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& RILEY MOTION TO DISMIS~R}1Nyrtfjr~K 
ALTERNATIVE, TO TRANSFER VENUE 

Case No.2: 13cv00343 

Judge Honorable Ted Stewart 

Plaintiff hereby addresses the Motion to Dismiss submitted by Counsel for Defendants Cesar Parra and 
Kathleen Riley. 

PERSONAL JURISDICTION 

1. Counsel for the Defendants sets forth that this Federal Court has no personal jurisdiction over 

the Defendant 

2. Defendant's Parra and Riley actions were, as a material fact, 'willfully, intentionally, and 

knowingly' taken in order for their defamatory statements about the Plaintiff and Mrs. Trudy Miranda to be 

disseminated throughout the entire equine sport of dressage and any other public media from which people 

read the statements. Therein is the negation of any claim of lack of jurisdiction by this Court. The 

statements rendered for public consumption were not for local New York and New Jersey consumption as 

Defendant Parra is a national and international competitor and also owns a training barn in Florida, which is 

surrounded by a very large dressage contingency; and Defendant Riley is the head trainer and wellimown 

throughout the dressage commlmity. 

3. The Plaintiff finds it odd that Counsel for Defendant's Parra and Riley would rely upon State 

of Utah court rulings when the United States Supreme Court has stated clarification involving publication of 

defamatory statements. The United States Supreme Court in Calder v. Jones, 465 U.S. 783 (1984) 

specifically stated the following: "Petitioner South wrote and petitioner Calder edited an article they lmew 
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the brunt of that injury would be felt by respondent in the State in which she lives and works..... Under the 

circumstances. Petitioners must "reasonably anticipate being hauled into comt there" to answer for the truth 

of the statements made in their article". 

Held: 2. JU1'isdiction over petitioners in California is proper because of their intentional conduct 

in Florida allegedly calculated to cause injury to respondent in California. 

4. Personal jurisdiction belongs to this Federal Court because the intentional conduct of both 

Defendants Cesar Parra and Kathleen Riley were calculated to cause injury to Plaintiff in the State of Utah 

and especially throughout the national and international dressage communities. Plaintiff reminds this COU1't 

that the named Defendants in this Complaint are involved in a business that involves Interstate Commerce. 

5. Plaintiff did not file a complaint against Dressage-News.com or Barnmice.com simply because 

the individual writing the article regarding Defendant Parra was quoting and the posting by Defendant Riley 

was posted by her as individual, [post has since been removed]. Defendants Parra and Riley were fully 

aware that their statements would have a brunt negative affect upon the Plaintiff both at a national level and 

within the State of Utah wherein the Plaintiff resides. That is clearly the intent of the statements made by 

Defendants Parra and Riley and thus the Defendants have no defense against being hauled into this Federal 

Court in the State of Utah to answer for the defamatOlY statements made against the Plaintiff. In the State 

of Utah defamation is a criminal act. 

6. Counsel for Defendants Parra and Riley has presented this Comt with evidence exhibits. 

Plaintiff wishes to address the exhibits and show this Court that the Defendants are making false statements 

in the affidavits presented to this Court. 

7. Exhibit One, Affidavit of Defendant Cesar Parra: 

A. page 2, lines 6, 7, 8: "". allegations made against me by Ms. Miranda and Mr. Buck, 

each of whom publicly attacked (on the Internet and otherwise) my professional 

reputation .... " Plaintiff has never "attacked" Defendant Parra, the Plaintiff has 

stipulated clear and concise charges against Defendant Parra and the physical evidence 

will clearly demonstrate that Defendant Parra did act with gross negligence that resulted 

in the injuries to the horse owned by Mrs. Miranda, William PFF. 
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B. The Plaintiff reminds this Court that the word' attack' means [in this case] severe 

criticism. The Plaintiff did' criticize' , rather the Plaintiff stated material facts in the 

original criminal complaint and in the Affidavit provided for Mrs. Miranda. 

C. The Plaintiff wonders why the Counsel for Defendants did not represent the 

credibility of the Plaintiff before the Superior Court of New Jersey, Law Division, 

Hunterdon County. Plaintiff submits to this Court the affidavit [Exhibit One] the 

Plaintiff filed on behalf of Mrs. Trudy Miranda and the Denial for Summary Judgment 

[Exhibit Two] by the Superior Court of New Jersey, Law Division, Hunterdon County. 

Plaintiff directs this Courts attention to the weight given to the Plaintiff's affidavit in the 

process of denying the Motion for Summary Judgment. 

D. Plaintiff asks this Court to closely observe the language set forth by Defendant Parra in 

his public statement [Barnmice.com] and in his statement to the Hunterdon County 

Democrat. Plaintiff has attached a copy of the Barnmice.com published statement 

[Exhibit Three] and a published copy of the Hunterdon County Democrat statement 

[Exhibit Four]; in which the Plaintiff has underlined and italicized the pertinent lines 

which are visceral and by their very nature seek to instill contempt and hatred upon the 

Plaintif.{in order to guarantee that Defendant Parra never has to be held accountable 

civilly and criminally for his actions. 

E. From Defendant Parra public statement as found on Barnmice.com: 

1. "unwarranted attacks by self appointed" experts" or fringe players in the 

horse industry with questionable motives and possibly even personal agendas" 

2. "Mr. Buck who has interpretedfor the rest of the curious in the horse world." 

Plaintiff does not have to interpret for the rest of the curious in the horse world, 

as evidence will show at time of trial, there is a great majority of the 'curious' 

who do not think well of Defendant Parra. 
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3. "but rather relied upon the statements of the owner of the subject horse" 

Plaintiff did not rely upon the statements of the owner, but relied upon the 

images and the forty (40+) forty pulse years of the Plaintiff's experience versus 

the (18) eighteen years of experience by Defendant Parra. 

4. "What he did not tell the readers is that he has found by the Hearing 

Committee of the United State Equestrian Federation, after filing a complaint 

with that Governing Body of Equestrian Sport, not to be qualified to testifY as an 

expert on horse training matters. " 

Defendant Parra is making a completely fraudulent statement here. The 

Plaintiff has publicly made it known that the United States Equestrian Federation 

DID NOT hold a hearing. Plaintiff drove from the State of Utah to Kentucky 

only to have no hearing, which is a violation of due process and for which the 

USEF can be held liable in a Federal District Court. 

5. "It is now in question what Mr. Buck and Ms. Miranda motivations are in 

mounting a campaign to discredit Dr. Parra, interfere with his business 

relationships and his potential opportunity to participate on the US National 

Team at the 2012 Olympics . ..... . Mr. Buck's actions which appear to be 

intended to impugn Dr. Parra's reputation" 

Plaintiff is NOT on a campaign to discredit Defendant Parra nor to interfere with 

his business, nor his potential for any United States team, nor to impugn his 

reputation. Plaintiff is about disseminating the truth about horse abuse no matter 

the individual. All Defendant Parra had to do was admit that his actions caused 

the injuries to the horse William PFF, instead Defendant Parra has relentlessly in 

public blamed the horse and the owner Ms. Miranda. 

6. "Dr. Parra has no intention to capitulate to such highly suspect behavior and 

fully intends to take whatever steps necessary to address the damage that has 
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been caused by Ms. Miranda's and Mr. Buck's reprehensible behavior. The 

court filings will soon include his claims against them and his procedurally 

proper requests to obtain equitable relief to restrain them from further 

defamatory and intentionally tortuous conduct . ...... He will vigorously 

continue with his defense and will take whatever steps necessary to aggressively 

pursue counterclaims and cross claims against Ms. Miranda and Mr. Buck, 

respectively, to hold them legally accountable for their reprehensible conduct in 

intentionally attempting to damage Dr. Parra's professional reputation. " 

Defendant Parra once again continues his venomous attack upon the Plaintiff by 

using the word reprehensible, when the physical evidence clearly shows that the 

actions and lack of actions by Defendant Parra were truly reprehensible and 

unconscionable. Then Defendant Parra threatens the Plaintiff with legal action 

because of the Plaintiffs actions that are meant to expose the truths. It is 

Defendant Parra and the other named Defendants whose words and actions have 

been defamatory and whose conduct is truly tortuous. It is the actions/lack of 

actions and words by Defendant Parra that are damaging his reputation. 

9. Exhibit Three, Affidavit of Defendant Kathleen Riley: 

A. Plaintiff would like this Court to be aware that Defendant Kathleen Riley joined 

Bal'l1mice.com for the sole purpose of posting her statement. Court should also be aware 

that the post has been removed from Barnmice.com by the Defendant Kathleen Riley. 

B. Page two, lines 12 through 18: "My comments were made in response to the 

allegations made against Dr. Parra by Ms. Miranda and Mr. Buck each of whom 

publicly attacked (on the internet and otherwise) Dr. Parra's professional reputation as 

a dressage horse trainer in addition to Ms. Miranda bringing the lawsuit and prqIJering 

an "expert" opinion obtainedfrom Mr. Buck." 

C. Plaintiff reminds this Court that in the criminal complaint [Exhibit Five] the Plaintiff 

was sufficient as to bring about criminal charges. In any statements made by the Plaintiff 
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regarding the actions and lack of actions by Defendant Parra in the injury of the horse 

William PFF, Plaintiff has been specific as to the reasons such were gross negligence. 

D. Plaintiff would like to address the derogatory inference reference by Defendant Riley 

as the use of the word "expert". Any reasonable person would see the context of that 

statement as impugning the years of experience and knowledge of the Plaintiff instill 

contempt and hatred upon the Plaintiff. 

E. Plaintiff presents to this Court as evidence contradicting Defendant Riley, her posting 

from Barnmice.com in her own words and unedited [Italicized portion from her posting] 

[Exhibit Six]: ". Mr. Buck is passingjudgement and passing on iriformationfrom 

something that he did not witness, as well as passing on all the predudicial images he 

can, to as many outlets as he can to injlame the situation as much as possible; seemingly 

in his desire to defame Cesar as much as possible. The release of the pictures/video, the 

timing of these charges so long after the actual events took place, all speak volumes to 

the multiple agendas at play here. " 

F. Plaintiff has not sought to "inflame" which means: "provoke to strong feelings, 

especially anger, to aggravate". Rather the Plaintiff has sought to present the truths that 

the physical images clearly contradict Defendant Parra's story that the horse injured itself. 

G. Plaintiff then would like this Court to read Defendant Riley's clearly stipulated 

intentions when she states: "The release of the pictures/video, the timing of these charges 

so long after the actual events took place, all speak volumes to the multiple agendas at 

play here. The Plaintiff has no 'agenda' which means as used "an underlying 

motivation". The Plaintiff is simply coming to the defense of a defenseless animal. The 

agenda that is in play is that of all the named Defendants in this Complaint and that is to 

see to it that no one in the horse world shall speak the truths regarding the conduct of 

Defendant Parra. Defendants agenda is simply to instill contempt and hatred upon the 

Plaintiff in order to guarantee that Defendant Parra never has to be held accountable 

civilly and criminally for his actions. 

[6] 

Case 2:13-cv-00343-TS   Document 12   Filed 07/29/13   Page 6 of 40

www.ratemyhorsepro.com



10. The Plaintiff directs the Courts attention to the stipulated fact that the' only' names mentioned 

by the Defendants are of the Plaintiff and Mrs. Trudy Miranda. Therefore the public statements by 

Defendants Parra and Riley were directed at the Plaintiff and Mrs. Miranda and not nay other individuals. 

11. Plaintiff would like for this Court to be aware of the material fact that the statements by 

Defendants Parra and Riley have been on Internet forums and social networks, which can be produced at 

time of trial. Therefore, their defamatory statements by Defendants Parra Riley, which are deceptive and 

fraudulent, have placed the Plaintiff in the position of numerous times of having to defend his reputation. 

12. Plaintiff, addressing paragraph 16 page 5 of the Motion to dismiss, would like for this Court to 

be aware also of the material fact that the Hunterdon County Prosecutor blatantly made false statements to 

the media regarding the 'investigation' of Defendant Parra. 

A. At NO time in the 'investigation' were witnesses for Mrs. Trudy Miranda interviewed 

B. At NO time in the 'investigation' was the Plaintiff, as the criminal complainant, 

interviewed. 

C. The Hunterdon County Prosecutor at NO time instituted an 'investigation' into the 

deceptive trade practices portion of the Plaintiff's complaint pursuant to New Jersey 

Title 56, Chapter 8, Section 1, Deceptive trade practices for misrepresenting services 

to be rendered. 

Therefore, Defendant Parra was not cleared of any wrong doing, as a material fact, NO 

investigation had been done. Instead there appears have been inappropriate conduct rendered on behalf of 

Defendant Parra by the Hunterdon County Prosecutor. The physical evidence that can be produced at time 

of trial will validate the original claims by the Plaintiff in the complaint filed with the Hunterdon County 

Sheriff, that Defendant Parra did, through gross negligence, cause the injuries to William PFF. 

13. Counsel for Defendants Parra and Riley uses incorrect legal precedence for declaring this 

Court has no jurisdiction over Defendant's Parra and Riley. Counsel for Defendants Parra and Riley has 

ignored the precedence set by the U.S. Supreme Court in Calder v. Jones, 465 U.S. 783 (1984). 

14. Plaintiff has produced sufficient evidence that this Court retains personal and general 

jurisdiction over Defendants Parra and Riley predicated upon their 'willful, intentional, lmowing and 
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malicious" intent to cause injury to the Plaintiffs reputation by instilling contempt and Itatred upon tlte 

Plaintiff, not only in the State of Utah but also at the national and international levels as well, through the 

issuance of deceptive, fraudulent and defamatory statements in a media that would be seen world wide. 

CHANGE OF VENUE 

Plaintiff filed the complaint under 28 USC § 1332 - Diversity of citizenship; amount in 

controversy; costs. 

15. Plaintiff filed in his State of residency. Plaintiff is on a fixed income with very little earnings 

from other sources. Plaintiff does not have financial means to travel to another Federal District Court in 

order to facilitate achieving justice. Plaintiff asks this Court to seriously look at who would be 

inconvenienced and burdened if the jurisdiction was removed from this Court. The Plaintiff would be 

unable to proceed with the complaint. 

16. Counsel for Defendants Parra and Riley raises the issue of inconvenience and burden put upon 

Defendants. Defendant Parra has the ability to purchase horses, pay expenses for traveling to horse shows 

along with entry fees, pay salaries for employees, etc. Defendant Parra has no fmancial excuse not to 

defend himself in the State of residency of the person to whom he 'willfully, intentionally, knowingly and 

maliciously' publicly defamed. Defendant Riley is the head trainer for Defendant Parra and therefore 

Defendant Parra can afford to pay expenses required to Defendant Riley in the State of Utah. 

17. Counsel for Defendants raises the issue of "the relative ease of access to proof'. The plaintiff 

has in his possession sufficient physical evidence, "proof'; otherwise the Plaintiff would not have bothered 

bringing forth the complaint. 

CONCLUSION 

18. Plaintiff would like the Court to take a serious look at the repercussions in the horse industry 

that this complaint will have. If the Com't wants to understand the serious nature of and depth of horse 

abuse in the United States, then visit http://www.ratemyhorsepro.com/equine-courtlcriminal-matters.aspx. 

These are just cases that have been brought, and do not address the thousands of horse abuse cases that go 

unreported. Horse abuse is not just from lack offood, water and shelter. Horse abuse is also about abusive 

schooling methods which inflict pain and discomfort upon the horse. Plaintiff wrote an informational piece 
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describing horse abuse [Exhibit Seven] and Plaintiff hopes the information may help this Court understand 

horse abuse. Plaintiff has also provided this Court with four images [Exhibit Eight] that should help this 

Court to see the extent of torturous restraint implemented [forced or compelled or put in force] 

by Defendant Parra that was used with gross negligence, which resulted in the injuries to William PFF. 

This 'extreme' misuse of the equipment is not a generally accepted standard of practice in the horse 

industry, as most horse people consider this absolute abuse as there is no logical reason for ever putting a 

horse into this position. 

19. Counsel for Defendants Parra and Riley provided this Court with Exhibit Four, the original 

filing by Mrs. Miranda and Exhibit Five a Certification in Support by Attorney Joel Cohen. What Counsel 

for the Defendants does not provide this Court with is the material fact that Mrs. Miranda's original attorney 

was being sanctioned at the time of court proceedings and that Mrs. Miranda re-filed the complaint against 

Defendant Parra. However, due to the processes against Mrs. Miranda's original attorney Jeffery Pocaro, 

the Complaint is still pending before the Court and no actions can be taken until the situation with Pocaro is 

cleared. 

20. NJ Statute Title 4, Chapter 22, Article 2, 22-179 Cruelty in general ( a) Overdrive, overload, 

drive when overloaded, overwork, torture, torment, deprive of necessary sustenance, unnecessarily or 

cruelly beat or otherwise abuse, or needlessly mutilate or kill, a living animal or creature .... 

The bold italicized are the ones that apply to the nature of Defendant Parra's gross negligence. 

21. Defendants Parra and Riley attempts to smear the reputation of the Plaintiff and the owner of 

the horse, Mrs. Trudy Miranda through defamatory and false statements, are an attempt to conceal the truths 

of the unconscionable gross negligence by Defendant Parra and instill contempt and hatred upon the 

Plaint![f, Mrs. Trudy Miranda, and any other individuals who speak against Defendant Parra, in order 

to guarantee that Defendant Parra never has to be held accountable civilly and criminally for his 

actions. 

22. Plaintiff brought the complaint in order to clear the reputations of both the Plaintiff and the 

owner of the horse, Mrs. Trudy Miranda. It is a sad state of affairs for the horse industry and for the United 

States when wealthy individuals strive to manipulate in order to destroy those whom strive to reveal the 

[9] 

Case 2:13-cv-00343-TS   Document 12   Filed 07/29/13   Page 9 of 40
www.ratemyhorsepro.com



truths. Defendants Parra and Riley and the other named Defendants will do anything in their power in order 

to prevent Defendant Parra from being held accountable and that includes destroying any individuals whom 

challenge Defendant Parra. 

23. The named Defendants in this Complaint had the right to make statements; however, 

Defendants do not have the right to use those statements to defame the Plaintiff or the owner of the horse 

Mrs. Trudy Miranda. 

24. The statements by Defendants Parra Riley have been fodder for worldwide visceral, venomous 

attacks against the Plaintiff on numerous Internet forums and social media sights, which has instilled 

contempt and hatred upon the Plaintif.f, Mrs. Trudy Miranda, and any other individuals who speak 

against Defendant Parra, in order to guarantee that Defendant Parra never has to be held accountable 

civilly and criminally for his actions. 

25. Plaintiff has shown this Court has personal and general jurisdiction as held by the United 

States Supreme Court in Calder v. Jones, 465 u.s. 783 (1984) specifically stated the following: "Petitioner 

South wrote and petitioner Calder edited an article they knew the brunt of that injury would be felt 

by respondent in the State in which she lives and worl<S..... Under the circumstances. Petitioners 

must "reasonably anticipate being hauled into court there" to answer for the truth of the statements 

made in their article". 

Held: 

2. Jurisdiction over petitioners in California is proper because of their intentional 

conduct in Florida allegedly calculated to cause injury to respondent in California. 

In Calder v. Jones, 465 U.S. 783 (1984) the United States Supreme further clarified the International Shoe 

Co. v. Washington 326 U.S> 310,316 (1945) ruling of which Counsel for the Defendants has quoted. 

Plaintiff has shown that inconvenience and burden are not upon the Defendants but in reality is upon the 

Plaintiff. Plaintiff has shown that the evidence does not have to be acquired in New Jersey but is in the 

possession of the Plaintiff. 

26. Plaintiff reminds this Court that the named Defendants in this Complaint are involved in a 

business that involves not intrastate commerce, but rather is in its entirety Interstate Commerce. 
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27. Plaintiff has clearly demonstrated to this Court the Defendants Parra and Riley, as well as, 

Defendant Davis did, as a material fact, "willfully, knowingly, intentionally and maliciously" make 

slanderous and libelous statements to print/Internet media to wit they knew would cause injury to the 

Plaintiff in his state of residency, and furthermore, would also cause injury to the Plaintiff throughout the 

United States and Internationally in the dressage community and other equine venues. Defendants Parra 

and Riley, as well as, Defendant Davis made their statements with the intentions of instilling contempt and 

hatred upon the Plaintiff, in order to guarantee that Defendant Parra never has to be held accountable 

civilly and criminally for his actions. 

28. Plaintiff therefore, asks this CQllrt to Deny Defendal1ts Motion to DisJ:lliss and to Deny 

Defendants Motion to Transfer Venue. 

E. Allan Buck July 28, 2013 
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AFFIDA VIT OF 
EDWARD ALLAN BUCK 

ON BEHALF OF 
TRUDY MIRANDA 

January 2012 

West's Encyclopedia of American Law, edition 2. Copyright 2008 Gross negligence 
defined as: 
An indifference to, and a blatant violation of, a legal duty with respect to the rights of 
others. 

Gross negligence is a conscious and voluntary disregard of the need to use 
reasonable care, which is likely to cause foreseeable grave injury or harm to persons, 
property, or both. It is conduct that is extreme when compared with ordinary Negligence, 
which is a mere failure to exercise reasonable care. Ordinary negligence and gross 
negligence differ in degree of inattention, while both differ from willful and wanton 
conduct, which is conduct that is reasonably considered to cause injury. This distinction is 
important, since contributory negligence-a lack of care by the plaintiff that combines 
with the defendant's conduct to cause the plaintiffs injury and completely bar his or her 
action-is not a defense to willful and wanton conduct but is a defense to gross 
negligence. In addition, a finding of willful and wanton misconduct usually supports a 
recovery of Punitive Damages, whereas gross negligence does not. 

I hereby declare that I have over forty years of professional experience within the 
equine industry. I am the inventor of the original bitless bridle with cross under the jaw 
rein operating technology. I have been professionally riding and instructing bitless for the 
past twenty three years due to the'discovery of material facts revealed regarding the 
biomechanical requirements of the horse. I also hereby declare that I do have the 
physical experience in horse and rider biomechanics to demonstrate the physical abuse 
inflicted upon William PFF. 

I declare as a professional educator of horse and rider, that the actions by Cesar 
Parra inflicted upon William PFF were gross negligence simply because Mr. Parra 
physically endangered the life of the William PFF. Gross negligence arises through Mr. 
Cesar Parra's 

and instead choose the infliction of excessive physical constraints which 
would not allow William PFF or any other horse in the same situation, 

I declare as a professional educator of horse and rider, that the actions of Cesar 
Parra inflicted upon William PFF are clearly defined as gross negligence because it is the 
fiduciary responsibility of Mr. Parra to be informed and educated by the owner Trudy 
Miranda about the equipment used and manner used for lunging William PFF, in order to 
further the schooling of William PFF in an appropriate and safe manner for William PFF. 
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Mr. Parra's arrogant "willful, intentional, and knowing" to allow William PFF 
owner Trudy Miranda to demonstrate how and why the equipment is used on William 
PFF and how William PFF is lunged in such equipment constitutes 

in the schooling of William 
PFF. 

I declare as a professional educator of horse and rider, that the Mr. Cesar Parra, 
did as a material fact of law, of the owner Trudy Miranda, 'willfully, 
intentionally, and knowingly" change and alter the equipment originally on William PFF 
when presented for lung which induced extreme physical constraints upon William PFF 
and therein, of the owner Trudy Miranda, added another piece of 
equipment which further induced more extreme physical constraints upon William PFF. 

I declare as a professional educator of horse and rider, that Mr. Cesar Parra cannot 
provide as a defense that the equipment and methodology used by Mr. Cesar Parra upon 
William PFF is a standard for schooling horses. The extreme constraints inflicted by Mr. 
Cesar Parra are not the standard used in lunging horses in equipment known as draw 
reins. understand that they cannot impose 
constraints upon the horse that interfere with the horse's ability to protect itself from 
injury. 

I declare as a professional educator of horse and rider, that Mr. Cesar Parra, did as 
a material fact of law, violate New Jersey Statute Title 4, Chapter 22, Article 2, 22-17, 
whereas, Mr. Cesar Parra did "willfully, intentionally, and knowingly" 

abuse upon William PFF. 

I declare as a professional educator of horse and rider, that Mr. Cesar Parra is a 
member of the United States Equestrian Federation and as such has full knowledge of 
their rules and regulations regarding abuse of the horse and that USEF and its members 
must abide by the rules and regulations of the Federation Equestre Internationale [FEI]. 
PEl states in General Regulations Article 142 - Abuse of Horses: 
1. No person may abuse a Horse during an Event or at any other time. "Abuse" means 
an action or omission which causes or is likely to cause pain or unnecessary discomfort 
to a Horse ... 

I declare as a professional educator of horse and rider, that the State of 
Washington Supreme Court did establish a legal definition of abuse of the horse by the 
application of the word pain. The 2004 Washington State Supreme Court held in 118 

Wn. App. 730. State v. Zawistowski. that Webster's Third New International Dictionary 

1621 (1969) definition of "pain' as "a state of physical or mental lack ofweJl-being or 

physical or mental uneasiness that ranges from mild discomfort or dull distress to acute 

often unbearable agony 11 
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I declare as a professional educator of horse and rider, that Mr. Cesar Parra is: 
1. Bound by his fiduciary responsibilities as a professional educator of the 

horse and rider to prevent any horse in his care, custody and control 
from being abused, having pain and discomfort inflicted upon the 
horse. 

2. Bound by the rules and regulations of the United States Equestrian 
Federation and the Federation Equestre Internationale regarding abuse 
of the horse 

3. Bound by the State of New Jersey Statute Title 4, Chapter 22, Article 2, 
22-17 

I declare as a professional educator of horse and rider, whereas, Mr. Cesar Parra 
did with full disregard for the safety and well being of William PFF, choose 'willfully, 
intentionally, and knowingly" to make 

Mr. Cesar Parra's actions and lack of actions 
regarding the lunging accident and resulting injuries to William PFF do constitute 
professional gross negligence. 

Signed: 

Dated this day of 
Edward Allan Buck 

, 2012 
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'"~ ......... 
www.ratemyhorsepro.com ' ' 

..~'. I • 

LA W OFFICES OF DENNIS 1. CRAWFORD 
BY: JOEL COHEN, ESQUIRE 
619 South White Horse Pike 
Audubon, NJ 08106 
(856) 310-5550 - Telephone 
(856) 310-9099 - Fax 
Attorney for Defendant 

TRUDY MIRANDA, 

Plaintiff, 

v~ 

DR. CESAR PARRA, 

Defendant. 

. ~.. " .. '-, ....... -~-~.~ .. ,-.........,...~ ... --.<,.I"-.--, 

r' ,'" -.. '---'~~-"-~"" 
, .. , 
I MAR - 2 2012 
L .. ' _____ ,, __ 

I -------._,----,_._-----' 
t 

SUP,ERIOR COURT OF NEW J;ERSEY 
LAW DIVISION 
HUNTERDON COUNTY 
DOCKET NO.: HNT-L-000369-11 

Civil Action 

THIS MATTER, having been brought be e C way of Motion for Snmmary 

Judgment by Defendan~ Dr. Cesar Parr. ("Defen • <Court having reviewer ry;>pptpSS~i .,ion 

thereto; and the Court having considered the argume _ 0 counsel; / ) / I L U . 
IT IS, on this 2.' day of '--/4'( Uc L ~rutEIkD that Defendant's 

Motion for Sunnnary Judgment in the above-referenced matter be anJ~by~-i~ GRANTED'; , 

IT IS further Ordered that a copy of this Order may be~rved upon all partie~ithin 

seven (7) days of the date hereof. 

Opposed 
Unopposed 

L 
" 

)EE ATTACHED MEMO 

~/ 
/ 

/ 
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Memorandum of Decision on Motion 

NOT FOR PUBLICATION WITHOUT 
THE APPROVAL OF THE COMMITTEE ON OPINIONS 

Trudy Miranda 
v. 

Dr. Cesar Parra 

Docket No. HNT-L-369-11 

Motion for Summary Judgment 

Opposed 

Argued: March 2, 2012 
Decided: March 2, 2012 
The Honorable Peter A. Buchsbaum, J.S.C. 

Facts and Procedural Posture: 

Plaintiff, Trudy Miranda, brings the present action against 
defendant, Dr. Cesar Parra, for injuries sustained by 
plaintiff's horse while being trained by defendant at his place 
of business, Piaffe Performance. Defendant files the instant 
motion for summary judgment, asking the Court to dismiss 
plaintiff's claims against him as a matter of law. 

On June 7, 2009, plaintiff retained defendant to train her 
horse. At that time, plaintiff signed a Training Agreement, as 
well as a General Release, Waiver and Hold Harmless Agreement. 
See Def.'s Brief at Exh. B. This Agreement stated that plaintiff 
assumed "all risl<: of loss to the Horse, including but not 
limited to death, damage or injury of any kind and from whatever 
cause, including but not limited to negligence or omission by 
Piaffe and/or any of its employees, subcontractors and/or 
agents." Id. at '4. 

In her Complaint, plaintiff alleges that her horse was 
injured, on two separate occasions, while being trained by 
defendant at Piaffe Performance. Plaintiff alleges that 
defendant was negligent in the care and training of her horse, 
resulting in these injuries. 

In 
asserts 

support of his summary 
that plaintiff expressly 

1 

judgment motion, defendant 
and voluntarily assumed all 
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risk of loss to her horse, releasing defendant from any 
liability for the horse's injuries. As such, defendant contends 
that there is no issue of material fact as to his liability that 
would preclude judgment as a matter of law in his favor. In 
addition, defendant maintains that punitive damages are not 
available to plaintiff in this negligence action, as plaintiff 
has not pled any intentional wrongdoing on the part of 
defendant. 

In opposition, plaintiff contends that there are genuine 
issues of material fact that make summary judgment in 
defendant's favor inappropriate. More specifically, plaintiff 
submits that there are disputed issues of fact as to defendant's 
recklessness and gross negligence in his treatment of the horse, 
which cannot be waived by plaintiff in the subject Agreement. 
Moreover, plaintiff asserts that she was forced to sign the 
Agreement immediately before defendant trained her horse. 
Further, plaintiff contends that her punitive damages claims 
should not be dismissed because she has filed a motion to amend 
her Complaint1 to include intentional wrongdoing on the part of 
defendant, as well as wanton and willful disregard of the rights 
of others. Her original Complaint, moreover, states that 
defendant "should have known better that [sic] to cause the 
second training incident that resulted in an injury to 
[plaintiff's horse]/I and that defendant's behavior "was uncalled 
for and was such reprehensible conduct that it can only be 
compensated by punitive damages./I See Pl.'s Complaint at p. 4, 
~5. Plaintiff'S expert, Edward Allan Buck, opines that defendant 
was grossly negligent in his treatment of plaintiff's horse. Mr. 
Buck also states that defendant was obliged to abide by General 
Regulations, Article 142 of the Federation Equestre 
Internationale (which prohibits the abuse of horses), as well as 
N.J.S.A. 4:22-17 (which prohibits cruelty towards animals). 
Given the above contentions, plaintiff ultimately asserts that 
defendant's current motion for summary judgment should be 
denied. 

Analysis: 

"A motion for summary judgment is not unlike the unveiling 
of a statue. The motion substantially supported requires the 
opposition to remove the shielding cloak and demonstrate the 
existence of a controversial issue concerning a material fact./I 
Templeton v. Scudder, 16 N.J. SUEer. 576, 585 (App. Div. 1951). 

1 This motion will also ask the Court to extend the discovery end date. 

2 
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A party is entitled to summary judgment if "the pleadings, 
depositions, answers to interrogatories and admissions on file, 
together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no 
genuine issue as to any material fact challenged and that the 
moving party is entitled to a judgment or order as a matter of 
law." R. 4 :46-2 (c) . "Summary judgment procedure pierces the 
allegations of the pleadings to show that the facts are 
otherwise than as alleged. 1/ Judson v. Peoples Bank & Trust Co. I 

17 N.J. 67, 75 (1954) (citation omitted). 

"[A] determination whether there exists a 'genuine issue' 
of material fact that precludes summary judgment requires the 
motion judge to consider whether the competent evidential 
materials presented, when viewed in the light most favorable to 
the non-moving party, are sufficient to permit a rational fact 
finder to resolve the alleged disputed issue in favor of the 
non-moving party." Brill v. Guardian Life Ins. Co. I 142 N. J. 
520, 530 (1995). Accordingly, "when the evidence is 'so one
sided that one party must prevail as a matter of law,' the trial 
court should not hesitate to grant summary judgment." Id. 
(citation omitted) . 

On the issue of exculpatory agreements, the New Jersey 
Supreme Court has declared that: 

an exculpatory agreement will be enforced if 
(1) it does not adversely affect the public 
interest; (2) the exculpated party is not 
under a legal duty to perform i (3) it does 
not involve a public utility or common 
carrier i or (4) the contract does not grow 
out of unequal bargaining power or is 
otherwise unconscionable. 

Stelluti v. Casapenn Enters., LLC, 203 N,J. 286, 304 
(2010) (internal citation omitted). On the second factor, the 
Court held that a business owner has a duty not to engage in 
reckless or grossly negligent conduct that affects its patrons. 
Id. at 313. An exculpatory agreement, therefore, cannot be 
enforced so as to exculpate a business owner from this type of 
conduct. Id. In Stelluti, the Court upheld the exculpatory 
contract at issue partly because there was no evidence of 
recklessness or gross negligence on the part of the business 
owner. Id. at 312. 

Here, the Court will initially note that if the subject 
Agreement is enforceable, plaintiff is bound by its provisions, 

3 
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as plaintiff executed this Agreement. Defendant need not sign 
the Agreement for purposes of the present motion, which seeks to 
enforce the provisions of the Agreement against plaintiff, the 
party to be charged. 

Moreover, the Court will initially discount plaintiff's 
contentions that she was forced to sign the Agreement, as no 
evidence of duress exists on the present record. 2 In fact, there 
is no proof whatsoever that plaintiff did not execute the 
contract freely and voluntarily. Plaintiff's only contention is 
that the Agreement "was forced upon her to sign only moments 
before her horse was to be trained. 1/ See Pl.' s Response to 
Def.'s Statement of Material Facts at ~11. It is quite common in 
the service industry for a contract to be signed immediately 
before the services are rendered; there is nothing about this 
conduct that suggests duress. Nonetheless, this Court must 
de~ide if the otherwise-valid Agreement can be enforced so as to 
eXCUlpate defendant from any liability for plaintiff's horse's 
injuries. 

Plaintiff's expert, Edward Allan Buck, opined that 
defendant's conduct in his treatment of plaintiff's horse 
constituted gross negligence. See Affidavit of Edward Allen Buck 
at 1-3. In particular, Mr. Buck stated: 

I declare as a professional educator of 
horse and rider, that the actions by 
[Defendant] inflicted upon [Plaintiff's 
horse] were gross negligence simply because 
[Defendant] physically endangered the life 
of [Plaintiff's horse]. Gross negligence 
arises through [Defendant's] conscious and 
voluntary decision to disregard the need to 
use reasonable care and instead choose the 
infliction of excessive physical constraints 
which would not allow [plaintiff's horse] or 
any other horse in the same situation, the 
physical ability to protect itself from 
injury. 

Id. at 1 (emphasis in original). Mr. Buck further opined: 

2 "[A]ny 'unlawful threats' which do 'in fact overcome the will of the person 
threatened, and induce him to do an act which he would not otherwise have 
done, and which he was not bound to do, constitute duress. '" Rubenstein v. 
Rubenstein, 20 N.J. 359, 366-67 (1956). No threats are alleged here. Id. 

4 
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I declare as a professional educator of 
horse and rider, that the actions of 
[Defendant] inflicted upon [Plaintiff's 
horse] are clearly defined as gross 
negligence because it is the fiduciary 
responsibility of [Defendant] to be informed 
and educated by [Plaintiff] about the 
equipment used and manner used for lunging 
[Plaintiff's horse], in order to further the 
schooling of [Plaintiff's horse] in an 
appropriate and safe manner for [Plaintiff's 
horse] . 

Aside from his own extensive experience in training horses, 
Mr. Buck cited several specific standards, recounted above, 
supra at 3, as being grossly ignored by defendant. See Buck 
report at 2, 3. In light of this expert testimony, there is 
competent evidence on the record to create a genuine issue of 
material fact as to defendant's gross negligence. As stated 
above, gross negligence on the part of a business owner like 
defendant cannot be waived by an exculpatory agreement like the 
subject Agreement. Stelluti, 203 N.J. at 313. Therefore, this 
Court cannot allow defendant to exculpate himself on the basis 
of the waiver that plaintiff signed. 

As .to the issue of punitive damages, defendant is correct 
that punitive damages are unavailable in a negligence action. 
After all, N.J.S.A. 2A:15-5.12(a) provides: 

Punitive damages may be awarded to the 
plaintiff only if the plaintiff proves, by 
clear and convincing evidence, that the harm 
suffered was the result of the defendant I s 
acts or omissions, and such acts or 
omissions were actuated by actual malice or 
accompanied by a wanton and willful 
disregard of persons who foreseeably might 
be harmed by those acts or omissions. This 
burden of proof may not be satisfied by 
proof of any degree of negligence including 
gross negligence. 

See N.J.S.A. 2A:15-5.12(a) 
Supreme Court has declared: 

(emphasis added). The New Jersey 

5 
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To warrant a punitive award t the defendant's 
conduct must have been wantonly reckless or 
malicious. There must be an intentional 
wrongdoing in the sense of an "evil minded 
actll or an act accompanied by a wanton and 
wilful disregard of the rights of another. 

. The key to the right to punitive damages 
is the wrongfulness of the intentional act. 

Cavuoti v. N.J. Transit Corp., 161 N.J. 107, 121 (1999) 
(internal citations omitted) . 

In this case '5 of the Fifth Count of the Complaint does 
allege that defendantts treatment of the horse "was such 
reprehensible conduct that it can only be compensated by 
puni ti ve damages tt . This allegation would appear to be 
sufficient. Rusak v. Ryan Auto, LLC, 418 N.J. Super. 107 (App. 
Div. 2011). 

Further, plaintiff has filed a motion to amend her 
Complaint (returnable March 16, 2012) to include intentional 
wrongdoing on the part of Defendant, as well as wanton and 
willful disregard of the rights of others. This Court has not 
yet considered that motion to amend. 3 Plaintiff's expert, Mr. 
Buck, alludes in his expert report to this type of conduct on 
the part of defendant. See Affidavit of Edward Allan Buck at 2-
3. In particular, Mr. Buck opines: 

[Defendant's] arrogant "willful, 
intentional, and knowing" refusal to allow 
[Plaintiff] to demonstrate how and why the 
equipment is used on [Plaintiffts horse] and 
how [Plaintiff's horse] is lunged in such 
equipment constitutes a conscious and 
voluntary disregard of the need to use 
reasonable care in the schooling of 
[Plaintiffts horse]. 

Id. at 2 (emphasis in original). Mr. Buck additionally states: 

I declare as a professional educator of 
horse and rider t that [Defendant] t did as a 
material fact of law, without per.mission of 
[Plaintiff] t "willfullYt intentionally, and 
knowingly" change and alter the equipment 

3 As stated above, that motion also seeks a discovery extension. 

6 
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originally on [Plaintiff's horse) when 
presented for lung [sic] which induced 
extreme physical constraints upon 
[Plaintiff's horse] and therein, without the 

permission of [Plaintiff], added another 
piece of equipment which further induced 
more extreme physical constraints upon 
[Plaintiff's horse]. 

rd. (emphasis in original). Further, Mr. Buck opines that 
defendant ~did 'willfully, intentionally, and knowingly' inflict 
torture, torment, unnecessary abuse upon [plaintiff's horse]." 
rd. (emphasis in original) . 

Under these circumstances, and in light of plaintiff's 
upcoming motion to amend her Complaint, there is adequate proof 
on the record of defendant's intentional wrongdoing to withstand 
a dismissal of plaintiff's punitive damages claims. After all, 
punitive damages are permitted where intentional wrongdoing is 
demonstrated. Cavuoti, 161 N. J. at 121 and Rusak, supra, 418 
N. J. Super. at 121, distinguishing emotional distress damages 
from punitive damages. Regardless of the merits of plaintiff's 
allegations regarding defendant's intentional wrongdoing, this 
Court cannot dismiss plaintiff's punitive damages claims on the 
present record. Pursuant to this holding, and in conj unction 
with this Court's prior holding that defendant is not exculpated 
by means of the subject Agreement, defendant is not entitled to 
summary judgment at this stage in the litigation. 

Conclusion: 

For the foregoing reasons, defendant's motion for summary 
judgment is DENIED. 

7 
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Statement from Cesar Parra 3/22112 
The recent postings of the "criminal charges" against Cesar Parra on the Rate My Horse 
Pro web site have caused significant concern about the vulnerability of trainers of all 
disciplines to the unwarranted attacks by sel(appointed "experts" or tringe players in 
the horse industry with questionable motives and possibly even personal agendas. First 
and foremost, Dr. Parra is confident in the sensitivity and intelligence of most of the horse 
community which has come to his support after the publication of the allegations against 
him and appreciates that 1) most readers with horse experience understand that horses are 
capable of unpredictable, and sometimes self destructive behavior, 2) that sometimes 
horses are injured in the course of being ridden and trained because of their unpredictable 
behavior without any inappropriate riding or training method involved; and 3) readers and 
other horse trainers will not judge each other or Dr. Parra without first evaluating all the 
facts, from all perspectives, both the owner's and the trainer's, including the statements of 
all eye witnesses present. Mr. Buck was not present the day of the accident and Ms. 
Miranda can only provide her side of the events to her "expert" Mr. Buck who has 
interpreted for the rest ofthe curious in the horse world. 
Dr. Parra has retained counsel to address the filings in the Readington Township 
Municipal Court and fully expects the charges will be dismissed as the sad true facts 
about the accident in question come to light. The Hunterdon County SPCA employee, 
Ms. Ashley Meyer, who signed the two sworn criminal complaints, admitted to a 
representative of the USEF and to Dr. Parra's counsel that she did not, in fact, witness 
any of the events forming the basis of the complaints, but rather relied upon the 
statements ofthe owner ofthe subject horse, Ms. Trudy Miranda, and Mr. Allen Buck. 
Ms. Meyer's supervisor, Ms. Theresa "T" Carlson, confirmed that neither she nor Ms. 
Meyer had any firsthand knowledge of the underlying events related to Dr. Parra's 
"training" of William, the injured horse. Both Ms. Meyer and Ms. Carlson also admitted 
that they had not spoken with Dr. Parra or anyone from Piaffe Performance prior to the 
filing of the complaints. 
In a post on his blog and on the Barn Mice website, Mr. E. Allen Buck explained how he, 
as an expert in horse training matters, brought the issues related to the injury suffered by 
William in June 2009 to the attention of the New Jersey Attorney General. What he did 
not tell the readers is that he has found by the Hearing Committee ofthe United State 
Equestrian Federation, after filing a complaint with that Governing Body o(Equestrian 
Sport, not to be qualified to testify as an expert on horse training matters. (See attached 
Findings and Decision of the USEF, Inc. Hearing Committee in Re: E. Allen Buck v. 
United States Equestrian Federation, Inc. (finding in pertinent parts that, "Mr. Buck did 
not present any expert testimony .... To the contrary, Mr. Buck indicated that he sought to 
engage various experts in his theory," (that the use of certain bits and training methods 
were permitted by the USEF rules were cruel and abusive to horses), "but all had 
declined ... the Hearing Committee was left with his own opinions about the matter, and he 
clearly lacked any formal veterinary or medical expertise that would make his testimony 
relevant or reliable. While extensive experience alone can qualify as expert testimony in 
certain circumstances, this is clearly not one ofthem." . 
His complaint was dismissed by the USEF Hearing Committee at which he was given a 
full, unrestricted opportunity to present his case in a due process hearing conducted by the 
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USEF consistent with its procedural rules. His similar efforts with the USDP and the FEl 
met with comparable results, no action being taken. 
It is now in question what Mr. Buck and Ms. Miranda motivations are in mounting a 
campaign to discredit Dr. Parra. interfere with his business relationships and his 
potential opportunity to participate on the US National Team at the 2012 Olympics. It 
appears that the horse William stands to gain nothing from Ms. Miranda and Mr. Buck's 
actions which appear to be intended to impugn Dr. Parra's reputation and cause him so 
much distraction from his efforts to gain a place on the Dressage Team that he will pay to 
settle the lawsuit Ms. Miranda has brought against him in Hunterdon Superior Court. Dr. 
Parra has no intention to capitulate to such highly suspect behavior and fully intends to 
take whatever steps necessary to address the damage that has been caused by Ms. 
Miranda's and Mr. Buck's reprehensible behavior. The court filings will soon include his 
claims against them and his procedurally proper requests to obtain equitable reliefto 
restrain them from further defamatory and intentionally tortious conduct. 
Finally, Dr. Parra does not deny that Ms. Miranda's horse was injured in an incident 
involving his evaluation of the horse. Ms. Miranda sought Dr. Parra's opinion about her 
young Dressage prospect at his facility in Whitehouse Station, New Jersey in 2009. In the 
presence of Ms. Miranda and several observers Dr. Parra successfully longed the horse. 
Without warning and unpredictably, apparently in response to an outside stimulus, the 
horse suddenly exhibited dangerous behavior, reared, lost his balance and fell over 
backwards striking his head on the ground. Dr. Parra is deeply saddened that the horse 
was injured, but categorically denies any allegation of cruelty, abuse, gross negligence, 
recklessness or any other inappropriate conduct in the handling of the horse. 
Ms. Miranda had lauded Dr. Parra and his staff for their extraordinary efforts in 
rehabilitating William so that he could return to Ms. Miranda's New York farm nearly 
two months after the June 2009 injury. After nearly 2 years, during which time Dr. Parra 
had obtained multiple successes riding for his new country the USA, just as unpredictably 
as the horse had reared and fallen, Ms. Miranda filed a Complaint against Dr. Parra in the 
Hunterdon Superior Court alleging that Dr. Parra was responsible for William's injuries. 
Dr. Parra believed that his insurance company had taken care of the complaint when the 
posting of a graphic Y ouTube video showing the injured William on the ground followed 
in December 2011(subsequently removed) together with photos and other po stings 
casting Dr. Parra in a false light. As the matter is still being litigated in a Civil Action in 
Hunterdon County Superior Court, Dr. Parra has limited his public comments about the 
unfortunate incident in 2009 and has, until now, chosen to conduct his defense of the 
unwarranted and baseless allegations against him in the pending Superior Court 
Proceedings. He will vigorously continue with his defense and will take whatever steps 
necessary to aggressively pursue counterclaims and cross claims against Ms. Miranda 
and Mr. Buck, respectively, to hold them legally accountable for their reprehensible 
conduct in intentionally attempting to damage Dr. Parra's professional reputation. 
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Readington Township equestrian 
responds to allegation of animal cruelty 
Published: Friday, March 23, 2012,1:30 PM Updated: Friday, March 23, 2012,1:31 PM 

By Lillian Shupe/Hunterdon County Democrat 

READINGTON TWP. - An equestrian hoping to earn a berth on the United States 
Dressage team that will compete in the Olympics this summer is confident he will be 
cleared of animal cruelty for allegedly overworking a horse in his care. 
Dr. Cesar Parra of Readington Township is scheduled to appear in municipal court on 
April 5. 
The cruelty charges stem from an incident on June 6, 2009 in which Parra allegedly 
nearly caused the death of a horse named William PFF, owned by Trudy Miranda. The 
incident "resulted in the horse being physically and emotionally handicapped for the rest 
of his life," according to a letter sent to the Hunterdon County Sheriff by E. Allan Buck, a 
professional horse trainer from Utah, who was writing on behalf of the horse's owner. 
According to a statement released on March 22, Parra does not deny that Miranda's horse 
was injured in an incident involving his evaluation of the horse. 
According to Parra's statement and Miranda's web site, Miranda brought William to 
Parra's facility in Whitehouse Station. In the presence of Miranda and several observers 
Parra successfully lunged the horse. Lunging involves exercising the horse on a long line, 
instead of riding the animal. The horse was tacked up with a saddle and side reins 
between the bridle and the saddle to keep the horse's head in position. Using side reins is 
a common practice, however Miranda claims that Parra adjusted the reins too tightly. 
While being lunged, "Without warning and unpredictably, apparently in response to an 
outside stimulus, the horse suddenly exhibited dangerous behavior, reared, lost his 
balance and fell over backwards striking his head on the ground," the statement said, "Dr. 
Parra is deeply saddened that the horse was injured, but categorically denies any 
allegation of cruelty, abuse, gross negligence, recklessness or any other inappropriate 
conduct in the handling of the horse." 
The sheriff referred the matter to the Hunterdon County SPCA, and on March 9 
investigator Ashley Meyer filed two counts each of animal cruelty, criminal and civil, in 
Readington Township municipal court for allegedly "tormenting, torturing" and 
"overworking, overdriving," a living animal. The summons do not provide any details for 
the basis of the charges. 
According to Parra's statement, no one from the SPCA witnessed the incident, nor did 
anyone speak to Parra or his staff before filing the complaints in court. Buck did not 
witness the incident first hand either, according to the statement. 
Meanwhile, Miranda, of Johnsonville, N.Y., filed suit in Superior Court in Flemington in 
June 2011 against Parra, claiming Parra was negligent in the way he handled the horse 
and how he cared for him after the injury. On March 16 Miranda's motion to file an 
amended complaint was granted. The amended complaint adds that Parra acted with 
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wanton disregard to the rights of others. She claims that the release she signed just before 
the incident is not enforceable due to Parra's negligence. 
No new court dates are scheduled. 
According to the lawsuit, the stallion was thought to have potential to compete at the 
highest level of the sport, but now cannot be ridden or used for breeding. His value is 
greatly diminished and he will require special care for the rest of his life, according to the 
suit. 
"It is now in question what Mr. Buck and Ms. Miranda motivations are in mounting a 
campaign to discredit Dr. Parra. interfere with his business relationships and his 
potential opportunity to participate on the U.S. National Team at the 2012 Olympics. It 
appears that the horse William stands to gain nothing from Ms. Miranda and Mr. Buck's 
actions which appear to be intended to impugn Dr. Parra's reputation and cause him so 
much distraction from his efforts to gain a place on the Dressage Team that he will pay to 
settle the lawsuit Ms. Miranda has brought against him in Hunterdon Superior Court. Dr. 
Parra has no intention to capitulate to such highly suspect behavior andfully intends to 
take whatever steps necessary to address the damage that has been caused by Ms. 
Miranda's and Mr. Buck's reprehensible behavior." the statement said. 
Parra became one of Colombia's top international dressage riders and was named the 
Colombian National Champion multiple times. He competed in the 2004 Olympic Games 
and the 2006 World Equestrian Games for Colombia. In 2008 he became a United States 
citizen. 
Last year Parra became the first Latin American rider to compete on a United States 
Dressage Team when he was on the gold medal-winning team that competed at the Pan 
American Games in Mexico. 
Parra owns Piaffe-Performance Farms, with locations in Readington Township and 
Florida. 
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February 7, 2012 

Frederick W. Brown 
Hunterdon County Sheriff 
8 Court Street 

'5:Jmpathetic Horsemanship'© 

F.O· 50x 71 1908 

5alt Lake Ot.t;lJ UT 8+171 

801/678/4259 

www.hartetoharte.org 

Flemington, New Jersey 08822-2900 

Regarding: Extreme animal abuse arising from deceptive trade practices and fraud. 

Sir: 

I am filing a formal criminal complaint against Mr. Cesar Parra for the wanton disregard of the safety of a 
horse under NJ Statute 5: 15-1-12 and under NJ Statute Title 4, Chapter 22, Article 2, 22-179 Cruelty in 
general (a) torture, unnecessarily abuse, and NJ Title 56, Chapter 8, Section 1 Deceptive trade practices for 
misrepresenting services to be rendered. The New Jersey statutes presented do not contain any form of 
statute of limitations. Because animal abuse is a primary part of criminal profiling, any form of animal 
abuse by any individual should be not taken lightly. 

Mr. Cesar Parra operates a horse training business located at 14 Shade Lane, Whitehouse Station, NJ 
08889. He may physically be currently located at his winter location of 18238 128th Trail North, Jupiter, 
FL 33478. 

Such trainers as Mr. Cesar Parra, who use deceptive trade practices which involve abusive training 
techniques have destroyed the ability of competent non-abusive trainers to make a living training horses. 
This has occurred because the abusive training techniques are creating results which are being allowed to 
compete and win in competitions, in violation of the rules of every single horse association that has 
governing auspice over competitions. The reputations of such abusive trainers has a detrimental affect upon 
the ability of competent non-abusive trainers to earn livings training the competitive horse. 

I am filing this criminal complaint predicated upon on single incident. However, there is sufficient evidence 
available through a proper in depth investigation that Mr. Parra has a propensity for abusing horses. I have 
enclosed copies of Ms. Miranda's interrogatories and my affidavit I submitted on her behalf in her civil 
case. 

On June 6th
, 2009, Mr. Cesar Parra did 'willfully, intentionally, and knowingly' cause the near death of a 

horse named William PFF, owned by Ms. Trudy Miranda, which resulted in the horse being physically and 
emotionally handicapped for the rest of his life. 

E. Allan Buck 

Case 2:13-cv-00343-TS   Document 12   Filed 07/29/13   Page 32 of 40
www.ratemyhorsepro.com



EXHIBIT SIX 

Case 2:13-cv-00343-TS   Document 12   Filed 07/29/13   Page 33 of 40
www.ratemyhorsepro.com



From Barnmice blog regarding Cesar Parra 
Posted by Kathleen Riley an employee. 

I have never posted on a forum before, but can resist no longer. I, unlike Mr. Buck, 
witnessed that entire day, starting with William's arrival until after his accident and well 
into the late night. I witnessed and participated in the response that helped to save 
William's life. This was a terrible, and sad accident. PERIOD. Mr. Buck is passing 
judgement and passing on information from something that he did not witness, as well as 
passing on all the predudicial images he can, to as many outlets as he can to inflame the 
situation as much as possible; seemingly in his desire to defame Cesar as much as 
possible. 
The release o[the pictures/video, the timing o(these charges so long after the actual 
events took place, all speak volumes to the multiple agendas at play here. 
Are the pictures and videos disturbing? Of course they are! Do they tell the whole story of 
that day? They most certainly do not, not even close .. 
I have been working in Cesar Parra's barn for nearly 12 years. Over those years I have 
witnessed horses being treated with an absolute top level of care and consideration, and 
being competely catered to - As they should be! Horses are in my opinion possibly the 
kindest animals God has put upon this earth. The horses at the barn are happy and their 
health is paramount. The horses that Cesar rides follow him around when he walks 
around the arena on foot. We have happy clients and horses that range from beginner to 
Grand Prix. We have visitors nearly on a daily basis who watch the training and 
consistently remark on what a positive, friendly place the barn is. Cesar is responsible for 
all of these positive things. 
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EXHIBIT SEVEN 
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'Sympathetic Horsemanship' © 
P.O. Box 711908 

Salt Lake City, UT 84171 
8011678/4259 

www.hartetoharte.org 

Guide to horse abuse 

In the United States equine abuse has a legal definition 

2004, the Washington State Appellate Court held in 119 Wn. App. 730, State v. Zawistowski, that; "As 
"pain" is not defined by the statute, we must give it its ordinary dictionary meaning. Webster's Third New 
International Dictionary 1621 (1969) defines "pain," in pertinent part, as "a state of physical or mentallack 
of well-being or physical or mental uneasiness that ranges from mild discomfort or dull distress to acute 
often unbearable agony." 

Abuse 
1 a corrupt practice or custom 
2 improper or excessive use or treatment: misuse 

Veterinary Dictionarv Abuse 
Misuse, maltreatment or excessive use. 

Torture 
1. a: anguish of body or mind: agony b: something that causes agony or pain 
2. the infliction of intense pain, to punish, coerce, or afford sadistic pleasure 

Res ipsa loquitur is a Latin term meaning the thing speaks for itself. It is a doctrine of law that one is 
presumed to be negligent if helshe had exclusive control of whatever caused the injury even though there is 
no specific evidence of an act of negligence, and the accident would not have happened without negligence. 
The traditional elements needed to prove negligence through the doctrine of res ipsa loquitur include: 
The harm would not ordinarily have occurred without someone's negligence; The instrumentality of the 
harm was under the exclusive control of the defendant at the time of the likely negligent act; 

Gross negligence 
West's Encyclopedia of American Law, edition 2. Copyright 2008 Gross negligence defined as: 
An indifference to, and a blatant violation of, a legal duty with respect to the rights of others. 
Gross negligence is a conscious and voluntary disregard of the need to use reasonable care, which is 
lil\ely to cause foreseeable grave injury or harm to persons, property, or both. 

Fiduciary 
1) n. Latin meaning "trust." Refers to a business or person who may act for another with total trust, good 
faith, and honesty who has the complete confidence and trust of that person. 
2) adi. A relationship or situation where someone acts as a fiduciary for another 

Now to clarify, there is unintentional abuse and intentional abuse, however it is still abuse. So horse 
owners, riders, trainers and clinicians are therefore mandated by their fiduciary duty to have a complete 
understanding of the negative affects their schooling and riding will have upon the horses. The fiduciary 
responsibilities for horse owners, riders, trainers and clinicians arises from the issue of care, custody and 
control of a horse or horses in which the horse or horses health and welfare is dependent upon said 
individual's being, in some from of contract, agreement or interaction; committed to such care under all 
circumstances. 
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Before anyone mal{es a statement regarding any horse, owner, rider, trainer or caretal(er, please be 
aware of the following: 
FYI· What a person writes can place them in legal jeopardy. 
Libel: 
A published false statement damaging to a person's reputation 
A false and defamatory written statement 
A thing that brings discredit by misrepresentation 

For instance if one was to call a professional horseperson a: 
Charlatan: 'A person who makes elaborate, fraudulent, and often voluble claims to skill or knowledge; a 
quack or fraud. One making usually showy pretenses to knowledge or ability,' 
That individual would have to be able to prove how the professional is demonstrating skill and knowledge 
though showy pretenses, which are as a material fact incorrect and are abusive to the horse. 

FYI· Abuse of humans statistics: 
Studies show that 25-63% of aggressive male and female criminals and sex predators abuse or kill 

pets and stray animals, both as children and as adults. The range includes child molesters, rapists and sexual 
homicide perpetrators, as well as incarcerated men and women who commit violent crimes. 
In as many as 88% of families where physical abuse to children had occurred, animals in the home had also 
been abused. One study reported that 34% of abused children had their special pet killed by a parent. 
Another reported that all adult clients diagnosed with disassociation disorders reported witnessing animal 
mutilations or killing as part of their own childhood abuse experiences. 71 % of pet-owning women entering 
women's shelters reported that their batterer had injured, maimed, lulled or threatened family pets for 
revenge or to psychologically control victims; 32% reported their children had hurt or killed animals. In one 
study, 70% of animal abusers also had records for other crimes. 

Please stop being among the silent: 
Being silent about the abuse of the horse, is the same as being silent about abuse of a child or a 

woman, except that in stopping a horse abuser you might stop the abuse of woman and child. Abuse of the 
horse and human is neither physical or emotional, it is both. And when an individual abuses a horse, that 
individual is clearly demonstrating the propensity to inflict abuse upon any person or animal. 

Let us take a stance against individuals in our industry and take a stance against 
associations/organizations in our industry which live and breath the rhetoric of hypocrisy in failing to 
prevent abuse of the horse. Not matter whether an individual is a famous trainer/clinician or just a small 
time owner, rider or trainer, please do not be silent about abuse of the horse. Running a horse while 
whipping the horse, and using equipment in an abusive manner, are just two examples of intentional abuse 
of the horse. 
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EXHIBIT EIGHT 
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The image above is a side view of William 
PFF in motion. Please not the angles of the 
red lines. One can clearly see that the 
hindquarter is extremely lowered and 
tucked, while the head and neck are 
dramatically over bent. And with the reins 
connected in the manner they are by 
Defendant Cesar Parra, the horse had no 
available means to protect himself. 

The image to the right is William PFF on the 
ground. The injuries inflicted upon him 
were the directly caused by the Defendant 
Cesar Parra tying the horse's head and neck 
into such a restraint that the horse could not 
protect himself. 

Upper left hand picture shows William PFF 
standing fully upright in a NATURAL position. 
Please note the angles of the lines. 

Upper right hand picture shows William PFF 
while Defendant Cesar Parra is tightening the 
side/draw reins. 
Please note the angles of the red lines. William 
PFF is now standing with his hindquarters 
severely lowered and tucked, His head and 
neck are over bent and constrained so that he 
cannot raise his head and neck. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on the 29th day of July, 2013, a true and correct copy of the foregoing 

RESPONSE TO DEFENDANTS CESAR PARRA & KATHLEEN RILEY MOTION TO DISMISS 

OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, TO TRANSFER VENUE was served via first-class U.S. Mail, postage 

pre-paid, upon the following for Defendant Davis: 

Michael F. Skolnick 
Kipp & Christian, P.C. 
10 Exchange Place 
Fourth Floor 
Salt Lake City, UT 84111 

Edward Allan Buck, Pro se 
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