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’ L Parties to This Complaint

P

| L Pla1nt1ff W1ll1am M. Schmalfeldt Sr., (Schmalfeldt) isa 62-year old former GS-

| ! 13 Wr1ter-Ed1tor with the National Inst1tutes of Health, in Bethesda MD He ret1red in 2011 due -

to advancmg Parkinson’s d1sease: A w1dower,. .Schmalfeldt-_lived in _Elkr1dge, MD, _when his w1fe |

| died in 2015. He moved to Wisconsin‘.thatsummer. In January 2017 he moyed to Iowa. After
forming a relationship with‘”hi_s fiancé, he moved to Myrtle Beach', SC, in April 2017.

| | 2. Defendant #1, Patricl{ G Grady .(Grady) is employ_ed 'b'y.'a company knoyvn as

j Capgemini. Upon information and bel__i__e‘f, he is in his early 30;3; He:h.as described himself online

»4 as a bipolar “functioning sociopath ” Blogging and TWeeting"under sever‘al different names,- he -
became an acolyte of Defendant ‘WJJ Hoge III and began dorng the b1dd1ng of Hoge on
1nformation and behef out of sorme sense of misplaced fealty He now blogs under the

r pseudonyim “Paul Krendler” and his blog - wh1-ch isa dail_y hate screed devoted..to Schmalfeldt _

f -and his fiance (since she came into hlS life) ~ is called The Thinking-lvlan’s Zombie v,

(http //tlunl<1n0manszomb1e com) He 1s divorced and estranged from his ex-w1fe and son, a fact

Ty he blames on Schmalfeldt.
o 3. Defendant #2 W1ll1am John Joseph Hoge Il is a 69—year old englneer employed

‘asa contractor of some sort w1th the Goddard Space Center n Greenbelt MD He and h1s

'@_apparently developmentally disabled adult son, liyev in Westminster MD. He is a widower, his

% wife dying on Valentine s Day 2017. Hoge spends most of h1s free time su1ng people He is

| currently shepherd1ng an unrelated lawsult against Schmalfeldt and several other people in the

Carroll County Circuit Court. He runs a blog called Hogewash (http:'//hogewash.coim) Wthh
seems to be primarily devoted to bolstering his image as the leader of a personality cult by

writing daily insults directed at Schmalfeldt and the other defendants in his lawsuit. He has tried
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A

nearly 400 times té get S.chmal.f‘e.:l_dt convicted of misdemcanc;r érimes and has failedevéry tifne.
He maintained a peace order against Schmalfeldt because Sc_hmalfeldt did not remove the “@”

] symbol before Hoge’s name'_whén tweéting about:him.' Hoge--has immiortalized this fact with a
character on his blog, “J ohﬁny Atsi'gn;” |

- 4. Defendant #3, Er_ib P Johnson (Johhson), on information and belief lives alone in

- Paris. TN. His wife lives in Indonesia and he never writes about her. His daughters have all

“joined ‘thé military at early ages".. Another Hoge acolyte, Johnson does not have his own.blog but

< posts comments on several others, iric':luglin'g the blogs of three of the four defendénts in tﬁis case.

; Johnsoﬁ took it upon himself to deélare Schmalfeldt a “c’ﬁild pornographer” aftef listening to

: comedy routines recorded By Séhm‘aiféldt that involved ﬁo chﬂdren and no Sex. Instead of |
keeping his opini_on tc‘)' himself, Johnsdn mounted a neaﬂy suécessful,car’npaign to have

' Schmalfeldt kicked out of his Wisconsin apartmént by contééting th_e apartrheﬁt manager and

Cardinal Capital Management Board of Direétors to warn them of the “childvpornography” bging,
K produced in Schmalfeldf’s apartrﬁént. This led to_é police visit to Schr'nal‘feldt’s residence vso the

: police could check Schmalfeldt’s cbrhputer. Schmalfeldt has severai books and comedy albums

available én Amazon. Most bear a one-star rating frbm Johnson, §va'rning poténﬁal readers,

i’ listeneré about buying ‘me'rchal_ldi'se from a “child porno graﬁ_her”. |

5. Defendant #4, Sarah .Palm'er'(Palme'r) isa middle-agedWoman'whovaba»ndoned

“her husband and daughter to mov e from California to North Carolina to 'liv‘e-with" an apparent

- drug user. She operates a'blog éail’ed_ Bﬂly Sez (http://billvsez,wofdpress.com) in which she
| applies her own defamatory takes on things Schmalfeldt has said and wrift_én. When Schmalfeldt
- insisted that she cease and desist from this misuse of his name for her own cbfnmercial benefit,

she got a North Carolina no contéc_t order against Schmalfeldt. She also obtained a no contact
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| order to protect her grandson as .'Schfm‘alfeld.tYOI_l'ce p'qsted a bl-‘urred, unide:ntiﬁabl'e‘pi‘cture of the
child on his blog. o
IL. Basis for Jun.'isdicti'qn and Venue
5. This cavsé invélVes a diversity jurisdiction as Plaihtiff and Défgndants_ live in

E different states. The plgintiff liveS'i_n‘ South Cér’blina, Grady lives in 'IllinoiS, Hogé l'ivés in
v Maryland,. J ohnsoﬁ li'ves‘i.n Tennnéssee ?f.ld Palmer lives in North Carolina. The amount in
.contro\versy exceeds $75_,000j_,

7. Venue and_s:gl‘aje‘é:ti‘_-r‘r.latter jurisd'iction are appropriate as dembnstrated by the :.

“court in HAWKINS v. BLAIR | 780 S.E.2d 515 (2015) The trial court explained that a tort -

“action _ié.governed by the substantivé law of the state where the tort was-committed, i.e., where
_-the injury. 0(_:curred 0;_ where the last"ever;t making the 'tortfeaso'r 'liable occurred; Th¢ court

‘ conclﬁded that the alleged inj ury.vwould have been suffered ivnv South Car-oliné, and that the

J appell_ee's "lést acts" to make them' liable also wou.lvd' have Qccurred in South Carblina. Thus, the

“court concluded that it. wouldv neec.lvto _appl‘y_Sothh Carolina tort law, (See Id. at 1/3(6)) In each-

‘case, the “last acts” occurred after Sbhmalfeldt relocated to South Carolina.

L COUNT I _
Harassment and Cyberstalking
(All Defendants)
8. Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference all paragraphs aboye.
9. Harassmenf is generally defined as follows:

Harassment is governed by state laws, which vary by state, but is generally
defined as a course of conduct which annoys, threatens, lntlmldates, alarms,
or puts a person’in fear of their safety. Harassment is unwanted, unwelcomed
and uninvited behavnor that demeans, threatens or offends the victim and
results in a hostile environment for the victim. ‘Harassing behavior may .
include, but is not limited to, epithets, derogatory c¢omments or slurs and

_ lewd propositions, assault, impeding or blocking movement, offensive
touching or any physical interference with normal work or movement, and
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 visual lnsults, such as derogatory posters or cartoons. (See
https: //deﬁmltmns uslegal. com/h/lnrassment/)

10. “Cyberstalking” is g'enerally deﬁned as follows:

Online harassment sometimes referred to as “cyberharassment ” usually
pertains to threatenmg or harassing emalls, instant messages, or website
entries. It is often repeated attempts to target a speclﬁc person by directly
_contacting them, or indirectly using or disseminating their personal
information, causing them distress, fear, or anger. Cyberstalkmg mvolves
using the Internet or other electronic means to stalk a victim, and generally -
refers to a pattern of threatenmg or malicious behaviors. To be considered
cyberstalking, the behavior must pose a credible threat of harm to the victim.
(See https://www, pr 1vacvr10hts or g/consumel -guldes/onhne-hal assment-
cyberstalklng)

: _l’l. | The examples_of Defend'ant -Grady’s harassment and cyberstalking are too
iin.umerousv for a lirnited 'brief.‘Ther.efore, Plaintiff will remark on a few of t_he -rnore prorninent
examples: Defendant Grady hasvust'alking down to a fine art. When SCh’mallfeldlt‘left'Maryla_nd to
’-move 10 Wlsconsm Grady mformed his readers of Schmalfeldt’s new locatlon before
Schmalfeldt even arrlved (EXHIBIT A).

12. When Schmalfeldt moved from Wisconsin to lowa, Grady was the first to publish
»fSchmalfel‘dt’svnew home address. (EXHIBIT B) |

13.- Asof Sc_hma‘_lfe'ldt’s rnoving to South Carolina, Grady has been blvogging
o Cinaccurate, defamatory inforrnat;on about Schmalfeldt’s fiancé. (EXHIBIT O
| » 14 Grady -hla's been srea:ling copyri ghted photos from Schmalfeldt and posting them
,r‘o'n his blog W1th defamatory ’ohanges_,

15. | Defendant I_;Ioge’s blog is the central clearing house for all stalking and
‘harassment of Schmalfeldt. He makes material misstatement_s ahont.e\\/‘entsvin' Sc_hmalfeldt’s life‘

(https://hogewash com/2017/05/16/prevarication-du-jour-152/, for example) and then allows his

‘mostly anonymous readership to post all manner of false and defamatory commentary.
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16. Hoge clair;ls he is vnot: responsible for the things his commenters Say. But he alsd '
has a heavy_ moderating hand on his comments. Those who do not agree with his POV are 'not.
:allowed through the gété. Théféforg, one may assume comments that do' appear‘ar‘é in line with"
‘Hoge’s view of events. | |

717.’ Defendant Jo.hns'on’s stalking has been in the arena of trying to get Schmalff-:ldt,

fired from part time employment.a_nd apartment residences. For a brief period this past spring -

~ ‘Schmalfeldt took a part-time job at a radio station in Towa. Johnson wrote to the station manager

"to “inform” him about Schfhalfelﬁdt’s penchant for “child pornography” and his fdndne‘ss for the |

;a.ct of “urinatihg .onkcbzu'b _sccj)utsv.’-; .

18 : >J0f1nson also: sharé»d'this info with the management of the Juniper Courts
prar.tmer.Its' and.the .B(_)ard of .Dirééfors who manage the place for the Sisters of Saint Francis.
i(EXHIBIfT D) |

v 19; Schmalfeldt ,Waé hesitant to give his lowa address to wWiJJ 'Hoge II1 for the reasons

youtlined above. After all, it was the h'aras'sment and stalking of Hogé et al that caused

~ Schmalfeldt to move .:fror'n Maryland, to Wisconsin, then to lowa. When Schmalfeéldt purchased a

1999 Ford.Explorer in 2016, Grady:illegally obtained Schmalfeldt’s social sécurity number; used
it to illegally access Schmalfeldt’s Wisconsin DOT records, illegally ascertained the license plate

‘number of the vehicle, then — knowing the address — drove from the Chicago sﬁb_urbs_ to the

' ‘-southern_Mil\.Naukee suburbs to’ photograph Schmalfeldt’s car in the apartment parking lot,

posting the photo on Grady’s blog.. (EXHIBIT’E) But when Grady published Schmalfeldt’s
-address on 'his‘blog, Schmalfeldt r-c_lented and sent the change of address for'rn to the court via
‘mail and to Hoge via e-mail. This was March 30, 2017. Grady lives about.a two-hour drive from

-rSchmalfeldt’s Towa address. On,thé morning of March 31, Schmalfeldt awoke to find the two
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passengef—side tires on his car were stabbed in the sidewalls. Of the dozen or so cars parked on

-

_the street that night, Schmalfeldt was singled out for this vandalism.

COUNT II
Libel
(All Defendants)
- 20. Plaintiff heréby-ihcbrporates by reference all paragraphs above.
21.  The tort of libel is .Génerally defined as follows:

L1bel isa method of defamation expressed by print, writing, pictures, signs, |
:effigies, or any communication embodied in physical form that is 1nJur10us toa person s
‘reputation, exposes a person to public hatred, contempt or ridicule, or injures a person in his/her
fbusmess or professmn (See https://www.law.cornell. edi/wex/libel)
22.  Defendant Grady’s blog, written under the pseudonym Paul Krendler, is a three-
year exervéise in defamation. (EXHIBIT F)

- 23, Hoge will occas_io:_nal'ly delve into direct defamation, such as in November 2015

‘when he' posted the following defamatory screed.

Bill Schmalfeldt is a deranged cyberstalker. He is a liar. He is someone whois

untrustworthy, who fails to live up to his commitments or abide by

agreements he has signed. He had the opportunity to make a clean start when

he fled from Maryland to Wisconsin. He appears to have wasted that
opportunity.

,‘ vhttps://h()gewash. com/2015/11/16/reiterating-editorial-policy/
24. Th1s is afalse sta_tementlmade with malicious intent. This pléintiff has nevér.been
‘diagnosed afvs{“der'c.mged”‘ or. been c_ohvicted for “cyberstalking.” The former is a mental diagnosis
:.intend,ed_bt‘o césf ia ;;ersoh as a> cra'zec‘l.junatic, and the latter is a designation of law which, if t-rué,
éwould caét the Plai-ﬁtiff'in an unfﬁvdrable light. It is not true, therefore it is libelous.
| 25. Schmalféldt h'as several books and VCDs for sale on Amazon.com. Johnson, tmde_r
fgthe nafne “Eluelake”, hés Wr_itted 1-star reviews for most of them, labeling Schm’alfeldt a éhild

i;abuser, child pornographer and a dangerous, demented cyberstalker. (EXHIBIT G) He has also
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“made simi]a}r comments in the blogs of other defendénts. (EXHIBIT H) Thesé allegationé are

false statements made with malicious intent. This plaintiff has never been diagnosed as

- “demented” or been convicted for “cyberstalking.” The plaintiff has never bee'n 'legél.l-y accused

‘or conviCted'for_ child abuse and ch‘-.ildv pornography, Therefore, these stat_ements. fall squarely into

‘the category of libel.
26. ‘Defendant Palmer has a stock in trade in the daily defamation of Schmalfeldt on

‘her Billy Sez blog. She has been admonished to stop using my name and images for commercial

. 'purposes, but she continues to i gnore the admonitions.

: BILLY SEZ "" The Wi"iam M. SChmaIfeIdt ‘Kélthntisnec‘esgary to diseredit Bili

Schemalfeldt, is to quote Bill Schmalfeldt”

Feltdown Observer | .5, MeCin

BILLY SEZ

“"BE PROUD OF
IN YOUR HEAI

27. This blog cdnsist_s e»nvtirely of Palmer scouring Schmalfeldt’s Twitter feed and
;fblogs, stealing images, and éﬁplying"her own defamatory spin on the things written.
: 28. B Palﬁder eicuseé her actions by stating she is only comﬁdenting on thingvs she can
: I;r.ove_Plaiznti_ff said. Tile libel occurs, however, in her spin on Plaintiff’s actual comments.-
(EXHIBIT T)

29. - These blog postings amount to false statements made with malicious intent. The

:defendant cannot say she is merely quoting the defendant while twisting his words into meaning

something she has created in her imagination. These false impressions tend to cast the Plaintiff
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into a false light and harm his reputation. It is not a defense to point to a ruined reputation that

“you assisted in_wrecking with malicious falsehoods and then declare, “See, he already has a -bad

reputation.” Plaintiff’s reputation was just fine before he ran afoul of this gang.of WJJ Hoge

‘ c_ulti Sts.

30. The actions .of these defendants have caused Schmalfeldt to have to move three

‘.time‘sv. He lives in fear of his life and séfety and damage to his property. His reputation is

damaged beydnd'repair. Du,euto the extensive harm caused to Schmalfeldt by the vharassment and

stalking of these defendants he asks for $100,000 in actual- damages and $500,000 in punitive

damages from each of the five defeﬁ_dants.

COUNT 111
Conspiracy
(All Defendants)
31. Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference all paragraphs above.
32.  South C‘aroli\na defines conspiracy, in part:

The common law crime known as “consplracy” is defined as a combination
between two or more persons for the purpose of accomplishing an unlawful
object or lawful obJect by unlawful means.

33. The comment section on Hoge’s blog contain hundreds of such conspiratorial

'r__nesSag'es designed to cause tro'ub_lc for Schmalfeldt. The same is true with Palmer’s blog and

Grady’s blog. (EXHIBIT J)
34. This.cooperation between named and unnamed conspirators to do harm to

Schmalfeldt prove the allegation of conspiracy. Due to the extensive harm caused to Plaintiff by .

-the conspiratorial efforts of these defendants he asks for $100,000 in actual damages and

*$500,000 in punitive damages from each of the four named defendants.

COUNT 1V
RECKLESS CONDUCT/WANTON AND WILLFUL MISCONDUCT
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(All Defendants)
35. Plaintiff hereby incorporates by refererce all paragraphs above.
36. Defend_antsHog'e, Grady and Palmer use their respective blogs to incite their

' fif readers’ passion and hatred against Plaintiff. They do this by writing incendiary posts, knowihg

these posts will cause their comments to rant, rave, suggest and plan violent acts against Plaintiff.

37.  In aruling that has direct implications on this case, a Federal Judge David Hale in
Louisville ruled on M_aréh 31,2017 that Pre‘sident Donald Trump could be sued for inciting
violence by ordering his supporters to remove protésters from a rally. The Judge ruled that

bTrump should have been aware that this order to the crowd would be taken as a command and

that “every person has a duty to every other person to use care to prevent foreseeable injury.”

38. - Hoge and Grady and Palmer surely had to be aware that sharing Schmalfeldt’s .

‘address and telephone numbe’rWOuld_le‘ad their more unstable readers to take actions against

Schmalfe'ldt,: as such actions have beén attempted in the past — the attempt to forge the .

Schmalfeldt’s signature, tHe theft of Schmalfeldt’s identity, the stalking of the Schmalfeldt’s

ffparking lot, the photograp.h 0f~Deféndant’s car posted on Grady’s blog, and many other
B .;exambles. -

39, - The Defendants were certainly aware of the passions being provoked by their blog
‘postings énd inﬂamrﬁatory- comménts. However, they disavow résponsibility by asserting that
_»_t.hey are merely engagirig in First Amendment activity. Although the defendants-have complete
":'contrél ovér ;[he comment section of vtheir blogs — evidenced by the fact that ohly commenters
" who agree with the bloggers are allowed to post — they refuse to moderate even the most

. disgusting, heinous attacks against Plaintiff, leading their readers to call for actions to be taken

:against him, including physical harm and death. When people use the Internet to-harm another

10



~ ‘damage to Schmalfeldt’s property, caused Schmalfeldt to move from Maryland to Wisconsinto -
- Towa then to South Carolina in the hopes of shaking these domestic terrorists and their terror

‘tactics, beéau_se they havé showed utter disregard for the health, welfare, safety of this plaintiff

‘from each defendant in actual.démages and $1,000,000 in punitive damages from each

'Y;:malic‘e, egregious condﬁct, insult, and a perverse gratification from the harm caused to Plaintiffs.
“will, vengeance or deliberate intent to harm Plaintiff, or (2) reckless disregard of the profound

‘Plaintiff request an award for punitive damages beyond and in excess of those damages
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. person, they cannot hide behind the First Amendment. Indeed, just a few Weeks'ago, aman was

arrested after sending a direct message to national reporter Kurt Eichenwald which, when

opened, containéd an animated stfgbé light which caused the reporter to suffer a seizure becaﬁsev
he was epileptic énd: sensitive to strobe lights. See
http§:,//www.nytimes.cbm/ZO'l 7/03/1 7/techn0'logy/social-medié—attack—that-set—off—a-seizure—_

- %le_ads-toman:arrest.html The dcfeﬁdanf k__neW that Mr. Eichenwald was epileptic. In fact, the
‘message inél‘uded with the a.ttachr;lebnt read, in effect, “You deserve a seizure.” The defendant in
;t’hat case believed he wa's prbte_:ctedby the First Amendmient, but law enforcement officials and

‘the courts determined that someone cannot use the Internet to cause harm to another person.

40. Because thié reckless conduct and wanton/willful misconduct has caused physical

and little to no care for the damége-and expense they have caused, Plaintiff asks for $500,000 '
defendant. _
PUNITIVE DAMAGES
41. The actions dr_ -orﬁissiOns of Defendants as set forth in this Complaint demonstrate

Such actions or omissions by Defendants were undertaken with either (1) maliciousness, spite, ill

wrongfulness of their _a_ctiohs or omissions, and their harmful effects on Plaintiff. Accordingly,

11
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.necessary to compensate Plaintif_f for injuries resulting from Defendants’ conduct and to serve as
a detcrreﬁt for anyone else contemplating the same sort of activity in the future.
PRAYER FOR RELIEF

: 'WHEREFORE: Plaintiff prays for judgment against all defendants as follows:

1 Noiﬁinal and ge'neral damages as asked for in each count;
2. Punitive damageé as asked for in each count;
3. | A permanent no cdhfact order to be issued to each defendant;
4. ~ A permanent 'injuﬁction against defendants against further defamation, retaliation,

- ‘and from using Plaintiff’s name, image or likeness without his permission;

S. For the fecovéry of Plaintiff’s full costs and expenses in bringing this suit as
’ iprovided in 17 USC § 505;
| 6.. “ . Inthe évent this court deems thissmatter not suitable for-determi_nati0>n or
‘judgment, an order iﬁat these chafges»be referred to the proper state or federal law enforcemént
agencies for c'rifvninal. prosecution; ahd
7. For such addivti‘Qha.l and further relief, in law and equity, as the court may deem
just aﬁd proper.
JURY DEMAND

Plalntlffs hereby requests a Jury trial on all issues raised in this complalnt

' ._ Respectfully submltted thlS 22nd “day of May, 2017 M %ﬂ /Z/

William M. Schmalfeldt, Sr., Pro Se
Woodspring Suites

220 Whitty Drive, Room 224
Myrtle Beach, SC 29579
843-429-0581
broadwaybill947@outlook.com
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