


























persons not wanting to work with him because of other things they have heard from the Defendants
since this posting.

COUNTS I and II - INVASION OF PRIVACY

(I) Unreasonable Publicity to Plaintiff’s Private Life — As to Defendant Sangetti;
(IT) False Light — As to all three (3) Co-Defendants.

50. Plaintiff incorporates by reference herein the allegations contained in Paragraphs 1
through 49 and does further allege as follows.

51.  The Defendants publishing of comments and spreading falsehoods about Mr.
Adamson’s homelife constitute an actionable and tortious invasion of privacy by portraying Mr.
Adamson in a false light and by widely broadcasting false claims to the general public.

52, Tennessee recognizes four types of invasion of privacy: “(a) unreasonable intrusion
upon the seclusion of another ... (b) appropriation of the other's name or likeness ... (¢) unreasonable
publicity given to the other's private life ... (d) publicity that unreasonably places the other in a false
light before the public....” Restatement (Second) of Torts § 652A(2) (1977); see, e.g., Givens v.
Mullikin, 75 S.W.3d 383, 411 (Tenn.2002); West v. Media Gen. Convergence, Inc., 53 S.W.3d
640, 643 (Tenn.2001).

53. Tennessee, like a majority of states, still recognizes false light “as a distinct,

actionable tort.” West v. Media Gen. Convergence, Inc., 53 S.W.3d 640, 645 (Tenn.2001). It has

adopted the Restatement (Second) of Torts, which described the tort of false light as follows: “One
who gives publicity to a matter concerning another that places the other before the public in a false
light is subject to liability to the other for invasion of his privacy, if (a) the false light in which the

other was placed would be highly offensive to a reasonable person, and (b) the actor had knowledge
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of or acted in reckless disregard as to the falsity of the publicized matter and the false light in which
the other would be placed.” Restatement (Second) of Torts § 652E, at 394.

54. Defendant Sangetti’s actions in giving far-reaching publicity to Mr. Adamson as an
individual and broadcasting through social media and other avenues repeated references to Mr.
Adamson being an “abuser” constitute an actionable and tortious invasion of privacy by giving
unreasonable publicity to Mr. Adamson’s private life. Defendant Sangetti’s distortion and public
dissemination of references to private and intimate details of Mr. Adamson’s relationship with
women and clients are also highly offensive to a reasonable person. Specifically, this references
Defendant Sangetti’s claims about Mr. Adamson in paragraphs 29, 33, 35, and 39 above.

55.  The Defendants’ repeated statements in various forms of social media that refer to
having worked with Mr. Adamson before and having “troubling interactions™ or referring to
“abuse” are immensely offensive to any reasonable person and further serve to cast Mr. Adamson
in a false light. These attacks were combined with incorrect claims about his leadership role in
organizing the protest. Specifically, this references the co-defendant’s claims in paragraphs 13,
15, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, 32, 33, 35, 39, 40, 41, 44, and 46.

56. Generally, one who intentionally intrudes, physically or otherwise, upon the solitude
or seclusion of another or his private affairs or concerns, is subject to liability to the other for
invasion of his privacy, if the intrusion would be highly offensive to a reasonable person; no special
publicity needs to be given to the Plaintiff or to the Plaintiffs affairs. Restatement (Second) of Torts
§ 652B. Givens v. Mullikin ex rel. Estate of McElwaney, 75 S.W.3d 383 (Tenn. 2002). Tennessee
has also adopted the Restatement (Second) of Torts § 652D, which provides that one who gives

unreasonable publicity to another's private life is liable for invasion of privacy.
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57.  The Defendants clarified that their comments were not directed at any of the other
leaders of T.A.C. but at Mr. Adamson, who they even list by name.

58.  There is a term called “doxing,” which refers to publishing private or identifying
information about a particular individual on the Internet, typically with malicious intent. The
purpose is often to “expose” said individual, by handing them over to the vast mob that exists on
the internet. That is exactly what Defendants did and continue to do to Mr. Adamson.

59.  As a direct and proximate consequence of the Defendants’ patterns of intentional

and tortious misconduct, Mr. Adamson is entitled to an award of compensatory and punitive

damages.
COUNTS III and IV — DEFAMATION
(IIT) Libel — As to all three (3) Co-defendants;
(IV) Slander — As to all (3) Co-Defendants.
60.  Plaintiff incorporates by reference herein the allegations contained in Paragraphs 1

through 59 and does further allege as follows.
61. Libel and slander are both forms of defamation; libel being written defamation and

slander being spoken defamation. Quality Auto Parts Co.. Inc. v. Bluff City Buick Co., Inc., 876

S.w.2d 818, 820 (Tenn.1994). To establish a prima facie case of defamation, the plaintiff must
prove that (1) a party published a statement; (2) with knowledge that the statement was false and
defaming to the other; or (3) with reckless disregard for the truth of the statement or with negligence

in failing to ascertain the truth of the statement. Sullivan v. Baptist Mem'l Hosp., 995 S.W.2d 569,

571 (Tenn.1999) (relying on Restatement (Second) of Torts § 580 B (1977)).
62.  Despite Mr. Adamson’s repeated pleas and numerous other organizers informing the

Defendants that the Defendants’ statements were false, the Defendants nevertheless continued to
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disparage Mr. Adamson regarding both his professional and private life and spread misinformation.
Thr written posts regarding Mr. Adamson, which constitute libel, were made with the knowledge
that they were false and defaming at the time, thus establishing the intent to harm Mr. Adamson’s
reputation.

63.  Mr. Adamson has also been made aware that the Defendants have reached out to
leaders and members in other political organizations to “warn” them about Mr. Adamson on more
than one occasion, constituting slander. Mr. Adamson was previously aware of Defendant Sangetti
making false remarks regarding Mr. Adamson back in January of 2020, but he was completely
blindsided by the collective attack against him.

64.  The defamatory posts and “warnings” the Defendants are spreading are clearly
intended to portray Mr. Adamson as dishonest and dangerous, and holds Mr. Adamson up to public
hatred, contempt, ridicule, and disgrace. Specifically, these are the comments referenced in
paragraphs 13, 15, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, 32, 33, 35, 39, 40, 41, 44, and 46.

65.  The Defendants do not attempt to hide the fact that their comments were aimed at
Mr. Adamson. The Defendants have not removed their comments, nor have they made any attempt
to clarify about any of their false accusations of Mr. Adamson.

66.  The defamatory statements have been heard and read by third persons, as members
of the general public, other than Mr. Adamson, who understood their defamatory meaning and
understood them to apply to Mr. Adamson.

67.  Defendants’ continued defamation of Mr. Adamson has caused severe damage, not
just to Mr. Adamson’s mental and emotional wellbeing, but to his present and future job

opportunities and community reputation.
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68. Furthermore, the Defendants omitted facts which, if properly presented, would not
have created the negative impression of Mr. Adamson they wanted to craft. As such, they engaged
in Defamation by Implication or Innuendo.

69.  As a direct and proximate consequence of the Defendants’ patterns of intentional
and tortious misconduct, Mr. Adamson is entitled to an award of compensatory and punitive
damages, involving, but not limited to, impairment of his reputation and standing in the community,
personal humiliation, and mental anguish and suffering.

COUNT V — INTENTIONAL INTERFERENCE WITH CURRENT

AND PROSPECTIVE BUSINESS RELATIONS — As to all three (3) Co-defendants.

70. Plaintiff incorporates by reference herein the allegations contained in Paragraphs 1
through 69 and does further allege as follows.

Tl Tennessee has established a claim for intentional interference with business relations
when a plaintiff can demonstrate the following: (1) an existing business relationship with specific
third parties or a prospective relationship with an identifiable class of third persons; (2) the
defendant's knowledge of that relationship and not a mere awareness of the plaintiff's business
dealings with others in general; (3) the defendant's intent to cause the breach or termination of the
business relationship; (4) the defendant's improper motive or improper means (see, e.g., Top Serv.
Body Shop, 582 P.2d at 1371); and finally, (5) damages resulting from the tortious interference.

Trau-Med of Am., Inc. v. Allstate Ins. Co., 71 S.W.3d 691, 701 (Tenn. 2002).

72.  Mr. Adamson had a prospective business relationship with a specific, identifiable
class of persons — this being the followers he and other admins had worked to amass through T.A.C.,

and through his professional business reputation as a political coordinator and organizer.
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73.  The Defendants were certainly aware of Mr. Adamson’s admin role on the T.A.C.
Facebook page, but they also go on to refer to him in his professional role, as a political organizer.
The warn others on numerous posts about working with him, citing the false accusations as reasons
why other should be wary of Mr. Adamson. Certain Defendants even outright stated that they would
be taking their allegations to the heads of different groups for which Mr. Adamson might work.
Specifically, these are referenced in paragraphs 13, 15, 21, 23, 35, 39, 42, 45, 47, 48, and 49.

74. It is Mr. Adamson’s understanding that they have followed through with these
threats, as he has been shut out from more than one group based on the Defendants’ defamation.

75.  The Defendants were aware that Mr. Adamson runs a podcast. In fact, Defendant
Sangetti was even invited on the podcast in January of 2020, which is where she was first caught
disparaging Mr. Adamson.

76.  The Defendants intentionally, by improper motives or improper means, caused Mr.
Adamson’s prospective business relationships to end. This interference was either reckless or
malicious.

77.  Mr. Adamson has sustained damages including, but not limited to, loss of earnings
and other consequential damages.

78. The Defendants’ tortious actions are directly attributable to each other by means of
republishing of the post and comments, as well as under the principles of civil conspiracy.

79.  As a direct and proximate consequence of the Defendants’ patterns of intentional
and tortious misconduct, Mr. Adamson is entitlf;d to an award of compensatory and punitive

damages.
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COUNT VI - CIVIL CONSPIRACY TO DEFAME - As to all three (3) Co-defendants.

80.  Plaintiff incorporates by réference herein the allegations contained in Paragraphs 1
through 79 and does further allege as follows.

81. It is well-established that an actionable civil conspiracy is “a combination of two or
more persons who, each having the intent and knowledge of the other's intent, accomplish by
concert an unlawful purpose, or accomplish a lawful purpose by unlawful means, which results in

damage to the plaintift.” See Brown v. Birman Managed Care, Inc., 42 S.W.3d 62, 67 (Tenn.2001)

(citing Dale v. Thomas H. Temple Co., 186 Tenn. 69, 87, 208 S.W.2d 344, 353 (1948)).

82.  Furthermore, upon a finding of conspiracy, each conspirator is liable for the damages
resulting from the wrongful acts of all co-conspirators in carrying out the common scheme. Id,

citing Trau-Med of Am., Inc. v. Allstate Ins. Co., 71 S.W.3d 691, 703 (Tenn. 2002).

83.  Itistrue that a common law action of conspiracy requires that each conspirator have
the intent to accomplish a common purpose, with each knowing of the other’s intent. Dale v.

Thomas H. Temple Co., 186 Tenn. 69, 90, 208 S.W.2d 344, 353 (1948). However, the agreement

need not be formal, the understanding may be a tacit one, and it is not essential that each conspirator
have knowledge of the details of the conspiracy. Dale, 186 Tenn. at 90, 208 S.W.2d at 353-54.

84.  The Defendants knew each other before this posting. In fact, Defendants Gert and
Bolton lead a therapy group together in the months preceding the incident. The Defendants all
posted on the same thread, Defendant Gert’s original posting, defaming Mr. Adamson. The
Defendants all ignored any evidence to the contrary and have let their derogatory comments remain
open to the public. A reasonable jury could conclude that the Defendants, though never formally
establishing a conspiracy group, were taking active steps to accomplish the plan of defaming Mr.

Adamson.
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85. As a direct and proximate consequence of the Defendants’ patterns of intentional
and tortious misconduct, Mr. Adamson is entitled to an award of compensatory and punitive
damages.

COUNT VII — INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS (“IIED”) — As

to all three (3) Co-defendants.
86. Plaintiff incorporates by reference herein the allegations contained in Paragraphs 1
through 85 and does further allege as follows:
87. Tennessee law states that, to sustain a claim of Intentional Infliction of Emotional
Distress (“IIED”), a plaintiff must prove that the defendant’s conduct was (1) intentional or
reckless, (2) so outrageous that it is not tolerated by civilized society, and (3) resulted in serious

mental injury to the plaintiff. dkers v. Prime Succession of Tenn., Inc., 387 S.W.3d 495, 502

(Tenn.2012) (quoting Rogers v. Louisville Land Co., 367 S.W.3d 196, 205 (Tenn.2012)) (emphasis

in Akers.)

88. Here, the Defendants published and republished comments that went beyond mere
criticism. The Defendants falsely accused Mr. Adamson in a way that meant he could not defend
himself. They attacked his work, his past, his relationships with women and people of color, and
they did so without remorse, even when proven wrong. Additionally, they did so with hundreds of
people watching and listening, and it appears they will continue doing so without court interference.

89.  Mr. Adamson and his fiancée have lost numerous hours of sleep over this, not just
because of the initial trauma, but also because of the continued strain the Defendants have caused.
Mr. Adamson has to try to figure out if he can even find work in Tennessee, which he believes to

be unlikely in the near future, thanks to the damage the Defendants have caused.
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90. Mr. Adamson and his fiancée have had to seek professional treatment to deal with
the fallout of the Defendants’ actions, the extent of which Mr. Adamson can provide the Court. In
the middle of already chaotic times, the Defendants have put Mr. Adamson’s community standing,
job security, future investments, and current relationships into jeopardy, causing severe damage.

DAMAGES

91. Mr. Adamson has suffered, and continues to suffer, irreparable injury as a direct and
proximate consequence of the Defendants’ deliberate and intentional tortious conduct. Mr.
Adamson has been turned away by individuals and groups who he has worked with before, who
have told him that they heard from the Defendants about him. Multiple replies to the Defendants’
claims consist of people saying they would have participated were it not for the Defendants’
statements about Mr. Adamson.

92.  Mr. Adamson has been subjected to humiliation and emotional distress, and he has
lost many nights of sleep trying to process the Defendants’ actions. Mr. Adamson can show the
court that he has had to seek emotional and psychological counseling to handle these events.

93.  T.A.C.hasseen a decrease in support and involvement, which is due to the malicious
and baseless interference of the Defendants. Mr. Adamson has put thousands of hours into building
and maintaining community forums and organizing based on his community standing.

94.  Mr. Adamson runs a podcast, on which Defendant Sangetti appeared in January of
2020. Mr. Adamson has spent considerable time and money on running this podcast, and he
previously had plans to grow his podcast network. Mr. Adamson had started investing in a major
expansion based on his following. However, because of the Defendants’ baseless allegations, Mr.
Adamson has had to hold off with said plans while attempting to rebuild a reputation they destroyed.

The money that he invested has become a sunk cost thanks to the Defendants.
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95.  Mr. Adamson’s career in political campaigns has been upended because of the
deliberate actions of the Defendants and the false information they have spread and continue to
spread about Mr. Adamson. The Defendants, most notably Defendant Sangetti, previously
threatened to disparage Mr. Adamson to the leaders of political groups that would hire him, which
is exactly what the Defendants have done.

96.  Mr. Adamson’s reputation has been significantly injured and the life that he worked
hard to establish has been forever changed due to the false allegations of the Defendants. The
Defendants’ have callously rung a bell that cannot be un-rung, and for this, they must be held
accountable.

WHEREFORE, premises considered, Plaintiff prays that:

1. Proper summons be issued and served upon the Defendants along with a copy of this
Complaint and that the Defendants be required to appear and answer in the time provided by law;

2. The Court, upon proper motion and hearing, issue an injunction requiring the
Defendants to retract their postings on Facebook and/or any other forum with this posting;

3 At the final hearing on these matters, the Court enter an injunction enjoining and
restraining the Defendants, and all those acting in concert with them, from publishing,
disseminating, or posting on social media or Internet site, or through the use of any written or digital
media of any type any reference to any events pertaining to Mr. Adamson’s private life, whether
the same are believed by the Defendants to be truthful or otherwise;

4. The Court hear proof as to the damages suffered by Mr. Adamson and enter a
judgment against Defendants for such damage as may be proven, but not less than $300,000 for
compensatory damages, and punitive damages for the malicious and/or intentional acts of the

Defendants of $500,000;
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5. All Defendants be held jointly and severally liable for all damages awarded to Mr.
Adamson as the result of the civil conspiracy of the Defendants concerning the underlying torts;

6. The Court award Mr. Adamson reasonable attorney’s fees and costs available under
T.C.A. 50-1-304; and

7. Mr. Adamson have and recover such further and general equitable relief as to which

he may be entitled, including but not limited to court costs taxed to Defendants.

Respectfully Submitted,

KA FHLEEN REDPATH
Attorney for Plaintiff

115 Shivel Drive
Hendersonville, TN 37075

(T) 615.348.5779

(F) 615.296.0390

(E) attorney.redpath@gmail.com
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STATE OF TENNESSEE )
COUNTY OF SUMNER )

I, the undersigned, make oath that the facts stated in the foregoing document are true to the
best of my knowledge and belief; that the complaint is not made out of levity or by collusion with
the co-defendants, but in sincerity and truth, for the causes mentioned in said bill.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that on this day, August 12, 2020, a true and exact copy of the foregoing

Complaint has been forwarded via electronic mail to cousel for the parties, as follows:

Daniel Horwitz
Counsel for Co-Defendants

Daniel.a.horwitz@gmail.com

KATHLEEN R REDPATH
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