
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 17TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
IN AND FOR BROWARD COUNTY, FLORIDA 

  
NAN-YAO SU, individually and as  
Personal Representative of the  
Estate of JILL HALIBURTON SU,  
  
     Plaintiff,  
  
v.    CASE NO.  
  
G4S HOLDING ONE, INC. a/k/a G4S  
SECURE SOLUTIONS USA, INC., and  
FIRSTSERVICE RESIDENTIAL  
FLORIDA, INC. f/k/a THE  
CONTINENTAL GROUP,  
  
     Defendants.  
________________________________________/ 
 

COMPLAINT 
 
 The Plaintiff, NAN-YAO SU, individually and as the Personal Representative of the 

Estate of JILL HALIBURTON SU (hereinafter referred to as "Plaintiff" or “Su”), by and through 

undersigned counsel, sues the Defendants, G4S HOLDING ONE, INC. a/k/a G4S SECURE 

SOLUTIONS USA, INC., and FIRSTSERVICE RESIDENTIAL FLORIDA, INC. f/k/a THE 

CONTINENTAL GROUP, and as grounds therefore state: 

FACTS COMMON TO ALL COUNTS 

1. This is an action for damages in excess of $15,000.00 exclusive of interest, costs 

and attorney's fees and is therefore within the jurisdiction of this Court.  

2. Plaintiff, Nan-Yao Su, is the duly appointed, qualified, and acting Personal 

Representative of the Estate of Jill Haliburton Su, decedent.  At all times material hereto, 

Plaintiff, Nan-Yao Su was the legal spouse of Decedent, Jill Haliburton Su, and was a resident of 

Broward County, Florida.  
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3. At the time of her death, the decedent, Jill Haliburton Su, was a resident of 

Broward County, Florida, over the age of 18.  

4. The Estate of JILL HALIBURTON SU, Nan-Yao Su, her husband, her daughter 

Amanda M. Su, and her son Justin W. Su are survivors and beneficiaries of any recovery for the 

wrongful death of Jill Haliburton Su pursuant to Florida’s Wrongful Death Act.  

5. Nan-Yao Su was appointed as the Personal Representative of the Estate of Jill 

Haliburton Su, and has standing to file and maintain the instant wrongful death action.  

6. At all times material hereto, the Defendant, G4S HOLDING ONE, INC. a/k/a G4S 

SECURE SOLUTIONS USA, INC. (“G4S Holding”), was responsible for maintaining the 

security of the entire WestRidge Community located in Davie, Broward County, Florida 

including, but not limited to, all entrance points, the perimeter, and all of the common areas. 

7. At all times material hereto, the Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE RESIDENTIAL 

FLORIDA, INC. f/k/a THE CONTINENTAL GROUP (hereinafter referred to as “FirstService”), 

was the property manager of the entire WestRidge Community located in Davie, Broward 

County, Florida who undertook to maintain the property in a safe manner and to maintain a fully 

enclosed perimeter only accessible through the main entrance.  

8. On or about September 8, 2014, Jill Haliburton Su was lawfully on the premises 

of the home that she owned in the WestRidge Community located in Davie, Florida. 

9. The WestRidge Community is an exclusive gated community of privately owned 

luxury single family homes. 

10. It is common knowledge that luxury homes in gated communities are prime 

targets for burglars and thieves, making it common that these communities hire management and 
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security specialists for the specific purpose of securing and protecting the people and assets 

inside the community, including preventing unwanted individuals from entering the community.  

11. The WestRidge Community homeowners needed and expected the highest degree 

of community safety and security and consequently hired only those companies who held 

themselves out as industry leaders that could and would undertake to ensure the safety of the 

WestRidge residents.  

12. Residents of the WestRidge Community pay for the greatest degree of community 

maintenance and security, and reasonably expect that the premises will be maintained in a safe 

and secure manner. 

13. Consequently, Defendants, G4S Holding and FirstService, each undertook a duty 

to properly secure the premises and to protect against the intrusion of the property by 

unauthorized individuals.  

14. Despite such duty, Defendants failed to properly maintain and secure the fencing 

enclosure around the perimeter of the WestRidge Community and allowed opportunity for 

unauthorized individuals to access the community unnoticed.  

15. There was only one intended entrance to the WestRidge community, at which 

there was a guardhouse with a guard stationed 24/7, and multiple cameras were positioned to 

record vehicles entering and exiting at that location.  

16. On or about September 8, 2014, there was also easy access to the WestRidge 

community on the northeast corner where anyone could simply walk into the community without 

having to show identification, being worried about surveillance cameras, or risking detection.  

Throughout this Complaint for ease of reference, this area will be called the ‘alternative access 

point” or “alternative entrance.”  At this alternative access point, there was no guard, no guard 
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gate, no cameras, nobody and nothing to prevent access to the community, and no security 

measures in place whatsoever.   

17. On or about September 8, 2014, an unauthorized individual who was scouting 

gated neighborhoods where he could enter and exit with no risk of detection did enter the 

WestRidge community through the unmanned alternative entrance on the northeast corner of the 

property before walking to the home of Nan-Yao Su and Jill Haliburton Su and entering the 

home by shattering the glass door in the back of the home. 

18. While there were no cars in the driveway and there was no appearance that 

anyone was home inside the house, Jill Haliburton Su was in fact home. 

19. During the course of the home invasion, Jill Haliburton Su was stabbed to death 

by the perpetrator. 

20. The perpetrator committed the murder, stole items from the Su home, and had no 

problem exiting the neighborhood undetected due to the absence of security at the opening on the 

north side of the WestRidge property.   

21. The assailant was in the home for an extended period of time without detection or 

intervention by Defendants. 

22. WestRidge provided the perfect opportunity to commit an undetected burglary - 

the homes inside were high-end luxury homes with valuable assets inside, the residents of the 

community rely on the Defendants to ensure that nobody unknown has the ability to easily enter 

the community undetected, the totality of security measures were focused on one entrance to 

WestRidge giving a potential burglar confidence that the only area being secured was the main 

entrance, there was a second opening away from the guarded entrance that would allow for 

undetected ingress and egress, and consequently the residents’ guards were down as there was a 
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false sense of security due to all of these factors that would give any burglar confidence that he 

could enter and burglarize and exit without any chance of detection.    

23. Defendants were employed at WestRidge for one primary purpose above all 

others, which was to provide for the safety of the residents, with the common knowledge that 

criminal burglars target luxury homes and the assets inside. Defendants were then delegated the 

responsibility of ensuring that there were no possible easy alternative access points to the 

community aside from the main entrance, and that there were no perimeter breaches through 

which unknown or unwanted individuals could access the property and commit crimes against 

property or person. 

COUNT I 
AGAINST DEFENDANT 

FIRSTSERVICE RESIDENTIAL FLORIDA, INC. f/k/a THE CONTINENTAL GROUP 
NEGLIGENT MAINTAINENCE AND SECURITY  

 
 The Plaintiff repeats and realleges paragraphs 1 through 23 as if fully set forth herein and 

further allege: 

24. At all times material hereto, the Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, undertook a duty to 

manage and maintain the entire property known as the WestRidge Community in a safe and 

secure condition, and, possessed authority of control over said property with the intent to manage 

it in a manner so as to protect the community and the residents therein from reasonably 

foreseeable crimes and criminals. 

25. At all times material hereto, the Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, had the duty to use 

reasonable care to maintain the property in a reasonably safe condition and to prevent harm to its 

residents and invitees resulting from the foreseeable intentional attacks by third parties, and had 

a duty to warn of such dangerous activities or to prevent such activities from injuring residents 

and invitees.   
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26. At all times material hereto, the Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, through its agents, 

servants and employees, owed a duty to its residents and invitees to exercise reasonable and 

ordinary care to keep and maintain its premises, including the enclosed perimeter and all of the 

common areas in a reasonably safe condition and to prevent unwanted or unknown and 

potentially dangerous individuals from entering the community.  In particular, the Defendant, 

FIRSTSERVICE, had a duty to take such precautions as were reasonably necessary to protect its 

residents and invitees, including the Decedent, from criminal acts which were reasonably 

foreseeable and which could lead to harm to residents of the community. 

27. In order to effectuate the duty and obligations of this undertaking, Defendant, 

FIRSTSERVICE, had the duty to secure the entire perimeter of the property to ensure that 

unknown persons could not access the property without detection. 

28. At all times material hereto, the Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, through its agents, 

servants and employees, knew or in the exercise of reasonable care should have known that the 

WestRidge premises was not secure, and that criminals could easily enter the property 

undetected where they were reasonably likely to perpetrate criminal acts, including home 

invasions, burglaries, and violent criminal acts commonly committed during the commission of 

home invasions, against residents of the WestRidge Community unless the Defendant, 

FIRSTSERVICE, took steps to adequately maintain the premises and to provide proper security 

for such individuals, including Jill Haliburton Su. 

29. At all times material hereto, the Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, through its agents, 

servants and employees, knew or in the exercise of reasonable care should have known that the 

perimeter of the WestRidge Community was not secure prior to September 8, 2014. 
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30. Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, made the WestRidge community far more 

susceptible to the types of criminal activity committed in this instance than if the community had 

never hired Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, at all.  Defendant undertook to maintain and secure the 

entire property; however, there were at least two access points to the community and only one 

had any security measures employed at all.   

31. At the main entrance, typically where residents and non-criminals would enter the 

community, Defendant checked identifications of those entering the community, there was a 

guard and guardhouse, numerous surveillance cameras, and a gate.  At the other alternative 

access point to the northwest corner of the community there was no security whatsoever, despite 

that Defendant knew or should have known that anyone could simply walk into the community 

at that location without any fear of detection.  This alternative entrance had been in existence for 

a sufficient period to place Defendant on notice and for Defendant to have properly corrected 

and enclosed the area so that the WestRidge community perimeter could not be penetrated at that 

location or secured that area similarly to the manner in which the main entrance was secured.  

32. As a result of the above, at all materials times, the penetration into the 

neighborhood for the purpose of committing a home invasion robbery or burglary was entirely 

foreseeable.  In fact, it is the exact type of crime that Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, was 

employed to protect against and the exact type of crime that Defendant utilized its resources to 

protect against at the main gate. 

33. The criminal attack and brutal murder of Jill Haliburton Su was reasonably 

foreseeable, as it is common knowledge that violent encounters often occur when a resident is 

home during a home invasion burglary and the foreseeability of such an occurrence in a luxury 
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home neighborhood such as WestRidge is exactly the reason Defendant was hired and precisely 

the reason why Defendant employed such resources at the main entrance. 

34. Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, was in a superior position to the victim and other 

residents to appreciate the types of predators and crimes committed in this type of community, 

the types of opportunity for undetected entrance that criminals look for, and the manner in which 

to protect against such intrusions and Defendant undertook the duty to take necessary steps to 

prevent such intrusions and the consequential harm to its residents and invitees including, but not 

limited to, the Decedent. 

35. At the above mentioned time and place, the Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, by and 

through its agents, servants and employees, breached its duty to exercise reasonable care for the 

safety and protection of its residents and invitees, including the Decedent, and acted in a careless 

and negligent manner through the following acts of omission or commission: 

a. Failing to provide adequate security for the residents and invitees of the 

WestRidge Community premises, including the Decedent; 

b. Failing to warn its residents and invitees, including the Decedent, of the 

alternative access point where unwanted individuals could enter  the 

WestRidge Community; 

c. Failing to police, patrol, guard, deter and otherwise provide adequate 

protection inside the community for residents and invites of the WestRidge 

Community, when Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, knew or should have known 

of foreseeable criminal acts that could be committed; 
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d. Failing to have a sufficient number of guards in visible areas and sufficiently 

spread out throughout the community to deter crime, thereby protecting 

residents and invitees of WestRidge Community, including the Decedent; 

e. Failing to have an adequate number of security guards to protect the residents 

and invitees of the WestRidge Community, including the Decedent; 

f. Failing to implement adequate security policies, security measures and 

security procedures necessary to protect the Decedent and other residents and 

invitees of the WestRidge Community; 

g. Failing to hire and/or retain competent security guards or security companies 

to protect the residents and invitees of WestRidge Community, including the 

Decedent; 

h. Failing to properly vet the security company that was hired to provide 

security; 

i. Failing to repair and extend the perimeter so as to eliminate the second 

location where unwanted individuals could enter the property; 

j. Failing to have an adequate number of surveillance cameras on the premises 

of the WestRidge Community and all of the common areas including, but not 

limited to, the perimeter; 

k. Failing to position surveillance cameras in appropriate locations such that the 

WestRidge Community and all of the common where anyone could enter the 

community, areas including, but not limited to, the perimeter, were adequately 

visually monitored and/or said cameras would act as a deterrent against 

criminal activity; 



10 
 

l. Failing to maintain surveillance cameras in working condition such that every 

camera was able to monitor and record activity in its line of view; 

m. Failing to adequately provide an overall security plan which would meet the 

known industry standards and customs for safety in the community; 

n. Failing to have off-duty police officers and/or security personnel patrol, guard, 

police and prevent foreseeable crime at the WestRidge Community; 

o. The preceding paragraphs "a" through "n," individually and/or as a whole, 

represent strict deviations from the existing standard of care with regard to 

security as recognized by similar properties in the local community; 

p. Additional acts of negligence not yet discovered. 

36. The Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, through its agents, servants and employees, 

negligently failed to have any procedures governing the inspection, supervision and/or security 

of the WestRidge Community so as to detect possible locations where criminals could enter 

undetected. 

a. In the alternative, the Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, through its agents, 

servants and employees, did in fact have procedures governing the inspection, 

supervision and security of the WestRidge Community; however, the 

Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, negligently and carelessly failed to implement 

said procedures. 

b. In the alternative, the Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, through its agents, 

servants and employees, did have procedures governing the inspection, 

supervision and security of the WestRidge Community, but implemented 

same in a careless and negligent manner. 
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37. At all times material hereto, the Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, through its agents, 

servants and employees, negligently failed to hire persons, employees and/or agents reasonably 

suited for providing, implementing, and maintaining proper security measures adequate to ensure 

the safety of its residents and invitees on its premises. 

a. In the alternative, at all times material hereto, the Defendant, 

FIRSTSERVICE, negligently hired persons, employees and/or agents who 

said Defendant knew or in the exercise of reasonable care should have known 

were unsuited and/or unqualified and/or unfit for providing, implementing 

and/or maintaining proper security measures adequate to ensure the safety of 

its residents and invitees, including the Decedent. 

b. In the alternative, the Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, negligently failed to make 

inquiries into the background of those persons, employees and/or agents hired 

to provide, maintain and implement reasonable security measurers adequate to 

ensure the safety of its residents and invitees on its premises such that had said 

Defendant done so, it would have known that the persons, employees and/or 

agents hired to provide security for its premises were unsuited and/or 

unqualified and/or unfit for carrying out its duties; or in the alternative, said 

Defendant did make such inquiries, but did so in an unreasonable, negligent 

and/or incomplete manner; said Defendant did make reasonable inquiries, 

however failed to act on such information in a reasonably prudent manner for 

the protection and safety of its residents and invitees, including the Decedent. 

38. The Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, its agents, servants and/or employees, 

negligently retained contractors, companies, persons, employees and/or agents who Defendant 
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knew or in the exercise of reasonable care should have known were unsuited for providing, 

implementing and maintaining proper security measurers adequate to ensure the safety of its 

residents and invitees on its premises, including all of the common areas, in that they were 

unqualified and/or unfit to provide said security measures. 

a. In the alternative, said Defendant negligently failed to use reasonable care in 

reviewing the work records of its security personnel and/or agents such that 

reasonable periodic inquiries, reviews and/or evaluations would have revealed 

that said security personnel and/or agents were unfit and unsuited to provide, 

implement and/or maintain proper security measures throughout the entrie 

community which were adequate to ensure the safety of its residents and 

invitees, and that they had a propensity for providing substandard or 

inadequate security and negligently and carelessly implemented inadequate 

and improper security measures. 

b. In the alternative, said Defendant failed to use reasonable care in 

reprimanding and/or suspending security companies, contractors, personnel 

and/or agents when circumstances dictated that said security personnel and/or 

agents hired to provide, implement and maintain proper security measures 

should have been reprimanded and/or suspended for failing to secure the 

entire premises. 

c. In the alternative, said Defendant negligently failed to use reasonable care in 

determining, subsequent to hire, whether said persons, employees and/or 

agents remained qualified and/or fit to provide, implement and maintain 
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proper security measures adequate to ensure the safety of its residents and 

invitees on its premises. 

39. At all times material hereto, the Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, negligently failed 

to adequately and sufficiently train, supervise and/or instruct its agents, servants and/or 

employees in proper and adequate security measures so that they could reasonably protect the 

residents and invitees, including the Decedent. 

40. The Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, through its agents, servants and employees, 

created and/or allowed to be created and/or failed to correct said dangerous conditions as stated 

above on the subject premises.   

41. Further, the Defendant failed to warn its residents and invitees, including, but not 

limited to, the Decedent, of the existence of said dangerous conditions; or in the alternative, did 

allow said dangerous conditions to exist for a sufficient length of time that reasonable security 

would have discovered such condition. 

42. The negligence of the Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, proximately caused the death 

of Jill Haliburton Su and directly led to the criminal attacks against her in that: 

a. There was inadequate and/or nonexistent visible deterrence to prevent said 

criminal assault. 

b. There was inadequate physical deterrence to prevent said criminal assault. 

c. Criminals could enter the gated WestRidge community through an ungated 

location which gave rise to the perfect opportiunity for a perpetrator to 

commit a home invasion within the community without fear of detection and 

to carry out physical assaults on the Defendant's premises without fear of 

being caught, discovered and/or prosecuted. 
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d. An atmosphere was created at the Defendant's premises which facilitated the 

commission of crimes, including those against residents. 

43. As a direct and proximate result of the negligence of the Defendant, 

FIRSTSERVICE, Jill Haliburton Su was killed on September 8, 2014. 

44. At all times material hereto, the Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, did cause the 

Decedent to sustain fatal personal injuries by failing to maintain its property in a reasonably safe 

condition commensurate with its undertakings and obligations and the activities conducted and 

occurring thereon, and by failing to prevent harm to its residents and invitees from foreseeable 

intentional attacks of third party criminals.  

45. As a direct and proximate result of the negligent conduct on the part of the 

Defendant, FIRSTSERVICE, the Decedent, Jill Haliburton Su, died, and the Plaintiff is thereby 

entitled to recover, pursuant to Florida law, the following damages for the Estate and the 

survivors: 

a. loss of prospective net accumulations of the decedent, Jill Haliburton Su, 

which were expected but for his wrongful death; 

b. medical and funeral expenses due to the Decedent’s death; 

c. the decedent’s husband and children have suffered, and will continue to suffer 

in the future, mental pain and suffering and are entitled to recovery for such 

losses; and 

d. the decedent’s husband and children may also recover for loss of support and 

services from the date of death. 

 WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff, Nan-Yao Su, individually and as the Personal 

Representative of the Estate of Jill Haliburton Su, demands judgment against the Defendant, 
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FIRSTSERVICE RESIDENTIAL FLORIDA, INC. f/k/a THE CONTINENTAL GROUP, for 

compensatory damages in excess of the jurisdictional limits of this Court and further demand 

trial by jury of all issues so triable as a matter of right. 

COUNT II 
G4S HOLDING ONE, INC. a/k/a G4S SECURE SOLUTIONS USA, INC. 
NEGLIGENCE - FAILURE TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE SECURITY 

AND TO PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN A SAFE PREMISES 
 

The Plaintiff repeats and realleges paragraphs 1 through 23 as if fully set forth herein and 

further allege: 

46. At all times material hereto, the Defendant, G4S HOLDING, undertook a duty to 

secure the entire property known as the WestRidge Community located in Davie, Broward 

County, Florida including, but not limited to, the entrance, the perimeter, and all of the common 

areas, and, as such, possessed control over said property with the intent to provide security. 

47. Part of this duty undertaken by Defendant G4S HOLDING was to track all of the 

vehicles and persons entering the community and to know who, if any, non-residents were in the 

community at any given time.   

48. As a basic requirement to fulfilling the duty undertaken by Defendant G4S 

Holding, Defendant was required to know and appreciate any potential access points for 

individuals looking to gain access to the community and provide adequate security to prevent 

any unknown or undetected intruders.   

49. At all times material hereto, the Defendant, G4S HOLDING, had the duty to use 

reasonable care to secure the entire property in a reasonably safe condition and to prevent harm 

to its residents and invitees resulting from the foreseeable criminal acts of third parties, and had a 

duty to warn of such dangerous activities or to prevent such activities from injuring residents and 

invitees.   
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50. At all times material hereto, the Defendant, G4S HOLDING, through its agents, 

servants and employees, owed a duty to residents to exercise reasonable and ordinary care to 

secure the entire premises, including the entire perimeter and all of the common areas in a 

reasonably safe condition and make sure that there was no possibility of breach of the perimeter 

in any locations.  In particular, the Defendant, G4S HOLDING, had a duty to take such 

precautions as were reasonably necessary to protect its residents and invitees, including the 

Decedent, from criminals and criminal attacks which were reasonably foreseeable. 

51. Defendant, G4S HOLDING, was employed for the specific purpose of securing 

the entire premises and protecting the residents and assets in the community, and more 

specifically were hired to protect against would-be home invaders and burglars who commonly 

target luxury homes. 

52. At all times material hereto, the Defendant, G4S HOLDING, through its agents, 

servants and employees, knew or in the exercise of reasonable care should have known that its 

premises was not secure, and that criminal acts and attacks were reasonably likely to be 

perpetrated on residents and invitees of the WestRidge Community unless the Defendant, G4S 

HOLDING, took steps to adequately fulfill its undertaking and provide proper security for such 

individuals, including Jill Haliburton Su. 

53. At all times material hereto, the Defendant, G4S HOLDING, through its agents, 

servants and employees, knew or in the exercise of reasonable care should have known that the 

perimeter of the WestRidge Community was not secure prior to September 8, 2014.  In fact, on 

that date there were multiple access points to the WestRidge property - the main entrance where 

GS4 deployed a multitude of deterrent security measures and a second location on the northeast 

corner of the property where GS4 HOLDING deployed no security whatsoever but in the 
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exercise of reasonable care knew or should have known existed and should have known that 

would be the entrance used by criminals looking to gain undetected entrance into the community.  

54. The Defendant, G4S HOLDING, through its agents, servants and employees, 

knew or in the exercise of reasonable care should have known that all residents relied upon the 

expertise and vigilance of Defendant to ensure that there were no locations other than the main 

entrance where unwanted persons could gain access to the community and to ensure that the 

residents were safe from criminals targeting the neighborhood for burglaries and home-

invasions. 

55. It is common knowledge and in Defendant's expertise Defendant is well aware 

that criminals target luxury homes to commit home-invasions and burglaries, and criminals seek 

communities where they can gain access without their presence being detected, and that violent 

encounters are commonplace where a resident is inside the residence during a home invasion; in 

fact, this is the exact purpose for Defendant's employment at WestRidge. 

56. As a result of the above, at all materials times, the criminal invasion into the 

WestRidge community was entirely foreseeable and the criminal act of entering a home for the 

purpose of burglarizing the home was also entirely foreseeable, as was the attack and brutal 

murder of Jill Haliburton Su who was home at the time of the home invasion burglary, and the 

Defendant, G4S HOLDING, was in a superior position to appreciate such hazards and take 

necessary steps to prevent harm to residents including, but not limited to, the Decedent. 

57. At the above mentioned time and place, the Defendant, G4S HOLDING, by and 

through its agents, servants and employees, breached its duty that it undertook to provide 

security against unwanted community access and to exercise reasonable care for the safety and 
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protection of residents and invitees, including the Decedent, and acted in a careless and negligent 

manner through the following acts of omission or commission: 

a. Failing to provide adequate security for the residents and invitees of the 

WestRidge Community premises, including the Decedent; 

b. Failing to warn residents and invitees, including the Decedent, of the other 

location on the northeast corner of the property where unwanted criminals 

could easily gain undetected access to the WestRidge Community; 

c. Failing to police, patrol, guard, deter and otherwise provide adequate 

protection throughout the entire community for residents and invites of the 

WestRidge Community, when Defendant, G4S HOLDING, knew or should 

have known of foreseeable criminal acts likely to occur under the totality of 

known circumstances; 

d. Failing to have a sufficient number of guards in visible areas and spread 

throughout the community to deter crime, thereby protecting residents and 

invitees of WestRidge Community, including the Decedent; 

e. Failing to have an adequate number of security guards to protect the residents 

and invitees of the WestRidge Community, including the Decedent; 

f. Failing to implement adequate security policies, security measures, 

surveillance cameras, and security procedures necessary to protect the 

Decedent and other residents and invitees of the WestRidge Community; 

g. Failing to hire and/or retain competent security guards to protect the residents 

and invitees of WestRidge Community, including the Decedent; 
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h. Failing to have an adequate number of surveillance cameras on the premises 

of the WestRidge Community and all of the common areas including, but not 

limited to, the perimeter; 

i. Failing to position surveillance cameras in all appropriate locations such that 

the WestRidge Community and all of the common areas including, but not 

limited to, the entire perimeter, were adequately visually monitored and/or 

said cameras would act as a deterrent against criminal activity; 

j. Failing to maintain surveillance cameras in working condition such that every 

camera was able to monitor and record activity in its line of view; 

k. Failing to adequately provide an overall security plan which would meet the 

known industry standards and customs for safety in the community; 

l. Failing to have off-duty police officers and/or security personnel patrol, guard, 

police and prevent foreseeable crime at the WestRidge Community; 

m. Failing to ensure that there were no other unmanned locations to the 

community where unwanted individuals could access the community; 

n. Failing to properly inspect the entire premises to ensure that the entire 

perimeter was secured against unknown or unwanted individuals gaining 

access to the community. 

o. The preceding paragraphs "a" through "n," individually and/or as a whole, 

represent strict deviations from the existing standard of care with regard to 

security as recognized by similar properties in the local community; 

p. Additional acts of negligence not yet discovered. 
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58. The Defendant, G4S HOLDING, through its agents, servants and employees, 

negligently failed to have any procedures governing the inspection, supervision and/or security 

of the WestRidge Community. 

a. In the alternative, the Defendant, G4S HOLDING, through its agents, servants 

and employees, did in fact have procedures governing the inspection, 

supervision and security of the WestRidge Community; however, the 

Defendant, G4S HOLDING, negligently and carelessly failed to implement 

said procedures. 

b. In the alternative, the Defendant, G4S HOLDING, through its agents, servants 

and employees, did have procedures governing the inspection, supervision and 

security of the WestRidge Community, but implemented same in a careless 

and negligent manner. 

59. At all times material hereto, the Defendant, G4S HOLDING, through its agents, 

servants and employees, negligently failed to hire persons, employees and/or agents reasonably 

suited for providing, implementing, and maintaining proper security measures adequate to ensure 

the safety of its residents and invitees on its premises. 

a. In the alternative, at all times material hereto, the Defendant, G4S HOLDING, 

negligently hired persons, employees and/or agents who Defendant knew or in 

the exercise of reasonable care should have known were unsuited and/or 

unqualified and/or unfit for providing, implementing and/or maintaining 

proper security measures adequate to ensure the safety of its residents and 

invitees, including the Decedent. 



21 
 

b. In the alternative, the Defendant, G4S HOLDING, negligently failed to make 

inquiries into the background of those persons, employees and/or agents hired 

to provide, maintain and implement reasonable security measures adequate to 

ensure the safety of its residents and invitees on its premises such that had said 

Defendant done so, it would have known that the persons, employees and/or 

agents hired to provide security for its premises were unsuited and/or 

unqualified and/or unfit for carrying out its duties; or in the alternative, said 

Defendant did make such inquiries, but did so in an unreasonable, negligent 

and/or incomplete manner; said Defendant did make reasonable inquiries, 

however failed to act on such information in a reasonably prudent manner for 

the protection and safety of its residents and invitees, including the Decedent. 

60. The Defendant, G4S HOLDING, its agents, servants and/or employees, 

negligently retained persons, employees and/or agents who Defendant knew or in the exercise of 

reasonable care should have known were unsuited for providing, implementing and maintaining 

proper security measures adequate to ensure the safety of residents and invitees on its premises, 

including all of the common areas, in that they were unqualified and/or unfit to provide said 

security measures. 

a. In the alternative, Defendant negligently retained persons, employees and/or 

agents when said Defendant knew or should have known of the occurrence of 

several criminal actions on its premises wherein said persons, employees 

and/or agents carelessly and/or negligently provided, implemented and/or 

maintained security measures which were inadequate to ensure the safety of 
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its residents and invitees, all of which occurred prior to the incident involving 

the Decedent. 

b. In the alternative, Defendant negligently failed to use reasonable care in 

reviewing the work records of its security personnel and/or agents such that 

reasonable periodic inquiries, reviews and/or evaluations would have revealed 

that said security personnel and/or agents were unfit and unsuited to provide, 

implement and/or maintain proper security measures which were adequate to 

ensure the safety of its residents and invitees, and that they had a propensity 

for providing substandard security and negligently and carelessly 

implementing inadequate and improper security measures. 

c. In the alternative, said Defendant failed to use reasonable care in 

reprimanding and/or suspending said security personnel and/or agents when 

circumstances dictated that said security personnel and/or agents hired to 

provide, implement and maintain proper security measures should have been 

reprimanded and/or suspended for similar prior incidents; or in the alternative, 

d. In the alternative, said Defendant negligently failed to use reasonable care in 

determining, subsequent to hire, whether said persons, employees and/or 

agents remained qualified and/or fit to provide, implement and maintain 

proper security measures adequate to ensure the safety of its residents and 

invitees on its premises. 

61. At all times material hereto, the Defendant, G4S HOLDING, negligently failed to 

adequately and sufficiently train, supervise and/or instruct its agents, servants and/or employees 
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in proper and adequate security measures so that they could reasonably protect the residents and 

invitees, including the Decedent. 

62. The Defendant, G4S HOLDING, through its agents, servants and employees, 

created and/or allowed to be created and/or failed to remedy said dangerous conditions as stated 

above on the subject premises.   

63. Further, the Defendant failed to warn residents and invitees, including, but not 

limited to, the Decedent, of the existence of said dangerous conditions; or in the alternative, did 

allow said dangerous conditions to exist for a sufficient length of time that reasonable security 

would have discovered such condition. 

64. The negligence of the Defendant, G4S HOLDING, proximately caused the death 

of Jill Haliburton Su and directly led to the criminal attacks against her in that: 

a. There was inadequate and/or nonexistent visible deterrence at all entry points 

on the WestRidge property and perimeter to prevent unknown and unwanted 

criminals from entering the property and committing criminal acts including 

violence against residents. 

b. There was inadequate physical deterrence to prevent said criminal assault. 

c. Criminals could carry out physical assaults on the Defendant's premises 

without fear of being caught, discovered and/or prosecuted. 

d. An atmosphere was created at the Defendant's premises which facilitated the 

commission of crimes against persons and property. 

65. As a direct and proximate result of the negligence of the Defendant, G4S 

HOLDING, Jill Haliburton Su was killed on September 8, 2014. 
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66. At all times material hereto, the Defendant, G4S HOLDING, did cause the 

Decedent to sustain fatal personal injuries by failing to secure the entire property in a reasonably 

safe condition commensurate with the responsibilities conferred on Defendant, and by failing to 

prevent harm to its residents and invitees from foreseeable criminal acts of third parties.  

67. As a direct and proximate result of the negligent conduct on the part of the 

Defendant, G4S HOLDING, the Decedent, Jill Haliburton Su, died, and the Plaintiff is thereby 

entitled to recover, pursuant to Florida law, the following damages for the Estate and the 

survivors: 

a. loss of prospective net accumulations of the decedent, Jill Haliburton Su, 

which were expected but for his wrongful death; 

b. medical and funeral expenses due to the Decedent’s death; 

c. the decedent’s husband and children have suffered, and will continue to suffer 

in the future, mental pain and suffering and are entitled to recovery for such 

losses; and 

d. the decedent’s husband and children may also recover for loss of support and 

services from the date of death. 

 WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff, Nan-Yao Su, individually and as the Personal 

Representative of the Estate of Jill Haliburton Su, demands judgment against the Defendant, G4S 

HOLDING ONE, INC. a/k/a G4S SECURE SOLUTIONS USA, INC., for compensatory 

damages in excess of the jurisdictional limits of this Court and further demand trial by jury of all 

issues so triable as a matter of right. 
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DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

Plaintiff, Nan-Yao Su, individually and as the Personal Representative of the Estate of 

Jill Haliburton Su further demands a trial by jury on all issues so triable as a matter of right.   
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