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COMPLAINT AND DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL ON ALL COUNTS

Introduction


This complaint is being filed in response to a malicious and recklessly slanderous May 2006 article written about the Plaintiff ("Thompson") by Valley Patriot part-owner, Paula Porten, who used the pen name, "Tom Dunham", to conceal the fact that she is a woman and a family court attorney in the Merrimack Valley.  


The concealment of her profession and gender is very significant because Porten defamed the character and competence of Thompson solely to discredit him and his efforts to expose the "litigation-generating" crimes committed against fathers and children in family court.


Tom Duggan, Jr., another part-owner of the Valley Patriot and Porten's boyfriend, committed fraud to cover up Porten's misconduct; denied Thompson's request for a retraction; refused to print Thompson's written rebuttal to the article; and attacked Thompson himself with slander that he conveyed to readers of the Valley Patriot, who contacted Duggan by email with criticism of Porten's article. 


The calumnies published by the Defendants have held Thompson up to public disgrace and contempt and were published to intentionally inflict emotional distress on Thompson with allegations that they knew to be false or should have known to be false based on their prejudicial source, which Thompson contends was the mother's attorney and one of Porten's "brother attorneys", Debra Dow.  

PARTIES

1.
Plaintiff, Kevin Thompson ("Thompson"), is a natural citizen residing at 20 Washington St. #1, Methuen, Massachusetts 01844 (Essex County).

2.
Defendant, Valley Patriot, Inc., is a monthly newspaper available for free throughout the Merrimack Valley.  Its mailing address is P.O. Box 453, North Andover, MA 01845.

3.
Defendant, Tom Duggan, Jr. ("Duggan"), is a part-owner and president of the Valley Patriot with a mailing address of P.O. Box 453, North Andover, MA 01845.

4.
Defendant, Paula Porten ("Porten"), is a family court attorney in the Merrimack Valley and part-owner/advertising director of the Valley Patriot with a mailing address of P.O. Box 453, North Andover, MA 01845.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

5.
In February of 2006, Thompson released a "tell all" book titled, "Exposing the Corruption in the Massachusetts Family Courts." 

6.
The book generated local and national media attention when it was banned by Essex Probate and Family Court Judge Mary McCauley Manzi, who is heavily criticized in the book.

7.
The request to ban Thompson's book was filed by the mother of Thompson's son, Kathleen Moran ("Moran").

8.
A court watcher, Kristi Devine, who first met Thompson at the March 22, 2006 hearing on this matter, suggested that Thompson contact her father, Ralph Wilbur, at the Valley Patriot about a possible story.

9.
Ralph Wilbur is one of four owners of the Valley Patriot.  The other three owners of this free monthly publication are Tom Duggan, Jr., Paula Porten, and Charles Ormsby.

10.
Wilbur met with Thompson and the two collaborated on an article for its May 2006 edition.  Thompson pitched a Q & A format to convey his message and Wilbur agreed.  Thompson wrote most of the article and Wilbur edited it down to an acceptable length.

11.
On April 27, 2006, at a "Fathers and Families" meeting held at the Westin Copley Place Hotel in Boston, Kristi Devine informed Thompson that there was a heated debate going on at the Valley Patriot over this article.

12.
According to Devine, Paula Porten was the single owner of the Valley Patriot putting up a rabid resistance to the inclusion of this article in the paper.

13.
Thompson was stunned by this resistance until Devine shared with him that Porten is also a family court attorney in the Merrimack Valley and, therefore, opposed to people like Thompson, who are exposing the corruption in a system in which Porten makes a living.  

14.
It can hardly be disputed that Thompson's public efforts to instigate family court reform have made him an enemy among those who profit off "business as usual" in this court system.  

15.
Paula Porten is one of those enemies, whose own law practice is advertised on page 31 of the same May 2006 edition

16.
Any commentary from Porten on Thompson's efforts would be a clear conflict of interest and a violation of her professional ethics, which is the reason why Porten concealed her identity and her undisclosed "source."

17.
Devine predicted that the article would likely make it into the paper because Porten was outvoted 3-1 by the three other owners, including Porten's own boyfriend and president of the Valley Patriot, Tom Duggan.   

18.
As predicted by Devine, the Q & A did make it into the May 2006 edition of the Valley Patriot.  This single column article began on page 23 and was continued on page 29.  The article was titled "Family Court or Family Disaster?" and was credited to Ralph Wilbur.

19.
This same May 2006 edition also contained a four-column article titled, "Father's Priorities Are Out of Wack," credited to a "Tom Dunham," which Thompson contends and the Valley Patriot denies, was written by Paula Porten.  

20.
Since he has the witnesses to prove that the article was written by Paula Porten, Thompson will not "pretend" in his Complaint that it was written by someone else.  

21.
Barring perjury, Tom Duggan, Ralph Wilbur, Charles Ormsby, and Kristi Devine can all confirm that there is no such person as Tom Dunham writing for the Valley Patriot and that the only one with a motive to write such slander about Thompson within days of the May 2006 release of the Valley Patriot was Paula Porten.

22.
Porten's agenda-driven article goes far beyond the communication of opinion.  It slanders Thompson personally to discredit his good name and reputation as a vocal critic of the family court "industry" with allegations, reported as facts, which the Valley Patriot cannot substantiate because they are fraudulent.

23.
The article also resorts to the propaganda that the family court system regularly spews to discredit fathers who attempt to expose the unpublicized crimes committed against them in these "for profit" courtrooms (ie. the "angry father" rhetoric; the "father as a nut" rhetoric, and the rhetoric that pro se litigants are all ignorant incompetents, who cannot possibly understand what is going on in these courtrooms to have a credible opinion and whose troubles can all be attributed to their choice to not hire a lawyer).

24.
The fact is that the family court system does not fear Thompson's book because of the claims contained in it.  The judges and lawyers have heard them all before and dismiss them publicly as the rants of a father who was not happy with the court's ruling.

25.
What the family court system fears about Thompson's book is that he supports his claims with facts and court-recorded transcripts, including his claim that there is a conspired, agenda-driven effort to separate fathers from their children for the billions of dollars in attorney fees and Federal Title IV-D funds that are generated by wildly complicating cases, which a competent and honorable court could resolve inside of ten minutes if it adhered to, among other laws, the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.

COUNT 1: DEFAMATION

26.
Thompson hereby realleges and incorporates Paragraphs 1-25 above as if fully set forth herein.

27.
Based on the similarity between the fraud contained in Porten's article and the fraud communicated by opposing counsel in court, Thompson contends that Porten's sole "source" for her article was Moran's attorney, Debra Dow.

28.
Porten writes, "Much of what was presented at [Thompson's] trial was sealed."  

29.
The fact is that child custody cases are presumptively open to the public.  To "seal" or impound a case that is presumptively open requires a request to impound from one of the litigants or findings from the presiding judge to justify such a restraint.  Neither of these conditions was met.

30.
If a legal impoundment of the case had existed, then Moran would not have had to file a complaint to impound the case.  She would have filed a contempt complaint of those prior orders.

31.
If DSS reports are automatically impounded as alleged by Porten, then the DSS report was the only exhibit in the case that was impounded.  And such an impoundment does not, in any way, represent "much of what was presented at trial."

32.
The only thing referenced in Thompson's book pertaining to the DSS report was the collection of lies about Thompson conveyed by three people who had agreed to lie for Moran.

33.
Porten writes, "It appears that his focus is on the press, rather than his son.  His [Thompson's] priorities are obviously flawed as one does not file motions for the press and witnesses."

34.
Contrary to Porten's "spin", Thompson's motion for relief was filed for the court.  His testimony on this motion was presented to the court AND the witnesses in attendance for this hearing to protect himself AND his son from the kinds of crimes committed against fathers AND children by judges, like Judge Mary McCauley Manzi and Judge Peter C. Digangi, who will defy the law behind closed doors if they think that they can get away with it.

35.
If there is one truth that Thompson has learned from the judges that he has encountered in family court and appeals court, it is that where there is no publicity, there is no justice.  Publicity keeps the judge while trying under trial.  

36.
Thompson has a big target on his back as someone who is exposing the shocking truth of what actually goes on in these kangaroo courtrooms and those who are making money off the current system are not happy with this.  

37.
Since the hypocrites and racketeers working in this system cannot intelligently respond to Thompson's claims, they have resorted to discrediting him as the messenger.

38.
Porten writes, "Kevin is a disgruntled dad and teacher from Methuen…Because of his constant anger - and being fueled by others like the fatherhood coalition - Mr. Thompson wrote a book giving his version of the case and the "corruption in the court system."

39.
It is clear from the comments expressed throughout her article that Porten did not read Thompson's book to have any idea what motivated him to write it.  Porten also has never met Thompson herself and, therefore, has no personal knowledge to slander him in her article as "constantly angry" and "disgruntled."  As a high school teacher, Thompson can produce hundreds of students who will testify to the fact that they have not EVER seen him angry or disgruntled.

40.
Porten writes, "The book contained slanderous statements attributed to Judge Manzi, Judge Digangi, the court clerks, the mother's lawyer, and the mother."

41.
With this statement, Porten falsely accuses Thompson of actionable crimes against several individuals - publicly defaming Thompson's good name and reputation.

42.
Thompson challenges Porten to identify a single statement contained in his book that is slander and contends that Porten did not even read the book herself to support such a baseless, journalistically irresponsible allegation.

43.
The reason why "Judge Manzi, Judge Digangi, the court clerks, the mother's lawyer, and the mother" did not sue Thompson for libel is because every one of them knows that the content of his book contains nothing but the truth and Thompson's fact-supported opinions - neither of which constitutes slander.

44.
Porten writes, "The judge in this case found that based upon the evidence, it was in the best interest of the child for the mother to have both legal and physical custody."

45.
If Porten had read Thompson's book or had been a witness at the trial of this case, then she would know that Judge Digangi's ruling was not "based on the evidence" since Digangi illegally precluded Thompson from presenting every one of his 55 pre-marked exhibits. 

46.
If Porten had read Thompson's book then she would also know that Digangi revealed three months prior to the trial that his mind was already made up and that any "evidence" would be irrelevant. 

47.
Among the ignorant court-recorded comments from Judge Digangi prior to the trial, which are transcribed word for word into Chapter 21 of Thompson's book are:

(1)
I doubt that I would allow it [joint custody] even if you both came to me and said I want joint custody.
(2)
Can we look at this case, getting the issue of joint physical custody off the table because, quite frankly, sir, no judge is probably going to entertain that, or they'll hear your argument but I don't think you're going to get very far with it.

(3)
Now, when you tell me you want joint physical custody and if she stands there and says, "I don't want joint physical custody"...absent you and her agreeing...and quite frankly with the pleadings in this case I doubt that I would even allow it even if you both came to me and said I want joint physical custody...

(4)
A young child needs to be with the nurturance of his mother if there is going to be a schism between parents.

48.
What was so outrageous about the comments transcribed above is that they were conveyed by Judge Digangi within minutes of meeting Thompson for the first time before Digangi knew anything at all about the case or the relative fitness of the parents.

49.
Porten writes, "After losing in court, Thompson has taken his fight to the media, blaming the judges, the entire court system, the mother, the mother's lawyer, and everyone but himself for his loss."

50.
If Porten had read Thompson's book then she would know that he blames the entire court system for ignoring state and constitutional law, for holding no one within the system accountable, for concealing the crimes committed against fathers, and for profiting off the destruction of father-child relationships.  

51.
Porten would know that Thompson blames Moran for not possessing the integrity to do what is right and in the best interests of their son; for lying under oath and in documents; and for using the court system to punish Thompson for their failed relationship. 

52.
But Porten would also know that Thompson blames himself, as he concedes in his book, for staying in a relationship and having a child with someone who had revealed time and time again that she was selfish, immature, and unstable.  She would know that Thompson blames himself for naively believing that he could provide enough emotional support for Moran to keep her instability dormant.

53.
Porten writes, "The book also contained sensitive and privileged information about the son.  When the mother found out about this disclosure, she filed to have the book impounded" 

54.
If Porten had read the book, then she would know that the book does not contain a single word that is sensitive or privileged information about Thompson's son.  The originally-released book did not even include his name, with the exception of the dedication page, which was edited prior to the hearing before Judge Manzi to remove even that single reference.  

55.
Moran filed to have the book impounded for one reason and one reason only, to keep her history of fraud, malice, immaturity, and instability concealed.

56.
Porten writes, "As the mother had been awarded legal custody, she has sole authority over what information is released about her son… The judge agreed with the mother and ordered that privileged information about the DSS report be deleted from the book.

57.
The judge ordered no such thing.  On March 22, 2006, Judge Manzi issued orders, which impounded everything pertaining to Thompson's custody case until the year 2021 and permanently restrained Thompson from disseminating his book.

58.
The court can call it whatever it wants to distance itself from the kind of censorship that they had in Nazi Germany, but the fact is that Judge Manzi illegally "banned" Thompson's book to keep concealed all court-related information, including evidence of Judge Manzi's own ignorance and incompetence.

59.
Without any references to law or the book's content, Manzi's rationale for her restraining order was that the information contained in the book would cause "irreparable injury" to Moran and the minor child.

60.
Without any references to law or the book's content, Manzi's rationale for her impoundment order was that "impoundment is necessary to protect the best interests including the privacy interests of the parties' minor child."  

61.
Manzi could not reference the law because the law requires detailed written findings and a compelling reason to justify any restraints on free speech.  She could not reference the book's content because Moran, as the moving party with the burden of proof to overcome, did not even submit the book itself into evidence. 

62.
If all that was required to bring an end to the "ban" was the deletion of privileged information about the DSS report, then the book would have never been "restrained" or "impounded" in the first place since there is nothing contained in the book, pertaining to the DSS report, which is either sensitive or privileged information.  

63.
If Porten had read the book, then she would know that fact and she would also know that the only references to the DSS report in the book were to the lies communicated by Moran and her accomplices about Thompson. 

64.
Porten writes, "He [Thompson] has refused to edit the book."
65.
Not only did Thompson edit the book prior to the initial hearing before Judge Manzi to eliminate Moran's name and other identifying information, but he edited it, of his own accord, without a request from either Moran or her attorney. 

66.
Porten writes, "Thompson also chose to represent himself, and because he failed to understand the rules of evidence he was not able to present certain items at trial.  He blames the judge rather than himself for not knowing the rules."

67.
Since the only witnesses at this trial were family members and Moran's attorney, Thompson demands that Porten produce the court-recorded evidence, which would substantiate her slanderous claim that Thompson incompetently represented himself and did not "understand" the rules of evidence.

68.
Contrary to what Porten and other family court attorneys would like those outside their profession to believe, understanding the rules of evidence is not rocket science.  The statement above is family court propaganda in full force.  

69.
Thompson knew EXACTLY what was needed to introduce evidence, but Judge Digangi had his own agenda and that was to sabotage Thompson's right to be heard and present evidence favorable to his case.

70.
Digangi preserved the mother's credibility and his predetermined gender-biased ruling by restricting Thompson's testimony to the stand as his own witness without access to his notes and exhibits. 

71.
When Thompson objected, Digangi responded, "You're acting as your own counsel.  You put yourself in this predicament."  Thompson's "predicament" was that justice is unavailable in Digangi's courtroom unless you overpay a lawyer to represent you.

72.
When Thompson attempted to present his evidence that would discredit Moran and the DSS report, Digangi directed him to move on with the comment, "the purpose of this investigation was not to investigate you, sir, in any way. Bear that in mind."

73.
Porten writes, "His motion was also dismissed because he filed a "motion" rather than the required 'complaint.'  Mr. Thompson seems not to understand the rules again, and thinks that such details are minor and should not have prevented him from his day in court… No, the legal system lives by rules of law.  Had Mr. Thompson hired a lawyer who understood this, maybe his fate would have been different."

74.
Porten's criticism of Thompson's intelligence and competence in this paragraph is particularly slanderous since Thompson can prove beyond all doubt that he has been more knowledgeable and more respectful of the "rules of law" than every litigant, lawyer, and judge involved in his case.

75.
Unfortunately, the family court system does not "live by rules of law."  If it did, then Thompson would have nothing to be outraged about and he would not have had the material to write a 315-page book on that specific topic.

76.
Contrary to Porten's misinformation, Thompson filed the appropriate "motion" for relief from the book ban orders, pursuant to Massachusetts Civil Procedure Rule 60(b).  

77.
Judge Manzi refused to hear this motion, not because it should have been filed as a complaint, but because she ignorantly claimed that Rule 60(b) applies to judgments, but not orders.  When Thompson attempted to correct her with a copy of the rule itself, Judge Manzi refused to look at it.

78.
It is ironic that Porten chose to promote the value of her own profession with the claim that Thompson, as a pro se litigant, did not understand the difference between a "motion" and a "complaint" since the only participant in the case who did not understand the difference between a "motion" and a "complaint" was Moran's lawyer, Debra Dow.

79.
It was Moran's lawyer, who was required to file a "complaint" to open up a new equity court case to ban Thompson's book and it was Moran's lawyer, who incompetently 
filed a motion.  

80.
Since Judge Digangi overlooks procedural errors in his courtroom when they are made by lawyers, he allowed Moran's lawyer to handwrite her motion as a complaint at this March 2, 2006 ex parte hearing so that he could, without jurisdiction, ban Thompson's book.

81.
Thompson did not see this handwritten complaint until he found it in his file weeks after the March 22, 2006 hearing before Judge Manzi because Moran's lawyer never served Thompson with the complaint, or the summons on this complaint, as required by law. 

82.
Porten writes, "So, instead of taking responsibility for his own actions and court losses, Mr. Thompson blames the entire legal system as just being one big corrupt conspiracy, and that everyone is wrong but himself."
83.
Thompson would not hesitate to take responsibility and blame for his actions and court losses if his actions justified such a response.  That is not the case.  The blame falls entirely on a law-defying court system, which is why Thompson looks forward to proving that fact at trial before a jury of his peers - a fact that has already been proven in the court of public opinion among readers of his book.

84.
Porten writes, "Thompson is a teacher in the Methuen public schools and sources in the school system have said that his book and custody battle have disrupted and affected his teaching, and that Thompson has been given several warnings about his behavior."

85.
Thompson demands that Porten produce those "sources" in the school system who claim to know what is going on in his classes, since Thompson can produce hundreds of witnesses, in the form of his students, who will testify to the fact that Thompson's book and custody battle had no affect at all on his teaching. 

86.
The only problems that Thompson had at Methuen High School were generated by a small group of union-connected "lunatics" at the high school who conspired to run Thompson out of the school system with lies.  Their efforts were motivated, not because of his book or custody case, but because Thompson exposed the corruption in his union's election process - a matter that is being addressed in a separate federal court lawsuit.

REGARDING TOM DUGGAN'S DEFAMATION:

87.
Unaware that Thompson had connections at the Valley Patriot, who informed him that the only possible author of the article was Paula Porten, Tom Duggan, Jr. lied for Porten with the claim that it was actually he, who wrote the article.

88.
This fraudulent claim was made only after he was unable to satisfy the critics of this article with his original responses to their inquiries and criticism.

89.
To deflect the blame from his girlfriend to Thompson, Duggan "ran his mouth" with several slanderous comments about Thompson in emails to the critics of Porten's article.

90.
In a May 9, 2006 email, which was forwarded to Thompson by a Jwplaster, Duggan writes, "By the way, Mr. Thomson cares so much about "the children" that he hasn't seen his kids from his previous marriage in years and barely acknowledges their existence."
91.
Thompson demands that Duggan produce his proof of Thompson's marriage and kid(s) by this marriage since Thompson was never married prior to his engagement to Moran and, therefore, had no kids by a "previous marriage" who he "barely acknowledged."

92.
For the record, Thompson has one other child out of wedlock, who he did not know about until the mother of this child contacted him in 2002, five years after this child's birth.  

93.
Thompson was only contacted because the adoption services agency in California would not let her new husband adopt this child without an effort on her part to notify the biological father of this child's existence.

94.
In the same email, Duggan writes, "Does he care about the children in Methuen when he sends a 17 page letter explaining his personal situation to his students?  When he talks about his case in the classroom (which got him suspended)? Or is that just another BIG CONSPIRACY?"
95.
Thompson did NOT send a 17-page letter explaining his personal situation to his students.  He sent an email to the media and the school committee explaining the harassment that he was experiencing in his public workplace.

96.
The only students and parents who saw this email were those who contacted Thompson first and were seeking a reason why the physics instruction in the Methuen public school system was being compromised by the absence of their teacher.

97.
Thompson also NEVER talked about his custody case in the classroom, which he can verify with testimony from every one of his students.  The reason for Thompson's illegal suspension is being addressed in a separate federal court lawsuit against the City of Methuen and the Massachusetts Teachers Association.

98.
In another May 9, 2006 email, this one forwarded to Thompson by a Dan Iagatta, 
Duggan writes:

By the way… FOR THE RECORD (and I will be discussing this on the radio on Saturday for sure)


KEVIN THOMPSON WROTE HIS OWN INTERVIEW AND PUT SOMEONE 
ELSE'S NAME ON IT!


That is a fact!

So before you get all sanctimonious on your high moral pedestal I would talk to your friend Kevin Thompson about JOURNALISTIC INTEGRITY and how he FAKED his own interview and stop harassing me about some RUMOR that you heard about who wrote the opposing view.

In closing let me point out that I have NEVER I received so much as a thank you for publishing Thompson's BOGUS interview, the free ads the free radio time or the free publicity I have given the FC, but you guys can certainly go on the ATTACK over my printing an opposing view.  You all need to grow up and please get your facts straight!

99.
The Valley Patriot and Tom Duggan invited the wrath of Thompson's supporters, not because Duggan printed an opposing view, but because his family court attorney girlfriend concealed the fact that she wrote the article herself under the pen name, "Tom Dunham."

100.
Duggan only fanned the flames himself with his fraudulent claim that it was he who wrote the article.  This lie and the equally absurd story that went with this lie were expressed only after he could not produce the fictional "Tom Dunham" that readers of the Valley Patriot were demanding.

101.
The demand for "Tom Dunham" was facetious since those who were demanding his whereabouts had already been made aware of the fact that the article was written by Paula Porten.

102.
Duggan further incriminated himself in this email with his childish attempt to draw attention from himself and his girlfriend.  

103.
For the record, Thompson pitched a Q & A format for what Duggan calls a "BOGUS interview" and Ralph Wilbur, one of the four owners of the Valley Patriot, accepted this format and put his name on it.  

104.
Since Thompson is not an owner or editor of the Valley Patriot, then it is the Valley Patriot, and not Thompson, that "PUT SOMEONE ELSE'S NAME ON IT."  That is a fact.

105.
Since Duggan is admitting in this email that he knowingly published, what he considered, a "FAKE" and "BOGUS" work that was not written by Ralph Wilbur, who took credit for the article, then he is also admitting in this email that the Valley Patriot knowingly published plagiarized work.

106.
On May 22, 2006, an email from Tom Duggan was forwarded to Thompson by a George Mason.  In the email, Duggan writes, "It is common practice in journalism for writers to use pen names.  There is nothing unethical or illegal about it as long as the editors know the source of the material and the facts of the material are provable."
107.
Since Thompson knows that the "facts" of Porten's article are not provable because they are fraudulent, Thompson demands that Duggan, as the editor, and Porten, as the columnist, reveal their source and their alleged proof to rebut Thompson's claim that the article is unethical and is illegal.

108.
In this same email exchange, Duggan alleges that the article about Thompson was written by him and not his girlfriend, Paula Porten, with the absurd claim that "a last minute spell check changed the spelling of [his] name which will be noted in the next edition of the Valley Patriot.  There was no pen name used or deception."

109.
After defending the use of pen names earlier in the email as "common practice in journalism," Duggan then decides to deny that a pen name was used in this case.

110.
It should be noted that critics of the article had sent several emails to the Valley Patriot, accusing Porten of writing it, prior to the time that Duggan chose to take credit for her article.

111.
Moreover, spell checks do not make such corrections automatically.  Alternative spellings are suggested and those suggestions can be accepted or ignored.   Rarely are proper name changes even suggested by a spell check unless the program's dictionary has been customized to include specifically inputted proper names.  

112.
It can hardly be disputed that Duggan's name appears more often than any other name in that paper and if any proper name had been manually inputted into the Valley Patriot's spell check, it would be the proper name, Duggan, and not Dunham.

113.
It should also be noted that the next edition of the Valley Patriot did not include, as promised, a notice to its readers that Duggan, and not Dunham, was the author of the previous month's slanderous article on Thompson.

114.
Another email between Duggan and George Mason serves as additional proof that Duggan was not the individual at the Valley Patriot with a motive to slander Thompson and his pro-father efforts.  

115.
On May 9, 2006, Duggan wrote, "I have always been a big fan of the fatherhood coalition and have promoted you on my radio program as well as in the Valley Patriot over the last 2 years...  Rest assured, if it continues (ie. attempting to get Duggan to admit that the article was written by his girlfriend] you guys will have COMPLETELY lost a HUGE fan and supporter who has been willing to help you get out your message."

116.
The bottom line is that a "HUGE fan" would not have written the slanderous article that targeted Thompson.

117.
As recently as March 26, 2008, in an email response to Steve McDonough about the slanderous article, Paula Porten fraudulently claimed, "tom duggan wrote it. had you seen the paper, you would have seen that it was a point-counter-point between tom duggan and ralph wilbur writing in favor of thompson. it was a very balanced discussion in the paper. the website apparently did not show what the paper did. you can read ralph's column supporting thompson if you google it. you should not be so judgemental of me. you do not even know me. now that you are informed of all the facts, please do not email me again."

118.
The "website" shows exactly what was published in the paper and there was nothing about Porten's article or Wilbur's interview with Thompson that, in any way, resembled a "point-counterpoint."  Porten's response to this inquiry was fraud and her article was nothing more than a personal attack of Thompson as a critic of Porten's profession.

119.
Thompson finds it incredibly hypocritical that it is Paula Porten, of all people, who is calling the kettle black and criticizing a reader of the Valley Patriot for being judgmental, when it is Porten who resorted to fraud to "judge" someone (Thompson) who she does not know and who she has never met.

COUNT 2: INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS

120.
Thompson hereby realleges and incorporates Paragraphs 1-119 above as if fully set forth herein.

121.
The actions taken by Paula Porten to slander Thompson in her paper were 
malicious, deliberate, and retaliatory, as a vocal critic of her profession, which is 
the specific reason why Porten made no attempt to contact Thompson to get a 
balanced perspective.

122.
The actions taken by Tom Duggan, Jr. to slander Thompson in emails were 
malicious, deliberate, retaliatory, and expressed to deflect attention from the 
crimes committed by his girlfriend and Valley Patriot colleague, Paula Porten.

123.
The actions of the Defendants as a group as set forth above were extreme, 
outrageous, and beyond all possible bounds of journalistic integrity.

124.
As a direct result of Porten's article, Thompson has suffered and continues to 
suffer damages including but not limited to physical and emotional distress, loss 
of professional reputation, and other financial and personal losses.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF


WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff prays this Court issue equitable relief as follows:

1.
Award Thompson compensatory and punitive relief in the amount of $3,000,000 to be paid equally by Tom Duggan, Jr., Paula Porten, and the Valley Patriot.

2.
Order the Valley Patriot to print "Thompson's Rebuttal" to Porten's article.

3.
Order any other relief that this court deems just.









Respectfully submitted,

Date:
July 2, 2008
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