law.
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2. Thatjudgment be rendered in favor of the Plaintiff and against the
Defendants, and each of then,jointly and severally on al1 causes of action asserted

herein.
3. That Plaintiff be awarded those damages to which it may appear he is

entitled by the proof submitted in this cause for his phlsical and mental pain and
suffering, both past and future; permanent injury and dlsability; loss of enjoyment
of life; loss of consortium, legal, medical and psychological expenses, both past

and future.
4. That Plaintiff be awarded punitive damages against the Defendants.

5. That Plaintiff be awarded reasonable expenses incurred in this

litigation, including reasonable attonzey and expert fees, pursuant to 42 U.S.C.

j1988 (b) and (c).
6. That the Plaintiff receive any other further and general relief to which it

may appear he is entitled.

7. A jury for the trial of this cause.

UNDER PENALTIES OF PERJURY, 1 declare that l have read the

foregoing Complaint on January 26, 2012, and that the facts and allegations set

forth therein are true and correct. This alternative oath is presented pursuant to Ch.

95.525, Florida Statutes.

Respectfully submitted,

Paul Gozaloff
tll4157 S

.W . 4 Street

Plantation, FL 333 17

Tel: (954) 533-0539

pgozaloff@gmail.com
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