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Brigham J. Ricks, Bar No. 224750 
RICKS LAW 
P.O. Box 3370 
Santa Barbara, CA 93130-3370 
(805) 884-9538 FAX (805) 884-9708 
 
Attorney for Plaintiff, Robert Eringer 
 
 
  
 
 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 
ROBERT ERINGER, an individual,  
 
  Plaintiff, 
 vs. 
PRINCIPALITY OF MONACO 
 
  Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No.: 2:10-cv-01803-GAF-RC 
 
 
FIRST AMENDED VERIFIED 
COMPLAINT FOR BREACH OF 
CONTRACT AND FRAUD 
 
 

 
 PLAINTIFF ALLEGES:  

JURISDICTION 
 1. This Court has original jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1330, as an 
action against a foreign state.  The Court has supplemental jurisdiction over the 
sate law claims alleged in this Complaint pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1367. 

VENUE 
 2. The contract at issue was to be performed in Santa Barbara, California.  
Venue therefore lies in the United States District Court for the Central District of 
California pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(f)(1). 

INTRADISTRICT ASSIGNMENT 
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3. Assignment to the Western Division is appropriate because the majority 
of claims and certain of the transactions, acts, practices and courses of business 
alleged below occurred within the Central District of California, including Santa 
Barbara, California. 

PARTIES 
 4. Plaintiff ROBERT ERINGER (“Eringer”) is an individual residing in 
Santa Barbara, California.  He was director of the Monaco Intelligence Service 
(“MIS”) and acted as spymaster for the Principality of Monaco.   
 5. Defendant PRINCIPALITY OF MONACO (“Principality”) is a foreign 
state and employed Eringer to be Director of MIS and to act as its spymaster. 

OTHER RELEVANT PARTIES 
 6. HIS SERENE HIGHNESS PRINCE ALBERT II OF MONACO (“HSH”) 
is the sovereign ruler of the Principality.  HSH retained Eringer to work for the 
Principality and personally directed and approved Eringer’s services to the 
Principality.  Eringer reported on his activities solely to HSH.   

STATEMENT OF FACTS 
7. On June 16, 2002, HSH, then Hereditary Prince, retained Eringer, at a 

meeting in Monaco, to be his intelligence advisor.  HSH never reduced this 
agreement to writing. 

8. HSH told Eringer he needed an intelligence advisor to assist him in 
rooting out corruption, money laundering and organized crime in Monaco.  As 
Hereditary Prince, HSH was preparing for his rule of Monaco as his father was 
aging.  Effective July 1, 2002 Eringer commenced service to HSH for an agreed 
remuneration of 60,000 Euros each calendar quarter.   At the beginning of 2003 
this payment was increased to 80,000 Euros each calendar quarter.  For a period of 
two quarters in 2006 this payment was increased to 100,000 Euros, but then later 
reduced to 80,000 Euros before finally being reduced to 40,000 Euros per quarter 
for the last quarter of 2007 and first quarter of 2008.  Attached as Exhibit A are 
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copies of account statements issued by HSH’s Administration des Biens (the 
French for property manager) for payments made by HSH to Eringer. 

9. By design and to maintain the clandestine nature of his work, Eringer 
never resided in Monaco, a tiny city/state in which the presence of a spy and spy 
agency would be quickly recognized.  Instead, with HSH’s knowledge and 
permission, Eringer resided in London, England and later Santa Barbara, 
California.  Eringer directed the intelligence activities in Monaco and elsewhere 
from his remote offices and would make frequent short visits to Monaco to hold 
briefings and other meetings.   

10. HSH confirmed Eringer’s position as the Principality’s spymaster by 
issuing to him the following documents attached as Exhibit B: 

• A card signed by HSH stating, “Please give Mr. Robert ERINGER your 
confidential assistance.  He acts on my authority and reports directly to 
me.” 

• A Monaco Intelligence Service card signed by HSH.  The identification 
identifies Eringer as “Director M.I.S.” 

11. On April 6, 2005 HSH’s father, Prince Rainier, passed away and HSH 
became Monaco’s Sovereign.  

12. At a meeting on April 26, 2005, HSH, now as sovereign of the 
Principality, expanded Eringer’s responsibilities to include investigations of 
current government officials and to perform vetting of government officials before 
their appointment.  

13. HSH put Eringer in contact with two officers from SIGER, the tiny 
political unit of Monaco’s police force:  Jean-Raymond Gottlieb and Yves 
Subraud.  Immediately, they commenced working together in the investigation of 
government officials and other targets of investigation as directed by HSH.  
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14. In October 2005, HSH authorized Eringer to brief his in-coming chief of 
staff Jean-Luc Allavena on Eringer’s activities.  Eringer worked closely with 
Allavena throughout his tenure as chief of staff. 

15. On August 2, 2007, Eringer briefed HSH on his activities, especially 
concerning the liaison relationships Eringer had established with intelligence 
services in twenty countries.  HSH instructed Eringer to keep this work going.  
HSH requested that commencing the following quarter in October 2007 Eringer 
reduce his quarterly fee to 40,000 Euros and solely focus on maintaining and 
working the liaison relationships with foreign intelligence services. 

16. On December 2, 2007, HSH and Eringer had a telephone conference to 
report on Eringer’s intelligence activities.  On December 17, 2007, Eringer sent 
HSH his invoice for the first quarter of 2008 requesting payment of 40,000 Euros.  
On January 28, 2008, Eringer wrote HSH informing him that he is carrying out 
HSH’s last instructions to “keep the doors open” of the intelligence service.  The 
letter included another copy of Eringer’s invoice and request for payment.  Not 
having received payment, Eringer sent invoices to HSH again in February and 
March 2008.  On March 25, 2008, Eringer wrote HSH explaining that he has 
carried out HSH’s instructions but had not been paid for the first quarter of 2008 
and again requested payment.  HSH did not respond to these letters or Eringer’s 
voicemails, which was not unusual, as HSH was often difficult to reach.  Attached 
as Exhibit C are copies of the letters and invoices sent to HSH 

17. With HSH providing no direction or communication, Eringer was in 
limbo and uncertain if he should shut down the intelligence service or keep this 
valuable entity operating for HSH.  After having worked for one quarter without 
payment from HSH, Eringer terminated his services.     

18. On April 18, 2008, Eringer had his Washington, DC based attorneys 
send HSH a demand for payment.  HSH has not responded to this letter a copy of 
which is attached as Exhibit D.   
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19. Plaintiff alleges that he has performed all obligations to defendant 
required under the Agreement except those obligations plaintiff was prevented or 
excused from performing.  

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Breach of Contract)     

20. Plaintiff re-alleges all of the allegations contained in paragraphs 1 
through 18, inclusive, of this complaint, and incorporates them here by this 
reference as though fully set forth. 

21. On June 16, 2002, HSH and defendant entered in an oral Agreement 
whereby plaintiff would serve as an intelligence advisor and intelligence service 
director to HSH.  Plaintiff’s service began July 1, 2002 for an agreed remuneration 
of 60,000 Euros each calendar quarter.   At the beginning of 2003 this payment 
was increased to 80,000 Euros each calendar quarter.  For a period of two quarters 
in 2006 this payment was increased to 100,000 Euros, but then later reduced to 
80,000 Euros before finally being reduced to 40,000 Euros per quarter for the last 
quarter of 2007 and first quarter of 2008.  This Agreement continued after HSH 
became sovereign of the Principality on April 6, 2005 as HSH directed Eringer to 
make official liaison relationship between Monaco and other foreign intelligence 
services, to make introductions for HSH to foreign government officials, and to 
conduct corruption probes of the Principality’s government officials, among other 
official tasks. 

22. During the period of Eringer’s service to the Principality, from July 2003 
to May 2004 and July 2006 to March 2008, with HSH’s knowledge and 
permission, Eringer resided and worked for the Principality in Santa Barbara, 
California.  From Eringer’s office in Santa Barbara, California, he performed many 
services for the Principality, including but not limited to (1) maintaining, working 
and servicing liaison relationships with foreign intelligence services, (2) 
communicating with and instructing deputies in Monaco, (3) sending and receiving 
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communications with sources, assets and informants, (4) performing research, and 
(5) maintaining telephone contact with HSH and briefing him on matters of 
concern.   

23. Defendant breached the Agreement by refusing or failing to pay plaintiff 
the agreed compensation of 40,000 Euros for the first quarter of 2008 due and 
payable on January 1, 2008.  Plaintiff has performed all obligations to defendant 
and performed them in Santa Barbara, California.     

24. As a proximate result of defendant’s breach of the Agreement as alleged 
herein, plaintiff has been damaged in an amount to be proven at trial.    

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION  
(Misrepresentation) 

 
 

  25. Plaintiff hereby incorporates paragraphs 1 through 24 herein as though 
fully set forth. 
  26. Plaintiff agreed to provide Defendant intelligence advisor and director of 
intelligence services for payment of 40,000 per quarter.   
  27. Defendant, through its sovereign, HSH, falsely represented that they 
would pay Plaintiff 40,000 Euros for his services during the first quarter of 2008 
when they in fact there was no intention of paying him.  Plaintiff provided his 
services as agreed and did not get paid by Defendant.   
  28. At the time the Plaintiff acted, Plaintiff was unaware of Defendant’s 
false statements regarding payment for the first quarter of 2008. 
  29. In consideration of services provided by Plaintiff, Defendant promised to 
pay to Plaintiff 40,000 Euros due on January 1, 2008. 
  30. Defendant made these promises with the intent to defraud and induce 
Plaintiff to provide services to Defendant, and without any intention of 
performance on its behalf. 
  31. At the time the Plaintiff acted, Plaintiff was unaware of Defendant’s 
intentions not to pay for services as promised. Plaintiff acted in justifiable reliance 
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upon Defendant’s promises when he provided his services.  
  32. Because of Plaintiff’s reliance upon Defendant’s conduct, false 
statements and misrepresentations, Plaintiff has suffered damages in an amount to 
be proven at trial. 
 157. The Defendant’s acts alleged above were willful, wanton, malicious, 
oppressive and were undertaken with the intent to defraud, and justify the awarding 
of exemplary and punitive damages. 
 
 WHEREFORE, plaintiff prays as follows:  
 1. BREACH OF CONTRACT 

a. For damages and losses from the breach of contract according to 
proof. 

b. For interest on the damages according to proof. 
 2. MISREPRESENTATION 

c. For damages and losses from the misrepresentation according to 
proof. 

d. For exemplary and punitive damages according to proof. 
 3. ON ALL CAUSES OF ACTION 

e. For costs of suit herein incurred 
f. For such other and further relief as the court may deem proper. 

 
DATED: March 29,  2010   RICKS LAW 
 

                                                                                             
       By____________________________ 

          Brigham J. Ricks  
               Attorney for Plaintiff 
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LIST OF EXHIBITS 
 
EXHIBIT A:  Wiring statements  
 
EXHIBIT B:  Note and MIS card  
 
EXHIBIT C.  Letters & invoices to HSH  
 
EXHIBIT D:  Winston & Strawn Letter  
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