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Twentieth Judicial Distdot Court

R oy oG o TSEAL g
.O. Box 9 '

1777 Sixth Street Foord_{ 5 4 204ty -g p

Boulder, Colorado 80306-4249 m oy P é i ACourt Use B

Frank Anthony Pugliese - Plaintiff
v

Thomas Charles Miller - Defendant ?

“Plaintiff, Pro se.
Frank Anthony Puglicse CourtRoom:
P.O, Box 472276

Aurora, Coloredo B0047-2276

COMPLAINT FOR BLANDER, LIBEL AND EXTORTION

a('-;of:uno'w,l‘rnkhgﬁue,&Phinﬁfﬁpvse,andwmphhsagninﬂtheDcfnﬂmt.ThamuMﬂler

1. Frank Anthonry Pugliese is a natural person and at all times pertinent hexein is a resident of the
7" State of Colorado and of Arapahoe Cotmty.

2. Thomas Charles Miller is a natura! person and at all times pertinent hexein is a resident of the State
of Colorado and Boulder County.

3. The amount in contraversy is over $15,000 and the Defendant resides in Boulder County,
therefore venue is proper in Boulder Coumty District Court.

4. Plaintiff has been a Private Investigator for over 22 years and is the Aggrieved party. Plaintiff has
during all this time enjoyed a good reputation, both generally and in his occupation.

5. Defendant is an sitomney B.A R registration # 22652

6. Plaintiﬁ’bringsthinoomlahintptmm(mﬂnciviltonforslmﬁerandljbel,thcbas(sofwhichisa
criminal ast. 18-13-105. Criminal ltbel. (1) A person whe shall knowingly publish or disseminuate, either
by written instrument, sign, pictures, or the like, any statement or object tending to blacken the memory of
one who Is dead, or to impeach the honesty, integrity, virtue, or repuiation or expose the natural defects
of ome who is alive, and thereby to expose kim to public hatred, comtempi, or ridicule, commitx criminal

libel.
(3) Criminal libe] is a olass 6 folony. R
A felony cen form the basis of a civil tort whmﬂmAgmievedPuty!usbemdmgedmmmumd
reputation by Defendant’s outrageous conduct.
7. Defendant Miller did slander Plaistiff to Harold Brown, Elaine Brown and Kevin Brown on scversl

#™ occasions between the dates of Jaguary 01, 2002, and September 6, 2003, with intent to destroy Plaintiff"s
credibitity, consortium and to damage Plaintiff's reputation with his clients. Defendant did then demand
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thnttheBmwumbsﬁdemEugenc

b genc Barrett’s services for those of the intimidati
Bmwnsandmmgtow,mwlfm,mm'. Waltor Plni_nﬁﬁ'byolggngda_nngthe
Browns subsequently paid Walter Eugens Barrest $3000. ; 4 of Plainiff. The

8. v - - 3
ot Ammhf;ﬂu did slander Plaintiff 1o Joel and Cindy Costello repeatedly between July, 2002,
e &rmmmw%wdpwtbﬁn@hsﬁrhmmofmpﬁvm
mvestimmr_ r Plaintiff, This act constitutes a restraint of tende; damages are in both
9. Defendant Miller did slander Plaintiff to Steve i

Oartin repeatedly from {
March, 2004, and topeatedly sttempted to substitute Walter Ewenetdlylamu's mﬁ'ﬂiﬁ

} 3 . .
.2804‘ Defendunthﬁllqd:dslmdm-l’lmtiﬂ'mChasClunmrq:eawdlyﬁomApdl,ma,mMmh,

P 11, Defendant Miller and confederate Walter Eugene Barrett threatened cli i jail i
: cnts with to jail if
they did not pay Defendant Miller as and when he requested. Bmofmuetmwmm ive and
cuuunchenmma)[feeiinﬁx.nidmdandﬂlmmd.MmypmmcomctoPlaintiﬁ‘onlyindisguiseol‘in
rental cars, to provide security from stalking, and to protect their lives ftom unwanted, utipredictable
intrusions instigated by the Defendant and Walter Bugene Barrett.

12, Defendant Miller did libel Ptaintiff in his Motion to Withdraw from Casc #00CR3371, filed in the
Jeﬂ"etgonCountyDim'iuCoutthprﬂ 15, 2004, in paragraph 7? . Here Defeadant Miller refers to
Plaintiff as “a quasi-private fnvestigator” for the purpose of defaming PlainiiT in the eyes of his client,
Stechmﬁt},thaJeﬁ'uwnCmmty Court and the Alternates Defense Counsel, all of whom recsived & copy
of_thcpleadmg. That pleading is within the public record.  The law makes the publication of a libel a
crime, not because of injury to the reputation of an individual, but because such publication tends ro
affect injuriously the peace and good order of society, Bearman v. People, 91 Colo. 436, 16 P.2d 425

(1932),

13, The chamacterization of Plaintiff as a “quasi-private investigator” is libelous on its face. It clearly
exposes Plaintiff to hatred, contempt, ridicule and obloquy because of the great confidenae olients place in
this investigator’s ability 1o compile exculpatory evidence in their behalf. Such a published libet might
well create quostions in a clicot's mind.

14_. Defendant Milier inchded the Alternate Defense Counsel in the copy list of his Motion to
Withdraw for the stated purpose of “seeing to it that he [Plaintiff] never works in this town again” due to
Defendsnt Miller’s slandering Plaintiff to several clients and associates of Plaingff. Intent Is
presumed if the libel is not gualifiedly privileged. In prosecutions for criminal libel under this sectlon, b 4

A~ the publication is libelous per se and is wot quallfiedly privileged, intent is presumed; but if the
publication is qualifiedly privileged, it Being ihe law that intent must be established beyond a reasonable
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doubl, defendant may introduce
(1932), may evidence on this issue. Beagman v. People, 91 Colo. 486, 16 P.2d 425

And privilege may be lost if the libelous matter is ;

givan wide circulation. In

lidel m.; this section, it ts held that a letter addrexsed 1o the president qfa::splzg}a;mf; criminal
riieged, bt s honeam il mmaral octsin cormecriom with s menagimens of e vsintion, if
and offered evidence fo gative by redson of the wide distribution of copies of the letter by defondant
425 (1932). e, was properly rejectad. Besrman v. People, 91 Colo. 486, 16 P.24d

I5.  Defendant Miller’s slander and libel are i
not protected or privileged speech. Test articuloted,
zﬁmxz: speech is protected opinion: (1) The statement complained of showld be examined tf’ i
e It b‘cmamly Phrased in terms of apparency, e.g., "in my cpinion”: (2) the entire published
! n!;:n;ud In context, not just the objectionable word or phrase; and (3) all the
dwm” i m::?dvﬂa drg 1;? statement, including the medium of dissemination and the audience to
mi983). considered, Bums v. McGraw Hill Broadcasting Co., 659 P.2d 1351 (Colo.

16, Defendant Miller’s statements and publications consistent!
el ; point to Mr. Walter Eugene Bairett
thc“xul :ﬁwa@u@%%h%am&qmm.m«m;w .
Iinmmtm . Bacrett’s fnvestigation business to the detriment of Pladntiff's business, It is
nappropriate to require that defamatory false statements must be made with "actual malice”, where ome
private perzon disseminates defamatory statements about another private individual in the victim's
W.Rmhamyprwmemmalmnma!wculpabiliowwm\dmbcmdwml
— the state's legitimate interest in controlling constinetionally unprotected conduct injurious to its citizens.”
People v. Ryan, 806 P.2d 935 (Colo. 1991), cert denied, 502 U.S. 860, 112 S. Ct. 177, 116 L.E4.2d 140

(1991),

17. Onorabout December 01, 2003, Defeadant Miller borrowed $1000 from the Plaintiff. When it

mﬁmemmxmmmmmmemmmmmwwmuheMmt

ib!lowthomugbmﬂlnpumhﬂminPhinﬂﬁ‘suaﬂiceluualeul’ldlﬁﬂ'plidhimsww. Atlorney

xﬂleroﬁ'ﬁedlomm&nt?hinﬁﬂ'inﬂmweumymemforwwﬁnsomﬂwmohm
Defendant Miller.

18. Ano{mymnuhasmunpmdmemmmcﬁenHimhﬂingmfolhwhs:Kwinﬂm
Tomas Gercia, Steve Gartin, Rich Wyatt, Gregory Eliason, Joel Costelio and Chas Clements. He did so
by threateming them with “going to jail” for leck of represeniation by Defendent. He consummated his
ﬁminthemofloel(:osulb,menﬂyinjuﬂ.vacﬁmﬁnmninslnjeopudydwtoi\nomey
Miller's threats and subterfugo. Attorney Milier has established a pattern of conduct that creates 2 pritoa
facie extortion case against him and his confederate and business partner, Walter Eugene Barrett.

19.  Oninformation and belicf, Defendant Miller and confederate Walter Bugene Barrett have

conspired to co-opt clients Plaintiff has refarrod to Attornoy Miller to promote and facilitate the diversion
of investigation services for Attorney Miller's and his confaderate Walter Bugeno Barrett's benefit, thus

negligently and recklessly causing damages of many kinds to Plaintiff and others.

20. Duc to the ropeated slanders, libel, and the malice evinced by the continuing pattern of actions in
. conspiracy with Waiter Eugene Bamrott, and due to their negligent, reckless, and tortious activities of
— 'WMMWWMM&WMWMWMMMMM
damages. Their actions have caused overwhelming and substantial dsmage to Pleintiff in loss of clients,
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— .
g income, good will, reputati

on, physical mental .

o and support have also suffered ind suffering. Family mombers relyi n .

Urture damage. ying upon Plaintiff for

22.  Asa proximais result

i : of tho above-described icats

his reputation, shame, mortificati publieation and slander, Plainti

$50,000. Therefore this acti cation, and injury to his foclings andet, Plaintiff has suffered loss of

wal, mmmmumubmmmd,mﬂwm.m’"wmwmqew.mmw
amount to be cstablished by proof at

23.  The Plaintiff, has sumainod
$15,000.00, ooy a great financial loas in the year 2003, in the ceeding
Plaiatiff alleges that such losses are due to the slmdwmx’si:ctivi:?so:f?tth?wendam.

24.  Damages sought inciuds:

4. Intorest a3 allowent by law;
5. Costy of suit; and '
6. Such other and further relief as this court may deem just and proper

/’*
Wherefore, the Plaintiff, Pro-Se i ent
s peays for judgment aguinst the Defandant as shall be awarded by 2 jury
ibrmmﬂmmkmnuandvumuhusunmﬂno;ﬂmIWﬂmﬁibyﬁmIldhmhn:u bes *

Rewpectfully
submitted, Tuesdsy, My 06, 2004

rank A.-Piglicse —~ Pro-Se
303-306-1043

VERIFICATION

gFhmkhﬁﬁ?yhﬁﬂ:&mmﬁnPhhﬂEhﬂndhwwuﬂ&dnﬂkmIhﬂmnndduﬁuths

asmtomthose Cowpwhichmdkmwﬂwmnmqmuwﬁﬂmmhmwofmyownmm.uwpt

tobetruclmdncm azetbminallegedonmfomnﬁonmdbdi@f.&ndutoﬂmnmmndiewit
. “ Mﬁp&dmythntthefomoingishmandcumctmdthmtbiadwlmﬁon
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