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ATTORNEYS & COUNSELORS AT LAW
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Mr. John L. Patten 3‘}' 1{8
1258 Barbara Drive, Suite 207 &

Venice, Florida 34292
Re: George Hunt v. John Patten and Sylvia Parish
Dear Mr. Patten:

We write to inform you that the undersigned law firm represents Mr. George Hunt in a
lawsuit recently filed against you in the Sarasota Circuit Court. Direct all inquiries and
communications to the undersigned attorney. You are hereby on notice that you must save and
retain all documents, communications, notes, or memos of any kind, to, from, or in any way
referencing Mr. George Hunt, Ms. Sylvia Parish, and any and all documents by or between or in
any way referencing these individuals, or any of Mr. Hunt’s employers, co-workers, colleagues,
or potential employers. This includes but is not limited to any such communication with Robert
Anderson, Venice City Attorney; Mr. Martin Black, Venice City Manager, and all members of
the Barefoot Bay Community Executive Board.

We caution you that we are already either in possession of, or aware of, numerous
documents of the kind described above. If you fail to preserve or retain all of these documents,
you may be exposing yourself to sanctions from the Court, including financial sanctions for
contempt, and/or sanctions in the form of payment of Mr. Hunt’s legal fees and costs. Also
enclosed with this Complaint you will find Mr. Hunt’s First Request for Production of
Documents, seeking all documentation described above. You are required to provide these
documents within the time frame allotted by the Florida Rules of Civil Procedure.

GOVERN YOURSELF ACCORDINGLY.
Sincerely,

CLARK DEMAY FARA & FROMAN
A PROF S‘GIONAL ASSOCIATION

v
By_}U;(’L< Y UV Aovrun J

Andrew Froman, Esquire

AF:ak

GA\FROMAN\CLIENTS\Hunt\Patten-Parish\Correspondence\Patten Notice ltr.bms.wpd



P

ADGD
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE TWELFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 4 ~"/# (")
IN AND FOR SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA WG

GEORGE HUNT,

Plaintiff, ) .
v. CaseNo: A (€ A 25sS 7%
JOHN PATTEN, and
SYLVIA PARISH,

Defendants.

/

PERSONAL SERVICE ON A NATURAL PERSON

TO:  John L. Patten
1258 Barbara Drive, Suite 207
Venice, Florida 34292
IMPORTANT

A lawsuit has been filed against you. You have Twenty (20) Calendar days after this Summons
is served on you to file a written response to the attached Complaint with the clerk of this court. A
phone call will not protect you. Your written response, including the case number given above and the
names of the parties, must be filed if you want the Court to hear your side of the case. If you do not file
your response on time, you may lose the case, and your wages, money, and property may thereafter be
taken without further warning from the Court. There are other legal requirements. You may want to
call an attorney right away. If you do not know an attorney, you may call an attorney referral service
or a legal aid office (listed in the phone book).

If you choose to file a written response yourself, at the same time you file your written response
to the Court you must also mail or take a copy of your written response to the "Plaintiff/Plaintiff's
Attorney" named below:

Andrew Froman, Esquire

CLARK DeMAY FARA & FROMAN, P.A.
1819 Main Street, Suite 1100

Sarasota, Florida 34236

(941) 957-3800

THE STATE OF FLORIDA
TO EACH SHERIFF OF THE STATE:

You are commanded to serve this Summons and a copy of the Complaint in this lawsuit on the
above-named Defendant.

KAREN E. RUSHING, CLERK
Clerk of the Court
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As Peéputy Clerk— \C,‘
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Datedon /" ¢ev A A <] 2006,

By:




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE TWELFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
IN AND FOR SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA

GEORGE HUNT,
Plaintiff,

v caseno: 2006 CA 2§51 SC.

JOHN PATTEN, and
SYLVIA PARISH,

Defendants.

COMPLAINT

Plaintiff, George Hunt, by and through his undersigned attorneys, and pursuant to applicable
Florida Rules of Civil Procedure, files this, his Complaint against Delendants, John Patten and
Sylvia Parish, and in support thereof alleges as follows:

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

1. This is an action for defamation, defamation per se, slander, slander per se, tortious

interference with a business relationship, and conspiracy, that exceeds $15,000.00.

2. At all times relevant, Mr. Hunt was a resident of Brevard County, Florida.'

3. At all times relevant, Defendant Patten was a resident of Sarasota County, Florida.
4, At all times relevant, Defendant Parish was a resident of Brevard County, Florida.
5. At all times relevant, Mr. Hunt and both Defendants were private citizens and were

not "public figures" as that term is commonly understood under Florida law.

' Mr. Hunt is a former resident of Sarasota County, Florida. who maintains close business
and personal ties to the community.



6. At all times relevant, Mr. Hunt, a private citizen, was employed as Community
Manager at Barefoot Bay Community, Palm Bay. Florida.

7. Beginning, on or about October 2005, Defendant Patten published, by way of e-mail
and other private correspondence, false statements about Mr. Hunt to his current and potential
employers, and other individuals known by Mr. Hunt and/or who knew Mr. Hunt.

8. Defendant Patten also made false, verbal declarations and communications to these
same individuals.

9. The various private statements published and verbally communicated to these third
party individuals implicated Mr. Hunt in a criminal offense amounting to a felony, for which Patten
claimed he was about to be indicted, and attributed to Mr. Hunt conduct, characteristics, or «
condition incompatible with the proper exercise of his lawful business. trade. profession. or office.

10.  The published statements and verbal communications by Defendant Patten to the
various third parties were false.

11. The published statements and verbal communications to third parties by Defendant
Patten regarding Mr. Hunt were made recklessly, knowingly and with malice. and the falsity of these
statements caused injury to Mr. Hunt.

12.  The statements published and verbal communications to various third parties by Mr.
Patten were not for purposes of public dissemination or information, but were private
correspondences and verbal communications, the intent and purpose of which was to injury Mr.
Hunt’s reputation, to cause him financial harm, to cause him emotional., mental. and psychologica!
stress, and to sabotage Mr. Hunt’s current and future ability to seek and attain gainful employment

in his chosen profession.
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i3, Due to Defendant Patten’s publication of the statements and verbal communications
to various third parties, Mr. Hunt did suffer damage to his personal and professional reputation.
suffered psychological. mental. professional, and financial harm, and Mr. Hunt’s ability to seek and
attain gainful employment in his chosen profession was and continues to be negatively impacted by
Defendant Patten’s actions.

14. Also, beginning on or about October 2005, and continuing thereafter, Defendant
Patton and Defendant Parish began communicating with each other regarding Mr. Hunt.

15. In the course of their conversations and communications, Defendant Patten and
Defendant Parish conspired and otherwise agreed to act in a concerted effort to injure Mr. Hunt’s
personal and professional reputation, to cause Mr. Hunt mental, emotional, psychological und
financial injury, and to sabotage Mr. Hunt’s current and future ability to seck gainful employment
in his chosen profession.

16.  Pursuant to and in furtherance of the above described conspiracy entered into between
Defendant Patten and Defendant Parish, Defendant Parish began verbally communicating with
various third party individuals known to Mr. Hunt or who know of Mr. Hunt. and began publishing
statements, via private e-mail and other private communications to these individuals regarding My,
Hunt.

17.  On or about October 2005, Defendant Parish published, by way of ¢-mail and other
private correspondence, false statements about Mr. Hunt to his current and potential employers, and
other individuals known by Mr. Hunt and/or who knew Mr. Hunt.

18. Defendant Parish also made false, verbal declarations and communications to these

same individuals.
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19.  The various statements published and verbally communicated to these third party
individuals implicated Mr. Hunt in a criminal offense amounting to a felony, for which Parish
asserted he was about to be indicted, and attributed to Mr. Hunt conduct, characteristics. or a
condition incompatible with the proper exercise of his lawful business, trade. profession. or office.

20.  The statements published and verbal communications by Defendant Parish to the
various third parties were false.

21.  The statements published and verbal communications to third parties by Defendant
Parish regarding Mr. Hunt were made recklessly. knowingly, and with malice. and the falsity of these
statements caused injury to Mr. Hunt.

22. The statements published and verbal communications to various third partics by Ms.
Parish were not for purposes of public dissemination or information. but were private
correspondences and verbal communications, the intent and purpose of which was to injure Mr.
Hunt’s reputation, to cause him financial harm, to cause him emotional, mental, and psychological
stress, and to sabotage Mr. Hunt’s current and future ability to seek and attain gainful employment
in his chosen profession.

23. Due to Defendant Parish’s publication of the statements and verbal communications
to various third parties, Mr. Hunt suffered damage to his personal and professional reputation,
suffered psychological, mental, professional, and financial harm, and Mr. Hunt’s ability to seck and
attain gainful employment in his chosen profession was and continues to be negatively impacted by
Defendant Parish’s actions.

24.  The actions to which Defendant Patten and Defendant Parish conspired to undertake

were unlawful under the laws of the State of Florida.



25. The actions undertaken by Defendant Patten and Detendant Parish, as more fully
described above were all done 1in accordance to, in conformity with, and in furtherance ol the
conspiracy entered into hetween Defendant Patten and Defendant Pansh.

COUNT 1

Defamation v. Defendant Patten

26. Paragraphs 1 through 29 and all subparagraphs are realleged as though set forth
herein.

27.  Asdescribed more fully above, Defendant Patten. through various private e-mails and
other communications. published false statements about Mr. Hunt to various third parties. and the
falsity of those statements caused injury to Mr. [lunt.

28.  Defendant Patten, by his actions, defamed Mr. Hunt. and caused Mr. FHunt damage
and injury to his personal and professional reputation, caused mental. psychological. and financial
injury to Mr. [Tunt, including legal expenses, and negatively impacted Mr, Hunt's ability to seek and
attain gainful employment in his chosen profession. These injuries are either permanent or
continuing in nature, and Mr. Hunt will continue to suffer the same in the future.

29. Defendant Patten’s actions were undertaken recklessly, knowingly and with malice.
and the falsity of his various published statements caused injury to Mr. Hunt.

30. Mr. Hunt demands trial by jury on all issues so triable.

WHEREFORE, Plaintitt George Hunt seeks judgment for damages against Delendant Patien

for detamation.



COUNT 11
Defamation v. Defendant Parish

31. Paragraphs 1 through 29 and all subparagraphs are realleged as though set [orth
herein.

32. Asdescribed more fully above, Defendant Parish, through various private e-mails andd
other communications, published fulse statements about Mr. Hunt to various third parties, and the
talsity of those statements caused injury to Mr. Huni.

33 Delendant Parish, by her actions, defamed Mr. Hunt, and caused Mr. Hunt damage
and injury to his personal and professional reputation, caused mental, psychological, and financial
injury to Mr. Hunt, including legal expenses, and negatively impacted Mr. Hunt's ability to seek and
attain gainful employment in his chosen profession. These injuries are either permanent or
continuing in nature, and Mr. Hunt will continue to suffer the same in the future.

34. Defendant Parish’s actions were undertaken recklessly. knowingly and with malice.
and of the falsity of her various published statements caused injury to Mr. Hunt.

35. Mr. Hunt demands trial by jury on all issues so triable.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff George [funt secks judgment for damages against Detendant Parish
for defamation.

COUNT III

Defamation per se v. Defendant Patten

36, Paragraphs 1 through 29 and all subparagraphs are realleged as thoush set fort!
herein.

37.  Defendant Partten’s false published statements to various third parties, as described
more fully above, attributed to or associated Mr. Hunt witha criminal offense amounting to a felony.
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for which Patten claimed he was about to be indicted, and/or conduct, characteristics, or a condition
incompatible with the proper exercise ol his lawlul business, trade, prolession, or ollice.

38. Defendant Patten’s actions were undertaken recklessly, maliciously, with knowledge
of the falsity of his various published statements, in order to cause Mr. Hunt damage and injury 1o
his personal and professional reputation, cause mental, psychological, and financial mnjury o M
Hunt, and negatively impact Mr. Hunt's ability to seek and attain gainful emploviment in his chosen
profession.

39. Mr. Hunt’s damages. including legal expenses. are either permanent or continuing
in nature. and Mr. Hunt will continue to suffer the same in the future.

40, Defendant Patten’s false statements to various third partics represcnt delamation por
se against Mr. Hunt.

41. Mr. Hunt demands trial by jury on all issues so triable.

WILEREIORE, Mr. lunt seeks judgment for damages against Defendant Patien for
defamation per se.

COUNT IV

Defamation per se v. Defendant Parrish

42.  Paragraphs 1 through 29 and all subparagraphs arc realleged as though set forth
herein.

43. Detfendant Parish’s false published statements (0 various third parties, as described
more fully above, attributed to or associated Mr. Hunl with a criminal offense amounting to a felony.
for which Patten claimed he was about (o be indicted, and/or canduct, characteristics. or a condition

incompatible with the proper exercise of his lawful business, trade, profession. or office.
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