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Attorneysfor Plaintiff?

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE

TEMECULA GOLD AND JEWELRY; Case No.: CVR|2100440
ALFY SHENOUDA,

Plaintiffs,
COMPLAINT FOR:

1. BREACH OF CONTRACT

2. UNJUST ENRICHMENT

ADT, INC., A California Corporation; 3' NEGLIGENCE
PROTECTION 1, A California

Corporation; and DOES 1 through 50,
inclusive, W

Defendants.
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I.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

1. Venue and Jurisdiction is proper in this court as the tortious acts alleged herein all

occurred in the City of Temecula, in the County of Riverside, in the State of California. In

addition, all DEFENDANTS and/or DEFENDANT corporations are conducting business in the

City of Temecula, in the County of Riverside, in the State of California. Furthermore,

DEFENDANTS reside in the City of Temecula, in County of Riverside, in the State of

California. Lastly, the real property at issue is located in the City of Temecula, in County of

Riverside, in the State of California.

2. PLAINTIFFS, and each of them, complain against ADT, INC., A California

Corporation; PROTECTION 1, A California Corporation; and DOES 1 through 50, inclusive

(hereinafter collectively “DEFENDANTS”), inclusive, as follows:

II.

PARTIES

3. At all times relevant herein, TEMECULA GOLD AND JEWELRY; ALFY

SHENOUDA, (collectively “PLAINTIFFS”) owned and were operating a jewelry store and

business located at 27487 Jefferson Ave, Temecula, California 92590 (hereinafter “SUBJECT

PROPERTY”).

4. DEFENDANT ADT, INC. is a California Corporation and security company

operating and doing business in the County of Riverside, in the state of California.

5. DEFENDANT PROTECTION 1 is a California Corporation and security

company operating and doing business in the County of Riverside, in the state of California.

6. At all times herein, DEFENDANTS, and each of them, were acting as agents,

employees, representatives, and/or alter-egos of one another.
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, l I l
1 l

7. DEFENDANTS DOES 1 through 20, inclusive, are sued in this Complaint under

fictitious names. Their true names, capacities and involvement, if any, are unknown to

PLAINTIFFS. When their true names, capacities and involvement are ascertained, PLAINTIFFS

will amend this Complaint by inserting their true names and capacities herein. PLAINTIFFS are

informed and believe, and on that basis allege, each of the fictitiously named DEFENDANTS is

responsible in some manner for the occurrences alleged in this Complaint, that PLAINTIFFS’

damages as alleged in this Complaint were proximately caused by such DOE DEFENDANTS

and/or that such DOE DEFENDANTS have or claim some interest in or claim against the real

property described in this Complaint.

III.

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

8. At all times relevant herein, PLAINTIFFS owned and operated a jewelry stor

and business located at 27487 Jefferson Ave, Temecula, California 92590.

9. At all relevant times herein, DEFENDANTS were under contract wit

PLAINTIFFS to provide PLAINTIFFS with security services for the jewelry store.

10. DEFENDANTS are in the business of owning, operating, installing, maintaining

and/or providing security services and security systems for homes, commercial structures, an

businesses. In this case, DEFENDANTS sold and provided security services and a securi

system to PLAINTIFFS prior to June 2019. The purpose of said security system 0

PLAINTIFFS SUBJECT PROPERTY was to deter, prevent, and/or mitigate damages in th

event of a break-in, robbery, theft, vandalism, or the like. This includes, but is not limited to

alerting the proper authorities for immediate dispatch to the SUBJECT PROPERTY in the even

of a break in.
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11. At all relevant times herein, DEFENDANTS were to provide security and

functioning security system to PLAINTIFFS for the SUBJECT PROPERTY for protection in th

event of a break-in, robbery, theft, or the like. Said security services include, but are not limite

to, alerting the authorities for immediate dispatch in the event of a break in, robbery, or theft. I

the event that there is a break-in or robbery, there is a silent alarm that is supposed t

immediately alert authorities in the event of a break in and robbery.

12. PLAINTIFFS business is a jewelry store which carries expensive, high-end item

such as gold, jewelry, diamonds, emeralds, and other previous metals. As such, it is more likel

to be a target for a break in, theft, robbery, and/or vandalism. As such, PLAINTIFFS contracte

with DEFENDANTS to provide security and security services to prevent and/or mitigate suc

events from occurring. DEFENDANTS knew that the purpose of their contract and providin

security and security services to PLAINTIFFS’ SUBJECT PROPERTY was to protect and/o

mitigate damages from an attempted break in, robbery, vandalism, theft, or the like. As such

DEFENDANTS knew, or should have known, that a proper, functioning security system wa

required for the SUBJECT PROPERTY.

13. On or about July 14, 2019 there was a break in, robbery, and vandalism at th

SUBJECT PROPERTY. PLAINTIFFS suffered extensive property damage and destruction t

their business when DEFENDANTS’ faulty security system failed, allowing PLAINTIFFS t

suffer from a break in, robbery of valuables, and vandalism. Specifically, DEFENDANT

security and security system failed because the silent alarm failed, and DEFENDANTS failed t

alert the authorities for immediate dispatch as they are required to under their contract wit

PLAINTIFFS.
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14. Immediately prior to and during the July 2019 INCIDENT, DEFENDANT

security system broke down and/or failed. DEFENDANTS’ security system failed to alert th

authorities in the event of a break in which would have prevented, or mitigated, the vandalism

theft, and destruction of PLAINTIFFS’ business. Said failure was also a breach of contract f0

which PLAINTIFFS have been paying DEFENDANTS for. Authorities were not contacted b

DEFENDANTS, as contracted, under the July 2019 incident to prevent said INCIDENT.

15. Immediately after the July 2019 break in, PLAINTIFFS alerted DEFENDANT

of the break in, robbery, and vandalism to the SUBJECT PROPERTY and their failure to ale

the authorities.

16. After the July 2019 break in, DEFENDANTS came to the SUBJECT PROPERT

and maintained, operated, installed, and/or updated their security and security system on th

SUBJECT PROPERTY to prevent another such break in from occurring. DEFENDANT

guaranteed that, in the event of another attempted break in, that DEFENDANTS abide by th

terms of their contract with PLAINTIFFS, including, but not limited to, having a silent al

become triggered, and by alerting the authorities immediately for dispatch.

17. After the July 2019 break in, and on or about February 24, 2020, PLAINTIFFS’

jewelry business was broken into and robbed again. Most, if not all, valuables in PLAINTIFFS’

business were subsequently stolen.

18. Immediately prior to and during the February 2020 break in, DEFENDANTS

security system broke down and/or failed, again. DEFENDANTS security system failed to ale

the authorities, again, in the event of a break in which would have prevented, or mitigated, th

vandalism, theft, and destruction of PLAINTIFF8’ business. Said failure was also a breach 0

contract for which PLAINTIFFS have been paying DEFENDANTS for. Authorities were no

5

COMPLAINT

f  

F
in

d
 a

u
th

e
n
ti
c
a
te

d
 c

o
u
rt

 d
o
c
u
m

e
n
ts

 w
it
h
o
u
t 

w
a
te

rm
a
rk

s
 a

t 
d
o
c
k
e
ta

la
rm

.c
o
m

. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
  Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

  Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
  With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

  Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
  Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

  Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


