
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

TYLER DIVISION 
 
ARIC W HALL         §           
            § 
   Plaintiff       § 
           § 
v.           § Case No:  6:05cv193 
           § 
CIVIL AIR PATROL, INC.        § 
U. S. AIR FORCE          § 
U. S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE      §              JURY TRIAL 
DENNIS BENNETT         § 
DICKIE WARREN         § 
GARY JACKSON          § 
HENRY SCHLATTNER        § 
STEVE DAVISON         § 
GARY BLEVINS         § 
ARP STATE BANK         § 
TOM MUNDT         § 
TOM TODD          § 
COLIN FAKE         § 
RICHARD BOWLING        § 
HAL PARKER         § 
DAVID NEEL         § 
MR. & MRS. COLLIE        § 
BRYAN SMITH         § 
SCOTT TREPINSKI        § 
STAN LEIBOWITZ         § 
ANTONIO J PINEDA        § 
VALERIE M BROWN        § 
NORMA WENDT         § 
JOHN B WILKES         § 
WILLIAM BROCKMAN        § 
ANDREW SKIBA         § 
ROCK PALERMO         § 
SCOTT RICHARDS         § 
JOHN DEAN          § 
ALBERT ALLENBACK        § 
GEORGE GRAVES         § 
ROBERT BESS         § 
DAVID R NICHOLSON        § 
CHARLES SEAROCK        § 
ROGER BRADY         § 
RICHARD MENTEMEYER       § 



BRUCE WHITMAN         § 
NICHOLAS B KEHOE        § 
PAUL BERGMAN         § 
BRUCE P BAUGHMAN        § 
DAVID CLARY         § 
JOHN P JUMPER         § 
MICHAEL L DOMINGUEZ       § 
JAMES ROCHE         § 
RONALD E KEYS         § 
GEORGE SCISS         § 
GEORGE VOGT         § 
DONALD G COOK         § 
DONALD LAMONTAGNE        § 
JOHN F REGNI         § 
RODNEY AMMONS        § 
M ALLEN APPLEBAUM        § 
DONALD ANGEL         § 
FREDERICK BELDEN        § 
MARY BERKOWITZ         § 
GEORGE BOYD         § 
ROBERT BROUILLETTE        § 
FRANK BUETHE         § 
JAY BURRELL         § 
JOGN BUSCHMANN        § 
RICHARD BUTLER        § 
JACK BUTTERFIELD        § 
CHARLES L CARR         § 
JOE CASLER         § 
WILLIAM CHARLES        § 
TED CHAVEZ         § 
RUSSELL E CHAZELL        § 
REGGIE CHITWOOD        § 
ANN B CLARK         § 
GREGORY CORTUM        § 
TIMOTHY CRAMER        § 
JANE E DAVIES         § 
GILBERT DAY         § 
DION DECAMP         § 
ROBERT DIDUCH         § 
MARY DONLEY         § 
FRANK ELDRIDGE        § 
STANLEY FERNANDEZ        § 
JAMES E FLETCHER        § 
CORNELIUS FLYNN        § 
MAURICE GIVENS         § 
REX GLASGOW         § 



CHARLES GLASS         § 
AUSTYN GRANVILLE        § 
CHARLES GREENE        § 
RICHARD GREENHUT        § 
CHARLES GREENWOOD        § 
PHILLIP GROSHONG        § 
LARRY KAUFFMAN        § 
VIRGINIA KELLER        §  
BERNARD F KING         § 
RAYMOND HARRIS        § 
HENRY L HEABERLIN        § 
DALE HOIUM         § 
LORETTA HOLBROOK        § 
SAUL HYMAN         § 
CLAIR JOWETT         § 
VIRGINIA KELLER        § 
THEODORE S KYLE        § 
STEVEN KUDDES         § 
HERMAN LIBOY         § 
BRADY T MARKING        § 
JOSEPH J MARTIN        § 
GARY MAYO         § 
FRANKLIN MCCONNELL       § 
JOSEPH MEIGHAN JR        § 
STEVEN G MILLER        § 
RICHARD L MOSELEY        § 
RODNEY MOODY         § 
WILLIAM R MORTON JR.        § 
MICHAEL MURRELL        § 
LARRY MYRICK         § 
VIRGINIA NELSON        § 
JAMES NORVELL         § 
RUSSELL OPLAND        § 
JAMES PALMER         § 
KAREN PAYNE         § 
BOBBY PICKER         § 
LARRY J RAGLAND        § 
LYNDA ROBINSON        § 
JAMES ROWELL            § 
JAMES RUSHING         § 
MARGIE SAMBOLD        § 
MITCHELL SAMMONS         § 
HAROLD SCHAFFER        § 
ERNESTUS S SCHNABLER       § 
STEVEN SENDERLING        § 
MATTHEW SHARKEY        § 



WARDER SHIRES         § 
JOE R SMITH         § 
RUSSELL SMITH         § 
MERLE V STARR         § 
ROY STEPHENSON        § 
JEFFREY STICKEL        § 
JOHN TILTON         § 
MILTON TOMASSINI        § 
RALPH TOMLINSON        § 
LAWRENCE TRICK        § 
JAN VAN HOVEN         § 
JOHN VARLJEN         § 
ANTHONY VESELLA JR        § 
WALTER VOLLMERS        § 
MATTHEW WALLACE        § 
KATHRYN J WALLING        § 
WILLIAM WEBB         § 
FREDRIC WEISS         §  
DWIGHT H WHELESS        § 
JOSEPH VAZQUEZ        § 
           § 
   Defendants       §              
 

CIVIL COMPLAINT 
 

Plaintiff has exhausted every internal and governmental oversight avenue for restoring 

himself and ending the criminal and tortious activities of Civil Air Patrol (CAP).  It is apparent 

that each officer, governor, agent, or Air Force (USAF) commander over CAP will not follow 

law, regulation, policy, or agreement.  As such, the necessary objective of this action is to 

forever rectify the wrongdoing and prevent it from ever occurring again.     

The officers and agents of CAP, and other related actors, engaged in complex and 

organized criminal activities, tortious activities, and breaches of implied contract (company 

policy) against plaintiff.  This culminated in the termination of plaintiff from CAP, involving 

extensive violations of company policy.  The actions also included multiple acts of defamation.  

The torts of fraud and negligence are also satisfied, where each agent and officer of the 

corporation failed to fulfill their duties to plaintiff and instead upheld violations of policy and 



violations of duty to plaintiff committed by other actors.  The Inspector General (IG) 

investigations, command investigations, appeal board, Membership Action Review Board 

(MARB), each corporate board, the Board of Governors (BoG), and the members of the USAF 

chain of command all violated their duties, responsibilities of their positions, and the implied 

contract, upholding the wrongful acts of other defendants and violating the rights and duties 

owed to plaintiff.   

Plaintiff reported or forwarded extensive violations of company policy, criminal law, 

resulting cover-up investigations, and other matters as was required of CAP members.  Plaintiff 

reported such violations IAW CAP policy, to the persons required by CAP policy and the CAP-

USAF Statement of Work.  Arguably, not reporting some allegations may have made plaintiff an 

accessory to any criminal wrongdoing.  Plaintiff was terminated and otherwise retaliated against 

for doing as required.  To-date, CAP and the associated defendants have yet to provide a 

justification for termination, per CAP policy.  Several supposed justifications were provided on 

various dates that were inconsistent, slanderous, and had no basis as justifications.   

CONSOLIDATION 

In order for plaintiff to prove malice, as required for punitive damages, it is necessary to 

have one consolidated suit.  A consolidated lawsuit combines each cause of action, where each is 

inter-related or where one event gave rise to another.  The only related civil action not included 

herein is the claim of negligence against USAF, which must be tried separately under FTCA, 

once the administrative claim has been filed and denied.   

JURISDICTION 

There is a federal question or issue (28 USC 1331), where USAF asserts its oversight 

authority and control over CAP to violate the civil rights of CAP members and plaintiff, 



specifically the freedom of speech and the right to petition the government.  All of the 

protections and guarantees of membership in CAP, per CAP’s policies, constitution, and bylaws, 

are guaranteed by federal law (36 USC 40303[a]), and as such becomes a federal issue (28 USC 

1331; 28 USC 1346[a][2]).  The defendant CAP, is chartered by Congress, and though CAP does 

not issue common stock, it presumably still receives most of its funding from appropriated funds, 

thus qualifying for federal jurisdiction (28 USC 1349); and CAP has a symbiotic relationship 

strictly controlled by USAF (Grant v Civil Air Patrol, 1995, D. NH).  The defendant USAF, is a 

government entity of the United States, and is a defendant based on plaintiff’s claim of breach of 

implied contract and violations of USAF regulations or CAP-USAF agreements concerning 

plaintiff, exclusive of any tort claim, satisfying federal jurisdiction (28 USC 1346[a][2]).  Only 

federal jurisdiction may assert the power of mandamus to compel the officers of USAF to 

comply with their policies, regulations, laws, and agreements concerning plaintiff and defendant 

CAP (28 USC 1361).  There is a wide diversity of citizenship among the defendants and 

damages greater than $75 thousand, but since some defendants reside in same state as plaintiff, 

diversity of citizenship may not be satisfied (28 USC 1332); However, the Class Action Fairness 

Act of 2005 may remedy this, if the court ultimately determines or classifies defendants as a 

class.   

CAUSES OF ACTION 

Civil Rights:   

The actual reasons for retaliation against plaintiff include his having contacted a senator, 

and promising to contact other congressmen, regulatory agencies (state and federal), and the 

police.  The retaliatory actions against plaintiff were concurrently and subsequently ignored by 

USAF and the defendants employed by USAF.  Defendant USAF involved itself in the 



retaliation against plaintiff, denying plaintiff right of petition to the government and freedom of 

speech in the 1st amendment.  This action is directed at the USAF and its officers, alone, thus 

likely removing the need for the court to rule on whether or not CAP is a government actor.   

Defendant USAF and the Secretary of USAF have direct control over four BoG members 

and strong influence over three more, comprising the majority of the BoG (10 USC 9447 [a-c]).  

USAF has extensive oversight and authority over CAP, directly through its CAP-USAF 

headquarters, through its representation on the BoG, and other USAF authorities.   

Ronald Keys was apparently removed from the BoG by the Secretary Roche of USAF, 

after offering to have BoG review plaintiff’s case and allegations, thereby ending the BoG 

review.   

The Department of Defense (DoD), a government body, has apparently classified or 

labeled as “official use only” the Pentagon phone book, thus denying plaintiff access to directory 

information to contact individuals in the chain of command who have a duty to act.  Plaintiff has 

found it extremely difficult to locate individuals at the Pentagon for phone or mail 

communications.  If upper level commanders and Secretaries cannot be informed of the crimes 

and civil wrongs under their command, they cannot be found negligent nor tried as accessories to 

crimes, nor can they correct those wrongs.   

Plaintiff was never allowed to become an instrumentality of the United States in CAP’s 

USAF authorized missions, due to the retaliation and termination, where CAP would be held as a 

government actor and plaintiff would have civil rights claims against both CAP and USAF (10 

USC 9442[b][2]).  As such, USAF uses its authority and personnel to violate the civil and 

Constitutional rights of plaintiff, or at least uses its authority to uphold such violations by CAP, 



thereby preventing plaintiff from ever getting into a position where he would have an equitable 

remedy against USAF or other remedy against CAP.   

This action is directed at USAF, DoD, the USAF officers in the chain of command at 

CAP-USAF and above, and to the USAF members of the BoG.     

Slander:   

CAP, Stan Leibowitz, Richard Bowling, and perhaps other corporate actors committed 

slander on June 1, 2004 to the entirety of the Board of Governors (BoG) and to the Air Force 

(USAF) advisors to the BoG.  They printed a handout and PowerPoint slide, repeating the 

slanderous allegation that plaintiff threatened deadly force against another, with the imputation 

of a threat to commit the crime of murder, which originated with Dennis Bennett.  Bowling 

denied any knowledge of plaintiff’s spot on the BoG meeting agenda, and suggested that the 

BoG take no action.  Bowling slandered plaintiff to BoG by stating that the process and 

procedures were in place, worked as they ought to, and that plaintiff “had his chance”.   

At the same meeting, George Sciss also committed slander against plaintiff, alleging that 

plaintiff was a “habitual complainer” and further suggested that the members of the BoG commit 

aggravated perjury in this court.   

Each member of MARB committed slander in the written and published findings of that 

board.  Antonio Pineda and each member of appeal board committed slander, in the findings of 

that board, in the subsequent letter from Pineda, and in the accompanying form from Pineda.   

Dennis Bennett and subsequent defendants, by statement and implication from Oct. 2002 

to June 1, 2004, imputed that plaintiff had engaged in criminal activity by threatening to murder 

others.   



Bennett slandered plaintiff in December 2001 by stating to others that plaintiff yelled at 

cadets and as such was unfit to be a commander.   

Dickie Warren committed slander against plaintiff by stating to other members that 

plaintiff intended to destroy the squadron or cadet program, around September 2002.   

Bryan Smith, David Neel, and a minor cadet committed slander against plaintiff in 

August 2003, stating that plaintiff was trying to destroy CAP and stressing that no CAP member 

should contact plaintiff for any reason; These three gave statements in support of each other.   

CAP was notified in every example and took no corrective action nor offered any 

retraction to the members affected by the slander.   

Limitations should be tolled due to the threat of retaliation, the threat that plaintiff would 

have been barred from organizational participation which ultimately did happen, the intentional 

delays in the appeal process by CAP, and where CAP continues to rely on and repeat statements 

of slander.   

This action is directed against the individuals named in this section, CAP, and likely 

other defendants yet to be determined.   

Libel:   

CAP published a letter of libel in its national newsletter, in March 2003.  The printed 

version is delivered to each of CAP’s sixty thousand members, in addition to being read by their 

friends, relatives, legislators, and other interested parties.  This letter of libel was in the form of 

the published findings of CAP’s Membership Action Review Board (MARB).  However, the 

publication did not include the findings of the MARB, nor elements required by company policy 

or the implied contract.  It was made known in advance to each officer of the corporation and to 

each member of the MARB that the findings of the MARB and the resulting publication would 



be false and malicious.  Plaintiff participated in MARB process on the expectation that the truth 

would have to be published, vindicating plaintiff and implicating his accusers.  The MARB 

published something in place of its findings.  MARB members knew its statements were 

irrelevant, false, and in blatant violations of company policy.  Leibowitz, CAP’s general counsel, 

stated to officers of CAP that the fact that MARB findings are published is intended to deter 

persons from seeking such appeal.  It is the plaintiff’s position that the statute of limitations has 

not begun to run or accrue, because this letter is still published on CAP’s website.  Further, 

limitations would toll where there is a trick, threat, or oppressive action to delay plaintiff’s 

pursuit of legal action.  Moreover, CAP still must publish the actions and inactions of the 

MARB, including the elements it refused to publish per policy, and then accept the liability for 

that publication.  This action is directed against each member of the MARB, defendant CAP, and 

each officer and governor of CAP for allowing and requiring such letters of libel to be published.   

Fraud & Misrepresentation:   

For this action, misrepresentation is akin to the breach of implied contract claims.  

Defendant CAP used fraud and deceit against plaintiff, to trick plaintiff into spending time and 

money throughout his tenure with CAP, with the expectation that company policies would be 

followed.  If plaintiff or any other reasonable person knew of defendants refusal to follow such 

policies, plaintiff would not have parted with time or money.  This action is directed against CAP 

and each officer and governor of CAP.   

Breach of Fiduciary Duty:   

Gary Blevins, an apparent executive acting in collusion with Dennis Bennett and Gary 

Jackson, violated fiduciary duty of plaintiff and others.  They surrendered and took confidential 

bank records without court order and froze the same accounts.  Blevins, upon confrontation, 



promised not to release bank accounts, which he did.  CAP, Tom Todd, and Tom Mundt (the 

Inspector General for CAP) ordered plaintiff to sign and submit to an oath of secrecy, under 

express threat of termination, to prevent plaintiff from talking to other parties who could 

intervene.  Blevins, Jackson, and Bennett then secured the formal release and transfer of those 

accounts by deceit against the other account signatory.  Two of those accounts were in the name 

of CAP, one was in the name of a person, and another belonged to an independent organization.  

The named actors decided to do and take what they wanted.  This action, and the involved 

parties, were all subsequently protected by Tom Mundt and each officer and governor of the 

corporation.  This action is directed against Arp State Bank, Gary Blevins, Dennis Bennett, Gary 

Jackson, Tom Mundt, Dickie Warren, and against CAP.   

Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress:   

The entire process, from 2002 through 2004, is an ordeal giving rise to intentional 

infliction of emotional distress.  Most notably this includes:  the whistle blower’s “public 

degradation ceremony”, the letter of libel, multiple acts of slander, the complex and organized 

effort to terminate plaintiff, and the organized effort to violate company policies to protect 

perpetrators who harmed plaintiff.  Each action was intentional conduct, extremely outrageous, 

and beyond all bounds of human decency, causing severe emotional distress.  This action is 

directed against each defendant, excepting USAF and DoD.   

Interference with Prospective Advantage:   

CAP published a letter of libel and took a series of actions to defame plaintiff’s character 

and reputation.  As a result of the actions taken against plaintiff, plaintiff has lost any 

employment reference or personal references from among CAP personnel.  Plaintiff had more 

time and experience with CAP than with any other organization, and apart from the termination 



would have had much more training and experience in the three or more years that have since 

elapsed.  This action is directed against each defendant, excepting USAF and DoD.   

Negligence:   

Negligence is assigned to each officer and governor of the corporation, each member of 

the USAF chain of command, appeal board members, MARB members, and any other defendant 

in a position of responsibility that produced a duty to act.  Each of these defendants received one 

or more certified letters from plaintiff explaining the wrongs concerning plaintiff and company 

policy.  Each one is negligent for refusing to take corrective action.  This action is directed 

against each defendant, excepting USAF and DoD, but particularly those in a position to act 

concerning the improprieties of a subordinate or other named defendant.  (The negligence of 

USAF and DoD must be addressed in a separate FTCA suit, following denial of an 

administrative claim against USAF).   

Breach of Contract:   

CAP policies serve as an implied contract, and plaintiff contends that it satisfies the 

elements of a contract.  The whistleblower protections, privileges and conditions of membership, 

investigations, inspector general, terminations and appeals, MARB, finance, cadet protection, 

and other regulations were intentionally and knowingly violated by defendants.  Plaintiff was a 

member of CAP, participated in CAP activities, and contributed time and money to CAP, on the 

belief that CAP policies would be followed and enforced.  All damages result, in whole or in 

part, from the failure of defendants to follow the same.  This action is directed against CAP; each 

officer, governor, and agent of CAP; USAF; each individual/person in the USAF chain of 

command or elsewhere in USAF, Davison, Jackson, Bennett, Warren, Blevins, Neel, Collie, 

Smith, Pineda, Brown, Trepinski, et al.     



LIMITATIONS 

It is the plaintiff’s position that any statute of limitation that seems to have expired, 

should have tolled due to the intentional delays by the defendant CAP, per the doctrine of 

equitable estoppel and equitable tolling.  This appears to be an issue with slander and possibly 

libel.  CAP has consistently refused to disclose, or delayed the disclosure, of the names of boards 

members or other persons in positions of responsibility, and their addresses.  CAP caused the 

termination, appeal, review, and publication processes to needlessly last for 1 ½ years.  This was 

followed by the repeated removal and reinstatement of Ronald Keys from the BoG by the 

Secretary of the Air Force, presumably as a result of his offer to force the BoG to review the case 

and take corrective action.  This has been followed by another BoG meeting, the minutes of 

which CAP refuses to publish, as well as the ongoing refusal to publicly publish the September 

2004 newsletter.  This brings the period of accrual/tolling to over 2 ½ years.  A cause of action 

for slander may not accrue until the final damage has been done, and the final acts of slander on 

June 1, 2004, which has not expired as of this filing, was either built upon or was a repeating of 

the previous acts of slander.  These secretive meetings and refusals to make disclosures and 

publications also indicate a strong likelihood of fraudulent concealment of causes of action 

(Limitations §88, CJS).   Under the discovery rule, the period of limitations does not begin 

running until the plaintiff is allowed to learn of it.  Plaintiff also argues that all limitations should 

toll, due to the fear or threat of retaliation, termination, or of plaintiff being barred from 

organizational participation if litigation was filed.  Similar threat was realized when plaintiff 

reported the violations that had existed up to that point to the commanders within the 

organization.  CAP agents, at termination appeal board meeting, argued that plaintiff must 



assume IG investigation is ongoing, since no final report has been issued as required at the time.  

As such, CAP continues to purposefully delay any resulting legal actions.   

REMEDY & RELIEF SOUGHT 

Plaintiff’s prayer for relief requests that the court order equitable relief, specific 

performance, monetary damages, punitive damages, and any additional relief as plaintiff may 

show himself entitled.   

 
Economic damages resulting from the torts and breaches of contract are taken from Texas law 
(Ch. 41, Tx Civ. Prac. & Rem.) and are specified as follows: 
 
Compensatory Damages – Economic (Estimated):   

 
Costs of membership fees:        $           390 
Uniforms, attachments, shoes, and related purchases, and  

Other bookstore items, books, regulations, etc.:    $        1,500   
Travel, conferences, encampments, cadet activities,  

mission training, base visits, other out-of-town, mileage:   $        2,000 
Donated supplies or other purchases:      $           500 
Costs relating to the defense of the termination and breaches of  

contract (prior to any litigation or prosecution), internal  
letters, hearings, BoG meeting, writings, postage,  
certified letters, photocopies:       $        6,000 

Damages resulting from theft (including $1,000 additional 
Provided by TX Theft Liability Act):     $      21,125   

Loss of current earnings while fighting this battle, and loss of  
earning capacity and loss of future earnings  
(prospective advantage), due to loss of reference,  
libelous statements, lack of CAP’s training, experience,  
and academic opportunities:     $    125,000 

Indirect costs in lieu of attorney services, including legal  
 research materials, books, law library visits, paralegal 
 classes, criminal justice classes, and completion of the 
 peace officer training program, and related travel:  $        8,600 

Total Economic Damages:       $    165,115 
 
Compensatory Damages – Non-Economic:   
 
 Mental Anguish or Emotional Pain:       $    800,000 
 Injury to Reputation:       $ 1,000,000 
 Loss of Enjoyment of Life:      $    120,000 



 Inconvenience:       $    200,000 
Costs resulting from breaches of implied contract:  lack of  
 participation in search and rescue activities; denial or  
 delay in completion of career development courses,  
 specialty classes, and professional military education 
 programs:       $      50,000 

 Loss of Companionship and Society (being separated from  
Friends, acquaintances, and co-workers):   $      50,000 

Total Non-Economic Damages:        $ 2,220,000 
 
Total Compensatory Damages:       $ 2,385,115 
 
Plaintiff requests that the economic damages be judged as follows:   
 
Of damages awarded for damages resulting from theft:   
 
 $125 against Scott Trepinski;  
 Remaining amount to be divided as follows:   
  50% to be judged equally against:  Hal Schlattner, Dickie Warren, Dennis  
   Bennett, Tom Todd, Richard Bowling, Colin Fake, Antonio Pineda.   
  50% to be judged against CAP 
 
Of remaining economic damages:   
 
 25% of total remaining economic damages to be judged against each member of appeal  
  board, each member of MARB, Dennis Bennett, Tom Todd, Richard Bowling,  
  Dickie Warren, Colin Fake, Antonio Pineda;  
 75% of total remaining economic damages to be judged entirely against CAP.  
   
Plaintiff requests that non-economic damages be judged as follows:   
(based on the final award of non-economic damages and the number of liable parties):   
 
 ½ of 1% to each defendant found liable, who is not an officer of CAP, such as Mr. Collie,  
  Bryan Smith, David Neel, Scott Trepinski, Dennis Bennett, Dickie Warren, Hal  
  Schlattner, Gary Jackson, and any person listed below who may ultimately be  
  ruled not to be an agent of CAP; 
 ½ of 1% to each defendant who is an agent, but not an officer of CAP, such as appeal  
  board members, MARB members, IG officer, involved staff members, legal  
  representatives, Stan Leibowitz, presenting attorney at appeal board, etc.;  
 ½ of 1% to each defendant who is outside of CAP;  
 The remaining percentage to be divided:  

(1) 50% to CAP itself, and  
(2) 50% to the officers and governors (BoG) of CAP and the defendants in the  
 USAF chain of command or defendants in a position with USAF.   

 



Exemplary Damages (Punitive):   
 
 Plaintiff requests punitive damages from each named defendant.  Each acted 

intentionally, with full knowledge and understanding of their actions.  Each acted with malice; an 

intention to cause harm or loss to plaintiff.  Each defendant who is a superior to an original 

violator, subsequently acted with their own malice in deliberately refusing to take corrective 

action in favor of plaintiff or against wrongdoer.  Plaintiff will show that CAP policies, 

appointments, and internal investigative and appeal processes are deliberately structured so that 

the CAP argument wins, regardless of facts and evidence in favor of the plaintiff or victim.  

These policies of the officers of CAP are intentionally malicious, and after each officer was 

notified in explanatory writing by plaintiff, polices were not changed to protect plaintiff or 

similarly situated victims.  In fact, some policies were re-written to ensure that future plaintiffs 

would find it impossible to prove a case, as with the changes to the finance policy and IG 

policies.  Exemplary damages must be commensurate with the severity, extent, interrelation, and 

number of actors, so that defendants will be deterred or unable to engage in such actions again.   

 
Plaintiff prays for sufficient punitive damages as follows:  (based upon the extent, frequency, 
severity, and malicious nature of the wrongs committed by each respective group of defendants):   
 
Against CAP itself:  $ 2,500,000 ($2.5 million) 
 
Against each individual defendant who is an officer or governor of CAP, or in the CAP chain of 
command over plaintiff (Bennett, Todd, Bowling, Fake, Warren, Schlattner), and Antonio 
Pineda:  $750,000 ($750 thousand).   
 
Against each agent of CAP or other closely related actor, such as:  each member of the appeal 
board (excluding Pineda), each member of the MARB, Tom Mundt, Gary Blevins, and Arp State 
Bank… who is found liable for one or more intentional torts, without regard to breach of 
contract:  $500,000 ($500 thousand).   
 
Against each agent of CAP or other closely related actor, such as:  each member of the appeal 
board (excluding Pineda), each member of the MARB, Tom Mundt, Gary Blevins, and Arp State 



Bank… who is found liable only for the tort of negligence, without regard to breach of contract:  
$300,000 ($300 thousand). 
 
Against each other individual/person defendant in another position with USAF (other than the 
BoG positions):  $200,000 ($250 thousand).   
 
Against each other individual/person defendant, such as Scott Trepinski, David Neel, Mr. Collie, 
and Steve Davison:  $25,000 ($25 thousand).   
 

Plaintiff takes the position, based on case law holdings and the lack thereof, that 

exemplary damages may be judged to each defendant, based on the nature, extent, and malicious 

nature of each defendant’s actions or involvement, and the amount determined in relation to the 

total of compensatory damages.  With any lesser formula or justification in the determination of 

punitive damages, neither the objective of justice or of deterrence would be accomplished.  If 

one smaller figure for punitive damages is shared equally among a large number of defendants, 

or awarded on the basis of the actions of many defendants, justice will not be done and the same 

tortious and contractual violations will likely occur again.  Substantial punitive damages are 

necessary due to the intentions of most or all CAP executives and agents to commit and uphold 

tortious or other illegal actions against plaintiff and presumably other victims.  Substantial 

punitive damages are in order, in response to multiple causes of action, multiple injuries, 

multiple events, and multiple defendants.  

Equitable Relief: 
 
Writ of mandamus to USAF & USAF members of BoG, ordering them:  to comply  

with federal law, CAP & USAF policies, and related agreements; to abolish or 
overhaul MARB as is their purview; to review MARB and preceding actions  
against plaintiff and take corrective action; to fulfill their duties to plaintiff, as is 
the BoG’s authority to act upon any internal CAP matter.   

 Issue an injunction against USAF, barring them from releasing further appropriated  
  funds, authorizing USAF training or mission, providing oversight, or in any other  
  way supporting CAP, pending the resolution of all CAP-related violations.   
 Force USAF and DoD to make available to all U.S. Citizens directory, contact,  

and mailing information for all DoD and USAF investigators, inspectors  
general, commanders, or any other persons with a duty to act.   



 Force USAF to comply with federal law and its own policies and agreements. 
 Make final determination and clarification on property held at Tyler Composite  
  Squadron, and that plaintiff owns much of it. 

Require an extensive published retraction and publication of the facts of plaintiff’s  
 actions, actions of each defendant, actions of other individuals named in previous  
 letters,  an explanation of each CAP and USAF policy that was violated;  This  

  publication must be made in the CAP national newsletter, and in each community  
newspaper where plaintiff is known (Bullard, TX; Tyler, TX; Palestine, TX;  
Grand Saline, TX; Fairbanks, AK; and North Pole, AK).  Similar publication must  
be made with the USAF, its website, or other publication widely distributed  
across the USAF organization.  The details of said publication must be to the 
satisfaction of the plaintiff and/or this court. 

Force CAP to remove the March 2003 newsletter containing the letter of libel from its  
 Website, and continue assessing damages for libel until they comply. 

 
Specific performance of implied contract or to remedy past violations of contract: 
 

Retroactively reinstate and fully restore plaintiff in CAP, without cost to plaintiff;  
This is the enforcement of the policy protecting whistleblowers. 

Retroactively terminate from CAP every member named in this complaint, in previous 
communications, and in the criminal allegations, per CAP’s regulations and its 
implied contract; This is the enforcement of the zero-tolerance and whistleblower 
protection provisions for the protection of plaintiff.   

 Retroactive promotion in CAP officer grade to plaintiff, to grade of Major, effective  
Nov. 1, 2004.   

 Enroll plaintiff in Air Command and Staff College, as he was eligible in  
Nov. 2004.   

 Order return of personally-owned personnel file, stolen from Palestine, TX airport.   
 Order CAP to send written notification to all cadets’ parents that:  (1) cadet protection  
  policies have not been enforced in whole or in part, (2) individuals (namely  
  plaintiff) who report violations of said policy or related criminal law have been  
  terminated from CAP, (3) and that at least the majority of all officers, governors,  
  and appeal board members of CAP, and each of the members of the USAF chain  
  of command upheld those violations.   
 Provide plaintiff with a copy of all National and Texas newsletters since Dec 2002, as  

provided to all members. 
 Guarantee full participation and command appointment opportunities to plaintiff and all  
  similarly situated CAP whistle blowers. 

Publish the truthful and complete requirements of the MARB findings, and what it  
 refused to address, as required by policy and agreement.  It is necessary to publish  
 the actual findings and inactions of the MARB, per the agreed policy, so all CAP  
 members will know what really happened and who was at fault.  Plaintiff and  
 defendants knew in advance what would have to be published.  Defendants chose  
 to make indefensible decisions at MARB hearing, so they have agreed to publish  
 the same and be held civilly and criminally liable for the same.   
Award credit for command time and the command ribbon, since plaintiff’s denial of such  



 position was based on Bennett’s slander and his commission of criminal and  
 tortious activity. 

 Award credit for serving on staff of a Squadron Leadership School, which plaintiff was  
  qualified to instruct and wanted to instruct, but was barred from any kind of  
  participation.   
 Award certificate and recognition for participating in or organizing 2002 Texas Wing  
  conference, which had been assigned to Tyler squadron (and thus plaintiff) but  
  was retracted during Bennett’s tortious activities.   
 Award training and mission time for SAR missions, commensurate with those of other  
  Group 7 members, since plaintiff was barred from participation for enforcing  
  policy and reporting violations by those who held the privileges.   
 Award credit, recognition, and patch for participation in the Columbia missions, which  
  was primarily done by the two CAP units to which plaintiff belonged, and  
  plaintiff’s lack of participation was the result of felonious and tortious actions by  
  defendants.   
 Send certificate for Master Finance Officer which plaintiff did earn before termination,  
  but CAP refused to send.   
 Retroactively reinstate 101 card with qualifications that existed at the time.  Award  
  plaintiff the various SAR and CD/CN mission qualifications that he was trying to  
  achieve, but denied through retaliation and overt exclusion.  Follow this with  
  priority for mission training and mission participation, to make up for the years of  
  overt exclusion.   
 Guarantee priority selection and choice for several IACE and NCSA event participations  
  over the next five to ten years, to make up for the deliberate exclusion that  
  resulted from plaintiff’s status as a whistleblower.   
 Guarantee priority selection in any USAF or joint CAP & USAF activity that might be  
  denied to whistleblowers, such as Alaska’s Northern Edge, training with other  
  military courses or field training, or any other activity that USAF might otherwise  
  authorize CAP members to participate in.  Such a guarantee is the only way to  
  ensure plaintiff will not face further retaliatory exclusion.   
 Company policy provides for high-level recognition of certain types of achievements.  It  
  is plaintiff’s contention that winning an ethical and legal battle against the  
  perpetrators within CAP warrants some type of high-level corporate recognition,  
  and it would only be denied because of its truth and that it makes the violators  
  look bad.   

Command the abolition of CAP’s complaints, termination, appeal, MARB, and  
 Command/Staff appointment regulations, as well as the Cadet Protection policies  
 and training, since none of them can possibly be performed in a lawful manner or  
 manner that protects the people they are supposedly written to protect, but rather  
 serve to cause the appointments of people who protect those who commit crimes  
 and torts.   

 Though this is not a class action suit by plaintiff, it seems necessary to demand a review  
  of all terminations in modern times.  If plaintiff proves that policies,  
  appointments, and system is designed for the express purpose of upholding  
  wrongful terminations, it stands to reason that there have been other victims who  
  did not know how to fight or who may have fallen victim to the “more likely than  



  not” clause that CAP cannot seem to follow.   
 Notwithstanding any subsequent changes to CAP policy, plaintiff requests a ruling or  
  admission that Todd’s creation of a “supplement” to the finance policy in 2002,  
  was in fact a replacement that violated company policy and as such comprised a  
  breach of contract.  Retroactive reversal is demanded, as is a thorough review of  
  all financial records that may have been fraudulently altered and filed as a result  
  of the new secrecy.   
 By CAP or USAF authority, or both, the power to promote the President and Vice- 
  President of CAP (in CAP’s officer grade), is vested in the Chief of Staff of  
  USAF.  Since Gen. Jumper promoted Bowling and Wheless immediately  
  following their criminal and tortious actions (and now Pineda has been likewise  
  rewarded), it is demanded that Gen. Jumper demote all three to a rank befitting  
  their behavior, immediately prior to their expulsion, the rank of Basic Flight  
  Officer.  This is in keeping with the prevailing policy and the bogus commending  
  letter that Jumper wrote upon offering such promotions.   
 Mandate compliance with all other policies, terms, and agreements that may have been  
  overlooked here. 
 
Costs:   
 

Plaintiff seeks court, legal, witness costs, filing fee, and any other taxable costs, as 

incurred by plaintiff, to be proportioned to each defendant the court enters a judgment against.   

 
I hereby swear/affirm, under penalty of perjury, that the contents of this complaint are true and 
correct to the best of my knowledge. 
 

 
___________________________ 
Aric W Hall, Plaintiff, pro se 
 
P. O. Box 952 
Bullard, TX  75757 
(903) 894-8780 
arichall@yahoo.com 


