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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

ORLANDO DIVISION 
 

DAVID MAUS;      CIVIL ACTION NO. 
MARK ORNSTEIN;     6:10 CV 1904-ORL-31 DAB 
 Plaintiffs, 
 Counter Claim Defendants, 
 Cross Claim Defendants, 
Vs. 
JOHN PATRICK ENNIS; 
AKA THE HONORABLE DR. RABBI  
SOLLOG IMMANUEL ADONAI-ADONI; 
AKA GOD; 
 Defendant, 
 Counter Claimant and Cross Claimant, 
And; 
ADONI INTERNATIONAL SERVICES, INC. 
 Counter Claimant, 
TEMPLE OF ‘HAYAH AKA TOH 
 Cross Claimant and Counter Claimant, 
 
Vs. 
HON. GREGORY A. PRESNELL; CIVIL RIGHTS VIOLATION 
KILLGORE PEARLMAN STAMP  RELIGIOUS RIGHTS VIOLATION 
ORNSTEIN SQUIRES;   CONSPIRACY 
FRANK H KILLGORE JR;        
CRAIG S PEARLMAN;  
 Cross claim defendants,   
 
And Vs.  
DAVID MAUS TOYOTA;   TRADE LIBEL 
MAUS MEDIA GROUP LLC;  LIBEL 
DAVID MAUS JR;    LOSS OF INCOME 
NICOLE FOGUS;    CONSPIRACY 
TOM BUCK;     UNFAIR COMPETITION 
UNKNOWN EMPLOYEES OF DAVID  
MAUS 1 to 100; 
JOHN AND JANE DOES 1 to 100; 
ABC COMPANIES 1 to 100; 
DEF LLC’s 1 to 100; 
XYZ CORPORATIONS 1 to 100; 

Counter Claim Defendants, 
 

And Vs. 
ICONSUMER COMPLAINTS ORG; 
AIS the Registration Agent; 
 3rd Party Defendants. 
________________________________ 
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PERMISSIVE COUNTER CLAIM and CROSS CLAIM 

And JOINDER OF PARTIES 
 

 
 

 Pursuant to FRCP Rule 13 (B) and Rule 19 (a) (1) (a) and Rule 20 (2) (a) 

and 28 U.S.C. § 1338(b) and 42 U.S.C. § 1983, 1985(3)  and 1986, the 

defendant and Counter Claim Complainants and Cross Claim Complainants 

hereby file this Permissive Counter Claim and Cross Claim and Joinder of Parties 

upon the Plaintiffs and counterclaim defendants and cross claim defendants. 

The Defendant, and Cross Claim Complainants and Counter Claim Complainants 

Claim: 

FACTS 

PERMISSIVE COUNTERCLAIM COMPLAINT OF 
TRADE LIBEL – LIBEL - LOSS OF INCOME 

 
1. The Plaintiff David Maus operates a SEO and Video Production company 

trading as Maus Media Group LLC, see Florida Limited Liability 

Companies Document Number L07000053305.  

2. The Plaintiff Mark Ornstein is the registered agent of Maus Media Group 

LLC. 

3. Maus Media Group LLC is a direct competitor of the defendant and the 

counterclaim complainants in the Orlando Market, nationally and globally 

for SEO/SEM and Video production services. 

4. On or about November 10th, 2010, a person claiming to be David Maus 

called the phone number of SEO Orlando ™ a SEO Company that was 

listed on Google Maps in the NUMBER ONE position for “SEO 

ORLANDO” searches. They claimed to be a car dealer from Sanford 
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Florida and were interested in the SEO (Search Engine Optimization) 

services of SEO Orlando ™. 

5. This call was recorded in the logs of the phone company that supplies 

numerous phone numbers to the defendant used in his various business 

activities that include operating SEO Orlando ™ and PAGE ONE ™ a 

global SEO company. 

6. The phone number that was recorded by a third party phone number 

supplier as to making the aforementioned call on November 10th, 2010 

was the main phone number of David Maus Toyota in Sanford Florida. 

7. In the November 10th, 2010 phone call, the Plaintiff David Maus acted in a 

rude and arrogant manner and was told Page One ™ was not interested 

in doing any SEO work for his company. The phone call lasted a couple of 

minutes. 

8. On or about November 11th, 2011 an unknown person acting on behalf of 

the Plaintiffs and possibly one of the Plaintiffs, used an anonymous 

posting account at Google to place FALSE and LIBELOUS information on 

the SEO Orlando ™ map listing maintained by Google. The LIBEL 

included false statements as to the operation of SEO Orlando ™ was 

“CRIMINAL” and the poster demanded Google remove the listing or else 

they would take legal action to remove the listing. 

9. Since that time, the #1 Map Listing of SEO Orlando ™ was removed and 

delisted by Google due to the actions of the Plaintiffs making a false 

‘review’ about SEO Orlando ™ in which they claimed SEO Orlando ™ was 

engaged in CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR. 

10. The actual delisting of the SEO Orlando ™ Google map listing occurred 

after the filing of this complaint. So this counterclaim was not compulsory 
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at the time of the response of the defendant, since the delisting of the 

Google Map listing had not yet occurred from the actions of the 

counterclaim defendants. So this permissive counterclaim should be 

allowed in this action, since it involves an action connected to this matter  

that occurred before this matter was filed and the damages arose after the 

filing of this action. 

11. The proximate cause of the delisting of the #1 Map Listing in Orlando for 

‘SEO ORLANDO’ searches was due to the actions of the Plaintiffs and 

counterclaim complainants filing false information with Google and making 

criminal allegations against the counterclaim complainants. 

12. The Plaintiff David Maus and counterclaim defendants are defacto 

competitors of the counterclaim complainants in the Orlando market since 

they operate a competing SEO company and Video Production company 

and SEM company (Search Engine Marketing) trading as Maus Media 

Group LLC. 

13. The intentional actions of the Plaintiff and counterclaim defendants posting 

LIBEL on a competitors valuable public business listing that generates 

leads for potential SEO and Video clients as well as SEM clients for the 

counterclaim complainants has caused substantial financial harm to the 

counterclaim complainants for which the counterclaim complainants seek 

monetary compensation due to loss of potential income from the loss of 

the valuable #1 position on Google Maps for SEO Orlando ™ that was 

due to the actions of the Plaintiffs and counterclaim defendants. 

14. The actions of the Plantiffs and counterclaim defedants in posting FALSE 

INFORMATION that alleged CRIMNAL ACTIVITY by SEO Orlando ™ is in 

fact TRADE LIBEL since the Plaintiffs and counterclaim defendants 
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directly compete with the counterclaim complaints in SEO, Video 

Production and SEM. 

15. The actions of the Plaintiffs and counterclaim defendants were 

INTENTIONAL so the counterclaim complainants seeks to have TREBLE 

DAMAGES rewarded to the counterclaim complainants for any and all 

damages he received due to the actions of the Plaintiffs and counterclaim 

defendants. 

16. Analysis of the posting account used to commit TRADE LIBEL on behalf 

of the Plaintiffs and counterclaim defendants to harm the counterclaim 

complainants, shows that the person(s) had posted numerous times about 

businesses in the Sanford Florida area and also about a BLACK 

LABRADOR dog. 

17. A black labrador dog was featured on a photo on DavidMausToyota.com 

as being part of the David Maus family of employees. 

18. Someone that controls or has access to the Google account that posted 

the trade libel that damaged the counterclaim complainants did so on 

behalf of the Plaintiffs. That person could very well have been one of the 

plaintiffs or the following people that work for David Maus including but not 

limited to: 

a. David Maus Jr. 

b. Nicole Fogus 

c. Tom Buck 

d. Unknown employee of David Maus Toyota or Maus Media Group 

19. The following entities and persons need to be adjoined to this matter as 

defendants in this counterclaim and cross claim since they are involved in 

the operation of David Maus Businesses connected to the Trade Libel. 
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a. David Maus Toyota 

b. Maus Media Group LLC 

c. David Maus Jr. 

d. Nicole Fogus 

e. Tom Buck 

f. Unknown employees of David Maus Toyota or Maus Media Group  

20. The filing of this action is a public record that was used by the Plaintiffs to 

put into a public record FALSE information to commit more TRADE LIBEL 

upon the counterclaim complainants. As such, the false allegations filed by 

the Plaintiffs are defacto TRADE LIBEL intended to harm the business 

reputation of the Plaintiff. This action was also done under CONSPIRACY 

to give the counterclaim defendants an UNFAIR COMPETITION 

advantage over the counterclaim complainants in the Orlando 

marketplace. 

21. The Trade Libel statements that were filed in this action in the first 

complaint and the later amended complaint included the following FALSE 

INFORMATION intended to harm and libel the counterclaim complainants. 

a. The Plaintiffs and counterclaim defendants libeled the counterclaim 

complainants claiming he operates bogus businesses. 

b. The Plaintiffs and counterclaim defendants libeled the counterclaim 

complainants claiming he owns the domain names in question. 

c. The Plaintiffs and counterclaim defendants libeled the counterclaim 

complainants claiming the counterclaim complainant is a cyber 

squatter. 

22. The Plaintiffs and counterclaim defendants have used Google Map 

Listings to post false information to harm the counterclaim complainants 



 7

business interests and the Plaintiffs have filed false claims in this action to 

harm the counterclaim complainants business and reputation. Such false 

written statements in a public record are LIBEL and the fact that the 

intentional libel by the Plaintiffs and counterclaim defendants were done 

by defacto competitors of the counterclaim complainants businesses, 

means the libel was TRADE LIBEL and as such, the counterclaim 

complainants seeks significant PUNITIVE DAMAGES upon the Plaintiffs  

and counterclaim defendants to deter other entities from using Google 

Map listings to harm their competitors by posting false reviews and also 

from using the courts to make false public accusations about a competitor 

to damage their business and reputation. 

23. The Plaintiffs and counterclaim defendants did CONSPIRE to harm the 

business and income of the defendant and counterclaim complainants. 

24. The actions of the counterclaim defendants was intended to give the 

counterclaim defendants an UNFAIR COMPETITION advantage in the 

Orlando market by denying the defendant and counterclaim complainants 

the ability to be listed on the main lead generator for all SEO businesses, 

that being the Google Map directory for SEO companies. Without such a 

listing, a SEO company is ‘virtually’ shut out of the local SEO marketplace. 

25. SEO Orlando ™ is a division of Page One ™ an SEO company operated 

by the defendant and counterclaim complainants and owned by TOH 

Temple of ‘Hayah an International Religious Non-Profit Organization. 

26. All IP (Intellectual Property) including trademarks, trade names,  domain 

names, companies, creative work including but not limited to software,  

internet content, websites, books, ebooks, films, emovies, videos, music, 

art and any and all IP created by the counterclaim complainants and any 
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companies he operates have been held and owned in trust by TOH 

Temple of ‘Hayah an International Religious Non-Profit Organization for 

over 15 years. 

27. Adoni International Services, Inc. is the legal entity created in 2008 in the 

state of Florida to operate the various business entities of the defendant 

and TOH (Temple Of ‘Hayah) in the state of Florida and around the world. 

 

FACTS 

CROSS CLAIM COMPLAINT OF 

CIVIL RIGHTS VIOLATION – RELIGIOUS RIGHTS VIOLATION 

1. On many occasions Mark Ornstein has harassed the cross claim 

complainants about the defendants religious names, these have included 

phone calls, phone messages, emails and public filings in this matter (see 

docket #30) and all of these actions have violated the religious freedom of 

the defendant Hon. Dr. Rabbi Sollog Immanuel Adonai-Adoni aka GOD 

and the cross claim complaiants by the harassment of the defendant by 

Mark Ornstein to use the RELIGIOUS NAMES of the defendant. These 

actions have also insulted and libeled the whole congregation of cross 

claim complainant TOH (Temple of ‘Hayah). 

2. On March 1st 2011, the Hon. Gregory A. Presnell ORDERED the 

defendant not be properly addressed by his religious names in this matter 

see docket #16. 

3. Killgore, Pearlman, Stamp, Ornstein and Squires did receive numerous 

emails about the religious harassment of Mark Ornstein committing 

religious hate crimes upon the defendant and TOH and they chose to not 

stop it. They were in a position of power to stop such religious hate crimes 
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being committed by Mark Ornstein upon the defendant and the whole 

TOH congregation. 

4. Frank H. Killgore Jr. did receive numerous emails about the behavior of 

Mark Ornstein committing religious hate crimes upon the defendant and 

TOH and took no action to stop it, even though he was in a position of 

power to stop the religious attacks by Mark Ornstein upon the defendant 

and the whole TOH congregation. 

5. Craig S. Pearlman did receive numerous emails about the behavior of 

Mark Ornstein committing religious hate crimes upon the defendant and 

TOH and took no action to stop it, even though he was in a position of 

power to stop the religious attacks by Mark Ornstein upon the defendant 

and the whole TOH congregation. 

6. The defendant filed a complaint of religious hate crimes in the international 

religious court of TOH known as The Supreme Council of the Temple of 

‘Hayah, against Mark Ornstein and the Hon. Gregory A. Presnell. 

7. On May 5th  2011 The Supreme Council of the Temple of ‘Hayah issued an 

ORDER finding the it had found Mark Ornstein guilty of a religious hate 

crime upon the defendant and upon all members of TOH. 

8. On May 5th 2011 The Supreme Council of the Temple of ‘Hayah issued an 

ORDER finding that it had found the Hon. Gregory A. Presnell guilty of a 

religious hate crime upon the defendant and upon all members of TOH. 

9. The cross claim defendants did CONSPIRE to infringe upon the Civil 

Rights and Religious freedoms of the defendant and the cross claim 

complainants of rights guaranteed under the US Constitution. 

 

 



 10

THIRD PARTY DEFENDANTS 

1. iConsumer Complaints Org is the legal entity that operated and owned the 

domain names in this matter.  

2. iConsumer Complaints Org was a client of AIS, a Domain Name 

Registration Agent a legal entity that registers domain names for many 

entities. 

3. Any legal claims the Plaintiffs may have in this matter as to the entity liable 

for registration and use of the domain names in this matter are the liability 

of iConsumer Complaints Org and or AIS the register agent and not the 

personal liability of the defendant nor the cross claim and counterclaim 

complainants. 

 

DAMAGES IN COUNTER CLAIM 

1. The counterclaim complainants have been injured by the Plaintiffs and 

counterclaim defendants in their alleged actions of Trade Libel and Libel 

against the counterclaimants 

2. The alleged actions of Trade Libel and Libel by the counterclaim 

defendants manifested in Google delisting the Google Map listing of the 

counterclaim complainants, which is in reality the lead generator of the 

counterclaim complainants, resulting in potential loss of revenue 

exceeding TWO MILLION DOLLARS ($2,000,000.00 USD) PER YEAR 

from the Orlando office alone of SEO Orlando ™. 

3. The counterclaim complainants are seeking TEN YEARS of loss revenue 

as compensation for loss of potential revenues from the actions of the 

counterclaim defendants. That total is TWENTY MILLION DOLLARS 

($20,000,000.00 USD). 
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4. Without the ability to list their company in Google’s map listing service due 

to the actions of the counterclaim defendants, the counterclaim 

complainants have virtually been put out of business by the counterclaim 

defendants deliberate actions 

5. Deliberate actions to harm an entity are subject to treble damages which 

is SIXTY MILLION N TREBLE DAMAGES ($60,000,000.00 USD) in this 

matter. 

6. The deliberate libel by a trade competitor to effectively put another 

competitor out of business is so severe that a PUNITIVE DAMAGE 

REWARD of ONE BILLION DOLLARS ($1,000,000,000.00 USD) is 

sought by the counterclaim complainants to set an example to all tech 

companies that using the Google map service to libel a competitor and 

have it delisted should never be considered the way any entity conducts 

business. 

DAMAGES IN CROSS CLAIM 

1. The cross claim defendants did seek to deny the cross claim complainants 

of substantial civil rights and religious freedom rights by their actions as 

stated in this complaint. 

2. The cross claim complainants seek NO MONETARY DAMAGES against 

the Hon. Gregory A. Presnell for his actions, but merely a finding be the 

court that the Hon. Gregory A. Presnell did in fact violated the civil and 

religious rights of the cross claim complainants. 

3. The cross claim complainants recognize the long standing common law 

rights of judges to be financially immune from actions arising in their duty 

as a judge. However, the fact is JUDGES CAN LEGALLY BE SUED in 

many actions as long as there is monetary demands. Cases in point, the 
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plethora of case law involving mandamus and habeas corpus decisions in 

which judges are usually the respondent. Such matters involve no 

monetary relief, so they are permitted actions. 

4. The cross claim complainants seek monetary damages against the rest of 

the cross claim defendants for ONE MILLION DOLLARS ($1,000,000.00 

USD) each. 

5. The cross claim complainants seek monetary damages against the rest of 

the cross claim defendants in treble, since their actions were done with 

intent to harm the protected rights of the cross claim complainants. That 

amount is THREE MILLION DOLLARS ($3,000,000.00 USD) each. 

6. The cross claim complainants seek punitive damages against the rest of 

the cross claim defendants so the court sets an example that attacks upon 

anyone’s religious beliefs no matter how ‘unusual’ or ‘minority’ in numbers 

are none the less the pivotal RIGHTS this nation was founded upon, so to 

show any future law firm or lawyer, that if they DARE TO ATTACK 

ANYONES RELIGIOUS BELIEFS there will be SERIOUS PENALTIES. 

The punitive reward for the damages sought by the cross claim 

complainants against the rest of the cross claim defendants is ONE 

HUNDRED MILLION DOLLARS ($100,000,000.00 USD) each. 

 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

Wherefore, the defendant and counterclaim complainants and cross claim 

complainants pray that this honorable court find for the defendant and the 

counterclaim complainants and cross claim complainants and award the 

damages, treble damages and punitive damages sought within this counterclaim 

and cross claim against the parties as claimed, as well as costs and fees in this 
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matter, and a declaratory judgment that the Plaintiffs and cross claim defendants 

and counterclaim defendants stop committing any libel upon the defendant and 

cross claim complainants and counterclaim complainants and stop committing 

civil rights and religious rights violations upon the defendant and cross claim 

complainants and counterclaim complainants. 
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MEMORANDUM OF LAW 

IN SUPPORT OF COUNTERCLAIM AND CROSS CLAIM 

 

FRCP RULE 13 (b) 

��������	

	������������	�
��

��������	
�����������������	����������
��	���	������	
��������	�������������
��	��������������
 
FRCP RULE 20 (2) (a) 
 
Permissive Joinder of Parties  

��������	��	����

����	�����������������������
����������������������� �����������������
�������	�������������� ��	����	��	�������	�������	��	����!��

��� �	����
�����������������������
��	������� ��	�������������������	�
���������	����������������������������	
����������������
���	�����	���������	������������������	�����	�����������	��"�
�	���

�

#$%��$����&'������&������

Required Joinder of Parties 
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Title 28 U.S.C. § 1338(b) Patents, plant variety protection, copyrights, mask 

works, designs, trademarks, and unfair competition 

The district courts shall have original jurisdiction of any civil action asserting a 
claim of unfair competition when joined with a substantial and related claim under 
the copyright, patent, plant variety protection or trade-mark laws. 
 

In 3d Systems, Inc., Plaintiff-appellant, v. Aarotech Laboratories, Inc., 

Aaroflex, Inc. and Albert C.young 160 F.3d 1373 the federal court of appeals 

noted   

“See 28 U.S.C. § 1338(b) (1994) ("The district courts shall have original 
jurisdiction of any civil action asserting a claim of unfair competition when joined 
with a substantial and related claim under the copyright, patent, plant variety 
protection or trade-mark laws.");” 
 
Title 42 USC § 1983 CIVIL ACTION FOR DEPRAVATION OF RIGHTS states: 

 Every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or 
usage, of any State or Territory or the District of Columbia, subjects, or causes to 
be subjected, any citizen of the United States or other person within the 
jurisdiction thereof to the deprivation of any rights, privileges, or immunities 
secured by the Constitution and laws, shall be liable to the party injured in an 
action at law, suit in equity, or other proper proceeding for redress… 
 

Title 42 USC § 1985 (3) CONSPIRACY TO INTERFERE WITH CIVIL RIGHTS 

states: 

(3) Depriving persons of rights or privileges  
If two or more persons in any State or Territory conspire or go in disguise on the 
highway or on the premises of another, for the purpose of depriving, either 
directly or indirectly, any person or class of persons of the equal protection of the 
laws, or of equal privileges and immunities under the laws;  
 
Title 42 USC 1986 ACTION FOR NEGLECT TO PREVENT states: 
 
Every person who, having knowledge that any of the wrongs conspired to be 
done, and mentioned in section 1985 of this title, are about to be committed, and 
having power to prevent or aid in preventing the commission of the same, 
neglects or refuses so to do, if such wrongful act be committed, shall be liable to 
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the party injured, or his legal representatives, for all damages caused by such 
wrongful act, which such person by reasonable diligence could have prevented; 
and such damages may be recovered in an action on the case; and any number 
of persons guilty of such wrongful neglect or refusal may be joined as defendants 
in the action; 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
The defendant The Hon. Dr. Rabbi Sollog Immanuel Adonai-Adoni hereby 

certifies that on the date in this certificate of service he did deliver a Cross Claim 

and Counterclaim Complaint to the Clerk of this court and to counsel for the 

Plaintiff via FIRST CLASS MAIL. 

 

CLERK OF THE COURT 
U.S. Courthouse 
401 West Central Boulevard 
Suite 1200 
Orlando, Florida 32801-0120 
 
Hon. Gregory A. Presnell 
U.S. Courthouse 
401 West Central Boulevard 
Suite 1200 
Orlando, Florida 32801-0120 
 
 
CHRISTOPHER M. HARNE, Esq. 
C/o Killgore, Pearlman, Stamp, Ornstein &Squires, PA 
2 S. Orange Avenue 5th Floor 
PO Box 1913 
Orlando FL 33802-1813 
 
Submitted this 17th Day of May 2011 by: 

 
 

    _________________________________________ 

    The Hon. Dr. Rabbi Sollog Immanuel Adonai-Adoni 
    AKA GOD 
    AKA John Patrick Ennis (for this action only) 
    Defendant 
    Counterclaim Complainant 
    Cross Claim Complainant 
    Chief Justice  

Supreme Council Temple and Nation ‘Hayah 
Chairman Adoni International Services Inc. 
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