IN THE SIXTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT COURT
IN AND FOR PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA

CIVIL DIVISION
MELVIN SEMBLER,
Plaintiffs,
vs ' UCN: 522003CA006649XXCICI
Ref. No.: 03-6649-CI-013
RICHARD BRADBURY,
Defendant.

COMES NOW Richard Bradbury by and through his undersigned counsel and
moves this Court fqr a Protective Order and for other relief and as grounds
therefor would show:

1. This case arose as a claim by the Plaintiffs that the Defendant intentionally
caused them emotional distress and invaded their privacy. It seeks damages and
injunctive relief.

2. To date the Plaintiffs have resisted any meaningful discovery into those claims,
and there is still pending before this Court a Motion to Compel answers to

interrogatories.




3. On December 7, 2004, Mr. Bradbury was deposed for approximately six hours.

At the conclusion of this deposition, counsel for the Plaintiff announced that he
was not halfway through his questioning, and the deposition was re noticed for
continuation starting tomorrow, December 15, 2004.

4. During the deposition, counsel for the Plaintiff engaged in a course of conduct
that was calculated to eﬁlbalmss, humiliate, and traumatize the Defendant. For
nearly three hours he asked the Defendant detailed questions about his financial
affairs, an lssm: which has nothing to do with this case, but which the undersigned
allowed to go forward in the spint of the Rules of Civil Procedure, the local rules
and the prevailing standards of conduct. One can c:-lnl}' imagine what Plaintiff’s
counsel mght do if the Semblers were subjected to harsh questions about their
finances.

5. Some of this questioning went into the details of car repossessions: * So was
every car you ever owned repossessed? (The answer is no) ” ! and other lawsuits:
“Isn’t it true that Richard Mulholland also sued you for stalking? (The answer is

no and a copy of the salient lawsuit is attached as Exhibit A) ” Other questions

'The quotations used here may not be verbatim because a transcript of the

deposition has not yet been made available, but they are accurate paraphrases.
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had to do with whether or not Bradbury has paid his federal income taxes, or filed
timely tax returns. Several questions had to do with his income in the nineteen
nineties. A number of questions began with phrases like “You understand you are
under oath,” and “Do you understand what happens if you do not tell the truth
when you are under oath?” Another odious tack was the machine-gun like
repetition of questions about other witnesses with whom Bradbury’s testimony
may not entirely corroborate. In those instances, whether they were real or
imagined, counsel insisted on having Bradbury answer the question “Are you
saying that Robin Guess (and in another instance the author of some document) is
a har?”

These kinds of questions must be seen in context. Bradbury was a victim of
unlawful practices of an organization known as Straight, Inc. In Straight
Bradbury was abused and falsely imprisoned. Bradbury lays blame for this at the
feet of the Plaintiffs and has been an activist for his cause since the late nineteen
eighties. After Bradbury posted a penis pump he found in trash outside the
Semblers’ home in 2003, counsel wrote him a letter saying he would now become
the Semblers’ “prey.” Bradbury did not take this threat lightly.

6. As a victim of abuse, Bradbury suffers from Post Traumatic Stress Disorder.

The day after the deposition he sought medical attention and on December 9, 2004



he was pi&ced on prescription medication a copy of said prescription is marked
Exhibit B. The brutality of the questions put to him the length of time of the
deposition last week, and the prospect of rescheduling it so soon will have a
deleterious effect on Mr. Bradbury’s health. An copy of an affidavit of Sidney
Merin, Ph.D., the original of which is in the mail is atached and marked “Exhibit
C.” It is Dr. Merin’s opinion that it will be harmful to Bradbury’s mental health ,
and perhaps to Bradbury’s physical safety if tomorrow’s deposition goes forward.
7. Pursuant to the rules Counsel has tried to work out this issue with opposing
counsel. Regrettably there has been no resolution, but instead there has been a
threat that if Bradbury’s deposition does not go forward that the Plaintiffs’ will
can;.:el the Semblers’ deposition now scheduled for January, 2005.
8. Bradbury has retained the undersigned to represent him in this cause and has

agreed to pay reasonable fees therefor.

Wherefore Bradbury prays for an order protecting him from having to be deposed
on December 15, 2004, and further protecting him from being asked questions
that are not calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and which
are asked to him in a respectful tone. He further prays for attomeys fees for this

motion and such other relief as this Court deems appropnate and just.



Respectfully Submitted,

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I'HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was sent via
facsimile and regular first class US Mail to Leonard S. Englander, Esq., and Ana
Maria Camesoltas, Esq. at 721 First Avenue North, St Petersburg, FL 33701 this
14™ day of December, 2004,

Thomas H. McGowan, P.A.

FBN: 0234052 SPN: 98632

150 Second Avenue North, Suite 8§70
St Petersburg, FL 33701

ph: 727-821-8900 fax: 727-821-3117
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65. - Same as #39 above.
. 66.
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Denied.
Denied.
Denied.
Fryer communicated with the Clieqr as a paralegal under the direction of an attorney.
Denied.
Denied.
WHEREFORE, Defendants, Richard R. Mulbolland, Robert Fryer, and Richard Mulholland and
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prejudice and costs to the Plaintiff. '

COME NOW Counerclaimans, RICHARD MULHOLLAND AND ASSOCIATES and
RICHARD MULHOLLAND, individually, and sue Counterdefendants, RICHARD BRADBURY, J.
BENTON STEWART, and J. BENTON STEWART LAW GROUP, and state as follows: _

GENFRAL ALLEGATIONS
L This is an action for monetary damages in excess of $15,000.00, exclusive of interest and costs.
2. All acts giving rise to this cause of action occurred in Hillsborough County, Florida.
3. At all times material to this cause of action, Countcrdefendant 3. BENTON STEWART was an
agent, servant or employee of J. Benton Stevvart Law Group and was acting in the course and scope of his
employment with said law firm of J. Benton Stewart Law Group.
4. On or about Sepember 22, 2000, Counterdefendant, RICHARD BRADBURY, was engaged in
activity in fromt of the office building located at 101 East Kennedy Bivd., Tampa, Florida, with such
activity being commonly known as "picketing” or “demonstrating”. Said Coumerdefendant, RICHARD
BRADBURY, stationed himself in front of said building in order to attract the agtention of the public and
to distribute pamphlets dtled “NOTICE TO POTENTIAL VICTIMS®.  Furthermore,  said
Countsrdefendam was holding signs which read "ALLEGATIONS FRAUD, U.P.L. MALPRACTICE,
MULHOLIAND'S LAW FIRM" and "JOIN MY LAWSUIT AGAINST MULHOLLAND LAW
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BRADBURY, was publishing information to the public that was false, malicious, misleading, and
injurious © the professional repumton of Counterplaimiffs.  Furthermore, the actions of
Counterdefendant, RICHARD BRADBURY, were intended by him to foster litigation and to induce and
persuade members of the public w join in lawsuits against Coumterplaintifis.
6. At all times material to this cause of action, Counterdefendant, RICHARD BRADBURY was
acting in concert with J. Benmon Stewart, an amomey licensed 1o practice law in the Staie of Florida, who
was advising Bradbury as o the goals, methods, means, and legalities vel non of conducting the so-called
"picket” or “demonstration”. The acdons, umerances and publications of Bradbury were made with the
full knowledge, consent and suggestion of Stewart in order thar Stewarn might induce members of the
public 10 become clients of Stewart and join in litigation against Counterplaintiffs.
7. In his statements to the public, the Counterdefendant, RICHARD BRADBURY, umered, inter

alia, the following false staiements 10 members of the public: -

{(a)  Thar there were a lot of lawsuits agaimst Coumterclaimant's law firm;

(b) That Counterclaimants did not care about their clients or about the results obtained for their

clients;
()  That Coumterplaintiff, RICHARD MULHOLLAND, no longer practiced law;
(d)  That the law firm of Counterplaimeiff, RICHARD MULHOLLAND, would disband in less
than a year and distribute the law firm's cases to paralegals.

All of the foregoing actions and statements were made o A conspiracy berween Counterdefendants,

BRADBURY and STEWART, in order to foster their own illicit litigation goals and w© harm the

professional reputation of Counterplaintiffs.

COINT I
SLANDER
Counterclaimants, RICHARD MULHOLLAND and RICHARD MULHOLLAND AND
ASSOCIATES, sue the Counterdefendants, RICHARD BRADBURY, J. STEWART BENTON, and I.
STEWARTBEHTDNLAWGRGUP,aﬂr&aﬂ&g&,m.mﬂadﬂptbymmnftbcm
and further state as follows:
8. On or about September 22, 2000, Counterdefendant, RICFIARD BRADBURY uttered false,
malicious, dishonest, untruthful 2nd misleading staternems which were inteaded to and which did in fact
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injure Counterclaimants. Such swmiements included, but were not limied to, those statements alleged

herein in paragraph 7 of this Counterclaim.
9. Such suements were intended 10 and did injure Coumerplaintiffs relative o their professional
standing in this comummity . b
10.- The slandesous siammens unered by Counterdefendant, RICHARD BRADBURY, were based
upon information obwmined by him from Coumerdefendamt, J. BENTON STEWART, with said
Counterdefendants baving conspired among themselves to publish false information o the public which
publications were injurions w the Counterplaintiffs. Said information was uttered by Counterdefendants in
an attconpt 10 str up litigation in Hillsborough County, Florida.
1l.. Under Florida law, every person taking part in slanderous and defamatory statemems, such as
those untered in this case, is jointly and scverally fiable w the injured party.

WHEREFORE, the Counterplaintiffs sue the Counterdefenants, RICHARD BRADBURY, J.
SIEWARTBEHTUNNLSEWARTBENTDNMWGRDUP,MMWM
and further demand trial by jury. Punitive damages will be sought in this case at the appropriate time.

COUNT T
LIBFL PER SE
Counterclaimants, RICHARD MULHOLLAND AND ASSOCIATES and RICHARD
MULHOLLAND, individually, sue Counterdefendants, RICHARD BRADBURY, J. STEWART
BENTON and J. STEWART BENTON LAW GROUP, and re-allege, reiterate, and adopt by reference
all of the foregoing and further swate as follows:
12.  Counterdefendant, RICHARD BRADBURY, and Counterdefendant, J. STEWART BENTON, on
ar about September 22, 2000, were responsibie for publishing false, misleading and malicious information
0 members of the public with regard o the professional competence and reputation of Counterplaingiffs.
Mare specifically, said Counterdefendants were responsible for publishing w the public false stat=ments
that Counterplaintiffs had committed frand and the upauthorized practice of law in the handling of
Counterdefendant RICHARD BRADBURY 's personsl injury case.
WHEREFORE, Counterplaintiffs sue the Counterdefenants, RICHARD BRADBURY, .
STEWART BENTON and J. STEWART BENTON LAW GROUP, and demand compensatory damages
and further demand trial by jury. Punirive damages will be soughe in this case at the appropriate time.




Counterclaimants, RICHARD MULHOLLAND AND ASSOCIATES and RICHARD
MULHOLLAND, individually, sue Counterdefendants, RICHARD BRADBURY, ]. STEWART
BENTON and J. STENART BENTON LAW GROUP, and re-allege, reiterate, and adopt by referepce

all of the foregoing and further state as follows:

13, On or abour September 22, 2000, Counterdefendanr, RICHARD BRADBURY, and

Counterdefendant, J. BENTON STEWART, acted recklessly and/or intentonally in maliciously and

falsely uttering or causing to be uttered defamatory statements against the Counterplaintiffs.

14. The oumrageous conduct of Counterdefendants was intended to and did in fact injure the

professional reputarion of Counterplaintiffs and caused severe and dramaric emotional distress w©
WHEREFORE, Counterplaintiffs sue Counterdefendants, RICHARD BRADBURY, J.

STEWART BENTON and J. STEWART BENTON LAW GROUP, and demand compensatory damages

and forther demand trial by jury. Punitive damages will be sought in this case at the appropriate time.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVI(CE

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing Answer i
Amended Complaint and Counterclaim has been served by hand delivery vim process server on J. Benton
Stewart, II, Esquire, The Stewant Law Group, P.L., 3525 Henderson, Tampa, Florida 33679; Scott
Chariton, Esquire, Clark, Chariton & Martino, P.A., 3407 West Kemmedy Boulevard, Tampa, Flodda
23623; and Willian Winters, Esquire, 709 West Azeele FL 33606 on this Z7th day of

November, 2001.
e

KENNETH R. CATE, ESQUIRE
Richard Mulholland & Associates
Bank of America Plaza

Suite 3900

101 East Kennedy Boulevard
Tampa, Florida 33602
Telephone: 813/225-1615
Facsimile No.: 813/220-2914
Atommeys for Defepdants

Flarida Bar # 179485
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