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AMTECH SCIENTIFIC, INC.			CASE NO.





			Plaintiff,			COMPLAINT           


							                     


v.							 


							


CHANDRAVADAN PATEL, PAT PATEL		


TOQUYNH NGUYEN, PATEL 


CONSULTING, TUBOPLAST,		


DR. MEHDI ALEM, MICRO DETECT, 


INC., OMEGA BIOTECH, DHAN


MHASKAR, ASAD ZAIDI, and DOES  			   


1 through 50, inclusive,			 


							


			Defendant.			


�


Plaintiff alleges:


COMMON ALLEGATIONS





	1.  Plaintiff, AMTECH SCIENTIFIC, INC. (hereinafter


“AMTECH”) is, and at all times herein mentioned was, a corporation, fully licensed to conduct business in the State of California.


	2.  Defendants, CHANDRAVADAN PATEL, PAT PATEL, TOQUYNH NGUYEN, DR. MEHDI ALEM, DHAN MHASKAR and ASAD ZAIDI are, and at all times herein mentioned were, individuals residing in the County of Orange, State of California.


3.  Defendants, PATEL CONSULTING, TUBOPLAST, MICRO DETECT, 





INC., and OMEGA BIOTECH are, and at all times herein mentioned


were, businesses, forms unknown, doing business in the County of Orange, State of California.


	4.  Plaintiff is ignorant of the true names and capacities of defendants sued herein as DOES 1 through 50, inclusive, and therefore sues these defendants by such fictitious names.  Plaintiff will amend this complaint to allege their true names


and capacities when ascertained.





	5.  Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges 





that each of the Defendants were in some manner responsible for 





the occurrences herein alleged and that Plaintiff’s injuries were 





proximately caused thereby.


	6.  Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that at all times herein mentioned each of the defendants was an agent and/or an employee of the remaining defendants and, in doing the things hereinafter alleged, were acting within the course and scope of said agency. 


	7.  On or about May, 1997, Defendant CHANDRAVADAN PATEL (hereinafter “C. PATEL”) communicated to AMTECH that C. PATEL had developed certain proprietary technology in the field of rapid diagnostic testing. C. PATEL further represented that he had sole rights and ownership to all the aforementioned technology.


	8.  Thereafter, on or about June, 1997, AMTECH entered into a purchase agreement and a consulting agreement with C. PATEL and PATEL CONSULTING, pursuant to which C. PATEL was paid more than one hundred and twenty thousand dollars ($120,000.00).  


	9.  During the course of C. PATEL’S employment with AMTECH,


he used the company to place large orders for materials from


family and close friends, incurred large debts to close friends, family and business associates on behalf of AMTECH, had AMTECH pay for C. PATEL’S attendance at various conferences and seminars, used AMTECH finances and resources to engage in research and development, used AMTECH resources to market his technology and products and to develop contacts in the rapid diagnostic industry.  


   10.  When it become evident that C. PATEL was not producing any working technology, had not developed any new products and that some of the technology to which C. PATEL claimed ownership was actually owned by at least one other company, officers from AMTECH confronted C. PATEL with this information.  C. PATEL then waited until the other officers went to lunch and moved out of the office, taking large amounts of valuable equipment and documents with him. 


    11.  Immediately after leaving, C. PATEL phoned numerous vendors to AMTECH and attempted to convince them not to supply AMTECH with any raw materials.  C. PATEL further contacted numerous creditors and advised them to sue AMTECH, offering to be a witness for them.  C. PATEL further convinced his family and close friends to claim that AMTECH owed them money and demand immediate payment.  C. PATEL further contacted AMTECH employees and convinced them to take equipment and documents out of the office for him.











FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION


CONSPIRACY TO COMMIT FRAUD AND DECEIT


(AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS)


    12.  Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference paragraphs 1





through 11 of this complaint as if set forth fully herein.


    13.  In June, 1997, through February, 1998, AMTECH entered into numerous agreements with C. PATEL and other Defendants to purchase raw materials and technology from some Defendants and sell finished rapid diagnostic products to other Defendants.  After C. PATEL moved out of the AMTECH premises, taking valuable equipment and documents with him, Defendants TOQUYNH NGUYEN, C. PATEL, PATEL CONSULTING, TUBOPLAST, DR. MEHDI ALEM, and MICRO DETECT, INC. claimed that Plaintiff owed them money and threatened numerous actions in an attempt to force Plaintiff to pay various sums on the debts which did not actually exist. 


    14.  When Defendants entered into these contracts, Defendants had no intention of performing them and knew that the representations made entering into those contracts were false.


    15.  Defendants made these representations with the intent to defraud Plaintiff and to induce Plaintiff, its officers, directors and employees to spend large sums of money and large amounts of time in the purchase of raw materials, manufacturing of products and marketing efforts.


    16.  In justifiable reliance upon Defendants’ conduct, Plaintiff, its officers, directors and employees did, in fact, spend vast amount of time and money in production and marketing efforts.


    17.  Because of Plaintiff’s reliance upon Defendants’


promises and conduct, Plaintiff has already expended in excess


of five hundred thousand dollars ($500,000.00) in production and marketing efforts and continues to spend money in an amount to be proven at trial.  Plaintiff has also suffered damage to its





reputation in the business community, through the vexation,


humiliation, embarrassment, and harassment of its officers, directors, and employees, in an amount to be proven at the time of trial.  


    18.  The above mentioned acts of Defendants, and each of them, were willful and malicious.  Therefore, Plaintiff is entitled to punitive damages in the amount of five million dollars.


SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION


CONSPIRACY TO INTERFERE WITH ECONOMIC/CONTRACTUAL RELATIONS


(AGAINST ALL THE DEFENDANTS)


    19.  Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference paragraphs 1 through 18 of this complaint as if set forth fully herein.


    20.  In June, 1997, through March, 1998, Plaintiff entered into contracts with numerous vendors, suppliers, market
