


1 arising under the United States Constitution, among other things. At all times 

2 herein the defendants, and each of them, were acting under color of state law when 

3 they violated or acted in collaboration to violate the rights secured to plaintiff 

4 under the United States Constitution, including the First, Fourth, Fifth, and 

5 Fourteenth Amendments thereto. 

6 	2. 	Jurisdiction is conferred on this Court by 28 U.S.C. sections 

7 1343(a)(3) and 1343(a)(4), which provide for original jurisdiction in this Court of 

8 all suits brought pursuant to 42 U.S.C. section 1983. Jurisdiction is also conferred 

9 by 28 U.S.C. Section 1331(a) because the claims for relief derive from the United 

10 States Constitution and the laws of the United States. This Court has supplemental 

11 jurisdiction over those of Plaintiffs claims based on state laws, pursuant to 28 

12 U.S.C. Section 1367. 

13 	 PARTIES 

14 	3. 	At all relevant times, Plaintiff, Alexander B. Kasdan, was a resident 

15 of the County of Los Angeles. 

16 	4. 	At all times applicable herein, the COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, 

17 STATE OF CALIFORNIA was and is a public entity ("COUNTY"); 

18 	5. 	At all times applicable herein, the DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL 

19 SERVICES ("DSS" or "Department of Social Services") and or the 

20 DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN AND FAMILY SERVICES ("DCFS"or "the 

21 Department") was and is a subdivision or entity of Defendant COUNTY OF LOS 

22 ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 

23 	6. 	At all times applicable herein Jackie Contreras, was the Director of 

24 DCFS and, as such, she had supervisory responsibility and authority over DCFS 

25 and its social workers and employees. Plaintiff is informed and believes and on 

26 such basis alleges that Contreras, at all relevant times mentioned herein, had the 

27 power to promulgate and implement policies governing the conduct of COUNTY 

28 social workers in relation to the Department's handling of juvenile dependency 
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matters. Plaintiff is further informed and believes and on such basis alleges that 

2 Contreras has and had the power to investigate the conduct of Department 

3 employees and to mete out discipline upon employees who engaged in the 

4 wrongful conduct alleged herein. On further information and belief, Plaintiff 

5 alleges that Contreras is an officer, agent, and employee of COUNTY. Contreras is 

6 not, herself a defendant in this action. However, she is identified herein as an 

7 agent of the County who had supervisory authority over the remaining County 

8 affiliated Defendants as the acting Director of DCFS. 

9 
	

7. 	At all times applicable herein, Defendant, Timmie Saltzman, was an 

10 individual residing, on information and belief, in Los Angeles County, and an 

11 officer, agent, and employee of COUNTY and DCFS. Defendant Saltzman is sued 

12 herein in both her individual capacity and in her official capacity as an employee 

13 of COUNTY. 

14 
	

8. 	At all times applicable herein, Defendant, Priscilla Ashburn, was, and 

15 remains, a Supervising Social Worker of DCFS. Defendant Ashburn was an 

Wel individual residing, on information and belief, in Los Angeles County, and an 

17 officer, agent, and employee of COUNTY and DCFS. Defendant Ashburn is sued 

18 herein in both her individual capacity and in her official capacity as an employee 

19 of COUNTY. Defendant Ashburn was, on information and belief, a Social 

20 Services Supervisor. She signed the 2/24/2010 Juris/Dispo Report which was filed 

21 with the Juvenile Court and accepted into evidence. When she did so, she knew 

22 the information contained therein was false, both directly and by omission. She 

23 also knew that the juvenile court was likely to accept the report into evidence and 

24 make decisions based on the information contained in the report even though that 

25 information was false and misleading. Defendant did the same thing with regard to 

26 the 03/25/2010 Addendum report. There, she falsely claimed that "The father has 

27 anger management problems and has a history of abusing the mother." Nothing 

28 was further from the truth, and she knew it. Not to be daunted, she continued to 
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I file false reports with the Juvenile Court including the 7/12/10 Addendum Report 

2 where she reiterated her earlier lies, and added to them. Later, on 8/12/2010 she 

3 even went so far as to intentionally misstate comments made by Plaintiff's 

4 therapist which were both material, and exculpatory in nature. Only a few days 

5 later Defendant Ashburn submitted yet another false report blaming Plaintiff for 

6 moving, away from his wife, when in truth Co-Defendant Saltzman (who earlier 

7 admitted she did not "like" Plaintiff) demanded that Ms. Kasdan and Plaintiff 

8 "split up," otherwise Ms. Kasdan would never be permitted to see her children 

9 again - of course this threat by Saltzman was left out of the report that was filed 

10 with the court. 

11 
	

9. 	At all times applicable herein, Defendant, Rosita Brennan, was an 

12 individual residing, on information and belief, in Los Angeles County, and an 

13 officer, agent, and employee of COUNTY and DCFS. Defendant Brennan is sued 

14 herein in both her individual capacity and in her official capacity as an employee 

15 of COUNTY. 

16 
	

10. At all times applicable herein, Defendant, Ebony Crow, was an 

17 individual residing, on information and belief, in Los Angeles County, and an 

18 officer, agent, and employee of COUNTY and DCFS. Defendant Crow is sued 

19 herein in both her individual capacity and in her official capacity as an employee 

20 of COUNTY. 

21 
	

11. At all times applicable herein, Defendant, Pauline Davis, was an 

22 individual residing, on information and belief, in Los Angeles County, and an 

23 officer, agent, and employee of COUNTY and DCFS. Defendant Davis is sued 

24 herein in both her individual capacity and in her official capacity as an employee 

25 of COUNTY. On information and belief, Defendant Davis signed aJuvenile 

26 Dependency Detention Report on January 12, 2010 under penalty of perjury. The 

27 report she signed contained false information which she knew, or after reasonable 

28 investigation, should have known was false and misleading. In addition, she 
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I intentionally and knowingly refrained from providing exculpatory information in 

2 that report knowing that the Juvenile Dependency Court would accept her report 

3 into evidence and make decision about Plaintiff and his family based on Davis's 

4 knowingly false report. 

5 	12. At all times applicable herein, Defendant, Pamela Burns, was an 

6 individual residing, on information and belief, in Los Angeles County, and an 

7 officer, agent, and employee of COUNTY and DCFS. Defendant Baths is sued 

8 herein in both her individual capacity and in her official capacity as an employee 

9 of COUNTY. On information and belief, Defendant Burns signed a Juvenile 

10 Dependency Detention Report on January 12, 2010 under penalty of perjury. The 

11 report she signed contained false information which she knew, or after reasonable 

12 investigation, should have known was false and misleading. In addition, she 

13 intentionally and knowingly refrained from providing exculpatory information in 

14 that report knowing that the Juvenile Dependency Court would accept her report 

15 into evidence and make decision about Plaintiff and his family based on Burns's 

16 knowingly false report. 

17 	13. At all times applicable herein, Defendant, Yolanda Johnson, was an 

18 individual residing, on information and belief, in Los Angeles County, and an 

19 officer, agent, and employee of COUNTY and DCFS. Defendant Johnson is sued 

20 herein in both her individual capacity and in her official capacity as an employee 

21 of COUNTY. Defendant Johnson was, at all times, Defendant Barbara Smith's 

22 supervisor. In that capacity Defendant Johnson signed the 1/1/2010 Detention 

23 Report under penalty of perjury. There, she falsely claimed that there was a 12 

24 year history of domestic violence and abuse between Plaintiff and his wife and 

25 children - among other things. The factual statements contained in the report were 

26 totally false - and Defendants Johnson knew it, or after a reasonable investigation 

27 would have know the statements to be false. In addition, Ms. Johnson falsely 

28 stated in the official sworn report that Tania Kasdan was not capable of 
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1 functioning on her own, and that she was "under the thumb" of Mr. Kasdan. All of 

'1 these statements were totally false and Defendant Johnson knew it at the time. 

3 
	

14. At all times applicable herein, Defendant, Thelma Gadson, was an 

4 individual residing, on information and belief, in Los Angeles County, and an 

5 officer, agent, and employee of COUNTY and DCFS. Defendant Gadson is sued 

6 herein in both her individual capacity and in her official capacity as an employee 

7 of COUNTY. On, or about, 1/21/2010 Defendant Gadson Lied to the Juvenile 

8 Dependency Court regarding the safety of Plaintiffs' children if they were placed 

9 with the Paternal Grandparents. This was done as part of the Agency's overall 

10 effort to unlawfully deprive Plaintiff of the custody of his children as set out in 

11 greater detail below. Plaintiff is informed and believes and on such basis alleges 

12 that Defendant Gadson, knew her statements to the Court were false, and that she 

13 knew her report would be accepted into evidence and relied upon by the Juvenile 

14 Court. 

15 
	

15. At all times applicable herein, Defendant, Julie Glazner, was an 

16 individual residing, on information and belief, in Los Angeles County, and an 

17 officer, agent, and employee of COUNTY and DCFS. Defendant Glazner is sued 

18 herein in both her individual capacity and in her official capacity as an employee 

19 of COUNTY. 

20 
	

16. At all times applicable herein, Defendant, Jamie Hem, was an 

21 individual residing, on information and belief, in Los Angeles County, and an 

22 officer, agent, and employee of COUNTY and DCFS. Defendant Hein is sued 

23 herein in both her individual capacity and in her official capacity as an employee 

24 of COUNTY. Plaintiff is informed and believes and on such basis alleges that 

25 Defendant Hein crafted and filed the following official reports with the Juvenile 

26 Dependency Court 2/24/2010 Juris/Dispo Report, the 03/25/2010, the Amended 

27 Juvenile Dependency Petition - signed under penalty of perjury on 4/08/2010, the 

7/12/10 Addendum Report, the 8/12/2010 Addendum Report where she reiterates 
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1 lies about plaintiffs and misstates therapist comments about him. In addition, 

2 Defendant Hein went on to file the following official reports: 8/19/2010 

3 Addendum report which contained knowingly false information and suppressed 

4 material exculpatory information. Perhaps more importantly for purposes of this 

5 litigation, Ms. Hein represented to the Juvenile Court on May 24, 2010 that 

6 Francis, Plaintiff's daughter, went to the hospital as a result of Mr. Kasdan's 

7 "hitting her upside the head." In truth, no such thing ever happened. In addition, 

8 Ms. Hein knowingly and falsely reported to the Juvenile Court in her earlier 

9 jurisdiction report that Mr. Kasdan had previously been arrested for domestic 

10 violence in 2000 when in fact, and in truth, Mr. Kasdan has never, ever, been 

11 arrested. 

12 
	

17. At all times applicable herein, Defendant, Belinda Marquez, was an 

13 individual residing, on information and belief, in Los Angeles County, and an 

14 officer, agent, and employee of COUNTY and DCFS. Defendant Marquez is sued 

herein in both her individual capacity and in her official capacity as an employee 

16 of COUNTY. 

17 
	

18. At all times applicable herein, Defendant, Eleazer Christian Degbor, 

18 was an individual residing, on information and belief, in Los Angeles County, and 

19 an officer, agent, and employee of COUNTY and DCFS. Defendant Degbor is 

20 sued herein in both his individual capacity and in his official capacity as an 

21 employee of COUNTY. Defendant Degbor, on information and belief, was at all 

22 times Defendant Saltzman's supervisor and at all times herein mentioned was 

23 aware of all pertinent facts and circumstances and agreed with, supported, and 

24 ratified the remaining Defendants' misconduct as alleged herein and below. 

25 Moreover, Plaintiff is informed and believes and on such basis alleges that 

26 Defendant Dagbor signed the Status Review Report dated 10/16/12 which was 

27 then submitted to the Juvenile Court and accepted into evidence. When she did so, 

28 she knew the information contained therein was false, both directly and by 
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1 omission. She also knew that the juvenile court was likely to accept the report into 

2 evidence and make decisions based on the information contained in the report 

3 even though that information was false and misleading. Nonetheless, she 

4 submitted the false report as part of the longstanding, ongoing, and continuing 

effort to unlawfully deprive Plaintiff of the custody and companionship of his 

ru children. This was all done in an effort to punish Plaintiff for standing up for his 

7 legal rights, refusing to admit guilt, and questioning the authority and motives of 

8 Defendants, and each of them. 

9 
	

19. At all times applicable herein, Defendant, Stephanie Rush, was an 

10 individual residing, on information and belief, in Los Angeles County, and an 

11 officer, agent, and employee of COUNTY and DCFS. Defendant Rush is sued 

12 herein in both her individual capacity and in her official capacity as an employee 

13 of COUNTY. On information and belief Plaintiff alleges that Defendant Rush 

14 signed the original Juvenile Dependency Petition which she then filed with the 

15 Juvenile Court on 1/1/20 10. There, Defendants Rush knowingly and intentionally 

16 made serious factual statements in support of her allegation which were knowingly 

17 and intentionally false. 

18 
	

20. At all times applicable herein, Defendant, Barbara Smith, was an 

19 individual residing, on information and belief, in Los Angeles County, and an 

20 officer, agent, and employee of COUNTY and DCFS. Defendant Smith is sued 

21 herein in both her individual capacity and in her official capacity as an employee 

22 of COUNTY. On information and belief Plaintiff alleges that Defendant Smith 

23 signed an Amended Juvenile Dependency Petition which she then filed with the 

24 Juvenile Court on 1/1/2010. The Amended Petition was signed under penalty of 

25 Perjury. It contained knowingly false information and knowing suppressed 

26 material exculpatory information that would have exonerated Plaintiff. In addition, 

27 Ms. Smith signed the 1/06/20 12 Detention report under penalty of perjury. There, 

28 she knowingly and falsely asserted that Mr. and Mrs. Kasdan together endured a 
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1 12 year history of domestic violence and abuse. This assertion was totally false, 

2 and Defendant Smith knew it at the time. Defendant Smith also falsely claimed 

3 that due to domestic abuse/violence Mrs. Kasdan had no friends, no money, no 

4 education, and was totally dependent on Plaintiff. All of these statements were 

knowingly false. 

21. At all times applicable herein, Defendant, Catherine Woillard, was an 

7 individual residing, on information and belief, in Los Angeles County, and an 

8 officer, agent, and employee of COUNTY and DCFS. Defendant Woillard is sued 

9 herein in both her individual capacity and in her official capacity as an employee 

10 of COUNTY. 

11 
	

22. At all times applicable herein, Defendant, Lisa Margolis, was an 

12 individual residing, on information and belief, in Los Angeles County, and an 

13 officer, agent, and employee of COUNTY and DCFS. Defendant Margolis is sued 

14 herein in both her individual capacity and in her official capacity as an employee 

15 of COUNTY. 

16 
	

23. At all times applicable herein, Defendant, Natalie Abrahami, was an 

17 individual residing, on information and belief, in Los Angeles County, and an 

18 officer, agent, and employee of COUNTY and DCFS. Defendant Abrahami is sued 

19 herein in both her individual capacity and in her official capacity as an employee 

20 of COUNTY. 

21 
	

24. At all times applicable herein, CHILDREN'S LAW CENTER OF 

22 LOS ANGELES (CLCLA) was and is a nonprofit, public interest law corporation 

23 created and funded by the Los Angeles County Superior Court to serve as 

24 appointed minors' counsel for Los Angeles County's children who are suspected 

25 of being abused and or neglected. 

26 
	

25. At all times applicable herein Defendant, Lloyd Bedell, was, and 

27 remains, an Attorney, Supervisor, employee and agent of CLCLA. On further 

28 information and belief, Plaintiff alleges that Defendant Bedell resides in Los 
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1 Angeles County, and is an officer, agent, and or employee of CLCLA. Defendant 

2 Bedell is in some manner responsible for the events and occurrences alleged 

3 herein. Moreover, Defendant Bedell, in an act of blatant retaliation for being 

4 named as a defendant in this law suit has withheld visitation between Plaintiff and 

5 his son, and has engaged in active and voluntary collaboration with the remaining 

6 defendants to unlawfully deprive Plaintiff of the companionship, custody, and 

7 control of his children. As part of the concerted effort by the remaining defendants 

8 to unlawfully strip Plaintiff of his parental rights, Defendant Bedell has assisted, 

9 aided, or abetted the remaining social worker and County defendants in the 

10 longstanding effort and scheme to deceive the Juvenile Court in order to obtain 

11 orders terminating or otherwise curtailing Plaintiff's parental rights. 

12 
	

26. Hereinafter, when referred to collectively, the Defendants identified 

13 in paragraphs 4 through 23, above, will be referred to as "GOVERNMENT 

14 DEFENDANTS." 

15 
	

27. Hereinafter, when referred to collectively, the Defendants identified 

16 in paragraphs 24 through 25, above, will be referred to as "PRIVATE 

17 DEFENDANTS." 

18 
	

28. Plaintiff is informed and believes and on such basis alleges that each 

19 of the above named Defendants was at all times acting under color of law in 

20 committing the acts herein alleged, and, that in doing the things herein alleged, 

21 Defendants, and each of them, were acting within the course and scope of their 

22 duties as employees or agents of COUNTY or were acting in joint, and/or 

23 voluntary, collaboration with the remaining Defendants. Specifically, Plaintiff is 

24 informed and believes and thereon alleges that each of the above named 

25 defendants joined together to voluntarily collaborate in the effort to remove, 

26 detain, and continue to detain Plaintiff's children from his care despite the fact that 

27 there was no true basis to do so; and, each of the Defendants knew, or with the 

28 exercise of reasonable care should have known, that the allegations they made 

10 
FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 

Case No. CV12-6793-GAF 



I against Plaintiff, and/or the other conduct engaged in by these Defendants, and 

2 each of them, was improper and violated Plaintiff's due process and privacy rights 

3 arising under the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States 

4 Constitution. 

5 	29. As to PRIVATE DEFENDANTS, Plaintiff is informed and believes 

6 and on such basis alleges that the Defendants, and each of them, developed their 

7 joint plan to remove, detain, and/or continue to detain Plaintiff's children from his 

8 care based on false allegations and unsupportable innuendo, each of them may 

9 have been a "private" actor under contract with the COUNTY to provide services 

10 to the Kasdan children. However, as soon as the PRIVATE DEFENDANTS 

11 voluntarily joined with the remaining GOVERNMENT DEFENDANTS and 

12 participated in their unlawful and unethical scheme, and jointly collaborated with 

13 the remaining Defendants, and each of them, to effectuate their plan of removing 

14 Plaintiff's children from his care, and detain/continue to detain his children when 

15 Defendants, and each of them, knew there was no basis to do so, then each of the 

16 PRIVATE DEFENDANTS were also acting under color of law in voluntary 

17 collaboration with the government in the unlawful conduct alleged herein below, 

18 and their liability is coextensive with that of the remaining GOVERNMENT 

19 DEFENDANTS with whom the PRIVATE DEFENDANTS voluntarily 

20 collaborated. 

21 	30. Plaintiff is presently unsure of the nature and the extent of the 

22 common scheme devised by Defendants, and each of them, other than what is set 

23 out herein. All juvenile court and DCFS records remain confidential until the 

24 Juvenile Court orders their release. Plaintiff has filed, or soon will file, his Petition 

25 for Disclosure of Records pursuant to California Welfare and Institutions Code 

26 827. It is anticipated that once those records are released, and all relevant facts are 

27 disclosed, Plaintiff will seek leave to amend this First Amended Complaint 

28 accordingly. 
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1 
	

31. Plaintiff is informed and believes and on such basis alleges that the 

2 PRIVATE DEFENDANTS, including, but not limited to, CLCLA attorney Bedell 

3 was at all times acting as an agent of COUNTY and/or in joint collaboration with 

4 the remaining COUNTY affiliated defendants in the effort to deprive Plaintiff of 

5 his parental rights in violation of the United States Constitution. As such, Plaintiff 

6 is further informed and believes and on such basis alleges that the PRIVATE 

7 DEFENDANTS, and each of them, were at all times relevant herein, acting under 

8 color of law in committing the acts herein alleged, and in so doing, were acting 

9 within the course and scope of their duties as governmental agents and/or 

10 employees and/or in joint and voluntary collaboration with such governmental 

11 agents and defendants. 

12 
	

32. Plaintiff is ignorant of the true names and capacities of those 

13 Defendants sued herein as DOES 1 through 100, and for that reason has sued such 

14 Defendants under such fictitious names. Plaintiff reserves his rights, and will seek 

15 leave of Court to amend this Complaint to identify said Defendants when their 

16 identities have been ascertained. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon 

17 alleges that each of the fictitiously named Defendants was in some manner liable 

18 and legally responsible in that their conduct caused the damages and injuries set 

19 forth herein. 

20 
	

33. Plaintiff is further informed and believes and on such basis alleges 

21 that each of the above named parties was and is the agent, employee, principal, or 

22 employer of each of the remaining Defendants and/or vice versa. In addition, 

23 Plaintiff is informed and believes and on such basis alleges that the Defendants 

24 named hereinabove, and each of them, are responsible in some manner for the 

25 occurrences herein alleged, and that each of the above named Defendants 

26 conspired with, and/or aided and/or abetted each of the remaining Defendants in 

27 committing the acts herein alleged. 

28 
	

COMMON ALLEGATIONS 
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1 
	

34. Plaintiff Alexander B. Kasdan and Tania V. Zabrodskaya met in 

2 Moscow, Russia, in 1997. Alex was a United States citizen working for Credit 

3 Suisse First Boston Investment Bank in its Moscow office. Tania, a Russian 

4 citizen, was working as the executive assistant to the president of Mapo Bank in 

5 Moscow. Prior to that she held a post as executive assistant to Alisher Usmanov, 

6 one of the most successful and wealthy industrialists in the world! 

7 
	

35. Both Tania and Alex were, and are, highly educated and capable 

D. people. Tania holds a Master of Science degree with honors in electro-mechanical 

9 engineering from the Moscow Mining Institute, which is one of the most 

10 prestigious technical universities in Russia, and is recognized as one the best 

11 technical universities in the world. 

12 
	

36. Alex is also an accomplished scholar. While an undergraduate student 

13 at Middlebury College, Alex studied International Law and International 

14 Economics at the University of Florence, Italy, from 1986 to 1987. He returned to 

15 the United States to graduate magna cum laude, Phi Beta Kappa, from Middlebury 

16 College in 1988 with degrees in Economics and Italian. Alex continued his 

17 education at Columbia University Law School, where he graduated in 1994 with a 

18 Juris Doctorate. 

19 
	

37. Alex and Tania met and fell in love in Moscow. They were married 

20 later the same year, on December 6, 1997, and started their life together as a 

21 family. It had always been Tania' s dream to have children, and together Alex and 

22 Tania worked toward getting their lives into a position where Tania could realize 

23 that dream. 

24 
	

38. 	But, Tania was unable to have children due to her debilitating eating 

25 disorders. Tania had been afflicted with severe bulimia and anorexia since she was 

26 a child. The disease was physically and emotionally taxing and led Tania to 

27 

28 	'http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alisher_Usmanov  
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1 attempt suicide on more than one occasion. Her disease went largely untreated in 

2 Russia due to the lack of medical expertise with her illness. After doing extensive 

3 research Alex and Tania decided to attempt treatment with eating disorders 

4 specialists in the United States. 

5 
	

39. They traveled to New York for a two-week "test" treatment with John 

6 Ryder, Ph.D. and Dr. Felix Kleiman, M.D., among others. It seemed like Tania 

7 benefitted from the treatments, and the couple decided to relocate to the United 

8 States to get further appropriate medical treatment for Tania's condition. To 

9 provide medical treatment for Tania, Alex left his extremely promising and 

10 lucrative job at Credit Suisse First Boston in Moscow and moved the family to the 

11 United States. Fortunately, Alex was able to find a job in New York as Associate 

12 General Counsel at Schiumberger, Inc., a $150 billion NYSE-listed company. 

13 
	

40. In 1998, immediately upon their arrival in the United States, Tania 

14 was hospitalized for two weeks at an eating disorders clinic in Livingston, NJ, a 

15 medical facility that specialized in treating psychiatric eating disorders. There she 

16 was diagnosed with Manic Depression. Doctors prescribed Lithium to treat her 

17 illness. But, she refused to take it because she wanted to have children and was 

18 concerned that Lithium might either impact her ability to do so, or worse, might 

19 impact the health of her yet unborn children. With treatment, Tania' s condition 

20 improved significantly. She became pregnant with the couple's first child, M.K., 

21 shortly after being released from the hospital in 1998. The couple moved into a 

22 beachfront condo in Long Branch, New Jersey. Even though it was over 2 hours 

23 from Alex's work, the couple believed the atmosphere would be good for Tania's 

24 health and temperament— things weren't perfect, but they improved tremendously 

25 with continued treatments. Their life was good. 

26 
	

41. With the birth of their first child, the couple's life was on a solid 

27 trajectory of upward mobility. Tania's medical condition was being treated 

28 appropriately, Alex's career was going well, and the couple was happy. It had 
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1 always been Tania' s dream to have many children, so the couple began working 

2 on it. In June 2001, they were blessed with another baby, F.K. By that time, the 

3 Kasdans were able to hire a nanny and housekeeper to help Tania take care of the 

4 children in order to lighten the load on her and allow her ample opportunity to 

5 continue with her psychiatric therapy and treatments. Alex encouraged Tania to 

6 get involved in social activities, seek part time employment or enroll in college to 

7 improve her English, but Tania always refused to do so, saying she wanted to stay 

8 home with the children. Tania's eating disorders and inability to eat in front of 

9 other people made social interactions very difficult for her. 

10 
	

42. In 2002, the family relocated to Los Angeles in part so that the 

11 children could be closer to Alex's parents, who lived in Santa Barbara, and in part 

12 because of better career opportunities due to the deterioration of business 

13 opportunities in New York after the 9-11 Tragedy, which Alex witnessed 

14 firsthand. Throughout the course of the marriage, Tania's mother frequently 

15 visited the family in the United States. This continued even after the Kasdans 

16 moved to the West Coast. 

17 
	

43. The couple's third child, S.K. was born in 2003, followed by their 

18 son, C.K. in 2006. By this time, the family also had two dogs (including the 

19 Dachshund they brought from Russia) and a cat. The couple's life revolved around 

20 their children, schools, sports, art school, camping, taking the children to the 

21 theater, movies, birthday parties, etc. Given Tania's health issues and resulting 

22 inability to focus on household matters, Alex was responsible for taking the 

23 children to doctors, dentists, schools, after-school activities, as well as managing 

24 the family finances, and insurance. Alex wanted to leave as much time to Tania as 

25 possible to deal with her medical issues and treatments hoping that she would be 

26 able to get her health issues under control. 

27 
	

44. Although, at various times during the marriage, Alex would have 

28 liked to have a second income, and at various times encouraged Tania to get a job 
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1 or get involved in other activities, Tania was always adamant that she wanted to be 

2 an "at-home" mom. Alex abided by her wishes, and fortunately generated 

3 sufficient income so that it was possible for her to do this. By 2009, Alex's 

4 business, an investment banking and real estate advisory firm, was finally getting 

5 significant positive traction, and the family was doing pretty well. 

	

6 
	

45. Then, things took a turn for the worse. Over the years, Tania 

7 underwent treatment with more than 10 different psychiatrists in New York, New 

I Jersey, Boston and Los Angeles, all with intermittent results and no long-term 

9 cure. At times Tania's progress was substantial. But, Tania's bulimia, anorexia, 

10 and depression are chronic and progressive diseases. Every treatment and hope 

11 eventually ended in a relapse, with Tania spending hours each day in the bathroom 

12 purging. By 2009, the problems caused by her illness were compounded by her 

13 increasing use, and growing abuse, of alcohol. By that time, still hoping for a cure 

14 and wanting to preserve his family, Alex finally talked Tania into getting regular 

15 treatment with a psychiatrist and convinced her to attend daily Alcoholics 

16 Anonymous meetings. Tania refused to admit that she had eating disorders to 

17 anyone, and even though Alex was begging her to go to Overeaters Anonymous or 

18 to another group dealing with bulimia and anorexia, she adamantly refused. She 

19 continued to blame all her health issues on external factors, e.g., house not large 

20 enough, no backyard, hatred of Pacific Palisades, friends, lack of friends, doctors, 

21 Alex, children, etc. 

	

22 
	

46. It bears note that there is a huge co-morbidity correlation between 

23 eating disorders and alcoholism. It is common for people suffering from bulimia 

24 and anorexia to devolve into alcoholism. Eating disorders are debilitating diseases 

25 affecting all aspects of the victim's life and family relationships. This is exactly 

26 what happened to Tania. Throughout the marriage, Alex undertook numerous 

27 activities with the children, including skiing, family vacations, soccer, camping, 

28 etc. on his own, because Tania was either unable, or refused, to do so because of 
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1 her deteriorating condition. Finally, in September 2009, she was hospitalized at 

2 the Resnick Psychiatric Hospital at UCLA because of her eating disorders. In 

3 November 2009, Tania also had to undergo an abdominal surgery for a prolapsed 

4 rectum, a complication resulting from her long history of eating disorders and 

5 hinging and purging. 

	

6 
	

47. Despite Tania's health problems, by December 31, 2009, Alex and 

7 Tania had been together and happily married for a little over 12 years. They had 

8 four wonderful children together, three girls, 10, 8 and 6, and a little boy of 3. 

	

9 
	

48. On December 31, 2009— less than two months after her 

10 hospitalization, Tania called Alex at work. Alex could immediately tell something 

11 was wrong, and he was worried. Tania was very upset, agitated and a little drunk. 

12 She was slurring her words. She said the neighbors had complained to her about 

13 the children playing in the street. Tania started yelling and screaming at Alex over 

14 the telephone saying she "can't deal with this anymore." He didn't know what she 

15 meant, and was concerned for her safety and the safety of the children. Alex 

16 rushed home. He arrived there at approximately 1:00 p.m. and found Tania in the 

17 kitchen very agitated and obviously inebriated, with an almost finished bottle of 

18 wine next to her. Not wanting to make Tania angrier and trying to avoid a drunken 

19 altercation, Alex left her alone, and went outside with their son, C.K., to play ball 

20 and vacuum the car in preparation for their annual family ski trip - which was 

21 scheduled for the next day. His oldest child, M.K., then 10 years-old, came out and 

22 said Tania demanded to speak to him. 

	

23 
	

49. Alex went inside and found Tania downstairs in the kids' bedroom, 

24 lying in bed with the covers over her head pouting. She told him, "No more 

25 holiday party. Take the kids and go to your parents." Alex replied that his parents, 

26 whom Tania had invited to the party almost a month before, were already on their 

27 way from Santa Barbara. The exchange escalated into a verbal argument. During 

28 the argument, the child F.K. threw a small, rubber ball which hit Alex in the back. 
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1 Alex turned around and brushed F.K. away and told her to leave the room so that 

2 he could have a conversation with "mom." F.K. was not injured in any way, but 

3 she began crying. Using a number of obscenities, Tania started screaming at Alex 

4 to get out of the house and go to his parents, saying, "We don't want you here." 

5 Alex left, as requested, and drove to the store. After allowing Tania to "cool off' 

6 for a short time, Alex returned to the home to find two police officers there. 

	

7 
	

50. Alex spent the next 3-4 hours handcuffed, speaking to the police in 

8 the driveway and locked in a police cruiser. The police also interviewed all 

9 'present, including Alex's wife and all 4 children. Alex was not arrested, nor 

10 criminally charged for any wrongdoing but was advised to spend the night 

11 "elsewhere" to diffuse the situation. Alex was unable to find a hotel, as it was New 

12 Years Eve so he spent the night in his SUV. 

13 
	

51. During the night, unbeknownst to Alex, Defendant Barbara Smith, a 

14 DCFS investigator, came to the home and spoke to Tania and the children, who 

15 denied there had been any violence in the home. Smith completed the interview 

16 and left the home at about 3:00 a.m. the morning of January 1, 2010. She left the 

17 children in the home at that time finding no evidence that any of the children were 

18 in immediate danger of sustaining any injury from either parent. 

	

19 
	

52. Interestingly, Barbara Smith speaks no Russian whatsoever. Yet, 

20 Tania's English is so poor that during the Juvenile Dependency Proceedings, she 

21 required, and was provided, a Russian language interpreter. This is a recurring 

22 theme throughout the so-called investigation. At no time did any of the Defendants 

23 provide a Russian language interpreter, yet somehow, they were mystically able to 

24 adequately communicate with Tania in order to achieve their nefarious purposes, 

25 i.e. gin up false evidence to deprive Plaintiff of a fair hearing, steal his children, 

26 and destroy his family. 

	

27 
	

53. Thinking that his private family issues with his wife had resolved, 

28 Alex returned to the house the morning of January 1, 2010, and spent the balance 
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1 of the morning with Tania and the children packing and preparing for the family 

2 ski-trip to Mammoth they had planned weeks before. When they were done 

3 packing, Alex took his children to Palisades Park to give Tania a little more time 

4 alone to rest. After a wonderful day with his children at the park, Alex headed 

5 home at about 4:00 p.m. On his way home, he stopped by CVS Pharmacy to buy 

6 some snacks for the children and some bottled water for the long drive up to 

7 Mammoth. While he was at CVS, Alex received a frantic call from Tania. She was 

8 in a panic. Alex asked her to calm down and explain what was wrong. Tania said 

9 that Defendant Barbara Smith had called her on the phone and ordered her to not 

10 allow Alex back into the home, and to call 911 if he tried to come into the house. 

11 Ms. Smith also told Tania that she was coming over to the house right away. 

12 Concerned, and not understanding exactly what was going on, Alex rushed home 

13 with his children. This was the last time Alex would spend the day alone with his 

14 children - perhaps forever. 

15 
	

54. At approximately 5:00 p.m. that same day, two Los Angeles Police 

16 officers came to the house accompanied by Social Services Agent Barbara Smith, 

17 and two others. The Social Workers ordered Alex to leave his home. They had no 

18 warrant or properly obtained court order giving them authority to do this. They 

19 claimed they had a "restraining order." But, on information and belief, this was a 

Ai] lie. The Social Workers stated that they were - then and there - detaining the 

21 children from his care and custody. Alex thought the entire circumstance and 

22 Smith's claim of authority to seize his children was unlawful and improper, and he 

23 told her so. He told Smith that she had no authority whatsoever to order him out of 

24 his own home. Smith became angry and incensed. She became visibly hostile 

25 toward Alex. She scribbled the address of the dependency court and the date of the 

26 Detention Hearing as January 6, 2010, at 8:00 am, on a scrap of paper and said: 

27 "there is your Notice, you'd better be at the hearing; and until then you'd better do 

28 as I say if you want to see your children ever again, and stay away." 
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1 
	

55. Alex told Smith, in essence, that the scrap of paper was not a properly 

2 obtained court order, there was no danger to his children or his wife, and that she 

3 had no authority to issue any proclamations and commands without first obtaining 

4 a court order or warrant. Smith became extremely angry when her authority was 

5 properly challenged. She threatened Alex that if he disobeyed her orders, she 

6 would have the police arrest him on the spot, and he would lose his children. The 

7 police officers moved in close to Alex in a menacing manner. He spoke to his 

8 wife in Russian, to assuage her concerns about the developing situation, and began 

9 walking down the driveway to leave as ordered. Defendant Smith told Tania that 

10 unless Alex left the house, the DCFS would take the children away from both 

11 parents. At no point in time during or prior to this exchange was there any 

12 reasonable or articulable evidence to suggest that any of the children were in 

13 danger of sustaining any form of injury at the hands of either of their parents. 

14 
	

56. As Alex walked out to the driveway followed by the LAPD and 

15 Defendant Smith, he tried to get her to explain to him what was going on, and 

16 what the basis was for her seizure of his children, separation from his family, and 

17 the ouster from his family home. He said, "Come on, this is all one big 

18 misunderstanding. Look at the SUV (a Denali XL) packed to the gills with ski 

19 gear; we are going to Mammoth tomorrow. The kids have been waiting for this 

20 trip all year. Don't you think if I were a danger and the kids were afraid of me, 

21 they wouldn't want to go?" Smith responded in an irritated, aggressive, and angry 

22 tone, "You are not going anywhere. I know plenty of people that take their kids 

23 skiing and kill them when they come back." Smith yelled at Alex and accused him 

24 of being crazy. She said he should be under the care of a psychiatrist. There was 

25 no evidence in Smith's possession, and there never has been any evidence, to 

26 suggest that Smith's accusations were true. 

27 
	

57. Without a warrant, consent, or exigent circumstances Smith seized all 

28 four children from Alex's care, custody, and control. He was ordered by the social 
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1 worker to refrain from returning to his own home. Smith told Alex that the 

2 children would also be taken from their mother if he returned to the home. The 

3 worker also ordered Alex to refrain from even visiting - saying that if he did, she 

4 would put the children in foster care placement immediately. Alex followed her 

5 orders and stayed away from his family home with the exception that on January 3, 

6 2012, Alex, Tania and the children went together to consult with counsel as to 

7 how to deal with the DCFS matter. 

	

8 
	

58. From January 1, 2010 to January 5, 2010, Alex stayed at a Four 

9 Points Sheraton hotel by the Los Angeles Airport. On the evening of January 5, 

10 2010, while leaving work at or about 7 pm, Alex received a phone call on his cell 

11 phone from a person who identified himself as an LAPD officer. The officer 

12 advised Alex that Alex's wife and all four children had just been in a "horrific car 

13 crash." The officer told Alex to come down to the accident scene, and to be 

14 careful, i.e., "drive slowly." Hearing that, Alex assumed his family were all dead. 

15 When Alex arrived at the scene of the car crash about 15 minutes later, he found a 

16 completely totaled Audi Q7 SUV that had hit a tree. The doors had to be cut off to 

17 get the passengers out. By that time, Tania and the four children had been taken to 

18 two different UCLA hospitals. Alex spent the rest of the night speeding between 

19 two different emergency rooms with the four children until about 3:30 a.m. Alex's 

20 parents and brother came from Santa Barbara to be with the children the following 

21 day. Tania was unconscious on a respirator. Three year-old Charlie had a broken 

22 ankle, which had to be reset twice. Finally, at approximately 4 a.m., Alex was able 

23 to bring the children home. 

	

24 
	

59. But, the nightmare was not over. At 6 a.m., that morning, social 

25 workers showed up at the home with the police banging on the door. Alex, worn 

26 out from the night's ordeal, was asleep at the time and did not answer. The social 

27 workers, including Defendant Dora Arosco, started calling incessantly on the 

28 telephone at 8 a.m. 
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60. On the morning of January 6, 2010, on information and belief, the 

2 DCFS through its social workers Pauline Davis, and Pamela Burns, in 

3 collaboration with others, under the supervision of Defendant Belinda Marquez, 

4 who had known that the allegations against Alex not only had not been verified, 

5 but were false and misleading, filed a juvenile dependency petition against Tania, 

6 Alex, M.K., F.K., S.K. and C.K.. 

	

7 
	

61. Their petition alleged that Alex had "physically abused F.K.," and 

8 that the family had a "12 year history of domestic violence." These allegations 

9 were totally baseless and false. The petition was signed under penalty of perjury 

10 by Defendants Barbara Smith, Yolanda Johnson, yet the social workers who 

11 signed the petition knew the allegations of the petition were false or reasonably 

12 should have known that the allegations set out in the petition and attested to under 

13 penalty of perjury were false. At that point in time they had conducted no 

14 meaningful investigation to substantiate the sworn allegations in the petition, and 

15 had no personal knowledge of the truth or falsity of said sworn allegations. 

	

16 
	

62. On information and belief, Kathy Silva, Barbara Baths, and Pauline 

17 Davis, and each of them, were all aware that on the evening prior to the first 

18 hearing on their false sworn petition, Tania was involved in a car accident with all 

19 four children resulting in severe injuries to all, including multiple concussions, 

20 blunt trauma and broken bones. Tania did not appear at the hearing because she 

21 was still in the hospital unconscious, intubated and heavily sedated. 

	

22 
	

63. Despite their knowledge of the true circumstances, Defendants lied to 

23 the juvenile court at the detention hearing stating essentially that Tania had been 

24 injured by Alex in some manner. In truth, she had nearly been killed in a car 

25 accident when Alex was nowhere near, and not in any way involved - and these 

26 Defendants knew it. Yet, consistent with the customs and practices within the 

27 juvenile dependency system in Los Angeles County, on information and belief, 

NO these defendants failed to disclose to the court that Alex was not even present 
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I when the accident happened because they had ordered him to stay away based on 

'1 false allegations that he was "crazy" - and he abided by their commands. 

64. In later proceedings, on information and belief, Defendants, and each 

4 of them, even went so far as to falsely claim that Alex beat Tania up while she was 

5 driving, and that was the reason for the crash. All of these statements and 

6 renditions of the events were lies calculated by the Defendants to deceive the 

7 Court as part of their malicious effort to strip Alex's children from his care and rip 

8 his family apart. The actual cause of the accident - and Defendants knew this - 

9 was that Tania suffered a seizure due to her illness, lost consciousness and crashed 

10 her car. She was not inebriated at the time of the accident. According to the 

11 emergency room doctors, the apparent cause of the accident was Tania's suffering 

12 a seizure due to alcohol withdrawal. Even though there was no evidence at all to 

13 support Defendants' concocted story, the children were not released back into 

14 Alex's care. Instead, Defendants, continued to falsely assert to the juvenile court 

15 that Alex battered his wife of 12 years, and was a danger to his children. 

16 
	

65. In interviews with DCFS, Tania indicated that she had a serious 

17 eating disorder, which had caused her to be hospitalized on prior occasions, as 

18 well as a drinking problem. Both Tania and Alex denied that there was any 

19 domestic violence in the home, but the Defendant social workers, and each of 

,iI them, falsely claimed in their many written court reports that the family presented 

21 as a classic domestic violence household where the father exerted all the power 

22 and control, and the mother minimized or denied the abuse. The children further 

23 stated that they were not afraid of their father. But, this information was 

24 suppressed from Defendants' written reports to the juvenile court. 

25 
	

66. Alex was concerned, appropriate and cooperative with the DCFS's so 

26 called "investigation." Professionals at the UCLA Medical Center stated that Alex 

27 was appropriate in his behavior and interactions regarding the children's injuries, 

28 resulting from Tania's January 5, 2010 crash. The Children's foster care givers 
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described Alex as "having genuine concern for the well being of his children," 

2 "gentle," "attentive" and "affectionate" with the children and "responsive to their 

3 needs." The foster care givers further described him as "respectful and grateful for 

4 their attention to the children's needs." None of this positive and exculpatory 

5 information was provided to the Juvenile Court in Defendants' reports, even in 

6 spite of their moral and statutory duty to report such information. Instead, this 

7 material exculpatory information was intentionally and maliciously suppressed as 

8 part of the scheme to punish Alex for standing up for his rights. 

9 
	

67. In early January 2010, Defendant Thelma Gadson interviewed Alex's 

10 parents, Leon and Valentine Kasdan and produced a report to the court containing 

11 false negative information about Alex and the paternal grandparents, falsely 

12 stating, among other things, that the paternal parents would not acknowledge the 

13 domestic violence between Tania and Alex and would not and could not protect 

14 the children from Alex. At the time the report to the juvenile court was written, 

15 Defendant Gadson knew that it was false and misleading. On information and 

16 belief, the false report was generated with the sole purpose of framing Alex as an 

17 abusive father and spouse, and perpetuating the dependency case and detention of 

IV Alex's children from his care. The entire case against Alex was based on the false 

19 statements of Defendants, conjecture, and innuendo. At no point in time did the 

20 social worker defendants, or any of them, investigate the sworn allegations 

21 contained in the juvenile dependency petition, or the information contained in 

22 their various written court reports. Instead, they simply made up "facts" to suit 

23 their purpose. The Defendants simply compiled a list of false, misleading and 

24 fraudulent information which they then put in their reports to the court to support 

25 their agenda and vendetta against Alex. Alex is an accomplished and intelligent 

26 man. When he properly challenged their authority at the outset on January 1, 2010, 

27 the agency itself turned against him. The mission unlawfully shifted from one "to 

28 

24 
FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 

Case No. CV12-6793-GAF 



1 protect the children" to one focused on crushing Alex and teaching him not to ever 

2 challenge their authority again. 

3 
	

68. Barbara Smith, Pauline Davis, Yolanda Johnson, Jamie Hem, Pamela 

4 Ban-is, Julie Glazner, Belinda Marquez, Frida Mostofi other DCFS social workers 

5 and Defendant Bedell started their lies and scheming against Alex when he 

6 decided to stand on his rights, defend himself against their false and salacious 

7 attacks, and refused to admit to their lies and spurious allegations. In retribution 

8 for Alex's uppity behavior Defendants, and each of them, collaborated together 

9 and entered into a common course of action designed to ruin Alex's life and 

10 family. Once Defendants' false image of Alex was firmly established in the eyes of 

11 the juvenile court, Defendants offered Alex a "confession conundrum:" Admit 

12 your guilt, accept responsibility and show remorse for "crimes" (that Alex had 

13 never committed against his family), or lose your children forever. Alex told 

14 Defendants in no uncertain terms that he would never admit to their false and 

15 baseless allegations, but instead was going to expose their wrongdoing and sue 

M them. This really made them angry - in response Defendants, and each of them, 

17 turned up the heat. 

18 
	

69. On January 7, 2010, less than two days after Tania's auto accident, 

19 Defendants Pauline Davis and another DCFS social worker who did not identify 

20 herself (identified herein as DOE 1), barged into Tania' s hospital room at UCLA 

21 Medical Center, after the doctor had informed them that Tania was heavily sedated 

22 and in no position to speak with anybody. Defendant Davis proceeded to 

23 interrogate Tania even though Tania was medically and legally disabled from 

24 participating in such an interrogation - it bears note that Ms. Davis does not speak 

25 Russian and no Russian interpreter was provided to Tania during this 

26 interrogation. Base on that interview, Davis wrote a false and misleading report, 

27 which she knew to be false, and filed it with the court. When she filed her false 

28 report with the juvenile court she knew it would be accepted into evidence, and 
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1 that the court would make critical decision about this family based on the false 

2 information in her report. There, Davis claimed Tania disclosed a history of 

3 domestic violence. This was false. Tania denied any such history on multiple 

4 occasions afterward. These false reports were created to paint Alex in as negative 

5 a light as possible - even though it was a false light. No investigation was ever 

6 conducted - noone interviewed the neighbors, school teachers, children's doctors, 

7 dentists, soccer and karate coaches, friends' parents, or any other collateral 

8 contacts. Alex produced a number of reference letters from various individuals 

9 that had known the family for a long time, all saying very positive things about 

10 him as a parent, but that information was completely disregarded by the 

11 Defendants, as was the letter from the UCLA Emergency Room attending 

12 physician, Dr. McCullough, dated January 6, 2010, stating that "based on nearly 5 

13 hours of interaction with Mr. Kasdan ... his behavior and interaction [with] his 

14 children have been entirely appropriate and concerned." Dr. McCullough stated 

15 further, "It is my opinion based on years of experience evaluating the behavior of 

16 parents, children and patients in danger from abuse that Mr. Kasdan can provide a 

17 safe and appropriate environment for his children." 

18 	70. None of this material exculpatory information was presented to the 

19 juvenile court in the many court reports filed by Defendants. Instead, it was 

20 actively suppressed. 

21 	71. On January 11, 2010, B elinda Marquez and Julie Glasner, both 

22 county social workers, interviewed Tania at the DCFS office. Alex had brought 

23 Tania, who was on crutches, with a broken leg, recovering from the January 5, 

24 2010 auto accident to the interview. That fact that he drove her there was later 

25 held against him in further false statements contained in the court reports, as 

26 "evidence of domestic violence." Defendants Marquez and Glasner worked on 

27 Tania for over two and a half hours in an aggressive and abusive manner telling 

28 her that she needs to acknowledge the history of domestic violence, take the 
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children to an undisclosed domestic violence shelter and leave Alex. 2  Threatening 

her that if she did not do so, DCFS would take the children away from her too. 

Specifically, when Tania told Defendants Marquez and Glasner that Alex was "a 

good man, a good husband and a great father," and denied any domestic violence, 

these Defendants told her that she must not want to protect the children (from 

some undisclosed threat), and that the children were going to be taken away from 

her unless she admitted Alex was a bad man, and agreed to take the children and 

leave him. 

72. On January 21, 2010, Tania appeared in court with the assistance of a 

Russian language interpreter. The children remained detained and both parents 

were granted only monitored visitation, but were not permitted to visit at the same 

time. Still, there was no true evidence to suggest that Alex was a danger to 

anyone; and, the social worker defendants suppressed the true facts about Tania's 

chronic and debilitating illness, including the fact that it was her illness that was 

the cause of all the injuries sustained by her and the children, i.e., the car accident 

earlier in the month. 

73. On April 8, 2010, DCFS through its social workers Timmie Saltzman, 

Jamie Hem, Eleazer C. Degbor, and Priscilla Ashburn filed a first amended 

petition which alleged under penalty of perjury that Tania had a history of eating 

disorders as well as alcohol abuse and that Mr. Kasdan had failed to protect the 

children from Tania' s alcohol use all of which placed the children at risk of harm. 

While it was true that Tania had a long history of eating and mental disorders, it 

was completely and totally false that Alex had ever failed to protect the children or 

placed them in any risk of harm - and the social workers knew it. The only time 

the children ever suffered any harm was when these social workers threw Alex out 

20n information and belief, neither of these Defendants spoke Russian, and no Russian 
interpreter was provided. 
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1 of his own home and separated him from his family without just cause, exigency, 

2 or a warrant. 

3 
	

74. The amended petition, as with the previous petition, was signed under 

4 penalty of perjury. As before, the social worker who signed the petition, on 

5 information and belief, knew or reasonably should have known that the allegations 

6 set out in the petition and attested to under penalty of perjury were false - at least 

7 as to plaintiff. 

8 
	

75. On information and belief, on March 1, 2011, Defendants Tiinmie 

9 Saltzman, Eleazer Degbor and Woillard prepared their jurisdiction/disposition 

10 report. In that report they list a series of statements which were falsely attributed 

11 to Alex, Tania, and the children. The statements consisted of totally false 

12 attributions - meaning nobody ever said the things that were being attributed to 

13 them. For example, it was falsely reported that Defendant Woillard spoke to then 

14 foster care giver, Linda Rideaux, about Alex's "wanting to control the situation," 

15 and "was mad." This conversation with Ms. Rideaux, in fact, never took place. In 

16 the same report, Defendant Elkins falsely stated that Alex "threatened the mother" 

17 during visits. This was totally false. It never happened. Defendants Jamie Hem 

18 and Tinmiie Saltzman prepared this false report, and in doing so simply made up 

19 false stories and fabricated evidence to fit their purpose - which was to punish 

20 Alex for his insolence and to teach him not to ever challenge their authority again. 

21 In addition, they continued to repeat and reiterate the lies told in earlier reports 

22 and petitions filed with the Juvenile Dependency Court. 

23 
	

76. Both Tania and Alex, and even the children, repeatedly denied that 

24 there was domestic violence in the home, but the social workers refused to report 

25 the truth, and instead reported - based on Defendants' lies and concocted story - 

26 that the family presented as a "classic" domestic violence household where the 

27 Plaintiff "exerted all the power and control and the wife minimized or denied the 

28 abuse." Tania's denial of any abuse was maliciously and falsely portrayed as 
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1 "evidence" of the Defendant's so called "classic example." Social workers Jamie 

2 Hein and Timmie Saltzman, made it their agenda to consistently and continuously 

3 present their knowingly false "story" to the juvenile dependency court as part of 

4 their malicious effort to rip this family apart. The false story was reiterated in all 

5 future reports as if it were the established truth. In fact, there was never any 

6 evidence - other than the fabricated evidence - to suggest that any part of the 

7 concocted story was true. 

	

8 
	

77. Despite the many suppressed statements from all the witnesses, and 

9 the fact Defendants did not have one iota of true evidence to support Defendants' 

10 claims and the sworn allegations of the petitions, Defendants, and each of them, 

11 continued to press the false claim that Plaintiff had failed to protect his children 

12 and beaten his wife. In fact, the children were injured under DCFS's control and 

13 only after Defendants had ordered Mr. Kasdan to stay out of his home and away 

14 from his wife and children. 

	

15 
	

78. A police report dated February 5, 2010 regarding the New Year's Eve 

16 incident states that Tania told the investigating officer that she had been under a 

17 lot of stress and began to argue with Alex when he came home from work. During 

18 the argument, she pulled a blanket over her head. Tania told the officer that Alex 

19 pulled the blanket off of her but never struck her. In the social worker's Report, 

20 Defendants falsely stated to the juvenile court that Alex was a "batterer" with an 

21 anger management problem whose family had to be protected from him. These 

22 allegations were totally false, and the social worker defendants knew it at the time 

23 they filed their reports with the court. Defendants further lied to the juvenile court 

24 when they painted Tania as a long-term victim of domestic violence, including 

25 physical abuse. In the family's entire history, there had never been any violence 

26 perpetrated against anyone, by anyone. 

	

27 
	

79. Alex's eldest child M.K., who was 10 years-old at the time of 

28 detention, when interviewed by the social worker denied that there was any 
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1 violence in the home, that her mother had ever called the police before, and that 

2 she was in any way afraid of her father. She also denied ever seeing either parent 

3 hit the other. Yet, all of this critical exculpatory information was either 

4 misrepresented to the court or suppressed completely. 

	

Wi 
	

80. The second oldest child, F.K., who was 8 years-old at the time, told 

.s1 virtually the same story as her sister. She said that after she started crying, Tania 

7 got up and went upstairs. When asked if her father had ever hit her, F.K. denied 

8 that she was abused or struck in any way other than an age appropriate spanking 

9 on the "butt." She also stated she had never seen her father hit her mother nor her 

10 mother hit their father. 

	

11 
	

81. Despite the evidence contradicting their sworn allegations and in 

12 spite of the minors' pleas to remain at home with their parents, Defendants 

13 CLCLA and Bedell joined with the Social Worker Defendants, who on 

14 information and belief were friends of many years, to press Defendants' 

15 knowingly concocted story, even though Defendants, and each of them, knew or 

16 reasonably should have known the story was false. As a result, the juvenile court 

17 was deceived, and the children were detained from Alex based on the false claims 

18 of "physical abuse which caused the minor[s] unreasonable pain and suffering" 

19 and a "twelve year history of domestic violence." Based on these lies, the juvenile 

20 court continued to detain the children, M.K., F.K., S.K., through October 16, 2012 

21 and C.K even now. To make matters even worse, when Defendants Bedell learned 

22 that he was being sued in this litigation, he intentionally and without any good 

23 cause whatsoever refused to allow Plaintiff to have any further visits with 

24 Plaintiff's son in spite of the Juvenile Court orders requiring that such visits occur. 

25 This was done in furtherance of the continuing course of conduct which began in 

26 December 2009. Mr. Bedell continues to this day to work with and collaborate 

27 with the remaining social worker defendants in this case to deprive Plaintiff of 

28 even the slightest relationship with his children in retaliation for Plaintiff electing 
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1 to stand on his rights, including his constitutional rights arising under the First and 

2 Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution. 

3 
	

82. It is critical to note that Tania did not speak fluent English, yet 

4 Defendants Jamie Hem, Tiinmie Saltzman claim to have interviewed her. They go 

5 on to falsely claim that during that interview Tania "said" Alex abused the family 

6 pets. The allegations these defendants placed in their written reports were patently 

7 false. Tania repeatedly denied she ever said any such thing. At no time did 

8 investigating social workers or any other defendant ever provide a Russian 

9 language translator for Tania even though she repeatedly requested one. The social 

10 worker investigators performed exhaustive investigations into the allegations of 

11 "pet abuse," including contacting veterinarians in New Jersey and California. 

12 There were no records of any injuries to the pets (three different dogs, including a 

13 175 lbs. mastiff) - and, as it turned out, this was just one more example of 

14 Defendants' witch hunt and vendetta against Alex, who in the eyes of the 

15 Defendants dared to stand up and question their actions and authority. 

16 
	

83. Despite the total lack of evidence supporting the allegations of 

17 intentional physical abuse of the children or any domestic violence, DCFS, 

18 through its social workers Jamie Hem, Catherine Woillard, Timmie Saltzman, and 

19 Eleazer Degbor, wrote another scathing report about the Alex on 4/12/20 1 lagain 

20 falsely alleging a "12 year history of domestic abuse" and claiming Alex had 

21 "beaten" Tania, the family pets and the children. None of these falsehoods were 

22 supported by any evidence. All of the statements were false and Defendants, and 

23 each of them, knew it. 

24 
	

84. The children, meanwhile, as early as January 2010 and continuing 

25 through the time they were permitted to return to their mother's care, were 

26 despondent and begging to come home. They wrote letters to both parents stating 

27 how much they loved and missed them and beseeched their parents to bring them 

28 home and out of foster care. Over time, the children's behavior began to 
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I deteriorate in foster care and Alex gradually came to the realization that the 

children would only be returning home if he permanently moved out of the family 

3 home, as Defendants had commanded him to do. 

4 
	

85. On August 19, 2010, Alex participated in a Forensic Psychological 

5 Evaluation Report conducted and written by Nancy Kaser-Boyd, Ph.D., who is an 

6 evaluator on the court's Evidence Code 730 psychological evaluator' list and a 

7 well-known expert in domestic violence issues throughout southern California. In 

8 the Report, Dr. Kaser-Boyd gave the test results of a widely used tool, called the 

MMPI-2 and MCMI-III personality tests as well as the Rorschach, the Child 

10 Abuse Potential Inventory (CAP-1) and the Parenting Stress Index. She also 

11 reviewed the court file and performed collateral interviews with Dr. Jayne Major, 

12 Ph.D., the parenting class instructor where Tania and Alex attended parenting 

13 classes, Dr. Ilene Val-Essen, Ph.D., Tania and Alex's marital therapist and Dr. 

14 Vladimir Lipovetsky, M.D. to whom she had referred Alex for evaluation and 

15 treatment. Alex's test results indicated that he did not fit the profile, nor was he, a 

16 "batterer." Dr. Kaser-Boyd described Alex as having an "even temperament." 

17 Further, she wrote, Alex did not show any typical profile characteristics of a child 

abuser. In spite of all this, based on social worker Defendants' directives, Alex 

19 completed a 52-week Domestic Violence program - even though there was no 

20 evidence to suggest that Alex had any "domestic violence problem." The director 

21 of that program, Dr. Gordon, wrote a letter to the social worker wherein he went 

22 out of his way to differentiate Alex's situation from a "classic domestic violence 

23 couple," saying he felt that Alex and Tania did not fit that description. Despite Dr. 

24 Kaser-Boyd's credentials and experience in the dependency courts, Defendants, 

25 and each of them, discounted the opinion entirely - because it was at odds with 

26 their own false version of the facts. They falsely represented to the juvenile court 

27 that the report was unreliable an suppressed the fact that these Doctors had 

28 previously provided expert services to DCFS in other cases. Alex also provided a 
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1 report from his own treating psychiatrist who was also of the same opinion 

2 regarding Alex's lack of any penchant for domestic violence or anger control 

3 issues, and these too were rejected and or downplayed by the Defendants, who 

4 knowingly and intentionally failed to disclose this critical exculpatory evidence to 

5 the juvenile court, and even went so far as to suppress it. 

6 
	

86. Further, Dr. Jim Gordon, the director of the Domestic Violence 

7 program attended by Alex opined much the same and complained that Defendants 

8 misstated and misconstrued his opinions to the juvenile court - i.e., that 

9 Defendants, and each of them, lied to the juvenile court regarding his professional 

10 opinions about Alex. 

11 
	

87. On October 1, 2010, following an extensive trial over the course of 

12 several days, the court accepted Defendants' various false reports into evidence, 

13 and sustained their amended petition for the "physical abuse" of only one child by 

14 Plaintiff, "domestic violence" in the home and a history of emotional problems 

15 including anorexia and use of alcohol by Tania which had exacerbated the 

16 domestic violence between the parents, all of which placed the children at risk of 

17 serious harm. All of this was based on the perjured court reports, fabricated 

18 evidence, and suppressions of material exculpatory evidence by Defendants, and 

19 each of them. During the course of the dependency case, including at trial, the 

20 defendants and each of them, knowingly fabricated evidence and submitted it to 

21 the juvenile court. In later proceedings, these same Defendants falsely claimed that 

22 Plaintiff perpetrated massive violence against his wife and children, even though 

23 no such evidence exists, no such findings had ever been made, and even though 

24 there was never any truth to Defendants' sworn allegations. 

25 
	

88. In February 2010, Alex was interviewed by Defendants Jamie Hem 

26 and Michelline Rubin at the DCFS offices as the only attempt to investigate the 

27 case. When Alex denied any history of the domestic violence and challenged their 

28 professionalism and qualifications by, among other things, suggesting to 
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1 Defendant Hein that any child professional who would spend 20 minutes in a 

2 room with him and the children would see the extent of his relationship and the 

3 bonds with each of his children, Defendants Hein and Rubin became enraged and 

4 started yelling at Alex and threatening him. Saying that he just "didn't get it," and 

5 that if he continued to deny his guilt, he would not be permitted to see his 

6 children. Defendant Hein then angrily terminated the interview. 

	

7 
	

89. In December 2010, Defendant Ebony Crow placed repeated calls to 

8 Alex to investigate false allegations of sexual misconduct, which was later 

9 introduced in a DCFS report to the court. Here is the context: When Defendants 

10 Saltzman, Hein and Woillard found out that Alex had taken (in the past) his three 

11 girls by himself on two trips to Hawaii and on various ski trips, Saltzman, Eleazer 

12 Degbor and Catherine Woillard, among others, together, falsely reported that the 

13 only reason Alex would have wanted to take the children on the trips and be alone 

14 with them would have been to molest them. There was not a single shred of 

15 evidence or statement from any of the children supporting these malicious and 

16 false allegations. On information and belief, Defendants reported to the court 

17 serious allegations of improper sexual behavior of the paternal grandfather and 

18 uncle towards the children in the continuing effort to substantiate the deception 

19 and further besmirch Alex and his family. 

	

20 
	

90. The campaign to falsely malign Alex and strip his family from him 

21 based on fabricated evidence and pure hokum continued through 2011. In a 

22 September 22, 2011 Status Review Report Defendants Philip Browning, Catherine 

23 Woillard and Priscilla Ashburn falsely state, "[Tania] appears to be a very capable 

24 woman but she continues to enable the father's power and control. She stays the 

25 victim." The statement is totally false. Tania was never a victim, and Defendants 

26 know it. They continue to make false statements to the court because they have 

27 been frustrated by Alex and his approach to their shenanigans. They want to 
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punish him for what they perceive to be his arrogance, and stripping away his 

2 family is how they are doing it. 

3 
	

91. The more, Alex protested the Defendants' false allegations and 

4 unsupportable attacks on his character, the harder Defendants, and each of them, 

5 falsely maligned him to the court. As a result of the false and malicious allegations 

6 and other misconduct by the Defendants, and each of them, Alex has been 

7 deprived of the companionship of his children for over two years. 

8 
	

92. The lies, deception and misleading information provided to the Court 

9 continues even today. There has never been any history of domestic violence 

10 perpetrated by Alex against Tania. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon 

11 alleges that these Defendants, and each of them are regularly engaged in 

12 economically profitable relationships with each of the remaining defendants, and 

13 that these defendants are rewarded for their false reports and other efforts in that 

14 they obtain further lucrative employment by Social Services so long as they 

15 cooperate in the remaining defendants' unlawful and fraudulent efforts. Thus, on 

16 information and belief, Plaintiff alleges that these defendants are engaged in 

17 voluntary collaboration with the remaining government defendants in their 

18 unlawful effort to strip Plaintiff of his children and destroy his life and family. 

19 
	

93. From the beginning of October 2011, through and including February 

20 2012, Defendants presented false, deceitful information, which they knew to be 

21 false and not based on any facts, to the court and went so far as to mislead the 

22 newly appointed court officer, Commissioner Kading Martinez as to the prior 

23 orders of the court, falsely telling Hon. Martinez that Alex's visitation with the 

24 children had been terminated - which was totally false. 

25 
	

94. On a number of occasions, starting as early as January 2010, Alex had 

26 a number of telephone conversations with Eric Marts, Deputy Director of DCFS. 

27 Mr. Marts's name was given to Alex by the Chairperson of Inter-Agency Counsel 

28 Against Child Abuse and Neglect, a non-profit agency on the Board of which Alex 
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1 had served for a number of years. Alex apprised Mr. Marts of the true facts of this 

case and requested an independent investigation. No investigation was ever 

3 conducted, although at all pertinent times, Mr. Marts was fully aware of the 

4 remaining Defendants' wrongdoing and the vendetta campaign against Alex. 

5 Thus, on information and belief the conduct complained of herein was ratified by 

6 Mr. Marts acting in his capacity as a policy maker for the County of Los Angeles. 

	

7 
	

95. On July 29, 2011, Alex sent a letter to Jackie Contreras, Acting 

8 Director of the DCFS, apprising her of the wrongdoing of her agents. Specifically, 

9 the "intentional, malicious and systemic persecution" of Alex and his family by 

10 the County Defendants. There, he requested an independent investigation. 

11 Contreras took no action. On information and belief no investigation of the matters 

12 complained of herein has ever been undertaken by Contreras, the County or 

13 DCFS. 

	

14 
	

96. On December 2, 2010, in what was supposed to be a routine meeting 

15 with the monitor, instead (on information and belief at the behest of the Social 

16 Worker Defendants) Florann Elkins, at the Children's Bureau Foster Family 

17 Agency, Defendants accused Alex of improper sexual behavior towards his 

18 daughter S.K. during the visits, allegedly in front of a monitor and three of Alex's 

19 other children, with not a single shred of evidence to support the allegations. Of 

20 course, the allegations were totally false, specious, and without any merit at all. 

21 Subsequently, said Defendants made a further false report to the Juvenile Court in 

22 their 12/21/2010 Interim Review Report signed by Defendants Timmie Saltzman 

23 and Eleazer Degbor. There, they falsely accused Alex of causing an incident with 

24 Tania, when Tania, while inebriated, tried to force her way into the visitation room 

25 during Alex's visit. In another report to the court, said Defendants wrote that they 

26 observed Alex and Tania arrive to the visit in the same car and kiss in the car in 

27 front of the Children's Bureau building. These claims, like so many others, were 

28 
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1 totally false and were provided to the court purely for prejudicial effect and to 

2 further Defendants' vendetta against Alex. 

3 
	

97. Defendants' reports, from the inception of their involvement in the 

4 juvenile dependency case to the present, deliberately exclude positive information 

5 about Alex, his progress and his visits with the children, and concoct elaborate 

stories to support their own false version of events. 

7 
	

98. Early on, without having conducted any investigation, Defendants 

8 demanded that Tania move to an undisclosed, confidential domestic violence 

9 shelter to "protect" the children from Plaintiff. When Tania refused, Defendants 

10 insisted Tania obtain a restraining order against him. In exchange, the Defendants 

11 said they would return the children to her care. Tania did so, but only because 

12 Defendants, and each of them, threatened that she would lose her children forever 

13 if she did not comply. But, even after she did as Defendants commanded, 

14 Defendants refused to return her children. So, after realizing they were lying to 

15 her, she asked that the order be rescinded. She admitted that the purpose for it was 

16 only to appease Defendants and get her children back. Throughout this episode, 

17 the Defendants and minors' counsel made it clear to Tania that as long as she were 

18 married and together with Alex, they would not return her children to her - they 

19 hated him so. The couple complied, by keeping different residences, which ruined 

20 the family financially. To appease Defendants, and in an attempt to regain her 

21 children, Tania even went so far as to enroll in a sober living facility, staying there 

22 at night while continuing to reside with Alex during the day in the family home. 

23 
	

99. Defendants were angry that Plaintiff refused to admit guilt and 

24 continued to challenge them by every legal means at his disposal. So, they 

25 punished him by creating false stories which they then submitted to the Juvenile 

26 Court in their official reports. Defendants became obsessed with breaking up 

27 Plaintiff's marriage and did not rest or relent this was accomplished, to the 

28 detriment of the entire family. (One explanation for this was the Defendants' 
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personal animosity toward Alex, to which Defendant Saltzman admitted under 

2 oath at trial.) Alex had become increasingly frustrated with what he saw as the 

3 total destruction of his family and its financial health and lashed out at the Ms. 

4 Saltzman in an email by referring to her obvious plastic surgery. Alex had also 

5 been insulting to minor's counsel, Patricia O'Connell, who joined Defendant 

6 Saltzman in her hatred of Alex by engaging in long, personal tirades against Alex 

7 on the record, calling him names such as "evil," "a bully," and likening him to "the 

8 unibomber," Ted Kazinski, a man who murdered many innocent people. Such 

9 behavior on the part of the Defendants is indicative of their complete 

10 abandonment of professionalism and their willingness to do or say anything to 

11 destroy Alex and his family at the cost of the children they were assigned to 

12 protect. The acts and omissions of these Defendants, and each of them, violated 

13 Alex Kasdan's rights to familial association and substantive due process arising 

14 under the First and Fourteenth Amendments of the United States Constitution. 

15 
	

100. Alex is informed and believes and thereon alleges that Defendants, 

Iri and each of them, unjustifiably, unlawfully and maliciously retaliated against him, 

17 by punishing and attacking him, and the very children they were supposed to 

18 protect. For example, though the children had been enjoying their visits with their 

19 father (Alex) and desperately wanted to go home, Defendant Saltzman ensured 

20 that such visits were cut off and that Alex would have zero contact with his 

21 children for over 2 years and counting. Even as recently as the week before this 

22 complaint was filed Defendants denied Alex court ordered visitation with his 

23 children. Minor's counsel, Defendant Bedell, even stated in writing in a private 

24 email that he would withhold visitation (in retaliation) because Alex filed this 

25 lawsuit, or words to that effect. 

26 
	

101. The Social Worker Defendants, and each of them, were aided, abetted 

27 and encouraged by each of the remaining defendants - Defendants CLCLA and 

28 Bedell. Alex is informed and believes and on such basis alleges that this was done 
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I as a means of punishing Alex for insulting them, for advocating for his family's 

2 needs too strongly, for complaining too much, for threatening to pursue his legal 

3 remedies, for involving the media, and for insulting the social workers and minor's 

4 counsel in the underlying juvenile dependency case. 

	

5 
	

102. Alex is informed and believes and on such basis alleges that at some 

6 point, the Defendants, and each of them, cooked up their plan to force Tania 

7 Kasdan to leave Alex and keep him from ever seeing his children again - to 

8 punish him for his insolence and for no other purpose. Defendants, and each of 

9 them, knew their statements to the court were false when they made them. Yet, 

10 they engaged in a pervasive pattern of judicial deception as part of the larger 

11 overall scheme to work together to teach Alex a lesson for making their lives 

12 difficult and questioning their authority and power. 

	

13 
	

103. Once Alex made it clear that he would pursue his legal rights and 

14 remedies against Defendants, and each of them, previously glowing reports of 

15 Alex's relationship with his children and their visits transformed- practically 

16 overnight- into venomous accusations that he "failed to show progress" in 

17 addressing his "violent temper" and that his children would never be "safe with 

18 him." They not only made these negative reports to the court, but they also 

19 actively alienated his wife and children from him by denying visits - despite court 

'A'] orders to facilitate such visits - and by telling Tania that if she were to see Alex at 

21 all, they would take her children forever. Further, Defendants Saltzman, Woillard 

22 and Degbor refused to have direct contact with Alex, which virtually cut off all 

23 communication between them and made family reunification, mandated by 

24 applicable law impossible. Defendant Woillard admitted on the stand that DCFS 

25 made zero effort to contact him, his attorney or his therapists for over a year 

26 during the reunification period. Then, on 4/12/2011 and again on 9/22/11, despite 

27 having zero information about Alex and his progress or participation in any 

28 programs, Defendants Woillard and Saltzman submitted more false reports to the 
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1 juvenile court recommending (based on their false statements of his "lack of 

2 progress") that he not be granted any further reunification services because he had 

3 made no progress, would not benefit from such services, and presented a danger to 

4 his children. All of the stated bases for the recommendations were false, and the 

5 Defendants Woillard, Satzman, Degbor and Ashburn knew it at the time. 

6 
	

104. The reporting Defendants, Saltzman and Woillard, knew at the time 

7 they filed their respective reports that the information was inaccurate, false and 

8 misleading, but submitted them under oath anyway while maliciously and falsely 

9 belittling Alex's efforts to reunify with his family. 

10 
	

105. Defendants' own Title XX Delivered Service Logs prepared by the 

11 Social Worker Defendants during the months of February through May, 2011 

12 indicate the children missed Alex a great deal and were saddened by the fact that 

13 they could not see him as often. On February 24, 2011 the entry states, "M.K. told 

14 Tania that she is 'stressing' out because 'of what's going on.' Tania asked M.K. 

15 'what's going on.' M.K. responded with 'not seeing dad." At a visit with Tania 

16 the next day the log states, "M.K. stated she hasn't seen Alex in a month and then 

17 started crying." This was all exculpatory information that would have disproved 

18 Defendants' statements to the Court, yet Defendants, and each of them, 

19 knowingly, willfully and intentionally suppressed this information as part of their 

effort to deprive Alex of any relationship with his children. 

21 
	

106. Further entries included the following statements: On March 15, 

22 2011 M.K. "told Tania to tell Alex she loves him." And on March 25, 2011, "F.K. 

23 asked Tania what was Alex's response upon Tania giving Alex the gift from F.K. 

24 and Tania said 'he loved it." 

25 
	

107. Later, the service logs reflect how well Alex's visits had been going 

26 and how happy the children were to see him each time: On March 3, 2011 "At the 

27 beginning of visitation, minors ran to Alex and hugged him. Participants appeared 

28 very excited to see each other.. . C.K. sat on Alex's lap, F.K. and S.K. hugged and 
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1 kissed Alex.. .C.K expressed he loves Alex and thanked him for all the items he 

2 brought. S.K. expressed her love for Alex. . .C.K was crying and Alex consoled 

3 C.K. by holding him close (while C.K. sat in Alex's lap). C.K. said a few times 

4 that he loves Alex. Alex told minors a few times that he loves minors." None of 

5 this exculpatory matter was disclose to the Juvenile Court in the false reports 

6 referenced above. Even now Defendants, and each of them, continue to lie to the 

7 court as part of their efforts to keep Alex from his children. 

8 
	

108. On March 15, 2011 Alex came for another visit. The worker wrote: 

9 "Alex took pictures of all the kids. The children had fun doing this. They laughed 

10 and made funny faces for the camera. All of the children appeared comfortable 

11 with dad. They were able to make eye contact, engage in conversation and told 

12 Alex they loved him several times throughout the visit." On April 26, 2011, the 

13 DCFS Service Log indicates Alex had a monitored visit where "All of the children 

14 were happy to see dad. They each gave dad a hug and a kiss and told him that they 

missed him." Social worker defendants suppressed all of this information from the 

16 Juvenile Dependency Court, and instead falsely reported that the children's visits 

17 with Alex "upset them," and requesting that the court order all visits with Alex be 

18 stopped. It was in fact the Social Workers themselves who upset the children so. 

19 Based on these Defendants lies, the court made an emergency order suspending 

20 Alex's visitation. Thereafter, based on their prior false allegations, Defendants 

21 recommended that the court permanently deny Alex visitation with his children. 

22 He hasn't seen his children since. 

23 
	

109. In November 2011, at the behest of Defendants, and each of them, 

24 Tania Kasdan began to change her story, and began fabricating claims against 

25 Alex to assist the social workers in their scheme to deceive the juvenile court with 

26 lies and teach Plaintiff to submit to their collective will. She did this because the 

27 Defendants promised her that if she did what they said to do, they would give her 

28 the children back. 

41 
FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 

Case No. CV 12-6793-GAP 



I 
	

110. As a direct and proximate result of the malicious conduct of these 

2 Defendants, and each of them, Alex has suffered great stress and depression and 

3 financial loss. Alex's family has been destroyed, his entire business is gone, as is 

4 his home and his family. He has been unable to work as he has tried to fight for 

5 their return, grieve the loss of his relationships with his children and the time he 

6 has missed seeing them grow during the past 2 and a half years. 

7 
	

111. Alex was always very involved in the lives of all of his children. This 

8 is well-documented in over 50,000 photos and videos. Alex always attended all of 

9 the children's extracurricular events in school, took the children skiing in Big 

10 Bear, Mt. Baldy and Mammoth, took the three girls to Hawaii for vacations, was 

11 always involved in the YMCA Indian Guides and AYSO soccer with the kids. 

12 Alex always attended every parent-teacher conference for each child. Alex 

13 submitted witness letters to Defendants from various people who all spoke 

14 glowingly about Alex and his relationships with his children. None of these people 

15 were interviewed by the Defendants. And, none of this information was provided 

16 by Defendants to the juvenile court. Rather, it was suppressed - and maliciously 

17 so. As a result of the conduct of these Defendants Alex has suffered grievous harm 

18 and injury. 

19 
	

112. The lies and malicious persecution of Alex by Defendants, and each 

20 of them, continues unabated to date. At a recent June 21, 2012 hearing, the 

21 Dependency Court ordered that Alex is to have monthly visits with C.K., his son. 

22 C.K. was present in the courtroom, super-excited to see his dad, waving and 

23 winking at him. Defendants Saltzman refused to monitor the visits, and Alex was 

24 forced to retain a private monitor, approved by DCFS, Ms. Tamara Daniels. After 

25 much back and forth wrangling, the first visit was scheduled for the morning of 

26 July 19, 2012. Excited to see his son after more than a year, Alex went to buy 

27 special toys for him (a remote-control car and battery-operated bubble blower), 

28 packed all the foods that C.K. used to like, and came to the designated park (across 
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1 from the DCFS office) where the visit was supposed to take place, only to be 

2 informed by the monitor that the C.K.'s social worker, Defendant Saltzman, had 

3 cancelled the visit that morning without cause. 

4 
	

113. Another visit was scheduled and aborted on August 31, 2012. The 

5 DCFS cancelled the visit once again at the last minute falsely claiming that 

6 Charlie was too distraught and inconsolable for the visit to go forward. 

7 
	

114. At a Dependency Court hearing on September 12, 2012, moved the 

8 Juvenile Court to deny Alex visitation with C.K. altogether because the visits had 

9 a "detrimental effect on the child." The judge rebuked Defendants and ordered 

10 that the visits take place. 

11 
	

115. The first visit finally took place on September 24, 2012, for one hour 

12 only (even though the Dependency Court ordered visits for two hours or more) at 

13 the Roxbury Park in Beverly Hills. C.K. was ecstatic to see his dad after all this 

14 time. Alex and C.K. played together and had lunch together. Alex took numerous 

15 photographs of happy Charlie. C.K. had just turned six on September 4, 2012. 

16 The last time Alex had seen his son outside of court, C.K. was when the child was 

17 four. 

18 
	

116. In a final act of retaliation, on September 13, 2012, however, (with a 

19 copy served on Alex on September 28, 2012), DCFS, in agreement with 

20 Defendant Bedell and CLCLA, filed a petition with the Dependency Court asking 

21 to change the prior court orders and to stop Alex's court-ordered visitation with 

22 C.K. Just days prior to filing this petition, DCFS, Bedell and CLCLA found out 

23 they were named as defendants in this action and had been served with the 

24 summons and complaint. Prior to the filing of the instant lawsuit, Defendant 

25 Bedell was fully supportive of Alex's visitation with C.K. But, when he received 

26 the lawsuit he wrote an email explaining that because Plaintiff sued him 

27 personally, he would no longer allow Alex to see his son. Defendant Bedell then 

28 worked together with the remaining defendants to deceive the juvenile court and 
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1 mislead it into believing that Alex was such a danger to his son that he should not 

2 even be allowed monitored visits. The Juvenile Court granted the motion, and 

3 Alex has not seen his son since. 

4 
	

117. Bedell and Saltzman joined together to work one final fraud upon the 

5 juvenile dependency court and to land a final death-blow upon Alex. The 

6 September 13, 2012 DCFS petition was written by Defendant Saltzman and 

VA contains a great number of lies and inconsistencies. In the petition, Defendant 

8 Saltzman fabricates facts and allegations in an effort to deceive the court further 

9 and erroneously paint Alex in as bad a light as possible, particularly in the face of 

10 prior and subsequent totally contradictory statements made by C.K. in dependency 

11 court, during prior visits. 

12 
	

118. Defendant Bedell changed his position of supporting Alex's visitation 

13 with children drastically after having been named a defendant in the instant action. 

14 On April 18, 2012 in a conversation with Alex's then dependency counsel, Angela 

15 Pierce Di Donate, Defendant Bedell told Ms. Di Donate that he would "sit down 

16 with the kids and explain why it is important to begin seeing Alex again." On 

17 April 30, 2012, Defendant set up and observed (together with Alex's counsel) 

18 Alex's visit with C.K. at the courthouse children's "shelter care" after that day's 

19 hearing. Throughout the visit, C.K. was smiling while sitting in Alex's lap, 

20 hugging him and saying "I miss you Dad. Where have you been?" Ms. Di Donate 

21 noted in her email to Defendant Bedell "I have observed many, many visits 

22 (especially now with my practice representing kids in family court and my 8 years 

23 at CLS) and that was one of the most touching visits I have seen." 

24 
	

119. Two days after the April 30, 2012 visit, in an email dated May 2, 

25 2012, sent to Ms. Di Donate, Defendant Bedell stated "I spoke to the DI 

26 [Defendant Woillard] yesterday to discuss a visitation order and arrangement for 

27 regular visits between [C.K.] and his father. I think it was quite apparent to all of 
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1 us that were present that [C.K.] was very happy to see his dad and certainly an 

2 emotional bond exists between father and son." 

3 
	

120. Alex has not had any contact with his three daughters in over two 

4 years, and has seen C.K. twice, once for a 15-minute visit in the children's "shelter 

5 care" in the juvenile court on April 30, 2012, and the second time for one hour on 

6 September 31, 2012, just before he was stripped of all further visitation rights 

7 based on Defendants' egregious misconduct. 

H0. 	 121. Yet, the lies continued. At an October 16, 2012 hearing, the DCFS 

9 produced a false report to the court, explaining the cancellation of the first two 

10 scheduled visits with Alex and Charlie due false claims that Charlie is afraid to be 

11 with his father and the alleged trauma of such visits. The report is false and 

12 completely contradicted by the factual evidence of the visit of September 24, 

13 2012, where Alex's son C.K. was "ecstatic" to see his dad. The glowing monitor 

14 report discussing that visit in detail was not attached to the DCFS report, instead 

15 the exculpatory report was completely and totally suppressed in a further effort to 

16 deceive the court and to punish Alex for pursuing his legal remedies. 

17 FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF FOR VIOLATION OF CIVIL RIGHTS (42 

	

ii;i 
	

U.S.C. §1983) 

	

19 
	

(Fourteenth Amendment-Familial Association, Deception of the Juvenile 

	

20 
	

Court, and Warrantless Removal) 

	

21 
	

By Alex Kasdan 

	

22 
	

Against all Defendants and DOES 1 thru 50 Inclusive: 

	

23 
	

122. Alex realleges, and incorporates herein as if set forth in full, 

24 paragraphs 1 through 128 above. 

	

25 
	

123. Alex is informed and believes and thereon alleges that the right to 

26 familial association guaranteed under the Fourteenth Amendment is "clearly 

27 established" such that a reasonable Social Services Agent and/or Minor's Counsel 

28 in Defendants' - including but not limited to DOES 1 - 50— situation would 
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know it is unlawful to remove a child from the care, custody and control of its 

N parents or to question, threaten, examine or search a child in the absence of 

exigent circumstances without first obtaining a warrant, or parental consent, to do 

4 SO. 

5 
	

124. Commencing on December 31, 2009, and continuing through the 

6 present - and probably even after this complaint is filed, Defendants, and each of 

7 them, were acting under color of state law when they acted, agreed, and/or 

8 conspired to unlawfully remove, detain, question, threaten, examine, investigate 

9 and/or search Alex's children from his care. Defendants, and each of them, did so 

10 - and continues to do so without proper justification or authority and without 

11 probable cause, exigency, or lawfully obtained court order. Further, the actions of 

12 Defendants were undertaken with deliberate indifference to Alex's rights. 

13 
	

125. DEFENDANTS, and each of them, maliciously conspired, acted in 

14 concert, jointly and voluntarily collaborated, and had a meeting of the minds 

15 and/or an agreement to violate Alex's civil rights including violation of Alex's 

16 rights found in the First and Fourteenth Amendments of the United States 

17 Constitution, by, but not limited to, seizing, detaining and continuing to detain all 

18 of his children from his care, improperly coercing Tania to leave Alex thereby 

19 driving a schism in their marital relationship of 12 years, all without proper or just 

20 cause and/or authority, and by spreading lies, maliciously refusing to provide 

21 exculpatory evidence, and presenting fabricated evidence to the court, during the 

22 pendency of the juvenile dependency proceedings on a continuous basis even now, 

23 all in violation of Government Code §820.21, thereby violating Alex's clearly 

24 established Constitutional rights. 

25 
	

126. By these actions DEFENDANTS, and each of them, interfered and/or 

26 attempted to interfere with Alex's constitutional right to familial association under 

27 the Fourteenth Amendment, as well as those rights applicable under California 

1;3 Law rising to the level of constitutionally protected rights. 
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I 
	

127. As a direct and proximate result of DEFENDANTS' actions, Alex has 

IPA suffered, and will continue to suffer, physical, mental and emotional injury, all to 

3 an extent and in an amount subject to proof at trial. Alex has also incurred, and 

4 will continue to incur, attorney fees, costs and expenses, including those 

5 authorized by 42 U.S.C. Section 1988, to an extent and in an amount subject to 

6 proof at trial. 

7 
	

128. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that 

8 Defendants, and each of them, acted with malice and with the intent to cause 

9 injury to Alex, or acted with a willful and conscious disregard of the rights of Alex 

10 in a despicable, vile and contemptible manner. Therefore, Alex is entitled to an 

11 award of punitive damages for the purpose of punishing these DEFENDANTS, 

12 and each of them, in order to deter them, and others, from such conduct in the 

13 future. 

14 
	

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF - MONELL-RELATED CLAIMS 

15 
	

By Alex Kasdan 

16 
	

Against The County of Los Angeles; and DOES 1 thru 100 Inclusive: 

17 
	

129. Alex realleges, and incorporates herein as if set forth in full, 

18 paragraphs 1 through 121 above. 

19 
	

130. Defendant COUNTY, including and through its entity DCFS, 

20 established and/or followed policies, procedures, customs, and/or practices 

21 (hereinafter referred to collectively as "policy" or "policies"), which policies were 

22 the moving force behind the violations of Alex's constitutional rights, including 

23 those under the Fourteenth Amendment of the United States Constitution, by, but 

24 not limited to: 

25 
	 a. 	the policy of detaining and/or removing children from their. 

26 family and homes without exigent circumstances (imminent danger of serious 

27 bodily harm), court order and/or consent; With regard to this particular policy, 

28 Plaintiff is informed and believes and on such basis alleges that there is a 
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1 longstanding custom and practice within the Los Angeles County Social Services 

2 Agency of detaining children from their family homes without first obtaining a 

3 court order or warrant when there is in fact no basis whatsoever to do so. 

4 

5 
	

b. 	the policy of examining children without exigency, need or 

6 proper court order and without the presence and/or consent of their parent or 

7 guardian; 

8 
	

C. 	the policy of removing and detaining children, and continuing 

9 to detain them for an unreasonable period after any alleged basis for detention is 

10 negated; 

11 
	

d. 	the policy of using trickery, duress, fabrications an/or false 

12 testimony and/or evidence, and in failing to disclose exculpatory evidence, in 

13 preparing and presenting reports and court documents to the Court, causing an 

14 interference with Parents' rights, including those as to familial relations; and 

15 
	 e. 	by acting with deliberate indifference in implementing a policy 

16 of inadequate training and/or supervision, and/or by failing to train and/or 

17 supervise its officers, agents, employees and state actors, in providing the 

18 constitutional protections guaranteed to individuals, including those under the 

19 Fourteenth Amendment, when performing actions related to child abuse and 

20 dependency type proceedings; 

21 
	

f.. 	the policy of setting forth allegations in Juvenile Dependency 

22 Petitions against parents claiming violations of WIC §300(a) through (j), 

23 regardless of whether or not reasonable and articulable evidence exists at the time 

24 to support the claims set out in the petition under penalty of perjury; 

25 
	

g. 	the policy, practice or custom of making knowingly false 

26 allegations of child abuse, neglect or abandonment in Juvenile Dependency 

27 Petitions signed under penalty of perjury as a means of intimidating parents, by 

28 coercion, into accepting lesser charges, whether or not true, or forcing a parent to 
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1 adjudicate a matter knowing that the courts most often sustain allegations, whether 

2 justified by extant evidence or not, thereby enabling the COUNTY to keep the 

3 family in the juvenile dependency system and record the case as a positive 

4 outcome for purposes of statistical analysis related to funding by the State and 

5 Federal governments. 

	

6 
	

h. 	the custom, policy, and/or practice of fraudulently charging 

7 parents with child abuse where none exists. 

	

8 
	

This list is not exhaustive due to the pending nature of discovery and the 

9 privileged and protected records of investigative and juvenile dependency type 

10 proceedings. Alex reserves his right to amend this pleading as more information 

11 becomes available. Plaintiff is informed and believes and on such basis alleges 

12 that each of the various forms of misconduct set out above happens in one form or 

13 another on a regular and repetitive basis and that the facts and occurrences alleged 

14 herein above were in no event a singular or solitary occurrence. 

15 
	

131. COUNTY, including by and through DCFS, breached its duties and 

16 obligations to Alex including but not limited to, failing to establish, implement 

17 and follow the correct and proper Constitutional policies, procedures, customs and 

18 practices; by failing to properly select, supervise, train, control, and review its 

19 agents and employees as to their compliance with Constitutional safeguards; and 

20 by permitting the DCFS, and DOES 1 through 100, inclusive, to engage in the 

21 unlawful and unconstitutional conduct herein alleged. 

	

22 
	

132. DCFS, COUNTY, DOES 1 through 100, and each of them, knew, or 

23 should have known, that by breaching the above-mentioned duties and obligations 

24 that it was reasonably foreseeable that they would, and did, cause Alex to be 

25 injured and damaged by COUNTY's wrongful policies, or deliberate lack thereof 

26 or deliberate indifference to the need for such policies and/or training, and other 

27 acts as alleged herein, and that such breaches occurred in the contravention of 

28 
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public policy and their legal duties and obligations to Alex; and that such policies 

subject them to injunctive relief which Alex asserts herein. 

133. These actions, and/or inactions, of COUNTY and DCFS are the 

moving force behind, and direct and proximate cause of Alex's injuries, as alleged 

herein; and as a result, Alex has sustained general and specific damages to an 

extent and in an amount to be proven at trial. Alex has incurred, and will continue 

to incur, attorney fees, costs and expenses, including those authorized by 42 

U.S.C. Section 1988, to an extent and in an amount subject to proof at trial. 

PRAYER 

WHEREFORE, Alex prays for judgment against Defendants, and each of 

them, as to all causes of action as follows: 

1. Alex demands a jury trial as to the issues triable; 

2. General damages and special damages according to proof; 

3. Compensatory damages and special damages according to proof; 

4. As against only the individual Defendants and not any municipality, 

punitive damages as allowed by law; 

5. Injunctive relief, both preliminary and permanent, as allowed by law, 

(including preliminary injunctive relief to be based upon a separate application); 

6. Attorney fees and costs of suit incurred herein as authorized by law; 

7. Such further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

I Dated: February 4, 2013 	The Law Offices of Shawp A. Mç_iHan,APC. 

Shawn A.Mllan, Esq. 
Counsel  
Alexander B. Kasdan 
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