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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT

JOHNDOE I, individually andasAdministrator
of the Estate of his deceased child BABY Dt

[, JANE DOE I, on behalf of herself, as

Administratrix of the Estate of her deceased ¢

BABY DOEI, andJOHNDOE I, JOHNDOE
lll, JOHNDOEV, JANEDOE I, JANE DOE
l1l, JOHNDOE VII, JOHNDOE VIII, JOHN
DOE I1X, JOHNDOE XI, on behalfof
themselves and the general public, LOUISA

BENSON, a California resident, on behalf of ¢

California residents and the general public,

Plaintiffs,
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|. NATURE OF THE ACTION

15.  Plaintiffs bring this complaint for equitable relief and for damages to remedy the injury tc
their persongausedy thewrongful conductof defendant&JnocalCorporationrandUnion Oil
Company of California (which will hereafter be referred to collectively as OUnocalO unless
otherwise specified), as well as two executives of Unocal, Roger C. Beach and John Imle.

16.  The claims in this action arise from defendant UnocalOs conduct and that of its co-
venturers and/or partners, the State Law and Order Restoration Council (SLORC, also referre
sometimes as the State Peace and Development Committee, or SPDC) of Burma, Total, a Pa
basedetroleumcompany andthe PetroleumAuthority of ThailandExploration& Production
PublicCo.,Ltd (OPTTEPO) connectiorwith the constructiorof a naturalgaspipelinein the
Tenasserim region of Burma to transport natural gas from gas fields owned in part by defenda
Unocal. The activities related to the construction of the pipeline will hereafter be referred to as
Othe Project.0 In connection with and in furtherance of the Project, the individual plaintiffs hz
been subjected to serious human rights abuses in violation of the common tort law of Californii

statutoryprovisionsof thelaw of California,andinternationahumanrightslaw.

Il. PARTIES
17.  All Doe plaintiffs are subjects, citizens, and former residents of Burma. Plaintiffs now
reside in various locations in the general area of the Thai/Burma border.
18. John Doe | and Jane Doe | bring this action individually and as administrators of the
estate of their deceased child, Baby Doe |. Baby Doe |, now deceased, was a subject, citizer
and resident of Burma.

19. Plaintiff Louisa Benson is a resident of the State of California. She brings the
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claim pursuant to Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code ©17200 on behalf of herself and all California residen
20. DefendantUnocalCorporationis a for-profit corporationwith its principal placeof

business located at 1201 West 5th Street, Los Angeles, California 90017.

21. DefendanUnion Oil Companyof Californiais afor-profit corporationwith its principal
place of business located at 1201 West 5th Street, Los Angeles, California 90017.

22. Defendants Unocal Corp. and Union Oil Company of California (which will hereafter be
referred to collectively as OUnocalO unless otherwise specified) produce and sell energy
products. Unocal is a major investor in Burma. Unocal owns a 28.26% share in a joint ventur:
with Total, S.A., the MyanmaOil andGasEnterpriseMOGE) andthe PetroleumAuthority of
Thailand Exploration & Production Public Co., Ltd (PTTEP).

23. Defendant John Imle was at relevant times herein, the President of Unocal. On
information and belief, he participated in, directed, condoned, ratified, and/or authorized the
tortiousconductresultingfrom the unlawful conspiracybetweenJnocal, Total, MOGE and

SLORC alleged herein, or he specifically knew or reasonably should have known that some
hazardous condition or activity under his control could injure plaintiffs and negligently failed to
take or order appropriate action to avoid the harm. His actions violated international, federal ¢
statelaw andareoutsidethe scopeof his dutiesasanofficer of the corporation.

24. Defendant Roger C. Beach is the Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of Unocal. On
information and belief, he participated in, directed, condoned, ratified, and/or authorized the
tortiousconductresultingfrom the unlawful conspiracybetweenJnocal, Total, MOGE and

SLORC alleged herein, or he specifically knew or reasonably should have known that some
hazardous condition or activity under his control could injure plaintiffs and negligently failed to

take or order appropriate action to avoid the harm. His actions violated international, federal ¢

6

COMPLAINT



N)

(@8]

n

statelaw andareoutsidethe scopeof his dutiesasanofficer of the corporation.

25.  Plaintiffs are ignorant of the true names and capacities of defendants sued herein as
MOES 1-50, inclusive, and therefore sue these defendants by such fictitious names and
capacities. Plaintiffs will amend this complaint to allege their true names and capacities when
ascertained. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and on that basis allege, that each fictitiously
named defendant is responsible in some manner for the occurrence herein alleged and that the
injuries to plaintiffs herein alleged were proximately caused by the conduct of such defendants
26. Based on information and belief, defendants Unocal Corporation and Union Oil Compa
of California,for the purposeof attemptingto shieldthemselve$rom liability or responsibility

from wrongful acts committed in furtherance of the Project, and other oil and gas extraction
activities, created, or caused to have created, several subsidiaries. These subsidiaries, which ¢
underthe ownershipandcontrolof UnocalCorporationand/orUnion Oil Companyof

California, include, but are not limited to, Unocal International Company, Unocal International
PipelineCorporationUnocalGlobal VenturesLtd., UnocalMyanmarOffshoreCompanyLtd.,
MoatamaGasTransportatiorCompanyltd., andUnocalAsia-PacificVentures | td. Unocal
Corporation and Union Oil Company of California remain fully liable for their own acts and the
actsof anysubsidiarieor othercompaniesindertheir ownershipor control. To the extentthat
anysubsidiarie®r othercompaniesinderthe ownershipor control of defendantéJnocal
Corporation and Union Oil Company of California are alter egos of Unocal Corporation and/or
Union Oil Company of California, or are in an agency relationship with Unocal Corporation
and/or Union Oil Company of California, then Unocal Corporation and/or Union Oil Company
of California remain fully liable for any acts committed by virtue of their ownership and/or

control. Unocal Corporation and/or Union Oil Company of California are also vicariously liable
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and liable underespondeat superior for the acts or omissions of any subsidiaries or other
companiesindertheir ownershipor control.

27. Defendant Unocal entered into a joint venture and/or implied partnership involving
defendantUnocal,the SLORCregime, Total,andPTTEP to produceandtransporiaturalgas

from the Andaman Sea through Burma into Thailand. Defendant Unocal controls its interest ir
thejoint ventureand/orimplied partnershigrom its corporateheadquarters Los Angeles,
California. Defendant Unocal and the SLORC regime are both agents for the joint venture and/
implied partnershipn furtheringthe interestsof the Projectin the United States.

28.  The human rights abuses that violate California law of defendant UnocalOs joint ventur:
and/or implied partner SLORC are internationally recognized, massive, and systematic, and he
been thoroughly documented by governmental and non-governmental agencies and by the
international media, among others. Defendant Unocal knew or should of known of this gross ¢
long-standing record of SLORCOs human rights violations.

CLASS ALLEGATIONS

29.  All plaintiffs bringthis claimas aclass actioseekinglisgorgemernf profits, injunctiveand
declaratory relief on behalf of themselves and all others simiéatpted,asto the ©17200claim
only.

30. TheCategoryl classconsist®f all residents and former resideatshe Tenasserim region
of Burma(bounakd orthe northby the town of Ye; onthe southby the town of Tavoy;onthewest
by the coastline and offshore islanaisgdon the eastby the Thai/Burmesdorder) who have been,
are, or will be forced toelocatetheir placeof residenceand/orcontributelabor and/orproperty
and/or have beeasr will be subjectetb the deathof family membersassaultyapeor othertorture,

and other humanrights violations in furtheranceof the Yadanagas pipeline project in which
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defendantsrejoint venturers. The Doe plaintiffs are the classrepresentativesf the Categoryl
class.

31. The Category Il class consists of all California residents and the general public within tF
Stateof California, pursuantto Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code©17200. Louisa Bensonis the class
representativef the Categoryll class.

32. Theexacthumbeiof classmemberss not known,butit is estimatethatthe Category class
includestensof thousandsof people who have beenforced into labor and/or relocatedand/or
subjectedo other humanrights violationsby defendantor their agents. The Categoryll class
includes millions of California resident®oth classesare so numeroughat joinder of individual
members is impracticable.

33.  Theplaintiffs'injuriesarise froma setof factsandcircumstancesommorto thatof theclass
they seekto represenaindraisecommonquestionof law.

34. These common questions of law and fact include, but are not limited to:

a) whether the plaintiffs and the plaintiff class experienced the harms alleged her
astheresultof thedefendantsictionson behalbf their jointventureand whetheELORCmilitary,
intelligenceand/or policevere actingat all timegelevanto this complaintasan agent fodefendant
Unocal.

b) whether each defendant/jougnturer idiable for the acts acdachof the partners
in the joint venture which arendertakenin furtheranceof the joint venture;whetherdefendants
knewor shouldhaveknownthatjoint ventureoperationsandthe military andintelligenceforces
acting with thenwere forcingoeopleinto labor killing, torturing, andtherwise abusinthpe people
in the regionandfailed topreventor punishsuch actiong furtherancef defendantgoint venture;

c) whether the actions of defendants, in furtherahtiee joint venture, give rise to
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liability underthe applicablestatelaw.
35. The claims of plaintiffs are typical of the claims of each class.
36. Plaintiffs are able to, and will, fairly and adequately protect the interests of each class.

37. Theattorneydor the plaintiffs areexperienced in humaights litigationand in class action

litigation and will fairly and adequately represent the interests of each class.

38.  Thisactionis properlymaintainedasa classactionbecauséa) the prosecutiorof separate
actions by individual members of the class would creatsk of adjudicationswvhich would asa
practicalmatterbe dispositiveof theinterestsf the othermembersor would substantiallyimpair
or impedeheir ability to protecttheirinterestsand/or(b) defendats have actedndcontinueto act
on groundsgenerally applicableto the class, making final injunctive and declaratory relief

appropriate.

General Facts

39. On September 18, 1988, after massive nonviolent demonstrations throughout Burma ir
which Burmeseitizensdemandedlemocracyhumanrights, andan endto 26 yearsof military
dictatorshipthe rulingmilitary elitereorganizethemselveanddeclarech newegimetheStateLaw

and Order Restoration Council (SLORC). SLORosedmartiallaw on the country andlater
renamed Burma, "Myanmar."

40. In an effort to gain international legitima&L.ORCheld multi-party electionson May 27,
1990. The mainppositionparty,the NationaLeague for DemocragiNLD), whichwas founded

by Tin Ooand1991 Nobel Peaderize Laureatung SarSuuKyi, wonan overwhelmingictory.

41. TheNLD capturedd2 percenbpf the parliamentaryseats.SLORC refused to acknowledge

the electiomesults,arrestedNLD leaders anthtensifiedits campaigrmof repressioragainsthe pro-
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democracymovementhroughouthe country.

42. SLORC haveen condemndabthdomesticallyand abroaébr its brutal crackdowim 1988
andits subsequenpractices.

43.  There is no functioning judiciamg Burma and any suit agairtgfendants in Burma would
havebeenandwould still be futile andwould resultin seriousreprisals. Thereis a pervasive
atmospheref terrorandrepressiorthroughoutthe country.

44. Becausef theatmospheref terrorandrepressionn Burma,andthethreatof reprisalsto
anyoneseekingrelief from any source,including United Statescourts, from the oppression
occasioned by the building of the gas pipeline, plaintifiee prevented from bringing and/or were
unable to bringny claimsn theUnited Statesuntil such timeasthis complant wasoriginallyfiled.

45.  Not later than 1991, international oil companies, including Unocal and Total, began
negotiating with SLORC for oil and gas exploration deals in Burma.

46. The Defendant UNOCAL agreed that SLORC would provide security for the Yadana ge
pipelineproject.

47.  In July 1992, Totaland MOGE signed a production-sharaogntractfor a joint venture gas
drilling project in the Yadana natural gas field.

48. Inearly1993,Unocalformally enterednto anagreementvith TotalandMOGE to
participate in the joint venture drilling project in the Yadana natural gas field.

49.  Thejoint venturewasestablished for the exploitatiof natural gaand oil in the Andaman
Sea and the construction of a pipeline through the Tenasserin region of Burma.

50. When defendant Unocal along with Total entered into the agreement by which SLORC
undertooklo clearthe pipelinerouteand providesecurityalongthe pipelineroute, defendantknew

or should have known that SLOR@d a history of humanrights abusesviolative of customary
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international law, including forced relocation and forced labor.

51. On informatiorand belief, according theagreement, SLOR®as to clear tracksf forest,
level the pipeline rout@nd provide labomaterials and securifgr thejoint venture, and SLORC
would act as an agent of the joint venture.

52.  On informatiorand beliefaspartof said agreemerdgefendantnocaland Totalsubsidized
SLORC activitiesin the area. Plaintiffs are informed and believe and on that basisallegethat
numerous acts in furtherance of the conspiracy and/or joint venture were and contintakembe
in California,suchastheprovisionof fundsandotherresource$o supportthe Yadangas pipeline
project,numerouslecisionselatingto theassignmendf personnekechnologyandexpertiseo the
project, monitoring, advising, and auditing the activities of the project by all of the joint venture
In addition, on information and belielecisions relating to employer/lalvefationson the project
were and continue to be made in California, information was and contmibesnjectedinto the
U.S. marketin an effort to attractshareholdershroughactsanddecisionsmadein the State of
California, and acts furthering the conspiracy to gaifair advantagever competitorswere and
continue to be taken in California.

53.  Unocal andotal providedmoneyto SLORCto pay costsincurredoy SLORCfor its work
on the Yadana ggspeline project. In addition,defendanipaid somebut not all of the persons
forcedto work onthe pipelineproject. Thosepaidincluded person®rced to act agortersto the
military andto carry military equipment.

54. At all times relevant hereto, SLORC was acting on behalf of its joint venture with MOGI
and with defendariinocal and Totalln the alternativesLORC wascting at all timeas an agent
for defendant&JNOCAL andUNION OIL.

55.  Villages A through K are or were located in the immediate area of the Yadana gas pipelil
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project.

56. SLORC soldiers carried out a program of violence and intimidation against area villagers
which includedlirectingthe relocatiomf villages,confiscatingoropertyand forcingheinhabitants

to work on the preparatiorof the areafor the constructiorof the pipeline.

57. SLORC soldiersequiredarea farmerto cleartracksof forest,level thepipelineroute, build
headquarterfor pipelineemployeespreparamilitary outpostsaandcarry suppliesand equipment.
58.  Forced labor became so common in the area that farmers, including plaintiffs were unab
to maintain their own homes and farms and had to flee their villages.

59. DefendantUnocal wasware of anthenefittedrom and continuéo be aware chnd benefit
from the useof forcedlaborto supportthe Yadanagaspipelineproject.

60. Atall times relevant herein, defendant UNOCAL knew that SLORC and its military and
intelligence forces committed human rights abuses, including forced lab@wraadrelocation,in
connection with the Yadana gas pipeline project.

61. In 1991, as part of its obligation to defendants, SLORC began to build permanent milit
outpostdan the areaof the proposedipeline.

62. Since 1991, numerous SLORC Light Infantry Battalions (LIBs), including LIBs 273, 401,
406,407,408, 409, and410 havemovedinto the pipelineregionto assistwith protectingand
providing security for the Yadana gas pipeline project.

63. In 1992 to clearthe wayfor thepipelineandto provideasupply of laborfor theYadanagas
pipeline project, SLORC forced villages, including Villages A, B, and K to relocate.

64. As aresult of the forced relocation, villagers lost their homes and were deprived of use
their cropsandlivestock.

65. Women and girls in the Tenassarim region have been targets of rape and other sexual a
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by SLORC officials. They have been raped aftate family membershavebeentakenaway to
perform forcedabor or whertheythemselvesiavebeen detainefbr forcedliabor; therarereports
of gang-rapeand/orthe rapeof womenwhentheywere forcedo sleepwith soldiersguardinghem
during period®f forcedlabor. Girls andvomen havéeerraped irthe presencef family members
or within hearing distance of family members.

66. Theacts hereidescribeadonstitutea continuingpatternof conductigainstheplaintiffs and
all otherssimilarly situatedthatbeganon or beforeJanuary1991andcontinuego the present.

Specific Allegations By Plaintiffs

Village A

John Doel, JaneDoel and Baby Doel

67. Plaintiff John Doe I and his wife Jane Doe | lived in Village A. They had 18 cows, 100
hens,150basketf rice paddyandl113cashewrees.

68. In May, 1992, SLORC soldiers ordered Village A to be relocated to Village Al

before the end of the month.

69. The forced relocation of Village A was part of the plan to clear the pipeline route and to
provide a ready pool of forced labor for the Yadana gas pipeline project.

70.  Refusing to move to Village Al, from approximately 1992 through 1994 Jane Doe | and
her husband John Doe | lived in Village G, where they continued to farm, raise animals and
cultivate cashew trees.

71.  In 1992, when SLORC solders came into Village G, they burned down two houses, sei:
and ate betel nut and coconut, and seized the villagers' household possessions. They then fc
villagers from the surrounding area to work on the Yadana gas pipeline project and the

constructiorof the Ye-Tavoyrailroad. JohnDoel wasoneof the peoplewho wasforcedto
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work onthe pipelineprojectin thetime frameof 1992-1994.

72.  During the last week of November 1994, while John Doe | was at the river fishing, five
SLORC soldiers led by SLORC Officer 1 entered the house where Jane Doe I, her two daught
andsisterwerepresent.

73.  Plaintiff Jane Doe | was threshing rice when SLORC Officer 1 kicked her, scattering the
rice over the floor. Then he pushed her down the stairs in front of the house, leaving her daze
Because Jane Doe | was afraid that the soldiers would go after her husband, she told SLORC
Officer 1 that her husband was on the river logging.

74.  SLORC Officer 1 took an ax and broke into the rice storage room. While plaintiff Jane
Doe | was nursing her baby (Baby Doe 1), SLORC Officer 1 kicked her with his booted foot, a
she and the baby fell into the fire where Jane Doe | became unconscious. When she awoke, |
with pain, SLORC Officer 1 was beating and kicking her sister-in-law, and a villager was holdin(
herbaby.

75.  About this time, John Doe | came back from the river and saw the soldiers surrounding
his home. The soldiers shot at John Doe | who fled back into the jungle. SLORC Officer 1 tol
Jane Doe | she had to relocate from Village G to Village A1, or he would take her cows, hens a
rice.

76.  John Doe | eventually returned to the village and he, Jane Doe |, and their daughters le
their home, carrying only a few supplies. John Doe | carried the older daughter, who was cryil
and shaking and asking for food.

77. Baby Doe I, the younger daughter, was suffering from injuries inflicted when she and he
motherwerepushednto thefire. Forthreedaysthe babygrewworse,breathingwith difficulty

and bleeding into her urine and stools. Jane Doe | sought medical help in Village Al for a weel
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but there was no doctor or medicine.
78. JaneDoel, andhertwo sistershiredsomeoneo drive themto a placewhereshehoped

to
get medical care for her daughter. They were stopped by SLORC soldiers who forced them tc
stayfor two daysin a paddyfield without water.
79. Jane Doe | and her children were stopped a second time by SLORC soldiers who
ransacked her suitcases and took her cigarettes and ordered her and her children to stay in th
valley. By now BabyDoel's jaw wasswollen. Thesoldiersbroughtallittle rice twice aday, but
it wasnotenoughandherolderdaughtercriedfor food. It wassocoldin the paddythatthey
couldnotsleep.
80.  After two days,JaneDoel's mother-in-lamwasableto sell acow andgive the moneyto
Jane Doe I. Jane Doe | paid the SLORC soldiers, so she and her children would be allowed tc
leave.
81. JaneDoel wasstoppednceagainby SLORCsoldiersandforcedto sleepoutsidewith
her children.
82. By thetimetheyreached hospital,the doctorstold JaneDoel thatthe baby'shead
wound was infected, and there was nothing more they could do. Baby Doe | died that night.
83.  She was one month and ten days old when she and her mother were kicked into the fir
by SLORC Officer 1.

John Doell

84.  Prior to May 1992, plaintiff John Doe Il and his family lived in Village A in a newly built
house, where he had a plantation with betel nut, coconut, and jackfruit, and a vegetable gardel

nearby, as well as a cow.
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85. SLORC soldiers forced plaintiff John Doe Il and his household to move to Village Al in
the jungle where there was no place for his cow to graze. The relocated village is five miles fro
Village A, and in the rainy season, it is not possible to reach the fields in Village A without
swimming. Even in the dry season, plaintiff was prevented from working his farm in Village A
because he needed SLORC's permission to go there.

86.  After they settled in Village A1, SLORC Officer 2 came to the village head and said that
if the village supplied bamboo and wood the people in the village would not have to be forced-
work onthe pipelineproject.

87.  Subsequently, SLORC Officer 3 demanded that the village provide one person per
householdo be porterson aregularbasisor pay 3000Kyat (approximately20 working daysof

pay) per household.

88.  Plaintiff JohnDoell wasrequiredto supplythewood,bambocandleavesandbuild the
SLORCoutpost. He wasnot paidfor the suppliesor his labor.

89.  After the relocation to Village Al, plaintiff John Doe Il did some form of forced labor for
SLORC about once a week. After the village moved from Village A to Village Al, plaintiff John
Doe Il and the other villagers lived in temporary huts and were unable to build more substantie
housing because of the work that SLORC forced them to perform.

90. InJune 1992, SLORC soldiers took a young 18-year-old man from the village. John Dc
Il andthevillage headwentto the military camp,but the boy wassobeaterthathewasnot
recognizable. They heard the beatings, screaming and interrogation during the night. On
information and belief, the boy died that night.

91. In October 1992, SLORC took a second 18-year-old man from the village. The man wa

forcedto carrysuppliesto BanE-Tong,thelastpoint of the pipelineroutein Burmabeforeit
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crossesheborderinto Thailand. Whenhe couldnot carrytheload anyfurther,hedisappeared

and was never seen again.

92. In October 1992, during the harvest, the village headman told John Doe Il that he had

been instructed to bring John Doe Il and five other men to SLORC. John Doe Il was afraid an

fled.

93. John Doe Il fled Village Al in November 1992 with approximately 50 other villagers

because he feared injury or death and because SLORC forcibly relocated Village A and deman

porter fees and forced labor, thereby preventing plaintiff from working his farm and supporting

his family.

John Doe llI
94. In 1991, SLORC began to build permanent military headquarters in Village H for a
battalion assigned to the Yadana gas pipeline project.
95. SLORC demanded that Village A provide workers to build the headquarters.
96. Asaresult,plaintiff JohnDoelll wasforcedto work thereapproximatelylO daysa
monthwith no pay; he usedhis own toolsandsupplies.
97. Onseverabccasiondhieworkedon barrackswith approximatelyl,000peoplefrom other
villages in Burma.
98. In May 1992, becausef thethreatsandintimidationby SLORCandtheforcedlabor,
plaintiff John Doe IIl and his family fled Village A rather than relocate to Village Al.

Village B
John DoeV

99. Plaintiff John Doe V lived with his wife, Jane Doe Il, and their children in Village B.
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100. In December 1992, SLORC ordered Village B to be relocated to Village B1.

101. Plaintiff John Doe V was forced to leave behind his house, livestock, chickens and rice,
which were stolen by SLORC soldiers.

102. After theforcedrelocation plaintiff hadto payafeeto getpermissiorto goto work his

farm which still was in Village B. In October 1993, SLORC imposed a restriction on the villagel
movementso thatplaintiff could not harvesthis crops.

103. Before the forced relocation, plaintiff John Doe V had a house with bamboo and
hardwoodbeams.Afterward plaintiffs JohnDoeV andJaneDoell andtheir family sleptonthe
grounduntil they couldbuild atemporaryhut.

104. Plaintiff John Doe V was repeatedly forced to provide labor between 1992 and Decemt
1993 when he finally fled Village B1.

105. In June 1992, plaintiff John Doe V was again forced to serve as a porter for SLORC.
Another porter from Village F, who fell down from the weight of his load, was beaten by SLOR
soldiers and then left to die in the road.

106. Whenplaintiff JohnDoeV wasrequiredby SLORCto work, plaintiff wasunableto

work his own fields andwasalsoforcedto sell livestockto paythe porteringfeesdemandedby
SLORC.

107. In September 1993, when the village could not provide enough laborers, SLORC took tt
village officials, tied them up in the middle of the village, and tortured them by having water
pouredin their mouths therebyforcing themto drink continuously.Theydid thisin the

presence of other villagers.

108. In December 1993, because of conduct of SLORC, the physical threats and intimidatiot

theforcedlabor,the burdensomeorterfees,thetheft of his livestockandproduce plaintiffs
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John Doe V and Jane Doe Il and their family fled from Village B1.

JaneDoell and JaneDoelll

109. In December 1994, plaintiffs Jane Doe I, her great niece Jane Doe lll, then about 15
years old, and a nephew went back to Village B to get two pigs to celebrate Christmas. After
leaving Village B and on their return to their new home, they were seized by SLORC soldiers
who were providing security for the Yadana gas pipeline project.
110. Thesoldierstold thewomenthatthey,the soldiersweregoingto keepthepigs.
SLORC Officer 5, ordered Jane Doe Il to bring her "granddaughter" and threatened Jane Doe |
with a hoe and knife when he told her to leave Jane Doe Il alone with him. Jane Doe Il heard
Jane Doe llI calling, "Help me. Help me." However, she was afraid to go to her aid.
111. Plaintiff Jane Doe Ill was raped by SLORC Officer 5 and then released. SLORC Office
6 warned Jane Doe Il not to tell about the rape of Jane Doe IIl and then sexually assaulted he
112. The following morning, the soldiers took one of the pigs, and plaintiff's jaggery, rice and
moneyandpermittedthemto leave.
Village C
John Doe VI
113. John Doe VIl lived as a farmer with his wife and children in Village C.
114. In November 1995, when he was harvesting his crops, SLORC demanded that he work
for them.
115. Plaintiff JohnDoe VIl hadto pay someoneelse200Kyat a day (600 Kyat thatmonth),
SO
his own crop could be harvested.

116. From December 1995 until May 1996, plaintiff John Doe VII and other villagers in
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Village C had to work regularly for SLORC.

117. During this period, someone from each household in the village had to go when laborers
or porters were demanded. Those forced to work included men, women and children betwee
the ages of 12 and 60. Pregnant women were forced to work if the men from their households
were dead or could not work.

118. Thosewho would notwork onthe assignedoadwaywerearrestecandtakento work on

the military outposts.

119. Plaintiff John Doe VIl worked because he was threatened.

120. Plaintiff John Doe VII was never paid.

121. In May 1996, John Doe VIl fled from his village with his wife and three children because
of SLORC's continued demands for his labor.

Village D
John Doe VI

122. In April 1995, Total Employee 1, accompanied by a SLORC lieutenant and 50 SLORC
soldiers, came into Village D, where plaintiff John Doe VIII lived.

123. TheTotal representativéalkedaboutthe pipelineandtold thevillagersthatthey must
cooperatevith the projectandtakecareof the pipelinearea.

124. Beginning in May 1995, plaintiff John Doe VIII and other villagers were forced to serve
asportersfor the soldierspatrollingthe pipelineregion.

125. While working as porters for the Yadana gas pipeline project, the weights that villagers
wereforcedto carryweresogreatthatthey neededassistancéo standup. Thosewho failed to

carry the weight or tried to leave were beaten.

126. In May 1995, when SLORC soldiers who guarded the pipeline route came to the village
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and demanded 40 men to serve as porters for them, plaintiff John Doe VIII had to serve as a

porter carrying ammunition, rice, and boots for the soldiers as they patrolled the pipeline regio

At theendhewaspaid 600 Kyat by Total employees.

127. Because the loads were so heavy, much heavier than what plaintiff carried working for

himself, plaintiff John Doe VIII tried to avoid being in the village when SLORC came to demand

workers.

128. Because of threats and intimidation by SLORC, the village head came to plaintiff John

Doe VIII and other men hiding in the jungle and pleaded with them to comply with the SLORC

soldiers' demand for their labor.

129. Asaresult,plaintiff JohnDoe VIII againporteredfor patrolsalongthe pipelineroute.

Althoughheworkedfor two daysuntil he collapsedhereceivedno pay.

130. During this period, the soldiers guarding the pipeline route would come into the villages

andsimply moveinto plaintiff's housefor periodsfrom onedayto a week;without paymentor

permissiontheywould takeall the food theycouldfind.

131. Almost every day SLORC soldiers came into the village to force villagers, including

plaintiff, to work for them:thevillagerswereforcedto carryrice andammunitionto the outposts

which guarded the Yadana gas pipeline project, clear the brush at the outposts, guard the pip:

route, and carry supplies -- including food which the soldiers had stolen from the villagers.

132. Foraperiodof time, plaintiff JohnDoeVIIlI wasforcedby SLORCto work atleastonce
aweekwithout pay.

133. Foraperiodof time, plaintiff JohnDoe VIII hadto pay SLORCsoldiersto obtaina pass

to go to his fields.

134. Inearly 1996, SLORC soldiers entered Village D, tied a noose around the neck of the
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village head, killed at least eight people, and tortured one youth.
135. In March 1996, because of the violent conduct of SLORC soldiers and their demands fc
his labor, plaintiff John Doe VIII fled from his village alone without his family.
Village E

John DoelX
136. Plaintiff JohnDoelX wasa jewelry makerandpart-time rubberplantationworker. He
also farmed on six acres in Village E, about 25 kilometers from the pipeline route.
137. In 1996, SLORC officials notified the village head that the village was to provide pipeline
porters. Villagerswerepickedon arotationbasisto serveasporters.
138. Villagersweretold thattheycouldavoidwork asa porterby payingSLORCmoney.
139. If there were not enough people, the police, acting under the direction of the SLORC
soldiers, would forcibly enter the village and take people.
140. In April 1996,plaintiff JohnDoe IX wasdirectedto go with the soldiersto work asa
"pipeline porter"to carry suppliesfor soldiersalongthe pipelineroutewho wereguardingTotal
employeesn theareaandproviding othersecurityfor the project.
141. Plaintiff couldnotaffordto payto haveanotherpersongoin his place.
142. Heandtheothervillagersweretransportedy the policewho turnedthemoverto the
armyfor whomheservedasa porteralongthe pipelineroute.
143. Twice aday,theportersweregivenrice andsaltto eat.
144. When plaintiff was having trouble carrying his heavy load due to the heat and lack of
adequatdood, hewasbeateroy the soldiers.
145. Plaintiff wasexpectedo serveasa porter.

146. After daysof porteringon this occasionplaintiff JohnDoelIX escaped.
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About a month after his escape in early 1996, plaintiff John Doe IX was again directed to go w
SLORCto bea"pipelineporter.”
147. There were 80 SLORC soldiers for whom the porters were forced to work. Sometimes.
whenthey passedhroughvillages,the villagerswould takepity on plaintiff andthe other
porters
and give them extra food.
148. Theheadmarof Village E raisedmoneyto give to the portersto help supporthemand
buy medicinewhile theywereworking asporters.
149. Plaintiff JohnDoelX thenworkedasa porteron the pipeline,andthenthe SLORC
soldiers demanded money in return for releasing
plaintiff and the others from Village E.
150. For their release from forced labor, plaintiff and the other porters gave SLORC soldiers
the money raised by the village head.
151. Plaintiff did notreceivepayfor anyof his work asa pipelineporter.
152. When plaintiff John Doe IX was free from forced labor and able to work at his normal
occupation, SLORC demanded that he pay over a third of his income as "forced labor fees."
Adding theforcedlaborfeesto the othermoneyextortedoy SLORC,plaintiff waspaying
approximately 70% of his income to SLORC.
153. Plaintiff JohnDoeIX fled with his family because¢hey could not paythe porterand
labor
fees imposed by SLORC and because he wanted to escape from the forced labor SLORC wa:

demanding for the pipeline.
Village K
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John DoeXl
154. In October, 1992, at the end of the rainy season SLORC soldiers came to Village K and
told the headman that the village had to relocate.
155. SLORC soldiers remained in the village to ensure that the move was made quickly and
villagers were warned that anyone who failed to move would be shot.
156. SLORC soldiers seized all the property that the villagers were forced to leave behind.
SLORC soldiers ate five cows belonging to John Doe Xl and used produce from his betel nut
farm.
157. Oninformation and belief, Village K was relocated to provide security for the Yadana ga
pipeline project and the railroad.
158. After Village K wasrelocatedplaintiff JohnDoe X| hadto serve without pay,asa
porter.
159. Duringthis period,plaintiff JohnDoe XI wasrequiredto laborfor sevendaysatatime
andon oneoccasionwasforcedto serveasa porterfor tendays.
160. In the year following the relocation, plaintiff John Doe Xl was also forced to serve as an
"emergency porter", when SLORC soldiers would simply grab him and force him to porter, in
addition to being forced to porter in rotation with other villagers.
161. Thatyear,plaintiff wasforcedto pay porteringfeesandalsopay
othersto porterin his place.
162. In 1994, SLORC soldiers came to the relocated village and told plaintiff and the other
villagersthatwesternersverecomingto do pipelineconstructiorandthattheyhadto cooperate
with them.

163. Plaintiff John Doe Xl and his family fled from Village K because of the increased forced
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labor on the Yadana gas pipeline project and the portering fees he was forced to pay.

General Allegations

164. The acts described herein were inflicted under color of law and under color of official
authority and/or in conspiracy or on behalf of those acting under color of official authority, and
were inflicted deliberately and/or intentionally and/or with deliberate indifference and/or with
reckless disregard, and/or negligently.

165. The acts and injuries to plaintiffs and their next-of-kin described herein were part of a
pattern and practice of systematic human rights violations designed, ordered, implemented an
directed by defendants and their agents.

166. As a direct and proximate result of defendants' unlawful conduct, plaintiffs have suffere
and will continue to suffer physical injuries, pain and suffering, and extreme and severe mental
anguish and emotional distress; plaintiffs have incurred and will continue to incur medical
expenses; and plaintiffs have suffered and will continue to suffer a loss of their means of
economicsupportandthelossof their personabndreal property. Plaintiffs aretherebyentitled

to general and compensatory damages in amounts to be proven at trial.

167. The conduct of defendants and each of them, including Moes 1-50, and/or their
agents/employees, as described herein, was malicious, fraudulent and/or oppressive and done
with a wilful and conscious disregard for plaintiffs' rights and for the deleterious consequences
defendants' actions. Consequently, plaintiffs are entitled to punitive damages from each of th
defendants.

168. Onor aboutOctober4, 1996,plaintiffs filed anactionin U.S. District Courtfor the

Central District of California. That action was called Doe v. Unocal, CV 96-6959-RAP. After

survivinga motionto dismiss,andafterdiscoveryby bothsides the Courtgrantedsummary
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judgment to the defendants, which judgment was entered on September 5, 2000. The court
specifically declined to exercise jurisdiction over the plaintiffsO state claims and dismissed tho:

claims without prejudice.

IV. CLAIMS FOR RELIEF

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
(Wrongful Death)
[Plaintiffs John Doel and JaneDoell,
individually and as Administrators of the Estate
of their DeceasedChild Baby Doel,
and on Behalf of All Those Similarly Situated
Against All Defendants]

169. Plaintiffs John Doe | and Jane Doe | on their own behalf and on behalf of their decease:
child Baby Doe | reallege and incorporate by reference the allegations set forth in paragraphs .
through 154 as if fully set forth herein.
170. Plaintiff JohnDoel wasthe naturalfatherandplaintiff JaneDoe | wasthe naturalmother
of the deceased child Baby Doe I. Plaintiffs John Doe | and Jane Doe | are the heirs at law fol
BabyDoel.
171. Asadirectresultof thedefendantsactsandomissionsandasa resultof the deathof their
child Baby Doe I, plaintiffs John Doe | and Jane Doe | have sustained pecuniary loss resulting
from lossof society,comfort, attention,servicesandsupportof decedentkilled by military or
other personnel acting under the direction and control of defendant SLORC in conspiracy with

the otherdefendants.
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172. Defendants' actions and omissions were a direct and substantial cause of Baby Doe I's
death at the hands of SLORC Officer 1 the last week of November 1994. Defendants failed tc
useduecareto protectBabyDoel andotherssimilarly situatedfrom injury andharm,thereby
proximately causing the wrongful death of Baby Doe I.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION

BATTERY

(By All Doe Plaintiffs AgainstAll Defendants)
173. Plaintiffsincorporateby referencegparagraph4 to 158 of this Complaintasif fully set
forth herein.
174. Defendant Unocal, upon entering into contracts for exploitation, exploration and
transportation of natural gas with the SLORC regime which required SLORC to provide securi
for the Project,constructinfrastructureandcleartheright of way, andby providingdirect
supportto the SLORCregimeto ensurethatdefendantGontractrightswith SLORCwere
continueduntil the Projectwascompletedknew or wassubstantiallycertainthat SLORCwould
usetortureandwould beatthe plaintiffs in orderto terrorizetheminto working on the Projectas
forced laborers.
175. As aresultof UnocalOdecisionto hire the SLORCmilitary to providesecurityfor the
Project, clear the right of way for the pipeline, and construct infrastructure, SLORC forced
plaintiffs and other villagers to perform labor. In doing so, SLORC beat and caused bodily injur
to the plaintiffs. DefendantUnocaltherebyintentionallycommittedactswhich resultedn
harmful or offensivecontactwith plaintiffs' persons.Plaintiffs did not consento the contact,
which caused injury, damage, loss or harm to the Plaintiffs.

176. The acts described herein constitute battery, actionable under the laws of California.
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177. DefendantUnocalOsonductof knowingly exposingplaintiffs to the brutal practicesof
SLORC has caused plaintiffs significant injury. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover compensatory

and punitive damages in amounts to be ascertained at trial.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION

FALSE IMPRISONMENT

(By All Doe Plaintiffs AgainstAll Defendants)
178. Plaintiffsincorporateby referencegparagraph4 to 163 of this Complaintasif fully set
forth herein.
179. Defendant Unocal intentionally and unlawfully exercised force or the express or implied
threat of force to restrain, detain or confine the Plaintiffs and others similarly situated, and/or
Unocal hired the military knowing, or having reason to know, that they would use force to deta
Plaintiffs andotherssimilarly situated. Therestraint,detentionor confinementompelledthe
Plaintiffs to stay or go somewhere against their will for some appreciable time. The Plaintiffs ¢
not consento this restraint,detentionor confinement.
180. Defendant Unocal's and its agents' actions constituted false imprisonment, actionable
under the laws of California. Plaintiffs are entitled to compensatory and punitive damages in
amounts to be ascertained at trial.

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION

ASSAULT
(By All Doe Plaintiffs Against All Defendants)
181. Plaintiffsincorporateby referencegparagraph4 to 166 of this Complaintasif fully set

forth herein.
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182. Theconductof defendantUnocalandits agentscausedPlaintiffs to beapprehensivéhat
defendant would subject them to imminent batteries and/or intentional invasions of their rights
be free from offensive and harmful contact, and said conduct demonstrated that defendant hac
present ability to subject Plaintiffs to an immediate, intentional, offensive and harmful touching
183. The acts described herein constitute assault, actionable under the laws of California.

Plaintiffs are entitled to compensatory and punitive damages in amounts to be ascertained at-

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION

INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS
(By All Doe Plaintiffs AgainstAll Defendants)

184. Plaintiffsincorporateby referencegparagraph4 to 169 of this Complaintasif fully set
forth herein.
185. The acts described herein constitute outrageous conduct against Plaintiffs, and were
without privilege.
186. Defendant Unocal intended to cause Plaintiffs to suffer emotional distress, or, in the
alternative, (a) defendant engaged in the conduct with reckless disregard of the probability of
causingPlaintiffs to sufferemotionaldistress(b) the Plaintiffs werepresentatthetime the
outrageousonductoccurredand(c) thedefendanknewthatthe Plaintiffs werepresent.
187. Plaintiffs suffered severe emotional distress and the outrageous conduct of the defende
wasa causeof theemotionaldistresssufferedby Plaintiffs.
188. DefendantsO or their agentsO outrageous conduct constitutes the intentional infliction
emotional distress and is actionable under the laws of California. Plaintiffs are entitled to

compensatory and punitive damages in amounts to be ascertained at trial.
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SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION

NEGLIGENT INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS

(By All Doe Plaintiffs AgainstAll Defendants)
189. Plaintiffsincorporateby referencegparagraph4 to 174 of this Complaintasif fully set
forth herein.
190. At all relevant times, defendant Unocal owed Plaintiffs a duty to act with reasonable cal
and/or injury to the Plaintiffs was reasonably foreseeable.
191. At all relevanttimes,defendanthadthe power,ability, authorityandduty to stop
engaging in the conduct described herein and to intervene to prevent or prohibit such conduct.
192. At all relevanttimes,defendanknew,or reasonablyshouldhaveknown,thatthe conduct
described herein would and did proximately result in physical and emotional distress to the
Plaintiffs.
193. Despitesaidknowledge power,andduty, defendantJnocalbreachedts duty to
plaintiffs, and thereby negligently failed to act so as to stop engaging in the conduct described
hereinandto preventor to prohibit suchconductor to otherwiseprotectPlaintiffs. To the
extent that said negligent conduct was perpetrated by certain agents of defendant Unocal, the
company confirmed and ratified said conduct with the knowledge that Plaintiffs' emotional and
physicaldistressvould therebyincreaseandwith awantonandrecklesdisregardor the
deleterious consequences to Plaintiffs.
194. Plaintiffs werebystanderandimmediatelyobservedhe circumstancesf thetortureand
other assaults on family members.
195. As adirect and legal result of defendant Unocal's wrongful acts, Plaintiffs have suffered

and will continue to suffer significant physical injury, pain and suffering and extreme and sever:
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mental anguish and emotional distress.
196. Defendant Unocal's conduct constitutes the negligent infliction of emotional distress anc
is actionable under the laws of California. Plaintiffs are entitled to compensatory and punitive
damages in amounts to be ascertained at trial.
mn
mn
mn
SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION

NEGLIGENCE AND RECKLESSNESS

(By All Doe Plaintiffs AgainstAll Defendants)
197. Plaintiffsincorporateby referencegparagraph4 to 182 of this Complaintasif fully set
forth herein.
198. Defendant Unocal owed a duty to plaintiffs to exercise due care in conducting its
international ventures. Defendant Unocal breached its duty of care by engaging in business
activities with SLORC, a joint-venturer and implied partner with Unocal, and an agent of Unoc:
which engages in severe repression and human rights abuses as outlined above.
199. Defendant Unocal knew or should have known that by entering into a joint venture and;
implied partnership agreement with SLORC to exploit natural gas from the Andaman Sea and
build a pipeline through Burma to transport such gas, SLORC would engage in forced labor,
killings, torture, village destruction, and property confiscation in connection with the Project.
DefendantUnocalalsoknewor shouldhaveknownthatby supportingthe SLORCregimeto
ensure the viability of the Project as agreed with SLORC, SLORC would engage in brutal

violations of human rights to repress all dissent.
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200. DefendantUnocalfurtherknewor shouldhaveknownthatits joint ventureand/or

implied partnershipnvith SLORC,aswell asits otherdirectsupportfor SLORC,would

encourage and support SLORCOs human rights violations, including forced labor, killings, tortt
andvillage destructionFurther thatby providingdirectandindirectsupportto SLORC,

defendant Unocal knew or should have known that this would prolong SLORCOs reign of terrc
Defendant Unocal knew or should have known that the direct and proximate result of SLORC(
actions would be the mass migration across the border with Thailand of persons fleeing SLOR
brutality.

201. As adirect and proximate result of defendant UnocalOs breaches of duties, Plaintiffs he
sufferedinjuriesto their personsasdescribecherein.DefendantUnocalOactionswith respecto

this joint-venture and implied partnership have been negligent and reckless. Plaintiffs are enti
to compensatorandpunitivedamages amountgo beascertaineattrial.

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION

NEGLIGENCE PER SE

(By All Doe Plaintiffs against All Defendants)
202. Plaintiffsincorporateby referenceparagraphd to 187 of this Complaintasif fully set
forth herein.
203. Defendant Unocal failed to use ordinary or reasonable care in order to avoid injury to
Plaintiffs. Defendant's negligence was a cause of injury, damage, loss or harm to Plaintiffs.
204. As aresultof theseacts,Plaintiffs sufferedharmincluding, but notlimited to, physical
injury, pain and suffering, and severe emotional distress. Defendant's conduct constitutes
negligence per se and is actionable under the laws of California. Plaintiffs are entitled to

compensatory and punitive damages in amounts to be ascertained at trial.
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NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION

CONVERSION

(By All Doe Plaintiffs against All Defendants)
205. Plaintiffsincorporateby referenceparagraphd to 190 of this Complaintasif fully set
forth herein.
206. DefendanUnocalandits agentdeprivedthe Doe Plaintiffs of propertyby wrongful acts
and disposition as alleged above. At the time of the conversion, plaintiffs owned and/or were |
possessiomf the property.
207. As aresultof defendantJnocal'sconversiorof plaintiffs' property,plaintiffs were
damagedy thelossand/orthelossof the useof their propertyin anamountto be provenat
trial.

TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION

NEGLIGENT HIRING

(By All Doe Plaintiffs against All Defendants)
208. Plaintiffsincorporateby referenceparagraphd to 193 of this Complaintasif fully set
forth herein.
209. In furtherance of the Project, defendant Unocal selected, hired, retained and contracted
with SLORC military, intelligence and/or police forces and/or the other joint venturers to clear t
right of way, constructinfrastructureandprovidesecurityfor the Project.
210. Defendant Unocal failed to exercise reasonable care in selecting, hiring, retaining and
contracting with SLORC miilitary, intelligence and/or police forces and/or the other joint venture
to performthiswork. At thetime thatdefendanselectedhired,retainedandcontractedvith

SLORC military, intelligence and/or police forces and/or the other joint venturers and at all othe
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relevant times, defendant knew or reasonably should have known that SLORC military,
intelligence and/or police forces and/or the other joint venturers would violate plaintiffs' rights
and that, as a direct and proximate result of those violations, the plaintiffs would suffer injuries
as alleged herein.

211. As adirect and proximate result of defendant Unocal's negligent selection, hiring,
retention and contracting with SLORC military, intelligence and/or police forces and/or the othe
joint venturers, plaintiffs have suffered and continue to suffer injuries entitling them to damage:

in amountdo be provenattrial.

ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION

NEGLIGENT SUPERVISION

(By all Doe Plaintiffs Against All Defendants)
212. Plaintiffsincorporateby referenceparagraphd to 197 of this Complaintasif fully set
forth herein.
213. On information and belief, when engaging in the wrongful conduct alleged herein,
SLORC military, intelligence and/or police forces and/or the other joint venturers were acting a:
the agents or co-venturers of defendant Unocal. On information and belief, defendant Unocal
exercised control over the operative details of the Project work performed by SLORC military,
intelligence and/or police forces and/or the other joint venturers.
214. Defendant Unocal knew or reasonably should have known that SLORC military,
intelligence and/or police forces and/or the other joint venturers would violate plaintiffs' rights,
and that, as a direct and proximate result of those violations, the plaintiffs would suffer injurie:

as alleged herein.
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215. DefendanUnocalhadthe authorityto superviseprohibit, control,and/orregulate

SLORC military, intelligence and/or police forces and/or the other joint venturers so as to prev:
these acts and omissions from occurring.

216. DefendantUnocalknewor reasonablyhouldhaveknownunlesstheyintervenedo
protectplaintiffs andproperlyto superviseprohibit, controland/orregulatethe conduct

described herein, SLORC military, intelligence and/or police forces and/or the other joint
venturers would perceive their acts and omissions as being ratified and condoned.

217. Defendant Unocal failed to exercise due care by failing to supervise, prohibit, control or
regulate the SLORC military, intelligence and/or police forces and/or the other joint venturers.
a direct and proximate result of defendant's negligent selection, hiring, retention and contractin
with SLORC military, intelligence and/or police forces and/or the other joint venturers, plaintiffs
have suffered and continue to suffer injuries entitling them to damages in amounts to be prove
trial.

mn

i
TWELFTH CAUSE OF ACTION

VIOLATION OF BUSINESS

AND PROFESSIONSCODE = 17200
(By All Plaintiffs AgainstAll Defendants)

218. Plaintiffsincorporateby referenceparagraphd to 203 of this Complaintasif fully set
forth herein.
219. Plaintiffs bring this cause of action on behalf of themselves and on behalf of the general

public,andasa classaction,for both Categoryl andCategoryll classmemberspursuanto
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Business and Professions Code & 17204. The conduct of defendant Unocal as alleged herein
been and continues to be deleterious to plaintiffs and the general public, and plaintiffs are seel
to enforce important rights affecting the public interest within the meaning of Code of Civil
Procedure = 1021.5.

220. Defendant Unocal's fraudulent and deceptive practices as alleged herein constitute
ongoing and continuous unfair business practices within the meaning of Business and Profess
Code =@ 17200. Such practices include, but are not limited to, the knowing use of forced labor «
the Project,threatsrape,battery,andotheractsof tortureandfurtherintimidationon the

plaintiffs to force plaintiffs to relocate andforce plaintiffs andothersto work without just
compensation on the Project, and the making of material misrepresentations and omissions in
sale of securities. Members of the public have been in the past and will in the future likely be
damaged by these practices.

221. The conduct as alleged herein constitutes clear violations of customary international lav
and the laws of California. The use of such unfair, illegal, and forced labor creates an unfair
business advantage over competitors within California and the United States.

222. The acts described herein constitute unfair business practices in violation of California
Business & Professions Code oa 17200 et seq.

223. The conduct as alleged herein constitutes a violation of California laws relating to labor
practices, criminal statutes, as well as obligations under customary international law. The use
such unfair and illegal forced labor creates an unfair business advantage over competitors with
California and the United States.

224. Plaintiffs seek injunctive relief, disgorgement of all profits resulting from these unfair

businesgracticesrestitutionandotherappropriataelief on behalfof themselvesndmembers
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of the general public as provided in Business and Professions Code & 17203.

THIRTEENTH CAUSE OF ACTION

VIOLATION OF

THE CALIFORNIA CONSTITUTION, ART.12 6

(By All Doe Plaintiffs AgainstAll Defendants)
225. Plaintiffsincorporateby referenceparagraphd to 210 of this Complaintasif fully set
forth herein.
226. Defendant Unocal, upon entering into contracts for exploitation, exploration and
transportation of natural gas with the SLORC regime which required SLORC to provide securi
for the Project,constructnfrastructureandcleartheright of way knewor wassubstantially
certain that SLORC would force villagers, including Plaintiffs, to perform labor on the Project
against their will by force and threat of force.
227. As aresultof UnocalOdecisionto hire the SLORCmilitary to providesecurityfor the
Project, clear the right of way for the pipeline, and construct infrastructure, SLORC forced
plaintiffs and other villagers to perform labor. Plaintiffs were made to perform such labor in
violation of the California Constitution Art. 1, @ 6, which prohibitsslaveryandinvoluntary
servitude. PlaintiffsO claims under the California Constitution are actionable pursuant to & 52.:
the California Civil Code, as amended July 7, 2000.
228. As aresultof beingsubjectedo slaveryand/orinvoluntaryservitudeby Defendant
Unocal, Plaintiffs have suffered and continue to suffer injuries entitling them to damages in

amountgo be provenattrial.
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FOURTEENTH CAUSE OF ACTION

UNJUST ENRICHMENT

(By All Doe Plaintiffs Against All Defendants)
229. Plaintiffsincorporateoy referencgparagraph4 to 214 of this AmendedComplaintasif
fully setforth herein.
230. As aresultof theforcedlaborpracticesccommittedby thejoint venturepartnerand/or
agent SLORC in connection with and in furtherance of the Project, defendant Unocal received
benefitsthroughservicedortiously obtainedfrom plaintiffs. DefendantUnocalis underaduty
of restitutionto plaintiffs for the benefitsreceivedtherefrom.
231. Defendant UnocalOs conduct constitutes unjust enrichment actionable under the laws -
California. Plaintiffs are entitled to compensatory and punitive damages in amounts to be
ascertained at trial.

V. DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

232. Plaintiffs demand a trial by jury on all issues so triable.
mn
mn
mn
mn
mn
mn
mn
VI. PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE plaintiffs respectfullyrequesthe Courtto:
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@ enter judgment in favor of plaintiffs on all counts of the Complaint;
(b) awardplaintiffs compensatorandpunitive damages;
(c) grant plaintiffs equitable relief;
(d) awardplaintiffs the costsof suitincludingreasonablattorneysfes,and
(e) awardplaintiffs suchotherandfurtherrelief asthe Courtdeemgust underthe
circumstances.
DATED: October4, 2000 RespectfullySubmitted,

HADSELL & STORMER,INC.

By:

DAN STORMER
Attorneysfor Plaintiffs
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