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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK 

HEIDI GORE and NATHANIEL S. GORE, 

Plaintiffs, 

-against-

NARCONON GULF COAST, INC., and 

DEBBIE ROSS, 

Defendants. 

X 

Index No. 159042/12 

AMENDED COMPLAINT 

X 

Plaintiffs Heidi Gore and Nathaniel S. Gore, by and through their counsel, Zukerman Gore 

Brandeis & Crossman, LLP, for their Amended Complaint for unjust enrichment, promissory 

estoppel, fraudulent misrepresentation, fraudulent concealment and rescission against defendants 

Narconon Gulf Cost, Inc. and Debbie Ross (collectively, "Defendants"), allege as follows: 

PARTIES 

1. Plaintiffs Heidi Gore and Nathaniel S. Gore (collectively the "Gores" or 

"Plaintiffs," and individually Mr. or Mrs. Gore) are married, and reside in New York, New York. 

2. Upon information and belief, Defendant Narconon Gulf Coast, Inc. ("Narconon") 

is a corporation that maintains its principal office at 3391 Scenic Highway 98, Destin, Florida 32541. 
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3. Upon information and belief, Defendant Debbie Ross ("Ross") is an owner, 

manager, and principal of Defendant Narconon, and is a resident of the State of Florida. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

4. This court has jurisdiction over this matter, and over Defendants pursuant to 

CPLR § 302(a)(1) because Defendants have transacted business in this state, and pursuant to CPLR 

§ 302(a)(3), because Defendants committed a tortious act without the state causing injury to persons 

within this state, regularly solicit business and advertise over the Internet in this state, and expect or 

reasonably should expect the acts here complained of to have consequences in this state and derive 

substantial revenue from interstate or international commerce. 

5. Venue is appropriate in this court because Plaintiffs reside in New York County. 

ALLEGATIONS COMMON TO ALL COUNTS 

6. This is an action to recover $40,000 that Defendant Narconon obtained from 

Plaintiffs as a result of Narconon's deliberate misrepresentation and material nondisclosure of 

relevant facts, at a time when the Gores, acting as good Samaritans, were attempting to assist a 

relative not from theit itnmediate family, but who was in need of professional drug treatment (the 

"Patient") and was experiencing emergency medical issues requiring itnmediate attention as a result 

of substance abuse. 

7. Narconon holds itself out as a professional inpatient drug treatment facility. 

8. For the purpose of attracting patients and people who are seeking to place 

patients, Narconon maintains a website (the 'Website"). The Website purports to provide a 

thorough explanation of Narconon's services, treatment techniques, and philosophy. 

9. The Website contains a section called the "Rehab Help Form," which invites an 

Internet user visiting the Website to complete a form which asks for the Internet user's basic contact 
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information, and permits the user to write out a detailed message which is received direcdy by 

Narconon. 

10. The Website does not disclose that Narconon has any connection to Scientology 

or that Narconon exposes its patients to the literature and "teachings" of Scientology. 

11. On or about September 9, 2012, the Gores, searching from New York for facilities 

that could serve the Patient, were directed to the Website. The Gores reviewed the Website, and 

spoke by telephone with spokespersons from Narconon. 

12. During conversations with the Gores, none of the Narconon spokespeople 

revealed any connection to Scientology. 

13. In reliance upon the representations and omissions of Narconon, both on the 

Website and on the telephone, Mrs. Gore agreed to escort the Patient to Narconon's office. 

14. In the alternative, the Gores acted based upon a unilateral mistake about the 

relationship between Narconon and Scientology, and the existence of such mistake was both known 

to Narconon at the time, and was actively fostered by Narconon. 

15. Narconon insisted upon receiving a deposit of $40,000, in advance, before either 

of the Gores left New York, in order to "save a spot" for the Patient. 

16. On or about September 9, 2012, Narconon received $40,000 from the Gores (the 

"Deposit"). 

17. The Deposit was paid by the Gores in New York, via American Express, as 

instructed by Narconon. 

18. Narconon received the Deposit as a result of Narconon's material omission of 

facts to the Gores. 

19. Narconon failed to disclose to the Gores the fact that it is connected with the so-

called "Scientology" church or movement. 
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20. On information and belief, in fact Narconon is connected with Scientology in one 

or more ways. 

21. On information and belief, Narconon uses writings taken from Scientology in its 

treatment of patients. 

22. On information and belief, Narconon employs teachings from Scientology in its 

treatment of patients. 

23. At no time did Narconon reveal to the Gores its connection with Scientology. 

24. Such failure to disclose was willful, and was intended to induce the Gores into 

delivering the Deposit and the Patient to Narconon. 

25. Narconon's connection to, and use of, Scientology and its teachings, including 

exposing vulnerable patients to such "teachings," was a material component of Narconon's 

treatment program. Narconon knew that such treatment is highly controversial and unacceptable to 

a large proportion of people, and that if such connection were known to the Gores, the Gores 

would not have chosen their facility for the Patient. 

26. In order to fool the Gores and others like them, Narconon concealed its 

connection to Scientology, both on the Website and in conversations with the Gores. 

27. Because of the sensitive, special duty of caregiver, therapist and medical advisor 

assumed by Narconon, Narconon had a special duty to disclose to the Gores the nature of the 

treatment that the Patient would receive and obtain the Gores' informed consent to such treatment. 

By failing to disclose such information to the Gores and obtain their informed consent, Narconon 

breached that special duty. 

28. In reliance upon the aforesaid representations and material omissions, which 

omissions occurred despite Narconon's duty to disclose in the context of the discussions, Mrs. Gore 

traveled to Narconon and enrolled the Patient there. 
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29. Soon after enrolling the Patient at Narconon, with the help of others, the Gores 

independendy discovered that Narconon is, in fact, connected with Scientology and L. Ron 

Hubbard. Immediately thereafter, Mr. Gore called Narconon and spoke with Ross. 

30. Mr. Gore and Ross spoke by telephone during the evening and into the night of 

September 7-8, 2012. 

31. During those conversations, Mr. Gore explained that it was not acceptable for the 

Patient to be in the care of a facility with any connection to the Church of Scientology or L. Ron 

Hubbard. 

32. During the conversation, Ross told Mr. Gore in words or substance, "I understand 

the family's concerns and do not want any problems. If [Patient] leaves the program, we will pro-rate 

the fee." 

33. In reliance upon Ross's express promise to pro-rate the fee, the Gores arranged for 

the Patient to leave the program at Narconon. 

34. The Patient left the program at Narconon on the morning of Sunday, September 

9, 2012. 

35. Thereafter, Mr. Gore repeatedly attempted to reach Ross by phone to arrange for 

the promised refund. Ross dodged Mr. Gore's calls. 

36. On or about September 11, 2012, Mr. Gore's attorney wrote to Narconon to 

recount the events and to demand the promised refund. 

37. Narconon, through Ross, responded on September 12, 2012 in writing. 

38. Narconon's response claimed that "the deposit and fees are non-refundable." Ross 

failed to acknowledge her promises to Mr. Gore that she would pro-rate the Deposit. 

39. Ross's response did, however, implicidy admit that pro-ration was appropriate, 

because she devoted several paragraphs to describing how the program is "monetarily heavily 
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weighted in the beginning." As part of such discussion, Ross described "monies were expended for 

[Patient)" totaling $205.26. Ross also alluded to other services allegedly performed in the less than 2 

days' time that the Patient spent there, but she did not itemize their alleged cost. There would have 

been no reason for Ross to itemize such expenses if Ross was not at least tacidy acknowledging her 

promise to "pro-rate" the Deposit. 

40. Narconon and Ross have failed and refused to give the promised refund, pro-rated 

or otherwise. 

COUNT ONE 
(UNJUST ENRICHMENT- ALL DEFENDANTS) 

41. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every allegation of paragraph 1 through 40 

of this Amended Complaint with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein. 

42. Plaintiffs delivered to Defendants $40,000 and the Patient, with the expectation 

that they would receive effective, satisfactory care for the Patient, for 90 days, in a facility that was 

not connected in any way to Scientology and/ or L. Ron Hubbard. 

43. Defendants accepted the benefits of the Gore's payment and the attendance of the 

Patient, and were enriched. Defendants were further enriched when, at Defendants' express 

invitation, the Patient left Narconon, and Defendants were thus freed of the obligation, cost and 

expense of performing services for the Patient and keeping the Patient in their custody. 

44. It would be unjust to permit Defendants to be enriched at the Gores' expense. 

45. Such enrichment was at the Gores' expense. 

46. Defendants knew at all relevant times that the Gores were acting entirely as good 

Samaritans and protective relatives, with no economic motive. 

47. As a result of Defendants' wrongful acts alleged herein, Plaintiffs are entided to 

damages in an amount of $40,000, plus prejudgment interest at the statutory rate from September 9, 

2012, plus costs. 
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COUNT TWO 
(PROMISSORY ESTOPPEL- ALL DEFENDANTS) 

48. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every allegation of paragraphs 1 through 40 

of this Amended Complaint with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein. 

49. Defendants promised Plaintiffs that they would pro-rate the Deposit if the Patient 

left the program. 

50. Defendants' promise to Plaintiffs to pro-rate the Deposit if the Patient left the 

program was independent of any previous contractual dealings between Plaintiffs and Defendants. 

51. In reliance upon Defendants' promise, Plaintiffs changed position by causing 

Patient to leave the program. 

52. Plaintiffs' reliance on Defendants' promise was reasonable. 

53. As a result, Defendants are estopped to deny their promise to refund the Deposit. 

54. As a direct and proximate result of the foregoing, Plaintiffs have been damaged in 

the amount of $40,000. 

COUNT THREE 
(FRAUDULENT MISREPRESENTATION- ALL DEFENDANTS) 

55. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every allegation of paragraphs 1 through 40 

of this Amended Complaint with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein. 

56. Defendants' promises, during the evening and night telephone calls between Mr. 

Gore and Ross on September 7-8, 2012, to pro-rate the fee if the Patient left the Narconon 

program were false, and known to be false by Defendants. 

57. Defendants' promises to pro-rate the fee if the Patient left the Narconon program 

were willfully made for the purpose of inducing the Gores to rely on such promises, so that the 

Gores would remove the Patient from the facility, thereby freeing Narconon from the obligation to 

house, feed, treat and attend to the Patient. 
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58. The Gores' reliance on Defendants' promises to pro-rate the fee if the Patient left 

the Narconon program was justified. 

59. At the time Defendants promised to pro-rate the fee, they had no intent to do so. 

60. As a direct and proximate result of the foregoing, Plaintiffs have been damaged in 

the amount of $40,000. 

COUNT FOUR 
(FRAUDULENT CONCEALMENT- ALL DEFENDANTS) 

61. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every allegation of paragraphs 1 through 40 

of this Amended Complaint with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein. 

62. When the Gores delivered $40,000 and the Patient to Defendants, Narconon's 

connection with Scientology was peculiarly within the knowledge of Defendants, and this 

information was not readily available to the Gores, and would not have been readily available to the 

Gores through the exercise of ordinary intelligence and diligence. 

63. During the time that the Gores delivered $40,000 and the Patient to the 

Defendants, the Patient was experiencing emergency medical issues as a result of substance abuse 

requiring immediate attention. Because of the emergent nature of the circumstances surrounding 

the Patient, the Gores were unable to investigate Narconon beyond viewing the Website and 

speaking to N arconon spokespersons by telephone. 

64. Defendants knew that when the Gores delivered to the Defendants $40,000 and 

the Patient, the Gores were acting on the basis of mistaken knowledge because they did not know 

of Narconon's connection with Scientology. 

65. In delivering the $40,000 and the Patient to Defendants, the Gores justifiably relied 

on Defendants' material omission of Narconon's connection to Scientology. 

66. Defendants had a duty to disclose Narconon's connection with Scientology to the 

Gores because Defendants knew: (1) that Narconon was connected with Scientology; (2) that the 
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Gores were acting under the mistaken belief that Narconon was not connected with Scientology; 

and that (3) knowledge of Narconon's connection with Scientology was not readily available to the 

Gores, and would not have been readily available to the Gores through the exercise of ordinary 

intelligence and diligence. 

67. Defendants also had a duty to disclose Narconon's connection with Scientology to 

the Gores because a special, confidential relationship was formed between Defendants and the 

Gores when the Gores agreed to entrust the Patient to the custody of Narconon. This special, 

confidential relationship required Narconon to disclose to the Gores the conditions of the Patient's 

custody and treatment, including, without limitation, Narconon's connection to Scientology and the 

intent to expose the Patient to Scientology while in Defendants' custody. 

68. Defendants willfully failed to disclose Narconon's connection to Scientology to 

the Gores in order to induce the Gores to deliver to them $40,000 and the Patient. 

69. As a direct and proximate result of the foregoing, Plaintiffs have been damaged in 

the amount of $40,000. 

COUNT FIVE 
(RESCISSION -ALL DEFENDANTS) 

70. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every allegation of paragraphs 1 through 40 

of this Amended Complaint with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein. 

71. To the extent that a contract may have been formed between Plaintiffs and 

Defendants, such contract was based upon a mistake of fact on the part of the Gores. 

72. Such mistake of fact was known to Defendants at the time of contracting. 

73. Accordingly, any such contract should be rescinded and the parties returned to the 

status quo ante. 

74. WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment as follows: 
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A. On their First, Second, Third, Fourth and Fifth Counts, awarding Plaintiffs actual 

damages against Defendants in an amount to be determined at trial, but reasonably expected 

to exceed $40,000.00, together with interest to the maximum extent allowable by law 

thereon; and 

B. Granting Plaintiffs such other and further relief as this Court deems just and proper. 

Dated: New York, New York 
April 11, 2013 
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