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4. Approve the claim of in the amount of 
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and refer to County Counsel. 
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CLAIM AGAINST THE COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
(Pursuant to Section 910 et Seq., Govt. Code) 

TO: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 

ATTN: Clerk of the Board 
Government Center 

701 Ocean Street, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

I. Claimant’s Name: Clive Frank Boustred 
Address: 210 Suncrest Dr. 

Soquel, CA 95073 
Phone No: (83 1) 476-4300 

P.O. Box to which notices are to be sent: above address 

2. Occurrence: 

Multiple events and dates on an ongoing basis since March 10, 2003 when a Santa Cruz Deputy 
Sheriff shot at Claimant and his children and earlier dates, more specifically in this Claim events 
originating from September 9, 2003 and the second false arrest and imprisonment of Clive Frank 
Boustred in the dismissed Santa Cruz Superior Court Case # M 19964. 

Charges Brought In This Claim: 
Headings in this document do not imply or limit the scope of each separate claim, but are provided 
for general grouping of claims. 

Charge: Grand Theft Auto and Violation of Fourth Amendment Rights 
1. On or about September 9th 2003 Santa Cruz Sheriff blocked the person who was driving my 

vehicle from access to my vehicle and the sheriffs had my vehicle impounded and towed from 
Twin Lakes Church’s private parking lot. Santa Cruz Sherif€s unreasonably seized my vehicle, 
papers and effects without any warrant or probable cause, violating my Fourth Amendment 
rights. 

2. A 91 1 call made on September 9,2003 by the person driving my vehicle requesting assistance 
relating to the sheriffs blocking her access to my vthicle was ignored. 

3. Santa Cruz Sheriffs repeatedly rehsed to return my vehicle. They claimed that it had been 
abandoned on the Twin Lakes Church parking lot. Other claims the sheriffs made were that my 
vehicle was being entered into “CLETY which is an ‘Emergency Protective Order’. My vehicle 
had been parked on the Church’s private parking lot for about a quarter to a half an hour before 
the sheriffs illegally impounded it. 

the sheriffs, the sheriffs reksed to return my vehicle. To recover my vehicle from the Sheriffs, I 
was forced to give title of my vehicle to my friend who then went and demanded that his car be 

4. When my &end went with my written authority and vehicle papers to collect my vehicle fkom 
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released. At first the sheriffs denied my friend from collecting his vehicle, however, they later 
recanted and he was allowed to collect the vehicle. I was charged for towing costs and storage 
costs, transfer of title costs and the costs of hiring someone to recover my vehicle. 

Charge: Theft Of Evidence In An Attempted Homicide 
5.  On September 9,2003, my vehicle was illegally taken from my son’s school and church’s 

private parking lot by the Santa Cruz Sheriffs in an attempt to conceal evidence in an attempted 
homicide where Santa Cruz Deputy SherEMichel Macdonald shot at my children and I on 
March 10, 2003. The driver’s side door of my vehicle shows the impact of the ammunition the 
Deputy shot at us. 

Charge: Conspiracy, Entrapment and Eighth Amendment Rights Violation 
6. Santa Cruz Prosecutor Steve Drodard conspired with his University of Santa Barbara classmate, 

the prosecutor in Placer County, to have false charges filed against me in Placer County and to 
give me a sham trial there. The Placer County Superior Court Case Number 72-0020% is going 
to Appeal. 

that I had a hearing in Placer County on September 10,2003. The Santa Cruz Prosecutor and or 
Sheriffs conspired with the Placer County Prosecutor to entrap me by stealing my vehicle the day 
before a hearing in Placer County. The Santa Cruz police report case # 03-8591 indicates that 
the Santa Cruz Sheriffs made request to have me arrested in Placer County. 

MacDonald, the deputy that shot at my children and I, and or other County or State employees 
attempted under false pretences to have bail set against me at a quarter of a million dollars. By 
setting bail so high Santa Cruz Sheriffs would entrap me and thus conspired to prevent me from 
defending myself and violated my Eighth Amendment Rights amongst other rights: “Excessive 
bail shall not be required, nor excessive fines imposed, nor cmel and unusual punishments 
inflicted”. 

7. The Santa Cruz police report case # 03-8591 indicates that the Santa Cruz Sheriffs were aware 

8. The Santa Cruz police report case # 03-8591 indicates that on September 9,2003 Deputy 

Charge: Fraud - Falsified Police Report 
9. Santa Cruz Sheriffs police report case # 03-8591 dated on or about September 10,2003, and 

attached documents contain multiple false and fraudulent statements. 

Charge: Child & Father Harassment, Nuisance, 
10. The Santa Cruz police report case # 03-8591 indicates that the Santa Cruz Sheriffs came to 

falsely arrest me in fi-ont of my son and other children at my son’s school on September 9, 2003. 

Charge: Obstruction of Justice & Violation of 6* Amendment Rights 
1 1. By attempting to arrest me and by impounding my vehicle on September 9, 2003, six months to 

the date the Santa Cruz Deputy Sheriff shot at my sons and f the sheriffs were AGAIN placing 
me under duress in an attempt to prevent me from filing Claims against the sheriffs. 

12. By illegally impounding my vehicle on September 9, 2003, the day before my hearing in Placer 
County, the Santa Cruz Sheriffs were intentionally obstructing my ability to attend that hearing, 
when according to the Santa Cruz police report case # 03-8591 the Sheriffs had full knowledge 
of that hearing in Placer County. 
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13. On October 9th 2003, I was arraigned in Santa Cruz Superior Court, however, I was never given 
any copy of the charges the Santa Cruz Sheriffs and or Assistant District Attorney accused me of 
in violation of my Sixth Amendment Rights “In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall 
enjoy the right to a speedy and public trial, by an impartial jury of the State and district wherein 
the crime shall have been committed, which district shall have been previously ascertained by 
law, and to be informed of the nature and cause of the accusation; to be confronted with the 
witnesses against him; to have compulsory process for obtaining witnesses in his favor, and to 
have the Assistance of Counsel for his defence.” I only received a copy of the charges made 
against me on November 13,2003, 66 days after a warrant for my arrest was made which is also 
in violation of California Penal Code 1382. 

14. My rights to defense were severely obstructed while I was jailed: 
D In the Santa Cruz County Jail I was given no option to make private telephone 

conversations, all my telephone conversations were recorded. It took me ten to thirty 
times to get through to numbers I called, numbers I would normally get through to on the 
first or second call when outside the Jail. 

D In Jail access to legal libraries was almost non-existent, access to Internet for research on 
defense was non-existent, access to computers for writing briefs or conducting research 
was non-existent. 

Charge: False Charges; False Arrest; False Imprisonment, Malicious Prosecution 
& Fourth 4* and 8fh Amendment Rights Violations 

15. On Saturday 27th of September 2003, I was stopped by an officer in Mill Valley who said that I 
had made an illegal left turn. The officer arrested me and I was held under Warrants issued in 
Santa Cruz County under the now dismissed Santa Cruz Superior Court Case M 19964. 
Warrants issued for case M 19964, were issued without probable cause and were not supported 
by oath or affirmation in blatant and negligent violation of my fourth 4th Amendment rights. 

16. I was falsely imprisoned in the Santa Cruz County Jail between October Sth, 2003 and October 
14, 2003 in relation to the now dismissed Santa Cruz Superior Court Case M19964. 

17. M e r  being arrested under warrants issued in Santa Cruz for Santa Cruz Superior Court Case # 
M 19964 on about September 27,2003 T was held without the right to bail for twenty four days. 
Santa Cruz County Jail held me without the right to bail while they were in full knowledge that I 
had a right to bail in accordance with California Penal Code section 1272 “After conviction and 
pending probation or appeal, bail as a right: M e r  conviction of an offense not punishable with 
death, a defendant who has made application for probation or who has appealed may be 
submitted to bail: 1. as a matter of right, before judgment is pronounced pending application for 
probation in cases of misdemeanors, as when the appeal is fkom a judgment imposing a fine 
only: 2. as a matter of right, before judgment is pronounced pending application for probation in 
cases of misdemeanors, as when the appeal is from a judgment imposing imprisonment in cases 
of misdemeanors.”: 
D Right to Bail: Being charged at the most with a misdemeanor violation of the municipal code, 

defendant was entitled to be released on bail as a matter of right. People v Arnold (1976) 
132 Cal Rptr 922,58 CA.3d Suppl 

a Unlike federal rule all except one class of defendants, namely those charged with a capital 
offence are bailable under CA law. In re Underwood (1973) 107 Cal Rptr 401, 508 P.2d 

.’ y 
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721.9 C.3d 345 - P656: A trial court may not decide to exercise discretion granted to it by 
statute to set bail in a matter: People v. Arlond (1976) 132 Cal Rptr 922, 58 CA.3d Suppl - 
see also P656 # 6 abuse of direction 

after failure to appear before the issuing of a bench warrant. 
u California Criminal Law Procedure & Practice 6th Edition Section 4.15 - requires 14 days 

18. As a result of this last false imprisonment and the conspiracy with Placer County, I was unable to 
make payments on loans that I have been forced to take out as a direct result of the malicious 
prosecution against me by Santa Cruz County officials. As a consequence, my interest rate went 
from zero perceIlt to twenty four percent on some of my loans and my credit rating has been 
damaged impacting my long-term interest rates and credit worthiness. 

Charge: Molestation, Demeaning Treatment 
19. In Santa Cruz County Jail I, along with other prisoners, were regularly strip-searched and made 

to bend over and pull open our anus, we were treated in a demeaning and abusive fashion. 

Charge: Continued Second Amendment Violation 
20. In continued violation of my second amendment rights, the Santa Cruz Superior Court continues 

to infringe my right to keep and bear Arms .  

Charge: Extortion - Telephone & Commissary 
2 1. In Santa Cruz County Jail I was charged telephone charges well in excess of one thousand 

percent of what rate we would be charged outside of jail, as much as 89c per minuet. 
22. In Santa Cruz County Jail we were charged exorbitant rates for items such as deodorant, 

shampoo, foodstuffs and sweets (Commissary). 

Charge: Libel, Slander, Malicious Prosecution - mug shot 
23, 

24. 

On or about September 9, 2003 Santa Cruz Deputies and or Santa Cruz Detectives went around 
my children’s school and my church with a police ‘Photo Line-Up Witness Form’ and asked a 
number of people to identlfy the implied criminal, which was myself, from amongst six mug 
shots in relation to dismissed Santa Cruz Superior Court Case M 19964. As a consequence of 
Santa Cruz Sheriffs, District Attorney and the Santa Cruz Superior Court’ actions, my 
relationship with my children’s school and my church has been seriously damaged. 
As a result of ongoing malicious prosecution and false charges being filed against myself, my 
name has been severely libeled and slandered by the Santa Cruz Sheriffs, Santa Cruz District 
Attorney, Santa Cruz Superior Court Judges and or County and or State Employees. The Slander 
and Libel by these individuals and organizations has and willprevent the finding of business I 
had started and will prevent my promotion in other businesses. 

Charge: Obstruction of Business, Inter State Business and International 
Business: 

25. By falsely arresting and imprisoning me in relation to the now dismissed Santa Cruz Superior 
court case # M 19964, Santa Cruz County employees and or other California State employees 
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and or agents, interrupted critical hndraising meetings for a music company based in Mill 
Valley called Earthwire, of which I am the Chairman. 

Superior Court and District Attorney refuse to properly investigate the false accusations leveled 
against me, and they continue to file false accusations against me. My ability to continue or 
conduct my businesses has been eliminated. 

26. Despite significant, sound and extensive evidence proving my innocence, the Santa Cruz 

Charge: Kidnap, Hostage Taking and Attempted Kidnap, 8* Amendment Rights 
Violations 

27. 

28. 

After the September 9,2003 false arrest attempt by the Santa Cruz Sheriffs and while I was 
faiseiy imprisoned, Santa Cruz Sheriffs and a Santa Cruz Superior Court Assigned Attorney, M r .  

Frandeen, attempted to have me barred from contact with or communicating with my children. 
The Santa Cruz Superior Court has held my children hostage from me for nearly a year - denying 
my constitutional right to my children, causing significant abuse to my children. In my Family 
Law case, Santa Cruz Superior Court case ## FL 16028, the Santa Cruz Superior Court has 
continued to refuse to acknowledge the facts of the case and they continue to violate a Stipulated 
Visitation and Custody Agreement and Order I have with my wife in regard to our children. My 
children and my Eighth Amendment Rights amongst other rights have been violated in the cruel 
and unusual punishment of holding my children hostage from me: “Excessive bail shall not be 
required, nor excessive fines imposed, nor cruel and unusual punishments inflicted. 

29. 

Charge: Obstruction of Justice, 4” and 8” Amendment Violation, Libel, Slander, 
Obstruction of Justice - State Making Claim of Owning My Children 

After the sheriffs shot at my children and I, Judge Samuel S. Stevens assigned, over my 
objections, an attorney to represent my children, a certain M r .  Frandeen. As I understand the 
law and Constitution in the United States, it is my understanding that the State does not own our 
children as some Communist regimes have attempted in the past. As such. I find it disturbing 
that the State is usurping my legal right to represent my children or to choose an attorney to 
represent my children over my objections. This violates my 4& Amendment rights, 

30. M r .  Frandeen, the attorney the State appointed to represent my children over my objections, has 
only filed frivolous and false charges against me and is not looking after the interests of my sons: 

%le I was in jail under the false charges filed in the nowdismissed Santa Cruz Superior 
Court case ## M19964, Mr. Frandeen set about through emergency hearings to attempt to 
have me again barred from communicating with or having any contact with my children 
(Violating my 8* Amendment rights and other rights). As M r .  Frandeen had access to 
my file and would have had copies of earlier orders and was present in court when new 
orders were made regarding my children, he would have been hlly aware that I had a 
right to be with my boys on and about September 9, 2003. Consequentially, Mr. 
Frandeen would have had to have known that the charges brought against me by the 
sheriffs in Santa Cruz Superior Court case # M19946 were false. However, instead of 
coming to the boy’s father’s defense, Mr. Frandeen chose to file false and malicious 
claims in an attempt to unjustly bar a father from communicating with his children. 
On another occasion, when I was putting my boys in my wife’s car along with my wife, I 
checked to see if my boy’s car seats were properly secured in my wife’s car, they were 

.,i.qnot properly secured and I informed my wife of this. Mr.  Frandeen then filed documents 

- 
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in court relating to that incident stating that I was harassing my wife by looking in her 
car. He completely ignored the issue that my boy’s, whom he was supposed to be 
looking out for, were being driven around in car seats that would have failed in an 
accident because they were not properly secured. 
Mr.  Frandeen also filed to have another emergency hearing on February 18, 2004. In that 
instance, Mr. Frandeen was demanding that I be prevented from deposing my wife. 
Mr.  Frandeen has cost me over $15,000 in legal fees defending myself and my boys from 
frivolous charges filed by him, he has now been effective in burning up all the funds I 
had deposited with my Family Law attorney M r .  Paul Nesse 

3 1. Santa Cruz County continues to withhold $35,000.00 of my cash as bail for false charges filed 
against me in Santa Cruz Superior Court Case # F 60858. 

Charge: Conspiracy, Obstruction of Justice, 7* Amendment Rights Violations 
and Violation of Article. XIV Section. I of the United Stated Constitution - 
Assignment of biased and not-qualified judges. 

32. The Santa Cruz Superior Court has consistently assigned judges who have clear and obvious 
prior knowledge to the parties in my case, judges who have clear,and obvious reasons for bias 
and who are clearly biased against myself and who have been recused from directly related cases 
and a judge that is not even qualified who is also accused by reputable and reliable sources as 
being a serious felon, to hear these matters relating to myself in the Santa Cruz Superior Court. 
The 170.1 recusal documents I filed against biased judges were struck and denied by the very 
judges these recusals were filed against in blatant violation of the law: 

o The Santa Cruz Superior Court assigned case, ## MI9946 to be heard by Commissioner 
Stephen S. Siegel. Without any good cause Judge Michael E. Barton took the case # 
M19946 fiom Commissioner Siegel and reassigned the case to Judge Samuel S Stevens. 
Judge Stevens has a long-standing and extreme bias against myself (See Santa Cruz 
Superior Court Case # F 60858 Case File for my Motion to Dismiss Judge Stevens: 
Briefly, Judge Samuel S. Stevens biases against me stem from a 1997 Santa Cruz 
Superior Court Case 133216 Mosko v. Boustred, when Judge Stevens presided over that 
case which was filed against me by neighbors of mine who were trying to claim one 
hundred and thirty of my large redwood trees on my land as their own to include in and 
profit from in their own timber harvest and in which my neighbors were also suing me for 
$400,000 and the rights to my land. My neighbors filed the suit against me after a 
blackmail attempt by them failed. In the blackmail attempt my neighbors where they 
tried to force me to sell my land and trees to them for next to nothing, What is significant 
from Judge Stevens’ perspective is that Judge Stevens belonged to the same law firm as 
my neighbor’s attorney, while Judge Stevens’ children also worked for my neighbor’s 
attorney’s law firm. Under the law and all ethical measures, Judge Stevens aught to have 
recused himself from that case, however, Judge Stevens even refhed to be recused under 
a mandatory 170.6 recusai I filed against him in that 1997 case. Lest to say that Judge 
Stevens also acted with extreme bias in that case. The case was resolved in the third day 
of a jury trial after my neighbors confessed that they had lied and had brought false 
charges against me. However, that case wiped out the extensive leading-edge seminar 
series my company Advanced Technical Strategy had developed. Companies like 
MicrosoR, Lucent, Motorola etc. were hiring Advanced Technical Strategy to present our 
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seminars to their top engineers. As a direct consequence of Judge Stevens’ biased actions 
in the 1997 trial, Advanced Technical Strategy, Inc.’s seminar series was destroyed. My 
new companies that were developed and created since then have now also been destroyed 
by Judge Stevens). 

o On or about November 13,2003 I filed a 170.6 recusal of Stevens in case # M19946 and 
Stevens was recused from the case. HOWEVER, the court then assigned the case to 
Judge Michael E. Barton who had already been recused from the directly related case F 
60858, furthermore, Judge Barton is also the judge I have brought accessory to kidnap 
and hostage taking charges against in my September 9,2003 Claim against Santa Cruz 
County. Judge Barton is the judge that ordered that I be barred from communicating with 
my children for three years after deputy Michael Macdonald shot at my boys and I. 
Judge Barton also prevented my father who had flown across the world from seeing his 
grand children. 

assignment of Barton to the case, the clerk acted deceptively on the phone. The Clerks 
reaction was so irregular that I went to record the call, on informing the clerk that I was 
recording the conversation, she put the phone down and rehsed to correspond any further 
with myself through the phone or mail (See M19946 case file, incorporated herein by 
reference) 

P On or about November 20, 2003, when I called up the court clerk regarding the 

33. The Santa Cruz Superior Court set case M19946 for trial over the Christmas and New Year 
vacation week. I filed Motions to dismiss the case and was given a hearing date of December 1, 
2003 by the clerk of the court to hear my motions. However, Judge Barton denied me the right 
to hearing my Motions for Dismissal. When I went to court on December 1 , 2003, the matter 
was not scheduled for hearing in any courtroom. A pretrial conference was set for Christmas 
Eve, December 24,2003. The charges were dropped by the District Attorney at the Pre-Trial 
Conference and the case was dismissed. 

34. Further amendments are made to the Complaint filed against the County and State on September 
9, 2003 regarding the shooting cover up case filed against me, case # F60858: 

a The Santa Cruz Superior Court has assigned an unqualified judge (unqualified according 
to the official Commission on Judicial Nominees Evaluation Committee), Judge Art 
Danner, who according to multiple reliable and reputable sources, is a serious felon who 
has not only been accused of stealing large sums of money from the government, but who 
has been accused of being accessory to murder and who has been responsible for 
covering up other Santa Cruz police shooting incidents. Two Grand Juries that were 
formed to try this man mysteriously dissolved. Furthermore, Art Danner is a former 
District Attorney from the very Santa Cruz office that has and continues to bring false 
charges against me and whom I am in the process of suing. Both Judge Samuel Stevens 
and Judge Art Danner ruled on their own 170.1 motions, thus acting as judges of 
themselves. - See the Motion to Dismiss Judge Art Danner in case ## F60858. Judge 
Samuel S. Stevens was brought in to judge my 995 Motion to Dismiss case # F 60858. 
Judge Stevens again, in blatant violation of the law, acted as his own judge and struck the 
170.1 Motion I filed against him when he rushed in to deny my 995 Motion. 
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o In case FL 16028 Judge Stevens is now even trying to force me to go for psychological 
evaluation with a psychologist who is a contractor of the Santa Cruz Superior Court and 
who works directly with the police. The potential for bias by an individual with a direct 
relationship and in the employ of the people I am suing is naturally high, as is evident 
from M r .  Frandeens behavior. 

35. My Seventh Amendment rights have been violated: In Family Court which represents suits at 
common law, and where the value of this controversy well exceeds twenty dollars, my right of 
trial by jury has been constantly denied, causing extraordinary financial and emotional burdens. 

36. Article. XIV of the United Stated Constitution, Section. 1:  “AU persons born or naturalized in the 
United States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the United States and of the 
State wherein they reside. No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the 
privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States; nor shall any State deprive any person 
of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor deny to any person within its 
jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.” Santa Cruz County and or the State of California 
Employees and or their Assigns have deprived me of free life, liberty, and property, without the 
due process of law. I have been jailed and held to answer for crimes I never committed. Santa 
Cruz County and or the State of California Employees and or their Assigns have negligently, 
maliciously and fraudulently employed the weight of the due process of the law by consciously 
and overtly perverting the process of the law by filing false charges against me so as to drive me 
into bankruptcy and a position where I am unable to defend myself. The very essence of my 
Constitutional rights have been and continue to be trampled on: I find the injustice of our Police 
and Courts eliminating my domestic tranquility, prejudicing my common defense, breaking 
down my general welfare, and eliminating my blessings of liberty, while my posterity is wiped 
out. 

Further Details 
Further details regarding the Occurrences of these events can be found in the Complaint I filed on or 
about September 9, 2003 and in Santa Cruz Superior Court Case Numbers: n 16028; F 06858; CV 
145884 and M19946 and Placer County Superior Court Case number 72-002045 all of which are 
included herein by reference. 

Date: September 9. 2003 and other dates Place: Soquel / Santa Cruz / Mill Valley / Marin Countv 
/ Placer County 

L 

3. Circumstances of occurrence or transaction giving rise to 
claim: 

After a Santa Cruz Deputy Sheriff shot at my children and I, the Sheriffs, District Attorney and 
Santa Cruz Superior Court judges and or other State and County Employees and assigns have 
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conspired to assault me in the manners described in this complaint and my earlier Complaint filed on 
September 9, 2003 so as to cover up the extreme malpractice of the sheriffs shooting at my children 
and I and now also to cover up their cover up. Their goal appears to be to emotionally and 
economically bludgeon me into submission by driving me into bankruptcy and by subjecting me to 
extreme emotional duress. They are effectively attempting to eliminate my ability to defend myself 
or hold them accountable. 

4. General description of indebtedness, obtigation, injury, 
damage or loss incurred so far as is now known: 

As a direct consequence of the Santa Cruz Sheriffs, District Attorney and Superior Court judges and 
or Child Protective Services and or other government employees, agents or representatives of the 
County and or State of California's actions against claimant, I have been subject to extraordinary 
emotional stress, crippling financial burdens, incapacitating pressure, my domestic tranquility is 
eliminated, my common defense prejudiced, my general welfare broken down, and my blessings of 
liberty eliminated, while my posterity is wiped out. As a result businessesI- built-€&S€elesys,-Inc. 
Nevada, InfoTelesys, Inc. Nevis, and Get IT Real, Inc. Nevada, Live, Inc. of Nevis and Christ's 
Gold Corp of Nevis, along with other companies that depended on my expertise and a recent 
business I am the Chairman of, Earthwire, Inc. have been destroyed and or seriously damaged as a 
result of the willhl, premeditated and negligent actions taken by County and State employees and 
agents against myself. The malicious, stressfbl and libelous actions taken against me by state and 
county employees and or agents will prevent me from the ability to conduct hture business and to 
raise the two billion dollars necessary to manufacture and launch satellites for these businesses. 
Furthermore, a new business in which I worked has now also been impacted by the malicious and 
negligent actions taken against myself. Claimant has been subject to extraordinary emotional stress 
and heavy legal costs. 

5. Name(s) of public employee(s) causing injury, damage or loss 
incurred so far as is now known: 

In new crimes committed against Claimant since my last claim: Michael MacDonand, Steve Drottar, 
Samuel S. Stevens, Michael Barton, Art Danner, Deputy Griffin, Frandeen, Deputy Herb Ross, 
Melissa Berenge, Bob Lee, Mark Tracey, S g t .  Mitchell, Detective H. Montes, and other State of 
California employees and or agents as yet not listed herein or known by name or action listed as 
John Doe #1 - #n. 
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6. Amount claimed now 
Illegal impounding of vehicle, towing, storage & cost to recover my vehicle $5,000 
False Imprisonment. ........................................................................... $10,000,000 
False Arrest ........................................................................................ $10,000,000 
Further attempts to kidnap my children ............................................. $100,000,000 
Continued Hostage holding of my children ....................................... $100,000,000 
Damage to my credit rating ................................................................ 100,000,000 
Destroyed relationship with my church and children’s school.. ............. $5,000,000 
Legal Costs ............................................................................................. $125, 000 
Continued interest on bail money .............................................................. $1 5,250 

Estimated amount of hture loss, if known - Destruction of earning ability through libel and slander 
................................................................................................. $1,000,000,000 

TOTAL $1, 325,145,250 

7. Basis for above computations: Shown above 

8. If the amount claimed is over $10,000, indicate the court of 
jurisdiction: 

Municipal Court To be determined Superior Court 

NOTE: Claimant has and is under extraordinary duress from continued malicious assault by County 
officials and the continued hostage holding of Claimant’s children by the County, as a consequence 
Claimant is likely to realize hrther loss fiom actions and damages caused by the County and as an 
ongoing consequence of the County’s illegal and malicious actions against Claimant, Claimant thus 
reserves the right to bring fbrther Claims against the County past the six month limitation the County or 
State self imposes to bring claims against the County. 

CLAIMANT’S SIGNATURE: L-4- - .. 

Note: Claim must be presented to Clerk, Board of Supervisors, within SLY (6) months after the act which occasioned the 
injury. ,- 
Americans with Disabilities Act questions or requests for accommodations may be directed to the ADA Coordinator at 454- 
2962 (TDD 454-2123) 
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