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Bruck, Chaim Levin; Jo Bruck, Bclla Levin,
Plaintiffs,

Y.

TONATT (Taoc e -
JUINALL WEWS Offcrmg New Altern

Healing f/k/a Jews Offering New Alternatives
to Homosexuality), Arthur Goldberg, Alan
Downing, Alan Downing Life Coaching LLC,
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Docket No. L-5473-12

CIVIL ACTION

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFES? - . -
MOTION FOR. PARTIAL SUMMARY
JUDGMENT
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Levin, Bella Levin, and Je Bruck, on motien retunable December 19,2014 for a partial - -

summary judgment order. '

Itis on this /& %&y of ;éé 20y)}1§eby

AT TR TITY . e ) v . Lo - -
ORDERED that plainiiffs’ request for pariial summary judgment is granted, - - -~

specifically:
1. Itis a misrepresentation in violatien of the CFA, in advertising or selling

conversicn therapy serviees; {o-deseri

—The-Court-having-considered the motion and good cause appearing;----——- —--—=--

ing thange of sopfal orlentation
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outcomes are not tracked and no records o

4. The Eighth Affirmative Defense be siruck,

_The Ninth Affirmative Defence be struck,




7. The Fourteenth Affirmative Defense be struck. (i ;?

seven days.
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;l/opposed

___unopposed






:_D QRDER hat Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment as to all Plaintiffs is hereby
/ &

granted in its entirety.
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FURTHER ORDERED that a copy of this order be se

rved on all parties within 7 days of

the date her.em
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form. Additionally, although thereis no evidence that Toigusoir signed such an-agiconwart; o == -

had actual knowledgc that there were no guarantees, — —

It is well settled under New Jerasey law that a-written-instrument doss not immunize CFA

create an absolute defense or prevent the introduction of parol evidence in an action based on

] [}

fraud in the inducement to contract”). Even where the writing is integrated, the parol evidence
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rle does not onerate to ne rapluda naral nenaf of frand in the inducement becanse ench evidence
es no rat : harol prooe e quet

indicates that the written instrument 1§ void or vu1ua bie
guarantee clause is not a bar to plaintiffs’ claims.

Furthermore, the disclaimer, or even plaintiffs’ knowledge of “no guarantes” isnot _
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applicavic ot
were capable of changing sexual orientation when, in fact, JONAH’s program was ineffective. .

The disclaimer does not inforin consumers about-the cfficacy ol
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Consequently, the guarantee clause in plaintiffs’ agreements is not a basis for summary
judgment., However, because FJONAIDs “io guarant‘-c” dofensc is rolated o the issuc of whethe

the term “change” means a full change in sexual

.

affivmative defense is not stricken.

G.

JONAH’s cross-motion for summary judgment asserts that certain of the alleged
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under the CFA because theyare nrbespuiiery.” JONAL lists sevetstatementsitconmiendsare— - o™
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contend that puffery includes statements representing homosexuality as a mental disorder. In

fact, the majority of the statements it cites are irrelevant to the proffers plaintiffs intend to prove.

3 .
e 3-! I{!l‘ o, ‘iﬁﬂ“ﬁﬂ:ﬂ!—'{ AT
pey Ay aais P e

changing homosexuality” or “its program and SOCE in general are scientifically proven to be
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religion, First Amendment protections would be applicable in this latter situation.

Consequently, JONAH’s Twelfth Affirmative Defense is not stricken. .

- The cout holdetht- 30 N
the aforementioned reasons, Th -
to ’[Im%ilomng: (1) it isa misrepresentation in-violation-of the CFA, in- ‘tising or s e e e
conversion therapy services to describe homoscxuality, not as being a normal variation of human
sexuality, but as being a mental iliness, disease, disorder, or equivalent thereof: (2)itisa
misrepresentation in violation of the CFA, in advertising or sclling conversion therapy services,
to include specific “success™ statistics when there-is 110 factual basis for calculating such
statistic
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