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Attorneys for Plaintiffs Javier Nava & Brian Nunez

JAVIER NAVA and BRIAN NUNEZ,
Plaintiffs,

VS.

THE LAW OFFICES OF CONRAD J.
BENEDETTO, JOHN GROFF, CONRAD J.
BENEDETTO, ESQUIRE, ABC
CORPORATIONS 1-5 (fictitious names
describing presently unidentified business
entities); and JOHN DOES 1-5 (fictitious
names describing presently unidentified
individuals),

Defendants.

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
LAW DIVISION
CAMDEN COUNTY

DOCKET NO.

Civil Action

COMPLAINT AND DEMAND FOR
TRIAL BY JURY

Plaintiffs Javier Nava (“Plaintiff Nava”) and Brian Nunez (“Plaintiff Nunez”)

(collectively “Plaintiffs”), by way of Complaint against Defendant The Law Offices of Conrad J.
Benedetto (“Benedetto Firm”), Defendant John Groff (“Defendant Groff”), and Defendant

Conrad J. Benedetto, Esquire (“Defendant Benedetto”) (collectively “Defendants”) allege as

follows:
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PARTIES

1. Plaintiff Nava is an individual residing in Orange County in the State of Florida.
He i1s a survivor of the Pulse Nightclub shooting and, in connection therewith, previously
engaged the legal representation of Benedetto Firm and Benedetto.

2. Plaintiff Nunez is an individual residing in Providence County in the State of
Rhode Island. He is a survivor of the Pulse Nightclub shooting and, in connection therewith,
previously engaged the legal representation of Benedetto Firm and Benedetto.

3. Benedetto Firm is a law office with locations in New Jersey, Pennsylvania, New
York, Nevada, Maryland, Michigan, Louisiana and Arkansas. At all times relevant hereto,
Benedetto Firm ’s office is located at 1233 Haddonfield Berlin Road, Suite 1, Voorhees, New
Jersey 08043 was the “employer” of Defendants Groff and Benedetto as defined under the New
Jersey Law Against Discrimination N.J.S.4. 10:5-1, et seq. (“NJLAD”).

4. Defendant Groff, at all times relevant hereto, is an individual employed by
Benedetto Firm and Benedetto. This claim is brought against Defendant Groff in his individual
capacity and/or as an agent or servant of Benedetto Firm.

5. Defendant Benedetto, at all times relevant hereto, is an individual and the owner
of Benedetto Firm. This claim is brought against Defendant Benedetto in his individual capacity
and/or as an agent or servant of Benedetto Firm. At all times relevant hereto, Defendant
Benedetto is an “employer” as defined under the NJLAD.

6. Defendant ABC Corporations 1 through 5 are currently unidentified business
entities who have acted in concert with Benedetto Firm , and/or currently unidentified business
entities responsible for the creation and/or implementation of harassment or anti-retaliation
policies of Benedetto Firm , and/or currently unidentified business entities who have liability for
the damages suffered by Plaintiffs under any theory advanced therein.

7. Defendants John Does 1 through 5 are currently unidentified individuals who
acted in concert with Defendants and/or currently unidentified individuals responsible for the

creation and/or implementation of harassment or anti-retaliation policies of Benedetto Firm and
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are currently unidentified individuals who may have liability for the damages suffered by
Plaintiffs under any theory advanced herein.

8. Plaintiffs allege on information and belief that the Defendants at all times relative
to this action were the agents, servants, partners, joint-venturers and employees of each of the
other Defendants and, in doing the acts alleged herein, were acting with the knowledge and
consent of each of the other Defendants in this action.

9. Plaintiffs allege on information and belief that there exists, and at all times herein
mentioned existed, a unity of interest and ownership between Defendants, such that any
individuality and separateness between them has ceased, and each are the alter ego of the other.

10.  Plaintiffs allege on information and belief that adherence to the fiction of the
separate existence of any Defendant as an entity distinct from any other would permit an abuse
of the corporate privilege and would sanction fraud and promote injustice in that the acts alleged
herein were the result of Defendants’ acts, however, pursuant to some of the pertinent documents
herein described, it appears that other Defendants benefitted from the acts alleged herein.

NATURE OF THE ACTION

11. This is an action brought by Plaintiffs, former clients of Benedetto Firm and
Defendant Benedetto, to recover damages and other relief for discrimination and retaliation
under the NJLAD.

12. Plaintiffs seek compensatory and punitive damages, lost wages, attorneys’ fees,
costs, and such other relief as the Court deems equitable and just.

FACTS COMMON TO ALL CAUSES OF ACTION

13. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference herein each and every allegation
contained herein above as though fully set forth and brought in this cause of action.

14. On the night of June 12, 2016, Omar Mateen opened fire on patrons of Pulse
Nightclub in Florida, killing 49 people and wounding 58 others (“Pulse Shooting”). Plaintiffs

Nunez and Nava were among the survivors of the Pulse Shooting.
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15. Defendant Groff, who introduced himself to Plaintiffs as Benedetto Firm’s Office
Manager, solicited Plaintiffs to be clients of Benedetto Firm and Benedetto almost immediately
following the Pulse Shooting.

16.  Indeed, as an employee and agent of the New Jersey based Benedetto Firm and
Benedetto, Defendant Groff made contact with Plaintiffs Nunez and Nava and induced them into
an attorney-client relationship with Defendant Benedetto.

17. To do so, Defendant Groff advised Plaintiffs that they had viable legal causes of
action based on their presence at Pulse Nightclub during the Pulse Shooting.

18.  Upon reliance of Defendant Groff’s aforementioned representations, Plaintiffs
retained Benedetto Firm and Defendant Benedetto as legal counsel to represent their interests in
a lawsuit for damages stemming from the Pulse Shooting.

19.  As if in-person solicitation of victims was not bad enough, Defendant Groff also
used other predatory means to gain the trust of prospective client mass shooting victims,
Defendant Groff even created and maintained a Facebook group called “Survivors of Mass
Shootings” whose stated purpose is to “help each other through our healing process, rather it be a
few days or a lifetime.”!

20. By holding himself out on Facebook as a fellow victim, Defendant Groff gained
access for Defendant Benedetto to a database of vulnerable victims.

21. Soon after Plaintiffs retained Benedetto Firm and Benedetto, Defendant Groff
began texting Plaintiffs, not for professional purposes relating to their cases, but to establish
personal relationships with Plaintiffs and to groom them for his imminent sexual harassment in
violation of the NJLAD.

22. Although Plaintiffs retained Benedetto Firm and Benedetto in early 2017, they

heard nothing about their respective cases for months.

! See https://www.nytimes.com/2018/04/30/us/mass-shootings-lawyers.html
4
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23. Thereafter, on October 1, 2017, Stephen Paddock opened fire on concertgoers at
the Route 91 Harvest Music Festival in Las Vegas, Nevada (“Rt. 91 Shooting”).

24.  Following the Rt. 91 Shooting, Defendants used Plaintiffs for their own financial
benefit to recruit Rt. 91 Shooting victims to retain Benedetto Firm and Benedetto for legal
representation.

25. Indeed, knowing Plaintiffs’ vulnerable condition and the emotional trauma with
which they were continuing to cope post Pulse Shooting, Defendant Groff took advantage and
convinced Plaintiffs to travel with him to Nevada and California to speak with other shooting
survivors and convince them to retain Benedetto Firm and Benedetto.

26. To facilitate this exploitative goal, Defendant Groff represented to Plaintiffs that
Defendants would pay for all lodging, transportation and food expenses in return for Plaintiffs
meeting with other shooting survivors and convincing them to retain Benedetto Firm and
Benedetto.

27.  Plaintiffs originally believed the trips would be somewhat therapeutic, a way for
shooting victims to connect and share their respective stories. However, Plaintiffs quickly
learned that they were being used.

28. Once in Nevada, Defendant Groff’s demeanor changed, as did his interactions
with Plaintiffs.

29. Defendant Groff began to treat Plaintiffs like employees hired to recruit other
shooting victims, advising “do your job and get other people to sign up.”

30. On behalf of the Benedetto Firm, Defendant Groft even pressured Plaintiff Nunez
to record a promotional video, essentially exploiting his victim story to recruit additional clients.

31. Although Plaintiff Nunez felt extremely uncomfortable recording the promotional
video, he eventually acquiesced to Defendants’ demands.

32. It also became clear to Plaintiffs that Defendant Groft sought to use the trip as a

way to sexually solicit shooting survivors, including but not limited to Plaintiffs.
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33.  Specifically, Defendant Groff began flirting with and sexually harassing Plaintiff
Nunez.

34, When Plaintiff Nunez rebuked Defendant Groff’s sexual advances, Defendant
Groff retaliated against Plaintiff Nunez, threatening to withhold money for lodging,
transportation, and food.

35.  Plaintiff Nava was not aware of Defendant Groff’s sexual advances and
harassment toward Plaintiff Nunez at the time, so the group continued to its next stop, California.

36.  The first stop was Riverside. Once in Riverside, Defendant Groff began to flirt
and subject Plaintiff Nava to sexual advances.

37. Like Plaintiff Nunez, Plaintiff Nava rejected Defendant Groff’s sexual advances,
and Defendant Groff retaliated.

38.  With no money of their own and no way to get home, Plaintiffs were forced to
continue with Defendant Groff onto the next planned stop — Sacramento.

39.  Unfortunately, Defendant Groff continued his course of retaliation against
Plaintiffs on the way to Sacramento.

40. Seemingly enraged that Plaintiffs had rejected his sexual requests and advances,
Defendant Groff began acting in a hostile and erratic manner.

41. By way of example but not limitation, Defendant Groff drove like a madman
through California, almost causing several accidents and resulting in Plaintiffs hitting their heads
on the roof of the car. Defendant Groff also began to withhold money for food.

42. Once on the trip together to Nevada and California, Defendant Groff’s sexual
advances toward Plaintiffs became more direct and frequent.

43. Defendant Groff demanded sexual favors and retaliated when Plaintiffs rejected
him.

44. Indeed, throughout what was supposed to be a professional relationship with
Plaintiffs, Defendant Groff sent Plaintiffs sexually explicit text messages and pornographic

images in attempts to entice Plaintiffs to enter into a sexual relationship with him.

6
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45.  In these messages, Defendant Groff frequently discussed getting Plaintiff Nunez
“drunk” so he could force himself sexually upon Plaintiff Nunez without consent, even stating “I
don’t like that word” when Plaintiff Nunez asked Defendant Groff to “stop.”

46.  Indeed, under the guise of discussing Plaintiffs’ roles in meeting prospective
clients for Benedetto Firm and Benedetto, Defendant Groff stated, “I go over it while you’re in
my room and I’'m getting you drunk” to which Plaintiff Nunez responded “stop it” and “...keep it

professional.”

o' T-Mobile LTE % 8:13 PM + % 36% = )
John Groff > I
< Home D ,n, ‘_r‘c_’ o % (Ja

We'll go over everything | try to limit
what you're doing since you're not
used to it. | go over it while you're in
my room and I'm getting you drunk

OLMAO
R
@

Oh lord stop it lol

Lmao

You will be fine papi, | wouldn't put

o stress on you!

Lol good

But | can definitely take the stress
o away Imao &3 &) & & =

Lol keep it professional lol

© © & C Aa @ o
47.  These were not isolated incidents, as Defendant Groff regularly discussed getting
Plaintiffs drunk so he could take advantage of them sexually.
48. By way of example but not limitation, Defendant Groff advised Plaintiff Nava
“keep drinking” so “I can f*ck with you.”
49. Seemingly innocent and professional discussions between Plaintiffs and
Defendant Groff almost always turned sexually charged. For instance, on one occasion

Defendant Groff advised Plaintiff Nava that he wanted to get his nails done with Plaintiff Nava.

7
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Thereafter Defendant Groff explained it would be so “you can’t scratch me” when performing

sexual acts on each other.

50.  Defendant Groff then texted a pornographic image of a man performing oral sex
on another man. This was not the only sexually explicit photograph Defendant Groff forwarded
to Plaintiff Nava. Indeed, Defendant Groff regularly sent pornographic images of male genitals

to Plaintiff Nava in conjunction with sexually charged conversation.

ML EOEE & ® R = .435%83:21 PM
Abogado John Grof. Angel...
+18563669065

Now | can fuck withyou ...,

: >

e Hahaha GG

ey

| wanna get out nails done
you know why/(

i
6:53 PM

e
6s55pMm 2 NO  Calb
So when | am relaxing you
and you go crazy you can't
scratch me Imao 6:55 PM
e
656 pv QMg you crazy.... Y
See how easy and relaxing s
it is Imao 7:00 PM
TN
2 | D)
. = o <
51.  Upon sending Plaintiff Nava pornographic images of a man with whom

Defendant Groff had supposedly engaged in sexual intercourse, Defendant Groff advised
Plaintiff Nava “He would put a hurting on you took me a while to get used to that” and attempted
to again lure Plaintiff Nava into sexual intercourse, stating “I’m hoping you will let me relax you

later between us.”
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52.  In further attempts to induce Plaintiff Nava into a sexual relationship, Defendant
Groff sent Plaintiff Nava screen shots of text messages from an individual supposedly giving a
positive review of Defendant Groff’s abilities concerning “s*cking d*ck,” stating “see what I
do?”

53.  Plaintiff Nava, concerned about facing additional retaliation from Defendant
Groff, attempted to diffuse the situation and ignore his blatant sexual advances, to which
Defendant Groff replied “Damn keep avoiding my comments.”

54.  Defendant Groff also sent Plaintiff Nava a photograph of him with a younger man
laying together, stating “I can make it happen. I'm a freak.”

55.  In response, Plaintiff rejected Defendant Groff, stating, “I’'m a good boy...” to
which Defendant Groff stated “f*ck that” and sent Plaintiff Nava a picture of a man apparently

performing oral sex on Defendant Groff.

GrHorKrEas® QRIG = . 34%E 3:25PM

Abogado John Grof. Angel...
+18563669065

MMS
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56.  Defendant Groff continued bragging about his sexual exploits. In response,
Plaintiff Nava stated “U [sic] are danger...” to which Defendant Groff replied “Nah just know
how to relax a guy. Lights out, s*ck it nice and slow and let you bust. Trust me...”

57.  Defendant Groff also stated he wanted to “prove” his sexual skill to Plaintiff
Nava, to which Plaintiff Nava replied “I believe you ... you don’t need to prove nothing.”

58.  Rather than backing off, Defendant Groff continued hounding Plaintiff Nava, to
which Plaintiff Nava replied that Defendant Groff was just his friend.

59. In turn, Defendant Groff stated “Come on pa, just once, between us. Confidential
just want to satisfy both of us, we kill the lights so its dark as f*ck and you just lay back and let
me s*ck your d*ck and if you wanted to get your a** eaten I will do that too ... I'm hungry as
shit.”

arnornmns ®& RI@ =..4 33% @ 3:26 PM

Abogado John Grof. Angel...
+18563669065

R That's why...lol G

Lol. | want to prove it to
you and let you sleep good

tonight 10:22 PM
i £
| believe you... you don't w’
10:24 pm  Need to prove nothing..==
Oh come on man just let
me have a little fun 10:25 PM
4
No no nooouuuu my %

1028 pm - friend!!ller e2 =2

i Come on pa, just once,
between us. Confidential
just want to satisfy both of
us, we kill the lights so it's
dark as fuck and you just
lay back and let me suck
your dick and if you wanted
to get your ass eaten | will
do that too. ¢» &> &2 10:31 PM

You said you got a taco
cause you weren't that
hungry, I'm hungry as shit

10:49 PM

2 ©
. = - <~

60.  Again, Plaintiff Nava refused Defendant Groff’s advances, stating “I’'m good.. I

"’

don’t need satisfaction ... we are friends

10
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61. Plaintiff Nava continued, “Thanks for the offert [sic] but nop [sic] 'm not food ...
but serius, [sic] I want to stay friends as now .. [ don’t want sex.”

62.  Defendant Groff ignored Plaintiff Nava’s rejection and continued pursuing a
sexual relationship with him.

63.  Again, Plaintiff Nava stated “I don’t want sex ...”

64.  Defendant Groff replied, “I’m not saying have sex I am saying let me s*ck you
off that’s it. Between 2 friends.”

65. Plaintiff Nava continued to rebuke Defendant Groff’s advances, “That’s oral sex
and I don’t want it...”

66.  Defendant Groff then incessantly asked Plaintiff Nava to “come in” to Benedetto

Firm to “talk.”

CEOEKEE 2= ® RIG= 4 33%03:26 PM QCQrEorEEna ® RIS = .4 33% @ 3:26 PM
Abogado John Grof. Angel... Abogado John Grof. Angel...
+1B563669065 +18563669065
hungry, I'm hungry as shit friends as now ..1 don't -

10:53 PM - WanNt sex
10:49 PM

= A I'm NOT asking for a
I'm good ..I don't need & relationship at all | would
satisfaction lol.. we are never! I'm just asking for
friends! a little fun, | work my ass
S off for everyone and never
o 00000 have any time for myself.
D P P D P D PP It would be a huge favor to

me, | trust you immesesly

and would be honored if
you let me do it one time.

10:40 p  Hahaha | would be happy papi! |
know you don’

You just eat

And we gonna stay friends
too that's what friends are o VIEW ALL >

4 to help each other out pa, ULEES [,
please? Light completely
off!

And | wanna eat YOU! 10:50 PM

Hahahaha, Thanks for the
offert but nop.. I'm not
10-52 pm  food...hahahahah..

But serius, | want to stay
friends as now ..| don't

10:53 M Want sex T/-Il'\?:r-m
o © o ©
- = - = - = (] <
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aArnormnmas & RIE@ = .4 33% @ 3:27 PM GArorrrn s ® RIS = . 33% @ 3:27 PM
Abogado John Grof. Angel... Abogado John Grof. Angel...
+18563669065 +18563669065
VILVY ALl e
e 10:56 PM
A ) I'm not saying have sex | am
saying let me suck you off that's
J"? it. Between 2 friends 11:42 PM
& =
That's oral sex and | don't want e
11:43 PM - it..... 2=
A Can we talk about it in person at
least give me that 11:44 PM
Saturday, February 3, 2018
MMS
11:12 PM /A )  Hey can you come in a little while
so we can talk? 12:31 AM
."\‘
A Hey can you come in a little while
so we can talk? 12:32 AM
A5
12:36 AM
@
Is ok.... don't worry, we don't have Q
to talk... just let go ..
-
12:36 AM =
MMS TN
11:29 PM I'm going to take a shower I'm @
—_— 12:37 AM SOooooo tired
. s> i
| don't want sex... ‘&

Lol A Oh wow you can't even talk .
Fuck it I'm good done since you
can't give me even a fucking

@ (\:) conversation 12:37 AM
. = S < 2 ©
. ~ - <

67. When Plaintiff refused and asked Defendant Groff to “let [it] go,” Defendant
Groff became irate and subjected Plaintiff to additional retaliation.

68. Despite Plaintiffs’ clear and numerous rebukes of his advances, Defendant Groff
refused to acquiesce, even joking about being rejected, stating “Angel just hit me up and was like

ewww stop it Imao little b*tch.”
69.  Even worse, Defendant Groff used the vulnerable position Plaintiffs were in to

collect private information about Plaintiffs to be used later as sexual blackmail, even stating
“Angel and I are very close, he knows all my deep down secrets Imao I [sic] and [ know his.”

70.  Defendant Groff also asked Plaintiff Nunez if he would “be interested in a sugar
daddy,” even asking that they discuss terms “on the phone” to avoid proof of his unlawful

conduct.

12
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71. Even worse, Plaintiffs were not the first victims of Defendant Groff’s sexual
harassment and retaliation.

72. Indeed, Defendant Groff has a history of criminal conduct, fraudulent behavior,
unlawful intimidation, sexual harassment and retaliation of which Benedetto Firm and Benedetto
are well-aware.

73. By way of example but not limitation, on December 14, 2015, Javier Carrasquillo
(“Mr. Carrasquillo”), a former client of Defendants, filed suit against Benedetto Firm and
Benedetto relating to Defendants’ disturbing and illegal conduct throughout their representation
of him (“Carrasquillo Complaint™). A copy of the Carrasquillo Complaint is attached hereto as
Exhibit 1.2

74. The Carrasquillo Complaint details, among other claims, Defendant Groff’s
pattern of utilizing his position of authority as office manager and client point of contact for
Benedetto Firm to prey on vulnerable prospective clients and entice them to enter into sexual
relationships with him.

75. Therein, Mr. Carrasquillo alleges that Defendant Groff promised that Benedetto
Firm and Benedetto would assist with his legal issues if Mr. Carrasquillo and his girlfriend
acquiesced to Defendant Groff’s sexual advances and entered into a sexual relationship with him.

76. Indeed, the facts of the Carrasquillo Complaint are analogous to those alleged by
Plaintiffs in this matter, down to the disturbing and pornographic images exchanged in text
messages between Defendant Groff and Mr. Carrasquillo attached to the Carrasquillo Complaint

as Exhibits B and C.

2 See also
https://www.nj.com/camden/index.ssf/2016/01/law_firm manager exploited men women_for sex lawsu.html

13
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77. Specifically, it is alleged therein that Defendant Groff sent sexually explicit
photographs and text messages with sexually-charged language with requests for sexual favors to
Mr. Carrasquillo and his girlfriend.

78. As set forth in the messages in Exhibit B to the Carrasquillo Complaint, just as he
did with Plaintiffs in this matter, Defendant Groff solicited Mr. Carrasquillo’s representation for
Benedetto Firm and Benedetto, when Mr. Carrasquillo was in an extremely vulnerable position.

79.  Specifically, Defendant Groff contacted Mr. Carrasquillo on Facebook writing,
“you need some legal help? I manage a law office maybe I can help.”

80. Indeed, akin to his initial solicitation of Plaintiffs, Defendant Groff utilized his
authority as office manager and client point of contact for Benedetto Firm to establish a
relationship with Mr. Carrasquillo, retain him as a client for the firm, and exchange pornographic
images with him.

81. The Carrasquillo Complaint also alleged that Defendant Groff has an extensive
criminal background, specifically:

Mr. Groff is well known to be a convicted felon with at least 8
criminal convictions, including but not limited to thefy by illegal
retention (6 counts) (Oct. 1992), followed by probation violation
and termination in 1997; one conviction for issuing/passing a bad
check over $200 (Sept. 1995); two additional convictions for
issuing/passing bad check (Oct. 1995), followed by probation
violation and termination in 1997; a CDS related offense (Oct.
1995), followed by probation violation and termination in 1997,
thefy by deception in Pennsylvania (Aug. 1996); and; theft by
deception in New Jersey (2 counts) (Nov. 1997). Mr. Groff’s
criminal history also includes 5 disorderly persons offenses:
intimidation (1993); theft by deception (1994); theft of services
(1994); bad check (no account) (1995); and; harassment (1998)...

Supporting documentation concerning Mr. Carrasquillo’s allegations concerning Defendant

Groff’s criminal background is affixed to the Carrasquillo Complaint as Exhibit A.

14
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82. Despite this information, Benedetto Firm and Benedetto hired, retained, entrusted
and authorized Defendant Groff to function as their office manager and main point of contact for
clients.

83.  Unsurprisingly given his alleged criminal background, Defendant Groff engaged
in unlawful and unethical practices while acting as the employed agent of Benedetto Firm and
Benedetto and to the benefit of Benedetto Firm and Benedetto.

84.  Rather than protecting its clients and prospective clients from damage that
foreseeably would be caused by Defendant Groff by terminating and/or disciplining him in any
way, Benedetto Firm and Benedetto allowed Defendant Groff to continue his employment with
Benedetto Firm.

85.  Even worse, despite knowing all of the claims set forth in the Carrasquillo
Complaint, Benedetto Firm and Benedetto empowered and authorized Defendant Groff to
continue soliciting, communicating directly with (and even attending overnight trips with) clients
and prospective clients in 2016 and 2017.

86. In essence, to serve their own economic self-interest, Benedetto Firm and
Benedetto authorized Defendant Groff to continue recruiting mass shooting victims as clients.

87. In addition to all the above acts of abuse of power by Defendant Groff, upon
information and belief, he also threatened to negatively affect the case of another Pulse Shooting
client, Orlando Torrez, to prevent him from reporting Defendant Groff’s aforementioned sexual
harassment of Plaintiffs to the media.

88. This lawsuit is meant to address the wrongs committed by Defendant Groff

against Plaintiffs and to mandate Defendant Groff’s accountability once and for all. This lawsuit

15
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carries the hope that it will inspire and give strength to those victims who could not, or do not,
speak of their own experiences, to account for the dreams that were crushed long ago never to
return, due to the retribution against those who spoke up. Too often those with little or no voice
or power have their dreams held hostage by the people who abuse their position to manipulate,
rape and assault those they deem weak, helpless and without a real voice. They are told to stay
silent, or do exactly as told, or their career will suffer or never even get started. Apologies are
insufficient in these circumstances because the harm that is done cannot simply be cured with an
apology by those who apologize simply because they have been caught. Those who abuse their
power such as Defendant Groff, and those who enable such individuals like Benedetto Firm and
Benedetto, must be held accountable. The time is now, and Plaintiffs bring this action to do their

part.

COUNT ONE

NJLAD: SEXUAL HARASSMENT AND DISCRIMINATION DUE TO GENDER
(AS TO DEFENDANTS)

89.  Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference herein each and every allegation
contained herein above as though fully set forth and brought in this cause of action.
90.  Plaintiffs were subjected to severe and pervasive instances of sexual harassment

on account of their gender.

91.  The conduct would not have occurred but for Plaintiffs’ gender.

92.  Plaintiffs’ gender was the motivating factor in the decision to discriminate against
Plaintiffs.

93. At all times relevant hereto, Defendant Benedetto is an “employer” and as the

“owner of a place of public accommodation” as defined under the New Jersey Law Against

Discrimination (“NJLAD”), N.J.S.4. 10:5-1, et seq.

16
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94.  As the employers and or supervisors of Defendant Groff, Defendant Benedetto is
vicariously, strictly, and/or directly liable to Plaintiff pursuant to NJLAD, N.J.S.4. 10:5-1, et
seq., in that the affirmative acts of discrimination and harassment committed by Defendant Groff
and agents and/or representatives of Defendant Benedetto occurred within the scope of
employment; and/or Defendant Benedetto was deliberately indifferent, reckless, negligent and/or
tacitly approved Defendant Groff’s conduct; and/or Defendant Benedetto failed to create and/or
have in place well-publicized and enforced anti-harassment policies, effective formal and
informal complaint structures, training, and/or monitoring mechanisms for same despite the
foreseeability of sexual harassment; and/or by having actual knowledge of the harassment to
Plaintiffs and failing to promptly and effectively act to stop it.

95.  Plaintiffs and Defendants had a professional relationship wherein Defendant
Groff engaged in sexual misconduct of a hostile nature during the professional relationship that
was of a hostile nature and based on Plaintiffs’ gender. Defendant Groff’s conduct was
unwelcomed by Plaintiffs, evidenced by both rejecting Defendant Groff, and severe. Plaintiffs
were unable to easily terminate the relationship with Defendant Groff because of Defendant
Groff’s employment at Defendant Benedetto, Plaintiffs’ legal representation. Plaintiffs suffered
and will continue to suffer emotional distress from Defendant Groff’s continued sexual
harassment.

96. Here, there are sufficient allegations that Defendant Benedetto ratified Defendant
Groff’s sexual misconduct. Defendant Benedetto had actual knowledge in 2016 of Defendant
Groff’s dangerous sexual propensities and his previous sexual misconduct with clients. Despite
having actual knowledge, Defendant Benedetto continued to employ Defendant Groff, did not
supervise him, and allowed him ongoing unfettered access to potential and current clients,
providing Defendant Groff the opportunity and authority to sexually harass Plaintiffs. These acts
by Defendant Benedetto constitute ratification and makes them liable for Defendant Groft’s

sexual harassment of Plaintiffs.
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97.  As a proximate result of the aforementioned acts and omissions set forth herein,

Plaintiffs have sustained damages and will, in the future so suffer.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment in their favor and against Defendants on this
Count, together with compensatory and equitable relief, all remedies available under the law,
punitive damages, pre-and post-judgment interest, and attorney’s fees and costs of suit. More
specifically, Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendants for harm suffered in violation of the
NIJLAD as follows:

Reinstatement of employment and all benefits;

Back pay and benefits;

Front pay and benefits;

Compensatory damages;

Consequential damages;

Reinstatement;

Punitive damages;

Prejudgment interest and enhancements to off-set negative tax consequences;
Any and all attorneys’ fees, expenses and/or costs, including, but not limited to,
court costs, expert fees and all attorneys’ fees incurred by Plaintiffs in the prosecution of
this suit (including enhancements thereof required to off-set negative tax consequences
and/or enhancements otherwise permitted under law);

J. Such other relief as may be available pursuant to the LAD and which the Court
deems just and equitable;

K. Ordering Defendants to take appropriate corrective action to stop and prevent
retaliation at the workplace;

L. Ordering Defendants to take appropriate corrective action to stop and prevent
harassment at the workplace;

~ZOmEDUOwR

M. Ordering Defendants to undergo anti-discrimination training;

N. Ordering Defendants to undergo anti-retaliation training;

0. Ordering Defendants to undergo anti-harassment training;

P. Ordering Defendants to undergo workplace civility training;

Q. Ordering Defendants to undergo bystander intervention training;

R. Ordering Defendants to engage a research organization to assess the effectiveness
of their anti-discrimination training;

S. Ordering Defendants to engage a research organization to assess the effectiveness
of their anti-retaliation training;

T. Ordering Defendants to engage a research organization to assess the effectiveness
of their anti-harassment training;

U. Ordering Defendants to engage a research organization to assess the effectiveness
of their workplace civility training;

V. Ordering Defendants to engage a research organization to assess the effectiveness
of their bystander intervention training;

W. Ordering Defendants to identify an appropriate professional to investigate any

future complaints of discrimination;
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X. Ordering Defendants to identify an appropriate professional to investigate any
future complaints of harassment;
Y. Ordering Defendants to identify an appropriate professional to investigate any
future complaints of retaliation; and
Z. Such other relief as may be available and which the Court deems just and
equitable.
COUNT TWO
NJLAD: RETALIATION/IMPROPER REPRISAL
(AS TO DEFENDANTYS)
98. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference herein each and every allegation

contained herein above as though fully set forth and brought in this cause of action.
99.  Defendants took retaliatory action against Plaintiffs as set forth at length herein.
100.  Defendants are vicariously, strictly, and/or directly liable to Plaintiffs for
unlawful retaliatory conduct in violation of the LAD pursuant to N.J.S.4. 10:5-12(d).
101. As a proximate result of the aforementioned acts and omissions set forth herein,

Plaintiffs have sustained damages.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment in their favor and against Defendants on this
Count, together with compensatory and equitable relief, all remedies available under the law,
punitive damages, pre-and post-judgment interest, and attorney’s fees and costs of suit. More
specifically, Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendants for harm suffered in violation of the
NJLAD as follows:

Reinstatement of employment and all benefits;

Back pay and benefits;

Front pay and benefits;

Compensatory damages;

Consequential damages;

Reinstatement;

Punitive damages;

Prejudgment interest and enhancements to off-set negative tax consequences;
Any and all attorneys’ fees, expenses and/or costs, including, but not limited to,
court costs, expert fees and all attorneys’ fees incurred by Plaintiffs in the prosecution of
this suit (including enhancements thereof required to off-set negative tax consequences
and/or enhancements otherwise permitted under law);

J. Such other relief as may be available pursuant to the LAD and which the Court
deems just and equitable;

~ZOmEDOwR
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K. Ordering Defendants to take appropriate corrective action to stop and prevent
retaliation at the workplace;
L. Ordering Defendants to take appropriate corrective action to stop and prevent

harassment at the workplace;

Ordering Defendants to undergo anti-discrimination training;

Ordering Defendants to undergo anti-retaliation training;

Ordering Defendants to undergo anti-harassment training;

Ordering Defendants to undergo workplace civility training;

Ordering Defendants to undergo bystander intervention training;

Ordering Defendants to engage a research organization to assess the effectiveness
of their anti-discrimination training;

S. Ordering Defendants to engage a research organization to assess the effectiveness
of their anti-retaliation training;

T. Ordering Defendants to engage a research organization to assess the effectiveness
of their anti-harassment training;

U. Ordering Defendants to engage a research organization to assess the effectiveness
of their workplace civility training;

V. Ordering Defendants to engage a research organization to assess the effectiveness
of their bystander intervention training;

W. Ordering Defendants to identify an appropriate professional to investigate any
future complaints of discrimination;

X. Ordering Defendants to identify an appropriate professional to investigate any
future complaints of harassment;

Y. Ordering Defendants to identify an appropriate professional to investigate any
future complaints of retaliation; and

Z. Such other relief as may be available and which the Court deems just and
equitable.

POTOZZ

COUNT THREE

VIOLATION OF THE NEW JERSEY CONSUMER FRAUD ACT
(ASTO ALL DEFENDANTS)

102.  Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference herein each and every allegation
contained herein above as though fully set forth and brought in this cause of action.

103. The conduct described above constitutes violation of the New Jersey Consumer
Fraud Act, “NJCFA”) N.J.S.4. § 56:8-1 et seq.

104.  As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ conduct, Plaintiffs have suffered
damages and ascertainable loss for which Defendants’ are liable to Plaintiffs, plus attorneys’ fees
and costs, along with equitable relief prayed for herein in this Complaint.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment in their favor and against Defendants, together

with compensatory and equitable relief, all remedies available under the law, punitive damages,
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pre- and post-judgment interest, attorneys’ fees and costs of suit, and for such relief that the

Court deems equitable and just.

COUNT FOUR

NEGLIGENT HIRING
(AS TO DEFENDANT BENEDETTO FIRM AND DEFENDANT BENEDETTO)

105.  Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference herein each and every allegation
contained herein above as though fully set forth and brought in this cause of action.

106. Defendant Benedetto Firm’s and Defendant Benedetto’s negligence, gross
negligence, reckless conduct and hiring of Defendant Groff as an employee directly and
proximately caused Plaintiffs to be subjected to violations of the NJLAD, including but not
limited to discrimination, sexual harassment and retaliation.

107. As a proximate result of the aforementioned negligent hiring by Defendants
Benedetto Firm and Benedetto, and acts and omissions set forth herein, Plaintiffs have sustained
damages and will, in the future, so suffer.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment in their favor and against Defendants Benedetto
Firm and Benedetto, together with compensatory and equitable relief, all remedies available
under the law, punitive damages, pre- and post-judgment interest, attorney’s fees and costs of

suit, and for such other relief that the Court deems equitable and just.

COUNT FIVE

NEGLIGENT RETENTION
(AS TO DEFENDANT BENEDETTO FIRM AND DEFENDANT BENEDETTO)

108.  Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference herein each and every allegation
contained herein above as though fully set forth and brought in this cause of action.

109. Defendant Benedetto Firm’s and Defendant Benedetto’s negligence, gross
negligence, reckless conduct and retention of Defendant Groff as an employee directly and
proximately caused Plaintiffs to be subjected to violations of the NJLAD, including but not

limited to discrimination, sexual harassment and retaliation.
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110. As a proximate result of the aforementioned negligent retention by Defendants
Benedetto Firm and Benedetto, and acts and omissions set forth herein, Plaintiffs have sustained
damages and will, in the future, so suffer.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment in their favor and against Defendants Benedetto
Firm and Benedetto, together with compensatory and equitable relief, all remedies available
under the law, punitive damages, pre- and post-judgment interest, attorney’s fees and costs of

suit, and for such other relief that the Court deems equitable and just.

COUNT SIX

NEGLIGENT TRAINING
(AS TO DEFENDANT BENEDETTO FIRM AND DEFENDANT BENEDETTO)

111. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference herein each and every allegation
contained herein above as though fully set forth and brought in this cause of action.

112.  Defendant Benedetto Firm’s and Defendant Benedetto’s negligence, gross
negligence, reckless conduct and training of Defendant Groff as an employee directly and
proximately caused Plaintiffs to be subjected to violations of the NJLAD, including but not
limited to discrimination, sexual harassment and retaliation.

113. As a proximate result of the aforementioned negligent training by Defendants
Benedetto Firm and Benedetto, and acts and omissions set forth herein, Plaintiffs have sustained
damages and will, in the future, so suffer.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment in their favor and against Defendants Benedetto
Firm and Benedetto, together with compensatory and equitable relief, all remedies available
under the law, punitive damages, pre- and post-judgment interest, attorney’s fees and costs of

suit, and for such other relief that the Court deems equitable and just.

COUNT SEVEN

NEGLIGENT SUPERVISION
(AS TO DEFENDANT BENEDETTO FIRM AND DEFENDANT BENEDETTO)
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114. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference herein each and every allegation
contained herein above as though fully set forth and brought in this cause of action.

115. Defendant Benedetto Firm’s and Defendant Benedetto’s negligence, gross
negligence, reckless conduct and supervision of Defendant Groff as an employee directly and
proximately caused Plaintiffs to be subjected to violations of the NJLAD, including but not
limited to discrimination, sexual harassment and retaliation.

116. As a proximate result of the aforementioned negligent supervision by Defendants
Benedetto Firm and Benedetto, and acts and omissions set forth herein, Plaintiffs have sustained
damages and will, in the future, so suffer.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment in their favor and against Defendants Benedetto
Firm and Benedetto, together with compensatory and equitable relief, all remedies available
under the law, punitive damages, pre- and post-judgment interest, attorney’s fees and costs of

suit, and for such other relief that the Court deems equitable and just.

COUNT EIGHT

NEGLIGENCE
(AS TO DEFENDANT BENEDETTO FIRM AND DEFENDANT BENEDETTO)

117. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference herein each and every allegation
contained herein above as though fully set forth and brought in this cause of action.

118. At all relevant times, Defendants Benedetto Firm and Benedetto owed a duty to
use reasonable care in authorizing Defendant Groff to act as their agent.

119. This included a duty to control Defendant Groff in his interactions with clients
during meetings and other work functions that were taking place within the course and scope of
his employment in order to prevent foreseeable harm.

120.  Prior to the sexual misconduct with Plaintiffs, Defendants knew or had reason to
believe Defendant Groff was likely to engage in sexual misconduct with clients he came into
contact with during the course and scope of his employment. Prior to the incident involving

Plaintiffs, Defendants possessed knowledge of Defendant Groff’s propensity to engage in sexual
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misconduct; specifically, the 2016 lawsuit filed against Defendants based on Defendant Groff’s
sexual misconduct with clients. Knowledge of Defendant Groff’s propensity to engage in sexual
misconduct was possessed by Defendant’s owners, officers, and employees. At all relevant
times, Defendants maintained a supervisory position over Defendant Groft.

121. By possessing knowledge of Defendant Groff’s prior sexual misconduct,
Defendants knew or should have known that Defendant Groff was unfit and that this unfitness
created a particular risk to others.

122. Defendants did not act in a reasonable manner by failing to investigate and
terminate Defendant Groff and instead continued to allow him to meet with clients with the
knowledge that there was a substantial likelihood for sexual misconduct.

123.  Defendant Groff’s conduct with Plaintiffs occurred within the course and scope of
his employment. The contact between Plaintiffs and Defendant Groff was generated by the
employment relationship between Defendants and Defendant Groff.

124. Defendant Benedetto Firm’s and Defendant Benedetto’s negligence in authorizing
Defendant Groff to act as their agent was a substantial factor in causing Plaintiffs’ harm.

125. It was foreseeable that Defendant Groff would engage in sexual misconduct if
Defendant continued to allow Defendant Groff to have business meetings and other work related
interactions with clients, including, but not excluded to direct communication with clients. At all
relevant times, Defendants knew Defendant Groff was using his power and position to engage in
sexual misconduct with clients and knew that this sexual misconduct would cause harm.

126. Defendants failed to institute corrective measures clients coming into contact with
Defendant Groff, including plaintiffs, from sexual misconduct despite Defendants possessing
actual notice of Defendant Groff’s sexually inappropriate behavior. Such acts and omissions
demonstrate a conscious disregard for the safety of others. Defendants were aware of the
probable dangerous consequences of failing to remove or adequately supervise Defendant Groff.
In failing to do so, Defendants acted with actual malice and with conscious disregard for

Plaintiffs’ safety.
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127.  As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ negligence, Plaintiffs were
victims of Defendant Groff’s unlawful sexual misconduct. Defendants’ unlawful behavior has
caused Plaintiffs to suffer continuing damages, including but not limited to psychological and
emotional issues.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment in their favor and against Defendants on this
Count, together with compensatory and equitable relief, all remedies available under the law,
punitive damages, pre- and post-judgment interest, attorneys’ fees and costs of suit, and for such

other relief that the Court deems equitable and just.

COUNT NINE

GROSS NEGLIGENCE
(AS TO DEFENDANT BENEDETTO FIRM AND DEFENDANT BENEDETTO)

128.  Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference herein each and every allegation
contained herein above as though fully set forth and brought in this cause of action

129.  As stated above, Defendants acted negligently towards Plaintiffs. They had a duty
of care that they breached which was the actual and proximate cause of Plaintiffs’ injuries.

130. Defendants’ negligent conduct rises to the level of gross negligence based on
Defendants’ extreme conduct.

131. Defendants had actual knowledge that Defendant Groff engaged in sexual
misconduct with previous clients by forcing them to enter a sexual relationship with him in
return for Defendants’ legal representation of them. There is no doubt that Defendants had actual
knowledge of this unlawful conduct as they were named defendants in a 2016 lawsuit detailing
Defendant Groff’s sexual misconduct.

132. Despite having actual knowledge of Defendant Groff’s sexual misconduct with
clients, Defendants continued to employ Defendant Groff as case manager, which allowed him
unfettered access to potential and current clients that were in a vulnerable state as they faced
legal trouble. Moreover, Plaintiffs were in an extremely emotional state given their battle with

trauma post Pulse shooting.
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133. Defendants’ act of allowing Defendant Groff continued access to potential and
current clients, gave Defendant Groff free reign to engage in a multitier abuse of power that
victimized Plaintiffs, and likely other clients.

134. Defendant Groff abused the power provided to him as Defendants’ case manager
to 1) commit fraud and manipulation against Plaintiffs to retain them as clients on behalf of the
firm, 2) Defendant Groff took advantage of the socioeconomic difference between himself and
Plaintiffs, young Hispanic lower/middle class gay men, to make them false promises of
improving their lives, 3) Defendant Groff then used his position to sexually harass Plaintiffs, and
4) retaliate against Plaintiffs when they rejected his sexual advances.

135.  Defendant Groff’s multitier unlawful behavior and abuse was facilitated and
encouraged by Defendants’ willful and extreme misconduct in continuing to employ him, not
properly supervising him, and allowing him full and unfettered access to potential and current
clients.

136. The conduct of Defendants was willful, malicious, conscious, extreme, and

outrageous and warrants the imposition of punitive damages against them.
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment in their favor and against Defendants on this
Count, together with compensatory and equitable relief, all remedies available under the law,
punitive damages, pre- and post-judgment interest, attorneys’ fees and costs of suit, and for such
other relief that the Court deems equitable and just.

DEMAND FOR DISCOVERY OF INSURANCE COVERAGE

Pursuant to Rule 4:10-2(b), demand is made that Defendants disclose to Plaintiffs’
attorneys whether or not there are any insurance agreement or policies under which any person
or firm carrying on an insurance business may be liable to satisfy part or all of the judgment
which may be entered in this action or indemnify or reimburse for payments made to satisfy the
judgment and provide Plaintiffs’ attorneys with true copies of those insurance agreements or
policies, including, but not limited to, and all declaration sheets. This demand shall include not

only primary insurance coverage, but also any excess, catastrophe, and umbrella policies.
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DEMAND FOR TRIAL BY JURY

Plaintiffs demand a trial by jury on all issues.

McOMBER & McOMBER, P.C.
Attorneys for Plaintiffs,
Javier Nava & Brian Nunez

By: /s/ Matthew A. Luber
Dated: September 14, 2018 Matthew A. Luber, Esq.

The Claypool Law Firm
Attorneys for Plaintiffs,
Javier Nava & Brian Nunez

By: /s/ Brian E. Claypool
Dated: September 14, 2018 Brian E. Claypool, Esq.
Pro Hac Vice Pending

DESIGNATION OF TRIAL COUNSEL

Pursuant to Rule 4:25-4, MATTHEW A. LUBER, ESQUIRE and BRIAN E.
CLAYPOOL, ESQUIRE (pro hac vice pending), are hereby designated as trial counsel for
Plaintiffs.

CERTIFICATION

Pursuant to Rule 4:5-1, it is hereby certified that, to the best of my knowledge, there are
no other civil actions or arbitration proceedings involving this matter and/or with respect to this
matter and no other parties need to be joined at this time.

I certify that the foregoing statements made by me are true. I am aware that is any of the

foregoing statements made by me are willingly false, I am subject to punishment.

McOMBER & McOMBER, P.C.
Attorneys for Plaintiffs,
Javier Nava & Brian Nunez

By: /s/ Matthew A. Luber
Dated: September 14, 2018 Matthew A. Luber, Esq.
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The Claypool Law Firm

Attorneys for Plaintiffs,
Javier Nava & Brian Nunez

By: /s/ Brian E. Claypool
Brian E. Claypool, Esq.
Pro Hac Vice Pending

Dated: September 14, 2018
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MATTHEW 8. WOLF, KSQUIRE, LLC

Matthew 3. Wolf, Esq. (052621993)

Marisa J. Hermanovich, Esq. (071372013) )

Unit B, 2™ Floor « 1236 Brace Road HEDO
Cherry Hill, New Jersey 08035 ‘
T {(856) 872-2929 « F: (856) 872-2928

Attorneys for Plaintiff, Javier Carrasquillo

ki)

£
JAVIER CARRASQUILLO, SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
: LAW DIVISION

Plaintiff, : CAMDEN COUNTY
VS, % . Civil Action e

i d N ﬁ‘j 3 J ff« (%éf“ fﬁ )f,mj’j
CONRAD J. BENEDETTO, ESQUIRE, Docket No.: 4.~ g (e
and THE LAW OFTICES OF CONRAD "
J. BENEDETTO 5;@

‘ : COMPLAINT AND DEMAND
Defendants. : FOR JURY TRIAL

Plaintiff, Javier Carrasquillo, by way of Complaint through undersigned counsel, hereby
alleges and avers against Defendants, Conrad J. Benedetto, Esquire and The Law Offices of

Conrad . Benedetio, as follows:

PARTIES

1. Plaintiff Javier Carrasquillo is currently incarcerated at the Camden County Jail in
Camden, New Jersey.

2, Defendant Conrad J. Benedetto, Esquire, is an attorney at law admitted to practice in the
State of New Jersey.

3. Defendant The Law Offices of Conrad J. Benedetto 1s a law firm that is owned/operated
by Defendant Benedetto.

FACTS

4. Conrad J. Benedetto, Esquire, is responsible for the management of his law firm, the
named co-defendant herein.

5. Mr. Benedetto hired John Groff to manage his law firm.,

6. Mr. Groff is well known to be a convicted felon with at least 8 criminal convictions,

including but not limited to theft by illegal retention (6 counts) (Oct. 1992}, followed by
probation violation and termination in 1997; one conviction for issuing/passing a bad

check over $200 (Sept. 1995); two additional convictions for issuing/passing bad check
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woo»

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

(Oct. 199%), followed by probation violation and termination in 1997, a CDS related
offense (Oct. 1995), followed by probation violation and termination in 1997, theft by
deception in Pennsylvania (Aug. 1996), and; theft by deception in New Jersey (2 counts)
(Nov. 1997). Mr. Groff’s criminal history also includes 5 disorderly persons offenses:
intimidation (1993); theft by deception (1994); theft of services (1994); bad check (no
account) (1995), and; harassment (1998). See criminal information related to Mr. Groff,
attached as Exhibit A,

In 2004, in Mr. Groff pled guilty to attempted theft by deception in a well publicized case
in which he was charged with insurance fraud.

Per Exhibit A, Mr, Groff also engaged in a itlegal racket related to false automobile claims.
Despite eight criminal convictions, including an insurance fraud charge that resulted in a
conviction for theft by deception, Mr, Benedetto hired Mr. Groff'to manage his law office.
Mr. Groff has used the law office to solicit and exchange sexual relations with at least one
man (Plaintiff) for legal services from The Law Offices of Conrad J. Benedetto.

Mr. Groff also exchanged sexual relations with at least one woman (Plaintift’s girlfriend)
in exchange for legal services from The Law Offices of Conrad J. Benedetto.

Upon information and belief, Mr. Groff has repeatedly used the Law Offices of Conrad J.
Benedetto to exchange legal services for sex with both men and women.

Mz, Groff solicited Plaintiff as a client of the firm, through Facebook, as the attached
records of the messages between them show. See messages, attached as Exhibit B.

Mr. Groff personally represented to Plaintiff that he would keep him out of jail, and made
other guarantees regarding the outcome of Plaintiff’s criminal case, which ts prohibited
conduct with regard to criminal matters.

Mr. Groff discouraged Plaintiff from turning himself in when he had the opportunity,
which further aggravated Plaintiff’s legal situation, by extending the time that Plaintiff
would be a fugitive.

Mr. Groff did this so that he could exploit and solicit sex from the Plaintiff on multiple

occasions.
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23,

24.

During the eourse of Defendants” representation of the Plaintiff, while the firm was
representing Plaintiff, Mr, Groff exchanged “penis pictures” with Plamfiff. See pictures,
attached as Exhibit C.
During the Defendants’ representation of the Plaintiff, his girliviend became pregnant.
Upon learning of the pregnancy, the zeal with which Defendants represented Plaintiff was
reduced substantially.
As aresult of having specific promises made to him regarding the results of his criminal
case, and as a result of realizing that he was duped into having sex in exchange for results
that were not delivered, and for other reasons related to Mr. Grofl’s bizarre law firm
management, Plaintiff has suffered severe emotional distvess.

COUNT 1
Plaintiff incorporates by reference all of the preceding paragraphs as though they were
more fully set forth herein.
There existed and exists between Defendants and Plaintiff an attorney-client relationship
creating a duty of care,
Defendants breached that duty of care by negligently hiring John Groff to manage the firm
while they knew or should have known that he is an eight-time convicted criminal, he is
unethical and untrustworthy, and is a completely inappropriate person to entrust with
management of a law firm.
As a direct and proximate result of this negligence, promises made to Plaintiff as to the
manner in which his criminal matters would be disposed were breached, and he has had
less then zealous representation resulting in worse results than if Mr. Groff had not been
involved.
Also as a result of this negligence, promises made by Mr, Groff on behalf of the firm were
not fulfilled, Plainti{f’s incarceration is greater than that which was promised, and Plaintiff

has suffered extreme emotional distress.
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against Defendants for compensatory damages

and attorneys’ fees pursuant to Saffer v. Willoughby, 670 A.2d 527 (N.J. 1996), interest, costs, and

such further relief as the Court may find just and equitable.

Plaintiff incorporates by reference all of the preceding paragraphs as though they were
more fully set forth herein.

There existed and exists between Defendants and Plaintiff an attorney-client relationship
creating a duty of care.

Defendants breached that duty of care by negligently retaining John Groff when they knew,
or should have known, that he was an eight time convicted criminal, he is unethical, he is
untrustworthy, and is a completely inappropriate person to entrust with management of a
law firm.

As a direct and proximate result of this negligence, Plaintiff has had promises of the
manner in which his criminal matters would be disposed of breached and he has had less
then zealous representation resulting in worse results than if Mr. Groff had not been
involved.

Also as aresult of this negligence, promises made by Mr. Groff on behalf of the firm were
not fulfilled, Plaintiff’s incarceration is greater than that which he was promised, and
Plaintiff has suffered extreme emotional distress.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against Defendants for compensatory damages

and attorneys’ fees pursuant to Saffer v. Willoughby, 670 A.2d 527 (N.J. 1996), interest, costs and

such further relief as the Court may find just and equitable.

COUNT 111
Plaintiff incorporates by reference all of the preceding paragraphs as though they were
more fully set forth herein.
There existed and exists between Defendants and Plaintiff an attornéy~client relationship

creating a duty of care.
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32

34,

35.

Defendants breached that duty of care by negligently supervising John Groff when they
knew, or should have known, that he was an eight-time convicted crisninal, he is unethical,
he is untrustworthy, and is a completely inappropriate person to entrust with management
of a law firim.

Further, Defendants should have known the manner 1n which the client was a member of
the firm, the manner in which he was compensating the firm (here, with sex), and the
manner in which Mr. Groff was involved in the matters before the Court, which appears
to have been substantial and beyond that which is permitied by a layman.

As a direct and proximate resull of this negligence, Plaintiff’ has had promises of the
manner in which his criminal matters would be disposed of breached and he has had less
than zealous representation, resulting in worse results than if My, Groff had not been
involved.

As a result of this negligence, promises made by Groff on behalf of the firm were not
fulfilled, Plaintiff’s incarceration was greater than that which was promised, and Plaintiff
has suffered extreme emotional distress.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against Defendants for compensatory damages

and attorneys’ fees pursuant to Saffer v. Willoughby, 670 A.2d 527 (N.J. 1996), interest, costs and

such further relief as the Court may find just and equitable.

DESIGNATION OF TRIAL COUNSEL

Matthew S. Wolf is designated as trial counsel in this action.

CERTIFICATION PURSUANT TO RULE 4:5-1

I hereby certify that the within matter in controversy is not the subject of a claim filed by

the Plaintiff, and there is no other party who should be joined in this action at this time. Plaintiff
reserves the right to bring into this action parties whose liability may be derived from discovery

in this matter. Plaintiff does have criminal matters pending in the Superior Court.




JURY TRIAL DEMAND

Plaintiff hereby demands trial by jury as to all such issues so triable.

Respectfully submitted,
‘ MATTHEW 5. WOLF,ASQUIRE, LLC

Marisa I, Hérmanovich
Attorneys for Plaintiff

Dated: December 14, 2015
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Matthew S. Woll, Esquire

Admitted in NJ & PA
Unit B, 2™ Floor Matthew 8, Wolf, Esquire, LLC Tel: (856) 872-2929
1236 Brace Road Fax: (856) 872-2928
Cherry Hill, NJ 08034 Marisa J. Hermanovich, Esquire mwolfi@matthewswolf.com
Admitted in NJ, PA & FL

marisaf@matthewswolf.com

December 14, 2015

Clerk of the Superior Court

coomn A
Camden County, Civil Division E - I
101 South 5th Street Rm 150 c = m
Camden NJ 08103-4000 < e

RE:  Javier Carrasquillo v. Conrad J. Benedetlo, Esquire, & @

the Law Offices of Conrad J. Benedetto P

Docket No.: CAM-L- B
Dear Clerk:
This firm represents the Plaintiff in the above-captioned matter. Enclosed please find an

original and one (1) copy of the following documents for filing:

1.

Civil Case Information Statement; and
2. Complaint,

Please charge our Attorney Collateral Account No. 142322 for the $250 filing fee. Please

assign a docket number and return a “filed” stamped copy in the enclosed self-addressed stamped
envelope. Thank you for your attention to this matter. Should you have any questions, feel free to
contact my office.

Sincerely,
: . D
Yool P
‘Sharon E. Roman,Paralegal
Office Manager

sharon@matthewswolf.com

Encl.

cc: Client
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L ~ CRINNAL RECORDS Fax:B563792955 fay 3 2005 15:4% B 07
b . A
01004807-001 - CAMDEN COUNTY A8 Gl 1554~ o
' Siate of New Jersey New Jersey Superior Court
Law Division - Criminal
v, CouidyName County
Defods, JOMK GROEF, JR. afida JUDGIMENT OF GORVICTION
(Specty Complale Namd — prihd (R AFF, JOHN JE. GRD B2 CHANGE OF JUDBMENT
BREOCSRH ooy soivonnen. 8117408 ["] ORDER FOR COMMITMENT
L ] ] INDICTMENT f AGCUSATION DISMISSED
DAYE OF ARREST  y7/27/()1 et o727 7] JUDGMENT OF ACQUITTAL
DRrE OF nerasie ORIGINAL FLEA T X - AMENDED/NACATING
CREINALPLEA  RENEGOTIATED I ot 5 i SENTENCE OF SEPTEMBER 19,
PLEA - 11/03/04 ot Guilty uitey 2003,
ADJUBICATION BY
09/25/02
B suiryrtea pate;  RENEGOTIATED 1 nondury TRIAL DATE;
PLEA - 11703/04
7 aumy TRiaL DATE: ' [0 pisaisses racaurrsn  DRTE:
GRIGINAL CHARGES _
IND L AEC NG, COUNT DESCRIPTION . DEGREE STATUTE
5-43-07-01 1 CONSPIRAGY i 2052
2 ATTEMPTED THEFT BY DECEPTION 2 20:5-1
FINAL CHARGES
COUNT DERSCRIPTION DEGREE STATUTE
2 (AMENDED) ATTEMPTED THEFT BY DECEPTION 3 20:5-1

- ILEs, theradore, on 13/03/G4 ORDERED and ADJUDGED thak the defendant i santaneed as follows:
SEE ATTACHED SENTENCE AND STATEMENT OF REASUNS FOR'SENTENCE

] The defandant ts hereby sentenced to community supervisian for life.

[ The defendant is hereby orderad to serve a year term of parclé suparvision which tarm shall begin as goon s defendant
complefes the sentence of ncarceration,

1 The sourt fints that the defendant's conduct was characterized by = patiem of repeiitive ang compulsive behavior,

[ The courtfinds that the defendant is amenable to sex affender treatment. '

(0 The courttinds that the defendarnt Is willing to parildpats in sex offender treafment, ,

The defendant is hereby ordered to provlde a DMA. sample ahd, ordered to pay the costs for testing of the sample provided,

] It1s further ORDERED that the shetiff dallver the defendant ke the appropriate corractional autherity,

Adminfeiative Offles §f e Sourls

oATE: Fromts) OTL2T01 TO
Defendant {s 1o receEvFi oredlt for me: spant in custody R, 3:271-8), » ;%TELNUWEROFDAYS ngifmlo) 09/16/03 TO
: 11/03/04
[ Datendant is to receive gap time cradit for tme spent in custody é%‘hﬁy{éwaﬁﬁ DATE' {FromiTe)
{NWJ.5.A. 2C:44-80{2)). DATE: (FroavTo)
FIVE (§)
YEARS
. Tatal Custodial Tem institution Total Ptobation Temn  SUPERVISED
WITH
CONDITIONS.

LPOM0Es (rev DB2002)
State Bureau of Idenfificion Page 1 of 2

COPIES TO:  CHIEF PROBATION QFFICER BTATE POLICE  ADG CRIMINAL PRACTIORE DIUISIO?{ DEPT OF CORRECTIONS OR COUNTY PENAL INSTITUTION
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¢ State ofbew Jesey v JOHN GROFF, JR S8L#% 811749B nd/Aco®  §-43-07-01
r Total Fine 5 it any of the offenses eeeurred on of after July 9, 1987, and is fer a violation of Chapier
Total REGTITUTION § 35 or 36 of Title 2G,

1) A mandatory Drug Enforearment and Demend Reduclion (D.E.D.R.) penaliy is

If the vifense occurfed on r afier Daceruber 23, 1991, an impesed for aach sount, (A In ¥ tmes for each.)

assessment of §50 18 Imposed on esch cous en whish the

defendanl was convicted unless the box belpw indicates a . 1" Degree @ 53000 ___ 4" Dagiee @ $T50

higher assessment pursuaat © N.J.SA, 20143-3.1. 2™ Dagree @ $2000 Diserderly Persans or Paty
(Assessment la 530 if offense fs on or afler January g, I 3 Pegree @ $1000 " Disorderty Porsons € 3560
1986 bul bafore Decermber 23, 1991, unless a higher e

penaly s noted. Assessiient is $25 I offenss is before Tokd D.ED R Penalty § .

January 8, 1986,
Y ) 1 Sourt furthar Orders thal collection of the DED.R, penalty ba susperdod tpan

B Asseasmant imposad on defendants eatty nto & raslklential drug program for (he tenn of the program,
cound(s) 1 2) A foreasic laboratery foa of 550 per affense is ORDERED, o Dffenses @ 550
Is $50 sach, . Towilabh oo &
3) Hame of Drugs Involved |
Total VCOB Assessment §50 A Amandatory deivers llcenss suspehsion of fnonths is ORDERED.
Instalirnant payments are due af the rate of “The suspension shalf begin todzy, and end .
§20 per MONTH : Diiver's Ulcanse Number .
(IF THE GOURT 1S UNABLE TO COLLECT THE LICENSE, PLEASE AL.90 COMPLETE THE
beginnlng  12/03(04 FOLLOWIRG).
(Date) Defepdant's Address
Eye Color Sex Date of Bith  OB/ZTIT1
{7 The defendant Is the holder af an oi-of-stale divers licensa from the fallowing
jurisdletion . Drivers Liesnse NMumibar

1 Delendant's nen-resident driving priviieges are hereby revoked for _____ monthe.

¥¥ tho-olfanse oooured an.cr atler Februsary 1, 1992 but was befare March 13, 1905 and the santence |3 to probation or o a state comeetional faclily, @ fransaction fze of up
{o 54,00 Is ordared for aach necasicn when a payment or Installment payment s mate, (P.L. 1082, ¢. 1¢8), Ifths cffense ocourad on or nitar March 13, 1985 and the

" sonkencs a fo predatlon, of fhe sorence ciharwdse requlres paymentn of Taanclal piligatons 1o the probiation division, a transastion feg of up to 82,06 Is orderad for each
peeaston when i payment s miads, (P.L 1495, ¢, 8).

Tif e éfforien DoCUTEd 6N 07 Aftar ADGEEL 2T 1983, B 875 Safe-Nelghhohood aewlces-Fundrassessman14s~erdewdhrmt&mn\dwm.
{P.L. 1983, 0.220) 1 COUNT - $75

i the offense ooelimed on or after January 5, 1994 and the sentence i to prabation, s fee of up to §28 per wonth far the probalionary term iz owered.
{P.L. 1883, & 275) Amoupl por month §1D,

I the critne occurred on or siter Jenuaty 5, 1867, a 330 Lew Enforcament, Officars Teaining and Equipment Fund pensly ta ordered, YES

If the crime sedumred on of GRer May 4, 2001, and the defendam Has boen convicted of agrarared sekual assaull, Bpgravated crtmingl ssxual cortact, kidrapping under
2Ci13-10¢2), endangar lho Wel{sre of o ohild by engeqlng in Sexval conduct which would [mpalr or debaudh tha morala of & minor under 2C:24-4a, endangeinghe welfere
af & enlid-pursusnl fo 20:24-4b {4}, luring 6t enlicing e child puestunt io 262138, erlminal $extal cantact pursuant 1o 2C:44-30 If the viclm I a minor, kldispping pursuant 1o
261131, eiminal restraing purauant Lo 2G:15-2 or false Imprisopmant pursuantie 2C:13-3 I the vietim ls @ minor and the offandar 13 netthe parent, premoting child
p@cil!u;ﬂ?‘n pumﬂl!:aniw 203341 5(3) of (4), or an alfsmpt o commit any of hase cfimes, 2 5800 Sialevdde Sestal Azsaul Nurse Examiner Prograss Penally Ja erdarad for
gach of these olfansas,

Kamp (Coin Clark or Paraoi propising this form) Telephon Nufmhe: - Nome {Allomey for Defendant al Sentencing
S. &rigiont : {B5B)379-2358 SAUL J, STEINBERG, ESQ.
STATENENT OF REASONS — [nelude all appiicable aggravailng and mitnating factors

SEE ATTACHED STATEMENT COF REASONS I3 o .
Dale
{_ Mﬂ%{ 14/C3/04
)

Jurdge [Nafme) Judge (Sy na!ure)'w

WILLIAM J, COOK, J.5.C.

Adminlitralive Offes of 1ha Courty CPaiten , DB/ABI02
Stale Bureau of jdentieatlan Page 2 o!gw 2010)

COPIES TO: CHIEF PROBATION OFFICER 8TATE FOLICE  ADC CRIMINAL PRACTICE DIVISION DEPT OF CORRECTIONS UR COUNTY PENAL INSTTTUTION



CAM-L-003489-18 09/14/2018 1:59:16 PM Pg 13 of 35 Trans ID: LCV20181596108

DRINKAL RECORDS Fax:B563792755 May 3 2006 15;46 P, 04

SENTENGE AND STATENENT OF REASONS FOR SENTENGE

John Groft, Jr. (1-04-07-435)

On November 3, 2004, defendant entered into a renegotiated plea

agreement with the Prosecutor. Under the terms of the agreement, in
return for d&feédant"é plea of guilty fo Amended Count 2, 1-01-07-435, third-
degree aftempted theft by deception in an amount in excess of 5500 and
less fhan $75,000, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 2045-1, defendant is to he
sentenced to five (B) years supervised probation, with the mndi&ﬁm% o
include continued cooperation by defendant with law enforcement
authorities regarding certain criminal matters, fo the extent defendant has
knowledge regarding such matters; DNA festinig, $50 VOTB; $75 SNSF, $30
LEQRA: Count 1 of 1-01-07-438 Is {o be dismissed; defendant is to receive
all tawful jail credits, including 414 days for the pericds of July 27-28, 2001
and September 18, 2003 to November 3, 2004; both parties, the defendant
and the State, waive the right to appeal the plea and the sentence. The
sentence imposed in this matter on Sepfember 19, 2003 Is to be vacated:
and the sentence which is the subject of this renegotiated plea agreement

is to be imposed.

Defendant has entered a renegotiated plea of guilty to Amended
Count 2, |-01-07-438, attempted theft by deception (purposely attempting to

obtain property of another in excess of $500 and less than $75,000), a third
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degree offense, in violation of NJ.8A, 2C:51, 20204 and 2C:2-6
Amended Count 2 charges defendant with insurance fraud, specifically,

That defendant, John Groff, Jr., between on or sbout June

2, 1996 and on of about Apyil 8, 1897, af the Cities of Camden
and Gloucester, at the Boroughs of Bellmawr, Runnemede, and
Haddon Heights, at the Townships of Voorhees, Pennsauken,
and Cherry Hill, in the County of Camden, at the Townships of
Evesham and Moorestown, in the County of Burlington, si the
Township of Holmdel, in the County of Monmouth, af the City of
New Brunswiclk, in the County of Middlesex, elsewhere, and
within the Jurisdiction of this Court, the defendant did
purposely obtain or attempt to obfain property of another in
- excess of $500 and less than $75,000 by deception, that is, the
defendant did purposely oblain or attempt to obtain in excess
of $500 and less than §$75,000 from Alistate Insurance
Company, State Farm Insurance Company, Liberly Mutual
insurance Company, Prodential Insurance Company, and

impression that certain individuals had suffered bodily injuries

as a result of motor vehicle accidents that occurred on June 2,

1996, June 20, 1996, June 26, 1896, July 13, 1296, July 24, 1996,

and August 1, 1996; whereas, in truth and fact, as the defendant

well knew, these individuals had net suffered bodily injuries,

and said motor vehicle accidents had not ocourred.
The Court has reviewed and considered the pre-sentence report,’ the
testimony of New Jersey Department of Crirninal Justice Investigator Allan
Buecker, Jr., concerning the substantial cooperation of defendant with law
enforcement agents in other cases, and the arguments of counsel at

sentencing.

TR, 3212 (preparation and submission of presentence report to the Courk; report shali
contain all presentence materlal having any bearing whatever on the sentence and shall be
fumished (o the defendant and the prosecufor, In the pre-sentenee report, the probation
officer concludes that given the defendant's prlar record and the presumpiion of
incarcerafion for this offense, defenidant does not appear to be a candidate for probation.
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Mefendants oriminal history includes seven {T) prior convictions,

namely, theft- illegal refention (8 counts) (Oet. 1982), with probation

violated and terminated in 1997; bad check over $200 (Sept. 1895); two
convictions for issuing/passing bad check {Oct. 1995), with probation Eeing
violated and ferminafed In 1997; a CDS related offense (Oct. 1895}, with
probation being viclated and terminated in 19987, theft by deception (Aug.
1988) {Pennsylvania); th@ﬁ by deception (2 counis) (Nov. 1887). His history
also includes 6 prior disorderly persons @ﬁansegs intimidation (1993); theft
by deceplion {19%4}; theft mf. services (1994); bad check (no account)
[1845); harassment (1998).

" The presentence report includes the ceriificafion of New Jersey
Department of Criminal Justice Investigator Allan Buecker, Jr,, mncem‘ing
the acfivities of defendant Groff that are the subject of this case. Wr,

Buecker's duties include conhducting investigations concerning insurance

fraud crimes. He certifies In pertinent part that:

2. As part of my dutles while employved with the Depariment of
Banking and insurance, | was asslgned {o the Division of Criminal
Justice, as a speclal State Investigator in August 1996 regarding DCJ
case file #96-1884-Dl named John Groff. In November 1997, | was
transferred to DCJ and was assigned as the lead investfigator to the
Groff case and handled the case through to indictment in July 2001.

3. In May 1896, John Groff approached this Office in an attempt to
become & confidential informant regarding insurance fraud in
Camden City, New Jersey. Groff was interviewed and vehemently
denfed any personal involvement with regard to staging any
automobile accidents. The investigation later revealed that Groff was
in fact actually staging automobile accidents during the same time
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petiod, he was atiempting to become a confidential informant for this
Office,

4, On August 9, 1996, co-defepdant Luis Ruiz provided a voluntary
taped staternent to the Pennsauken Police Department fo support
allegations of teyrorisiic threats committed by John Groff, During his-
statement, Ruiz advised Detective Craig Morrs that he and Grofi were
staging motor vehicle aceidents in the Camden Counly area..This
statemnent only gave approximate dates and locations of accidents
staged by Groff and Ruiz. Through the course of this investigation, I
reviewed in excess of 60 accident reports and investigated in excess
of 15 potential staged accidents. It should be noted that defendant
Groff was among a number of targets being investigated in this
conspiratorial scheme, )

5. DCJ did not interview, nor question John Groff before he went to
State Prison in Septembar 1897, since there was an ongoing
investigation invelving staged mulfi- vehicle accidents in the Camden
County area. Nonetheless, Groff was well aware of the fact that this
_Office was_{nvestigating bhim and others connected fo the same

“staged accidents. Through manipulafive devices, Groif atlempted 1o
obstruct the State's investigation by tampering with withesses, who
may provide credible information leading fo Groff's culpability, More
specifically, [Dalia] Gonzales advised this Office that an Individual
contacted her at Groff's direction and offered to pay Gonzales Five
Hundred ($500.00) Dollars in United States currency, to conivince
individuals involved In the staging of car accidents with Groff, to sign
paperwork recanting their staterments provided to law enforcement...

6. Thereafter, from February 41998 to June 1998, | attended the
Division of Criminal Justice Academy, Basic Course for Investigators.
This was a full-time Police Academy that is certified by the State of
New Jersey Police Training Commission.

7. In August 1998 due to internal manpower restraints, | was
specially assigned to a Division priority investigation in Unien
County, New Jersey. My special assignment concluded in July 2000,
at which time the Groff investigation resumed,

8. During the course of this protracted investigation, 19 voluntary
sworn taped statements were obfained and transcribed. The
following is a time line in which these statements were obtained:
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Augusi 1996 to December 1996, 8 staternents were obtalned from
cooperating witnesses; January 1997 through  August 1997¢, 7
statements wete ohtalned through cooperating witnesses, and,
December 2006 through April 2001, 5 statements were obtained from
cooperating witnesses.  Finally, 2 additional statements were

ohitalned from cooperating witnesses post-indictment.
The pre-sentence report also includes the statement of Luls Ruiz
detailing how defendant staged those accidents.
The aggravaiing Tactors are:
Eactor 3. The risk that the defendant will cornmit another crimea.

Factor 5: There is a substantial likelihood that the defendant
is involved in organized criminal activity. The pre-sentence
report includes statements of other persons involved in the
“staged automobile accidents” scheme that defendant set
up, concerning fake accldents, as well as fake victims, a
“Tawyer Yor the Take victims  (Michael Gernak), ~amd a-
chiropractor to provide fake reports and bilis. (Statermnent of
co-defendant Luis Ruiz; Exhibit C to the Ceriification of
Investigator Buecker in the pre-sentence report).

Factor 6: The extent of the defendant’s prior criminal record
and the seriousness of the offenses of which he has been
convicted.

Factor §: The need for deterring defendant and others from
vielating the [aw.

Factor 14: The imposition of 2 fine, penalty, or order for
restitution without also Imposing a term of imprisonment
would be perceived by the defendant or others merely as
part of the cost of doing business or as an acceptable
contingent business or operaling expense associated with
the initial decision to resort to uniawful practices.

The mitigating factor is factor 12, the willingness of the defendant to

cooperate with law enforcement authorities. His cooperation has
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continued ever since September 25, 2002. Exhibits attached to the State’s
sentencing brief reflect that defendant has provided law enforcement
authoriiies extensive Emfmma’sﬁ@n respectivg individuals involved in the
manufacture or distribution of controlled dangerous ﬁubsténaes; ar
information concerning an auto theff, an active “chop shop”, and an

organized auto theft ring. And at an October 13, 2004 in camera evidentiary

hearing in this matter, Inv. Buecker testified that defendant has done
substantial work for the New Jersey State Police in first degree narcotics
cases, and that he and another State Police detective believe that
defendant's substantial cooperation warrants consideration of a non-
custodial sentence.

| find by a preponderance of the credible evidence that the mitigating
factor, factor 12, substantially outweighis all aggravaiing factors.

There is no presumption of incarceration for a third degree offense.

This was a renegotiated piean agreement between the Prosecutor and
the defendant. A period of probafion with fines, mandatory penalties,
conditions, Is sufficient to deter this type of conduct and to satisfy the
interest of justice. There is a presumption that a sentence imposed on a

plea bargain defendant is reasonable. Siate v. Sainz, 197 N.J. 283, 294

(1987) {presumption of reasonableness attaches to sentences imposed on

plea bargain defendants), This renegotiated plea agreement appears faiy
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and in the interest of justice the Court will impose the recommended
santence,
Accordingly, defendant is sentenced as follows:

e |-Vi-07-43% Amended Count 2

supervised, reporting probation. The conditions include cooperation
by defendant with law enforcement authorities regarding certain
criminal matters, to the exfent defendani has knowledge of such
matters. Defendant must find and maintain full-time legitimate and
verifiable employment. DNA testing. $50 VCQB‘, §75 SNBF. $§30
'LEUPA. Trie probaticn supervisionfeeis $10-permonth.-

¢ Count {1 of [-01-07-438 is dismissed.

e Jail Credits: By Agreement of the Parties: 414 days (07/27 to
07728101, and 09/18/063 to 11/03/04).

s The previous sentence Imposed on September 13, 2003 In this case s

vacated,

Dated: November 3, 2004 m“% %W

WILLEAM J. GO OK
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ey john s natasha, | just came;
out.of aninterview in.cherry hill§
know youwantéd 1o meet today
“but fs there any.way 1o reschedule
“hecause ] have andther interview =
311 and that'dbe cuttingpretiy 7

R

“Are you serieus? i javier didn'Uiell
“me that part john. I'mi so sorey, 1 -
thoughtHwes just an iniérview
- which Iswhy | dont know why he
-~ would sav 12 knowing | have logo ©
pretty far formy oclock” S

e ]
-
.

e

S
-

s o

R

<Subject: Prids

: ‘Have jav call me
BRGIN

f s natasha sé_r'ry_'.i .s_Eéép_qv_er my.
“rapther's house when | go pick:
him up he wilko

iWhat's Up john ive e a call back &
CCwhenyou can ool

e
Esrs
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Winat's up u:vith Richard

Y6 johi its jay
sgeta.chance

B

1 domt know what that means Jol 3 : . s
- IR 3’23_}?‘ Eoe | Emmanny

s
P

e e :
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Yaur fucking kidding me nghi?
‘How did {hey know he was
wworking?

] dma:knnwz uee ‘detectives
wowed tp my. doorand they
“asked f heyeag here'and | saidno .
“and we 581 inmy living mom and
“Ahey said it tell him T geio jeil
and then hey ot & call saying
i

Heyjehn st wamed to updaie
~you and fet you | know thal the -
reason they're holding javis
~’because of violation of probation. 4
just spoke to him and-he asked
me to call bis po Sophia peel and
“ary and talk her into reinstating -
him on probation,-But | think if you
callag well thal would add a fitle
bit rare weight 1o her decision.
Also, he was supposed 10 have -
wideo court this motning but since.

il is 3 holiday weekend ihe]udge is -

Cstill demdmg whether he wams to,
“corne in lateror push itta

‘Monday. An update on the mnney,'_

we have 200 s0 far, His -
grancimether is 1ry|ng o see whal
she tan come up with. TH let you
“know as scond find out. Tl keep
'you posted Thanks
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Hey john. | just poke tajav.

You're his lasl resorl. ‘He asked it

you oan please hall hirm oul, We
have 300 foryou fight now and he

PHOMISes 10 pay you backas's on -

a8 possibie. | start working .
ianday a3 2 legal assistant al -
pawers & kifn and he siarls has
supervisor joh at crameo the 1 6th

“Paying the money back isno -

issue, Hejust wants togetout: "

“before he loses his tempjobon
:monday and his supervisor 8pot.

e didn't want 1o ask you, bui he

.has ne other optmn

_Hijohn Javier wants toknow if -

you're stil gomg 10 represeni th
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Uohn Jav:ei wams to l\ﬂow if:
you e stilf go ng fo Jepresem hlm

Gaklyn. Spokc o the pmsccutu;

.Sorry ] Was <%Ieepmg bacatise |
have 10/ gef up Super early now (-
- and awesome. Thanks jobn, What
did ihe DFOSECUID( say?.'m gebna
Cggive you & cali on my lunch break
Biw jav didn't call me or his mom
yeslerday....] hope everything is
okay with hirm in there

'Thanks forcouﬁtoday Evewthmg ;

Cwent well) ‘go back the 22nd. Jay_ :
has court fomorrow at 845
“fomorrow. 10k who's going you or -
alayyer but if you 96 tell hirn'l -
love him please, s getting a irﬂe

: i anyivay, goodnight

Working on n
1120 P

Goad fuck today
RN

: At will be fine

-and awesome. Thanks john W

You have courl 9 on Wednesday in :
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did the prosecutor 5ay? m gonna
gwe you a cal] crmyl Iunch bfeak

cioak baé{( n al 1. We‘re not

m due 10, secuni,f purposes. SD.-

novi, e says what's going on.

‘He's igoing crazy he'said please
gel him the fugk out of there and__-__

Thanks for: coun today Evewihsng
went wiell | an hack the.92nd lav

Thanks for Court today Every

went el 1 go back the 22nd Jav
has court fomormow at B45
tomorrow, 1dk who $ going you ori
a Jawyen bul if you go lell him 1 :

love him please It's:getting a little

depressing . a_ny_\,_\ge_a_y,_ggpdnlg_ht
john, RSN :

Wofk.ing onit
AH20PM

allowed to have cellphones m dwe :

a!i D IH forz sure gl\fE i
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Fiey just got back from work and
qot your message. Bive me 2 call.

Tell Javier that | have sOMEONE ¢
gning losee him, Truslhim as jt
was e

s = :
Jf R

'-W_henéi_atirtd li_e_ expect

s

Probably fomarrow

i I'myon the phone with him now, he
yeants o know'what's goingon -

“Not yet, | set it up withimy jobto.
‘take my lunch a1 830 on ronday
and vlock im 3l 830 50 1 won't be

Clate.m gonna 9o at 730, 1 didnt.
warti {o be fate forwork iwice in 0.

cone week, it looks unprofessional -1

-especially for my first week of -7

l'm .g.o.?n.g.i_d see him today 813
o ST TRAN

\’6& awale?
1174 PM

‘Needs’yo wail too.many people -
hat hastomake decision rekax

: Oi«ay he said he j:usi._-w.és_!ts.'t_o-!}e :
‘ot by isabelia's birthday :

-Did you get your Iicé_née_ restored?

LY

i

th my jobto -
“take my lunch at 830 on monday

ERTYE [N PO e, £ T TP IRV PRy

Hey john ¥m here idk it | should -
over 1o the public defender line or =/

ke o dan

CEIG PR
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o
e

- sorryivebeen akitle sick | wes
at cooper all day friday basically.:
“First thing lomerrow morming

A

oW WS VOUT weakend?

Wedon'tknow yel Vm waiting To

thems 1o call me back with results.
- “Yeah | saw you had Tamily time

with your nephew vesterday that's

eah sormy | was sleeping Jast

night because | had to'gelup.
super early loday 1o mesiore my -
ense which 1 did vay lol 'mon:

S
- -.Call me back before 1 because I'm
-not allowed to heve my phone in

; s
‘Restored my ficensa and made
o work by 845, I'maboss

A i
ey john | just spoke 1o jav. He |
:said he didn't sign the paper -
Cwaiving his right to an attorney. -
He refusedfo sign it He asked for -
+youthe second he was arrested.” "
and the West deptford police said

\We don't know yet. Tnnwaiting for:
sihem ic.call me back with resolts.
Yeah 1 sa you had family time
with-your nephew vesterday that's

;a_v-hés abail héarmcj on THursday
nd & VOP hearing onFriday

Tiiankgn_ﬁdness: Thals-sounds.
positive lol, What's g hail hearing? -

7

¢ wags arested

 Ypuing Secor wag arested -
and the West deptford police. said.

no.:He went 1o gloucester and
sked for his phone'call and - -

iawyeragain and they flat out said

no. He kept askingand they kept

“denying him. He even asked the :

prosecuterin gloucester and he -
said no, Then he finally got his
phone call at the Camden police
-siation. He said thal he didn't say -
anything thal's selfincriminating
hejust said whal you quys spoke -

- “about the's.z 22 year oid kid who

says stupid shit when he's'mad
USE e heet

CHey jobiJust ép;;k_ém javand he

‘said he didst have & bail hearing
‘foday. Just wanted toknow if

Ceverything is okay and if the vop |

earing is still on for lomorrow
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Fwd: Nohody I:ed Ismke w:th her

and called her yesterday and

confronted her about it. It was

because his ex called her :

Huhlamponfused 70 0 - | Too serious of a charge m)& an :

option yei

: be 's facmg what kmd of 1h|ngs h
San dq hasncallyhesjusl asiﬂng

mﬁ we gat discovery we can't
make thal calt We need lo lalk .
+ hack with Sofia fater

=Jaysaid that ihe pecple W
“denying him his lawyer were the:
gloucesier police apand the
“prosecutor, 1 hope this doesnt .~
DISS of the prosecutor slnce lhe

aseld aga:nsﬁ hlm .

“"he'was injuveniie probation, He
“finished in sunha gopd siandmg -

Yeah ] ﬂgurect you were driving, 'thatthey gave ham 5 laptop

L-Just let me know what time you.
think he can ceii yor sod can let
:h|m know when he calls me back

'.He ust called bacl Al he wanls
1o know }s what you 1hmk is gomg

And you'have 1o pick lip the
dicravery fre hie wasnan race pn

Bo you thmk meyre gonna Jel him

Al E
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- “And you have Lo piok Upthe
~ dispovery forhis weapon case on

- ~AugustTih

avier said pledse apgwer hig
Sphane.call

_ e
Hesaid please-pickcup he wanis.
‘Ao laliaboin thedeal -0

g
e &

e

Hesaid 7

Does the deat include imeina ©
halfway house? -

" What's the counler of fer? :

31 the deal dossn include time in

- -the hall way house he doesp”
Cwand i ’ o

8/14.0:00 A
SBAT R0 pm
8/198:00 am FICdate 000
L8/24 8:00 am judge Kelley -
He wanls to know whal's going on
with all of:the court dates and.
©.court papers’he’s Tecelving, S0
he's asking for you 1o make time .
~at B30 tonight 1o answeér his call,

[EEEN

‘Javier is going to call you lonight
before the phone.cuts off which is -
10. 8o please make fime. And hit -
ZAMD I @CCAPL. 1

the gzal doesn'tincluge”

.ii}_é'héif-wéji havse he doesn -

C_é}_]_hé dﬁ: 365 d.a'y':s andlha B
second chance progran: :

davier wanis ioknow i ispisa -
iable oplion forhim'ohcehe'sin

BATAB0
“B19 200 ain FIC date
28/24 900 am jurlge Kelley .

- Hewanis to know whal's going Gn o
- with all of the court dates and 0000

0K wﬁai time

PR

et you .knuw..dnc_e ! sbeék'id ()

Spoke 1o him .
GI2PM

davier is ity inall you at B30
“He wants Lo lalk 1o you aboutiis
case hecatise he has cort +

bmrmmrenir moel e o i dae udadita
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-case because he has court
iomormw and has no dea whais

Javiér eaid "can you pledse el
: dan thal i goi a}ob i latndry and
“alsolgel inlo the second chance
s program.J was lalking lo {he
Sargeant iodsy and on Seplember
‘st they're gonna release 500 -
peaple with nonvicent n_:ﬂ_m_es :
because of how cvercrowded the
jailis. 'S0 can he try and getme on
that list for the voo. Thanks’

Javier sard 'r:an yau p}ease tell

Sdan thai 1 qot 3 jobin Iaundry and

also 1 got into ihe second .ch_ance

& -program. i was talking to the
- Sargeant loday.and on. Sepiember
stthey're gonna release 5OC -
- people With.nonviolent ohimes:

béatse of hiw chercrowded the
jail is. S0 tan heiry and get me on

-ihat 1;51 fou the vap Thanks
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Civil Case Information Statement

Case Details: CAMDEN | Civil Part Docket# L-003489-18

Case Caption: NAVA JAVIER VS THE LAW OFFICES OF Case Type: LAW AGAINST DISCRIMINATION (LAD) CASES
C ONRAD J. Document Type: Complaint with Jury Demand

Case Initiation Date: 09/14/2018 Jury Demand: YES - 6 JURORS

Attorney Name: MATTHEW ALLEN LUBER Hurricane Sandy related? NO

Firm Name: MC OMBER & MC OMBER, PC Is this a professional malpractice case? NO

Address: 54 SHREWSBURY AVENUE Related cases pending: NO

RED BANK NJ 07701 If yes, list docket numbers:

Phone: Do you anticipate adding any parties (arising out of same
Name of Party: PLAINTIFF : NAVA, JAVIER transaction or occurrence)? NO

Name of Defendant’s Primary Insurance Company

(if known): Unknown

THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ON THIS FORM CANNOT BE INTRODUCED INTO EVIDENCE

CASE CHARACTERISTICS FOR PURPOSES OF DETERMINING IF CASE IS APPROPRIATE FOR MEDIATION

Do parties have a current, past, or recurrent relationship? YES
If yes, is that relationship: Business
Does the statute governing this case provide for payment of fees by the losing party? YES

Use this space to alert the court to any special case characteristics that may warrant individual
management or accelerated disposition:

Do you or your client need any disability accommodations? NO
If yes, please identify the requested accommodation:

Will an interpreter be needed? NO
If yes, for what language:

| certify that confidential personal identifiers have been redacted from documents now submitted to the
court, and will be redacted from all documents submitted in the future in accordance with Rule 1:38-7(b)

09/14/2018 /sl MATTHEW ALLEN LUBER
Dated Signed




