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COMPLAINT

Plaintiff, JAMES F. LUTZ, residing at 60 Perry Street, Whippany, Morris County,

New Jersey, complaining of the defendants, alleges as follows:

1. At all times relevant to the events described in this Complaint, defendants

CASINOPIRATA.COM and WORLDNET CASINOS, INC., and ADVANTAGE

TECHNOLOGIES, INC. (Nevada corporations), and Defendant, ADVANTAGE SYSTEMS, INC. (a California Corporation) are business entities jointly operating an internet-based casino throughout the United States and on the World Wide Web.  The other "WORLDNET' defendants are believed to be various, names for one and the same entity operated by the same individuals.

2.
Defendant, NICHOLAS NOLTER, at all times herein, was an individual acting both as an agent of the defendant, WORLDNET CASINOS, et al, and in his individual capacity while operating an internet-based casino.

3.
Defendant, STEVE AMDAHL, at all times referred to herein, was acting as an agent for the defendant corporation CASINOPIRATA.COM, LTD and in his individual capacity while operating an internet-based casino business.

4.
Defendant, GEORGE J. BENTLEY at all times referred to herein, was a Director of defendant, CASINOPIRATA, President of defendant, ADVANTAGE TECHNOLOGIES, INC and acting in his individual capacity.

COUNT I

CONSUMER FRAUD UNDER N.J. S. 56:8-1 et seq.

5.
Plaintiff incorporates and realleges paragraphs 1-4 as is fully set forth herein.

6. On or about July 1, 1999, plaintiff was browsing the Internet on his home computer 

and saw the website operated jointly by the defendants, CASINOPIRATA, WORLDNET

CASINOS et al., ADVANTAGE TFCHNOLOGIES, and ADVANTAGE SYSTEMS, which offered internet casino gaming, ostensibly from the country of Costa Rica.

7. Plaintiff read the consumer instructions for playing the defendants casino games.

They required credit card account information before the plaintiff could participate.

Plaintiff provided this information and began placing wagers.

8. Plaintiff immediately began losing significant of money in the above described games.  These monies were collected by the defendants CASINOPIRATA, WORLDNET CASINOS et al, ADVANTAGE TECHNOLOGIES, INC., ADVANTAGE SYSTEMS and the individual defendants named in this complaint (and others yet to be identified).

9. On or about July 15, 1999, plaintiff placed a Wager in the above described game and, on this occasion won the jackpot of $50,000.  When the plaintiff repeatedly tried to collect to this prize the defendants failed and refused to pay or credit the plaintiff with any monies.

10. The defendants both corporate and individual, lured the plaintiff (and similarly situated consumers) to their jointly-run website with the intention of taking the plaintiffs

monies but with no intention of paying if and when the plaintiff (or other consumers) won

any significant amounts.

11. The defendants, by their advertising and instructions, represented to the plaintiff that the defendants' casino was a legitimate, fair and secure business based in Costa Rica.  In fact, the defendant corporations are all incorporated in Nevada and California, residing and operating solely within Nevada, Florida, and California.  Likewise, the individual defendants all live and work entirely within the United States.

12. As a direct and proximate result of the defendants' express and implied promises (which were knowingly made by the defendants to deceive the plaintiff and other similarly situated consumers) the plaintiff felt assured that, if he made successful wagers, he would be compensated according to the defendants' promises.  The Plaintiff reasonably relied on those intentionally false promises and, as a direct and proximate result, the plaintiff suffered damages.

Wherefore, Plaintiff requests judgment against all defendants on the claim of consumer fraud, pursuant to New Jersey Statute 56:8-1 et seq., and plaintiff requests judgment for compensatory damages of $50,000, treble damages under the New Jersey Statute, refund of all monies plaintiff paid to defendants, reasonable attorney fees, filing fees, costs of suit, and such other relief as the Court will allow.

COUNT II: BREACH OF CONTRACT

13. Plaintiff incorporates and realleges paragraphs 1-12,as is fully set forth herein. 

14.  When the plaintiff began participating in the above described gaming activity with the defendants, a valid and legally enforceable contract was formed.  The plaintiff fully performed his contractual obligation by paying significant amounts of money to the defendants.  The defendants, corporate and individual, failed to perform their contractual duties under said contract and thereby have breached this contract.  The plaintiff's efforts to resolve the matter have been frustrated and ignored.

Wherefore, plaintiff seeks compensatory damages from each and every defendant in the amount of $50,000 plus attorney fees, filing fees, costs of suit, punitive damages from each and every defendant in the amount of $1,000,000; and such other relief as the Court will allow.

COUNT III: COMMON LAW FRAUD & CONVERSION

15.
Plaintiff incorporates and relleges paragraphs 1- 14 as though set forth herein.

16.
When the defendants entered into the above contract with plaintiff, the defendants

(including officers, directors, employees, and agents of defendant business entities) never intended to pay any money to plaintiff in the event that plaintiff won any considerable amount,

17.
Defendants' false representations made with the requisite intent to deceive the plaintiff, amount to common law fraud.  The plaintiff's reasonable reliance on the defendants' false representations directly and proximately caused plaintiffs losses.

18. The Defendants were timely notified by plaintiff of his successful winning wager and, for several months, have failed to pay plaintiff as required pursuant to their contract. 

19. The defendants' refusal to forward plaintiff's funds to him constitutes conversion by the defendants, corporate and individual.

Wherefore, plaintiff seeks compensatory damages from each and every defendant in the amount of $50,000 plus attorney fees, filing fees, costs of suit, and punitive damages from each and every defendant in the amount of $1,000,000, and such other relief as the Court will allow.

CERTIFICATION OF NO OTHER ACTIONS

Pursuant to Rule 4:5-1, it is stated that the matter in controversy is not the subject of

any other action pending in any other court or of a pending arbitration proceeding to tile best of our knowledge or belief Also, to the best of our belief, no other action or arbitration proceeding is contemplated.  Further, other than the parties, set forth in this pleading, we know of no other parties that should by joined in the above action.  In addition, we recognize the continuing obligation of each party to file and serve on all parties and the Court an amended certification if there is a change in the facts stated in this original certification.

DESIGNATION OF TRIAL COUNSEL

Pursuant to Rule 4:25-5 Thomas P. Lutz is designated as trial counsel for the plaintiff, James F. Lutz, in the above matter.

JURY DEMAND

The plaintiff, James F. Lutz, demands trial by a jury on all of the triable issues of this complaint, pursuant to Rule 1:8-2(b) and Rule 4 :35 - 1(a)

DEMAND FOR DISCOVERY OF INSURANCE COVERAGE

Pursuant to Rule 4:10-2(b), demand is made that all defendants disclose to plaintiff's attorney whether or not there are any insurance agreements or policies under which any person or firm carrying on an insurance business may be liable to satisfy part or all of a judgment which may be entered in this action (or to indemnify or reimburse for payments made to satisfy the judgement) and provide plaintiff's attorney with true copies of those insurance agreements or policies, including, but not limited to, any and all declaration sheets.  This demand shall include and cover not only primary coverage, but also any and all excess, catastrophe and umbrella policies.

Dated: 3-20-2000

Thomas P. Lutz

Attorney for Plaintiff

