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RETURN DATE: AUGUST 9, 2022 : SUPERIOR COURT

CHRISTOPHER AMBROSE 3 JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF NEW
HAVEN AT NEW HAVEN

V.

FRANK PARLATO, JR. : JULY 12, 2022

COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES AND EQUITABLE RELIEF

PARTIES

Christopher Ambrose, who resides at 381 Horsepond Rd., Madison, CT (“Plaintiff”), hereby
alleges the following, on information and belief, against Frank Parlato, Jr., who resides at 29009
Geranium Dr., Big Pine Key, FL (“Parlato”):

SUMMARY OF ACTION

Beginning on October 3, 2021 and continuing through the present, Parlato has maliciously
published on the Internet no fewer than 48 different “articles” that contain demonstrated
falsehoods about every aspect of Plaintiff’s character, history and beliefs and accuse him of
crimes of moral turpitude. The cascade of lies Parlato published includes, but is not limited to,
stating that Plaintiff: is a pedophile; sexually molests his children; emotionally and physically
abuses his children; admits to watching child pornography; produces pornography; had multiple,
multi-year extramarital affairs, including a gay lover; has stolen over $1 million from his spouse;
is a “deadbeat” who did not financially support his estranged wife once he filed for divorce; has
bribed and/or colluded with the guardian ad litem, custody evaluator, judges and his spouse’s
own attorneys to wrongfully gain custody of their children and keep her from seeing them; is an
active participant in a vast, RICO conspiracy involving the Connecticut family court judiciary
and bar as well as law enforcement, child protective services, elected and appointed public
officials; is psychologically unstable; has a drinking problem and anger issues; and is an
inveterate liar who makes frequent threats.

Parlato published - and continues to publish (most recently on July 8, 2022) - his libelous articles
on two blogs he controls, TheFrankReport.com and artvoice.com. To inflict as much damage as
possible, Parlato has re-published virtually all of his articles in full on a website that specifically
targets Connecticut, familycourtcircus.com, a virulently anti-Semitic and racist site which has
published 150 other defamatory articles against Plaintiff and nearly everyone else associated
with his divorce case. To expand his audience further still, Parlato re-published elsewhere on the
Internet, including on 6park.news/connecticut, another site targeting Connecticut,
dailyadvent.com and spotonnewyork.com. Parlato has also created Twitter and Instagram
accounts, both of which are exclusively dedicated to publicizing his attacks on Plaintiff.
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On information and belief, Parlato is aware that virtually everything he has published about
Plaintiff has been investigated by public authorities, litigated in court and found by final judicial
decision to be baseless, as is reflected in multiple published judicial decisions.

Through his widely published, libelous articles Parlato has invaded Plaintiff>s privacy by false
light, defamed him and intentionally inflicted extreme emotional trauma and catastrophic
financial harm on him.

Parlato has never met or even communicated with Plaintiff or his children, though he falsely
claims to have done so. It is unclear why Parlato has embarked on this relentless, many months
long mission to destroy someone he does not know. What is clear is that Parlato’s false narratives
parrot the false allegations Karen Riordan Ambrose (“Riordan”) began making after Plaintiff
filed for divorce from her in July 2019. Seeking a peaceful end to the union, Plaintiff asked for
shared custody of the three children, then 13, 13 and 10, and offered a 50/50 split of their
financial assets, though he had been the sole provider throughout the entirety of the marriage.
(Even during the three years before the couple had children, Riordan was never employed,
except to tutor one middle school student). Riordan never responded to this offer; instead, she
began a vicious, one-sided campaign of slanderous and libelous allegations intended not only to
prevent Plaintiff from getting custody and destroy his relationship with the children, but to send
him to prison for the most heinous crimes.

Parlato boasts that he considers himself to be an “investigative journalist,” but his articles make
apparent that he does not even check basic facts, let alone do the rigorous corroboration that the
profession demands. Parlato has published his false narratives by lazily relying on a single
source, Riordan. He is well aware that Riordan is extremely truth-challenged, evidenced by
multiple contempt orders for perjury and spoliation of evidence. He also knows that her erratic,
often unlawful behavior so concerned multiple judges and the many mental health professionals
involved in the divorce case that they determined Plaintiff should have sole legal and physical
custody of the three minor children. It is incomprehensible that a “journalist” would rely on the
word of a such deeply troubled individual, who has a documented history of perjury - and an ax
to grind to boot. It is unconscionable that he has embarked on a scorched earth campaign of lies
to destroy the reputation, emotional and financial life of someone he does not know and inflict
severe emotional trauma on three innocent children.

It is worth noting the recent, widely reported Depp v. Heard defamation case, in which Heard, in
a single op/ed made a single defamatory allegation of abuse against Depp, who she never
mentioned by name. The court recognized that even one false allegation caused significant
damage to Depp’s reputation. By contrast, Parlato has made dozens of false statements against
Plaintiff, including allegations of the most hideous, morally repugnant crimes, in over 48 (and
counting) lengthy articles with salacious headlines containing Plaintiff’s name, all of which he
published on multiple Internet venues and flogged on still more media platforms in order to
expand his audience and so exacerbate the harm he inflicted on Plaintiff. The intensity Parlato
employs in his efforts to invade Plaintiff’s privacy by false light, defame him and intentionally
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inflict emotional distress is as strange as it is cruel. If the Depp case shows that one false
allegation brings significant damage to someone’s life, the damage Parlato’s relentless, vicious
lies reeks on Plaintiff’s is nothing short of catastrophic.

It is also important to note that Plaintiff has never publicly responded to Parlato’s published
articles nor has he even uttered a public word against Parlato or for that matter against his
“source,” Riordan. Plaintiff has remained silent because his three children and their best interests
are his primary focus. He will not risk further traumatizing them the way Parlato and their
mother do so constantly with their hateful, very public campaign, in which they use the children
by exposing the most sensitive, confidential details about them in pursuit of malignant purposes.

That Parlato is acting with knowing disregard for the truth - malice - not only makes his conduct
more egregious, it makes him dangerous. The law does not tolerate such malicious, life-altering
acts. Plaintiff brings this complaint to vindicate this principle and to right the contemptible
wrongs Parlato has committed and continues to commit against Plaintiff.

JURISDICTION

Though Parlato is a non resident individual, Connecticut has personal jurisdiction over him.
Connecticut courts have generally held that a communication whose content may be considered
tortious that is sent into Connecticut from out of state constitutes a “tortious act within the state”
for purposes of Connecticut’s long arm statutes. See, e.g. Knipple v. Viking Comm., Ltd., 236
Conn. 602, 610 (1996) (“False representations entering Connecticut by wire or mail constitute
tortious conduct in Connecticut under § 33-411(c)(4)”); Doe v. Oliver, No. CV990151679S, 2003
WL 21235402, at *2 (Conn. Super. May 19, 2003) (citing cases). Accordingly, the hundreds of
falsehoods published by Parlato in over 48 articles and sent into Connecticut over the Internet on
multiple venues, including those that target the state, constitute tortious conduct in the state, and,
as such, provide a basis for personal jurisdiction.

Moreover, Parlato has sufficient contacts with Connecticut to satisfy any due process concerns.
“[S]o long as it creates a substantial connection with the forum state, even a single act can
support jurisdiction.” Burger King Corp. v. Rudzewicz, 471 U.S. 462, 475 n. 18 (1985) In Cody
v. Ward, 954 F.Supp. 43 (D.Conn. 1997), the district court found that a series of emails and phone
calls made by a defendant to Connecticut were, in light of the nature of the communications,
sufficiently substantial contacts so as to satisfy jurisdictional due process requirements. Id. at 47.
Similarly, the superior court in Oliver found that due process requirements where satisfied where
a foreign defendant allegedly purposefully sent an email into Connecticut to “get even” with a
plaintiff. See also Margolis v. Gillam, (Conn. Super. Feb. 22, 1995) (citing cases in which even a
single defamatory communication was sufficient to comply with due process requirements).

Likewise, Parlato published dozens of articles about Plaintiff and sent them into Connecticut on
multiple websites, including those that clearly target the state. These articles sent to Connecticut,
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in light of the nature of the communications, are sufficient contacts to satisfy due process
standards, and it would not be unreasonable for the court to exercise jurisdiction over Parlato.

CTUALALLEGATIONS

1. For years, Parlato has misrepresented the truth or told outright lies about matters large and
small. In 20135, after a four year joint investigation by the FBI and IRS, the US Attorney for
the Western District of NY (Buffalo) brought an 18-count indictment against Parlato, many
of the counts involve fraud. He was arrested and taken into custody.

2. The US Attorney considered Parlato’s character to be such that the Government immediately
demanded his passport and requested federal probation officers monitor his conduct and
movements. The judge shared these concerns and granted the demands.

3. Parlato was permitted by federal authorities to relocate to a small house in the Florida Keys,
though he remains under federal supervision. There, in December 2021, Parlato was again
arrested, this time for battery, false imprisonment and witness tampering as well as probation
violations. The US Attorney requested that he be remanded to custody, but acceded to the
judge’s mandate of an anger management evaluation and counseling.

4. After literally years of delays created by Parlato’s repeated motions for continuances and
adjournments, the jury selection for the federal trial against him is scheduled to begin on
September 13, 2022. He is facing 20 years in prison.

5. One would think that someone with such a tenuous hold of his freedom would be on his best
behavior. But on October 3, 2021 Parlato published a lengthy article on-line in The Frank
Report and then re-published again on The Family Court Circus and other blogs. The article
was filled with lies, including allegations of morally repugnant crimes, that were maliciously
intended to invade Plaintiff’s privacy by false light, destroy his reputation and cause him
great harm. Like the 47 after it, the article contained the same lies and false accusations that
Riordan had been making since shortly after Plaintiff filed for divorce in July 2019. As
stated, Parlato has never met or even spoken to Plaintiff.

6. Parlato’s articles are often accompanied by private photos of the couple’s children and even
by their confidential psychological, medical and DCF records, all of which could only have
been provided by their mother, Riordan, who even provided audio recordings that she had
ordered her daughter to secretly make of private sessions with her therapist. In a spectacular
invasion of privacy, Parlato published all of this confidential information - many times - on
multiple websites, where it will remain indelibly on the Internet, available to the world in
perpetuity. This conduct, which is indisputable, offers a sense Parlato’s character: for his own
selfish interest, he will visit emotional trauma on innocent children.

7. At the time Parlato posted his first article, numerous public records, including court orders,
uncontested courtroom testimony, police reports and financial records, were available for his
review. These publicly accessible documents definitively disprove virtually every one of the
false allegations he published.

8. That Parlato, a self-described “investigative journalist,” did not check readily available facts
before publishing such obviously defamatory narratives manifests his malicious intent to
bring harm to Plaintiff. If Parlato now asserts that he did due diligence, then by knowingly
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publishing falsehoods he exhibits frightening and intentional disregard for the truth. Either
way, his actions constitute malice.

How/when Paralto and Riordan became acquainted is unclear. To Plaintiff>s knowledge, the
two did not know each other prior to July 2019. Plaintiff had never heard Parlato’s name
before October 3, 2021 when he published the first libelous article.

The nature of Parlato’s relationship with Riordan is also unclear. Authorities confirm that in
January 2022, Riordan traveled to Buffalo, where Parlato lived when he was indicted and is
believed to have been visiting family at the time. To Plaintiff’s knowledge Riordan had never
before been to Buffalo nor does she know anyone there. On information and belief,
sometime in the winter of 2022, Riordan relocated to Florida, where she moved into
Parlato’s modest bungalow. While it is confirmed that Riordan was living in Florida through
June 2022, it is unclear whether she currently resides there. Whatever the nature of the
relationship, Parlato has spent considerable time and effort publishing and publicizing
Riordan’s false narrative about Plaintiff, who Riordan has spent three years seeking
vengeance against, but Parlato has never met.

Riordan began telling falsehoods about Plaintiff immediately after he filed for divorce. F irst,
she slandered him to family, friends and neighbors - then to the custody evaluator and
guardian ad litem. When her spoken lies didn’t get the traction she sought, she began libeling
Plaintiff, initially in emails then, beginning in December 2020, she caused to be published
the first of 150 (and counting) defamatory articles on familycourtcircus.com., a virulently
anti-Semitic, racist, homophobic website that attacks the Connecticut family courts. This is
the same website where Parlato has republished in full nearly all of his articles against
Plaintiff. It is important to note that Parlato does not re-publish his articles about other
subjects/individuals on Connecticut-specific sites; so his re-publications are clearly intended
to inflict the most damage possible on Plaintiff by “hitting him where he lives.”

At the couple’s contentious divorce trial, which began in Superior Court in Middletown in
March 2021 and finally concluded in March 2022 (the “Trial”), Riordan adamantly denied -
many times, under oath - that she had anything to do with Family Court Circus or Paul
Boyne, who has been identified by the FBI, the CT and VA State Police to be its publisher.
But her phone records were subpoenaed and revealed that her denials were lies. Riordan had
been in almost daily contact with Boyne; in just one ten-week (January 1, 2021 - March 16,
2021), they communicated no fewer than 147 times. On information and belief, Riordan
continues through the present day to work with Boyne to defame Plaintiff on the blog, where
Parlato republishes his falsehoods.

After the lengthy Trial concluded at the end of March 2022, Plaintiff sent Parlato a cease and
desist letter via e-mail and the USPS on April 14, 2022 (the “Letter”). Plaintiff advised that
Parlato’s published falsehoods had destroyed his reputation and caused him extreme
emotional distress and financial harm. He requested that Parlato cease publishing the lies as
well as the confidential information about his children, and that he publish a full retraction of
the lies. The Letter offered Parlato reasonable time - ten (10) days - to correct the falsehoods;
if he did not so comply, Plaintiff would be forced to pursue legal action and seek all relief to
which he is entitled.
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Parlato did not respond to the Letter; instead, he published additional libelous articles, all of
which tediously repeated lies and false allegations. The headline of one of these article
childishly taunted Plaintiff, “Sue Me.” What is more upsetting still, Parlato published more
confidential information about the children, including DCF and hospital records, which,
again, could only have been provided by Riordan.

In most of the articles, Parlato falsely claims that the children despise or fear Plaintiff or
Parlato falsely attributes to them derogatory statements about Plaintiff. Most of the articles
also contain private photos of the children and many published confidential documents
revealing highly sensitive information. The children realize their mother is the one enabling
Parlato’s massive violations of their privacy and that she is attributing to them the hateful
comments/emotions/actions. The two older children have read Parlato’s published articles,
having seen them on The Family Court Circus, which they had been aware of for some time.
Unfortunately, their peers have also seen these articles, which has subjected the children to
intense public scrutiny, ridicule and humiliation and resulted in “child emotional trauma,”
the clinical diagnosis. The children also realize this information will be available on the
Internet for the rest of their lives, to be read by future schoolmates, colleagues and
employers. Parlato has permanently, utterly shattered their privacy and exposed their most
confidential information at the most difficult time in their young lives. For Plaintiff, the
suffering Parlato has knowingly caused the children is the most insidious result of this entire
hateful campaign. However, Plaintiff is not litigating on behalf of the children here. His
motivation is their best interests, which is to protect them from any further interaction with
Parlato, in any capacity, in any forum. Therefore, other than Parlato’s false allegations of
abuse that have been thoroughly investigated by public authorities, litigated in court and
definitively determined to be baseless by judicial decisions, this action will not address the
many other statements that Parlato falsely attributes to the children about their father, even
though his publication of those false statements is defamatory, constitutes a massive false
light invasion of privacy and has caused emotional and financial harm.

The false allegations that Plaintiff plagiarized are among the most often and tediously
repeated by Parlato. While there were erroneous reports in the media regarding this matter,
Parlato put his own false twist on the story, publishing that Plaintiff “admitted” to the
custody evaluator that he stole intellectual property and that he had been “immediately fired
for being a plagiarist.” Neither of these statements is true. No legal action was ever brought
against him by any party and his agents did not “drop” him, which Parlato claims. Those lies
have caused Plaintiff great distress, but, as with the children, Plaintiff wants to spare his
professional colleagues from any interaction with Parlato. He does not want to cause them to
have to spend the time (or money on attorneys, etc.) by pulling them into this tawdry mess.
Therefore, no matter how significant, Plaintiff will not pursue damages for Parlato’s false
allegations regarding plagiarism here. There are many other malicious, false light invasions
of his privacy, defamation and infliction of emotional distress by Parlato for which Plaintiff

seeks justice.

Parlato’s malicious destruction of Plaintiff’s reputation, emotional and financial health has an
even more craven aspect to it: commerce. It seems there can be no doubt that Parlato is
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pursuing his aggressive, libelous campaign against Plaintiff in an effort to generate “clicks”
and drive readers to his websites. As stated, Parlato labels himself an “investigative
journalist” and boasts about his supposed credentials. He has set up his blogs to resemble
legitimate, albeit tabloid, news sites. He then republishes his false narratives not only to
reach a wider audience but to attract the specific audience that will be most responsive to his
lies. He even created Twitter and Instagram accounts solely to advertise his false narratives
against Plaintiff. Parlato also shamelessly uses tabloid-style, salacious headlines,
“Pedophilia... Child Abuse...Child Pom...” designed to grab attention, even as he knows
that the crimes these headlines allege have been investigated and definitively determined to
be lies. More disturbing still, he publishes photos of the young children who are supposedly
the victims of these crimes. In short, Parlato is exploiting Plaintiff and his children for his
own commercial benefit. Parlato as much as admitted this in a text to Plaintiff’s private cell
on February 23, 2022, “Your story is catching on like wildfire... There’s so much more to
write.” The “story” is the narrative that Parlato knows to be false yet continues to publish;
that it is catching on like "wild fire” indicates that he monitors the attention his stories
generate and responds, as he was doing with the call, trying to get Plaintiff to comment. All
of this strongly suggests that Parlato is deriving “clicks,” if not economic benefit from his
exploitation. And with each re-publication on a different site, Parlato widens the audience,
causing Plaintiff greater harm and bringing Parlato greater benefit.

The totality of these circumstances must be considered when assessing this Complaint. The
fact that Parlato may occasionally append the word “alleged” to a vicious accusation does
not cover that he is really making a specific statement of fact and hiding it as allegation or
supposed statement of opinion. This is especially true since he nearly always omits material
facts and so creates a deceptive context for those statements. Similarly, an opinion is
privileged as fair comment "only when the facts on which it is based are truly stated or
privileged or otherwise known either because the facts are of common knowledge or
because, though perhaps unknown to a particular recipient of the communication, they are
readily accessible to him." (Emphasis added.) Harper James, 3 Restatement (Second) Torts,
p. 459. If the facts that are criticized or commented upon are not stated or known, however,
then fair comment is no defense. An opinion must be based upon facts; if the facts are neither
known nor stated, then a defamatory opinion implies that there are undisclosed defamatory
facts which justify the opinion.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION

(Invasion of Privacy by False Light at Common Law and the Second Restatement of Torts)

1.

Plaintiff incorporates by reference all preceding allegations as though fully set forth herein.

2. Parlato has published at least 48 different articles that invade Plaintiff’s privacy by false

light. Within each article, Parlato tediously repeats - often many times - the same false
statements, then repeats them again in subsequent articles, all of which are then often re-
published in full on still other sites. In order to keep this Complaint from being unwieldy, not
every instance of each false statement will be referenced; in fact, not even every article in
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which the false statement is made will be referenced here. But it should be understood that
virtually every false statement constituting false light invasion of privacy identified herein is
made more than once, not only within the same article, but in subsequent articles, which are
then often re-published on multiple venues, which increases the number of people of who
may see the statement and therefore increases the harm done to Plaintiff’

. Parlato maliciously and falsely published that Plaintiff is a pedophile who sexually
abused his own children.

In The Frank Report on October 3, 2021, Parlato published, “The Multi Disciplinary Task
Force at Yale New Haven Hospital [sic] on Jan. 26, 2021 found that the children made
disclosures of sexual abuse by their father. At the Connecticut Children’s Hospital, on Dec.
2, 2020, the children also made disturbing disclosures... Sawyer told Connecticut Children’s
Hospital, ‘dad has been sexually abusing me for the last 7 months’. New Haven Hospital
[sic] said Sawyer, ‘Reports that for ‘months’ dad has touched him inappropriately in his
private parts.... Reports that last time he was touched inappropriately was one week

ago.” Mia told Children’s Hospital that, ‘he touches my brother [Sawyer] and he really scares
us. ...[and] cuts us off [from seeing anyone.” New Haven Yale [sic] reports Mia, “feels
unsafe at home around dad, states dad fondling her breast’ and reported ‘youngest brother
(10 yo) reported inappropriate touching (fondling penis)’ by dad. Mia says dad ‘tried to
touch me’ but ‘I ran away’.” In The Frank Report on October 12 Parlato published,
“[Plaintiff] touched his son’s penis, went into bed with him repeatedly, kissed him
inappropriately... touched his daughter’s private parts.” On March 28, 2022, “[The children
were removed] from their mother’s primary custody and into the home of their abusive father
[Plaintiff].”

Sexually abusing a child is a felony under CGS § 53-21.

At the time Paralto published, on information and belief, he had knowledge that all of these
allegations had been thoroughly investigated by multiple public authorities, including police
detectives from various police departments and the State Police, caseworkers and
investigators from DCF in Fairfield, New Haven and Middlesex Counties and professionals
at Yale New Haven and CT Children’s Hospitals. Every single allegation was determined to
be baseless. Every single one. Parlato deliberately omitted this critically material fact to

invade Plaintiff’s privacy by putting him in a reputation-shattering, extremely damning false
light.

The results of the abuse investigations were also part of the publicly available Trial record.
Four witnesses - a police detective, social worker, DCF investigator and DCF supervisor -
provided uncontested testimony that the children indicated that Riordan had led them to
accuse Plaintiff of abuse. Her coaching was confirmed by additional contemporaneous
reports by professionals from DCF, Yale New Haven and Connecticut Children’s Hospitals,
who spoke with the children after different incidents. The children’s statements are
substantiated further still by text messages Riordan sent to the older son. During a court-
ordered 90 day period when she was not to contact the children, Riordan acquired a burner
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phone, ordered the boy to make accusations against Plaintiff, then demanded he delete her
texts and never tell anyone - including his psychiatrist - what she had done. This was not a
one-off moment of weakness, Riordan texted her orders relentlessly over several days
because the boy wasn’t complying with her demands. Again, on information and belief,
Paralto was aware of these facts, which were all also in publicly available Trial testimony
long before he published. Parlato never once stated that all the abuse allegations the children
made were determined to have been coached by Riordan, which put Plaintiff in a damning
false light.

In order to lend credibility to his false narrative, Parlato referenced and even published many
confidential documents, including medical, psychiatric, DCF and hospital records, billing
statements, even the entire, court-sealed custody evaluation. As with the children’s
statements, Parlato published these records omitting material facts and so cast Plaintiff in a
false light in order to destroy his privacy and his reputation. For instance, in The Frank
Report on October 4, 2021 and April 26, 2022, Parlato published that the State determined
that Plaintiff “is a high risk abuser” and included a photo of a Superior Court document
identifying Plaintiff as such. However, as established at Trial, this document was based
solely on information provided by Riordan, whose credibility was severely compromised
after a string of perjury and spoliation of evidence contempt orders against her (and never
reported by Parlato). Parlato also omitted the fact that multiple courts have specifically
determined that Plaintiff is not an abuser, which is why he’s had sole physical and legal
custody of the children since April 2020.

In short, in the dozens of articles he published on the Internet over the course of nine months
(and counting), Paralto has “substantiated” the false allegations of abuse by using
confidential documents and deceptively omitting the material fact that Plaintiff was
exonerated of every single charge of abuse. This is evidence of Parlato’s malicious intent.

Falsely accusing the someone of the most morally repugnant crime and misusing evidence to
support that false accusation is an invasion of privacy by false light; it’s hard to imagine an
accusation that would more thoroughly destroy someone’s reputation or bring greater
emotional distress.

Parlato maliciously and falsely published that Plaintiff admitted to viewing child
pornography and that he is attracted to children.

In The Frank Report on October 3, 2021, Parlato published, “[In the] custody evaluation
report [sic], [Plaintiff] admits to viewing what can only be described as gay Latino child
porn... His true sexual desires, he admitted, are for anything but a woman. He prefers Latino
‘Boiz’...” On October 6 Parlato published,*“[Plaintiff] has a penchant for young Latino

boys [the Ambrose children are Latino].” On October 12, “[Plaintiff] does not like women,
only boys...” Also on that date, Parlato states that Plaintiff visited, “all kinds of sites with
adults having sex with Latino boys.” On February 28, 2022, “The children are adopted, and
are Latino, and the father’s porn proclivities tend toward young Latinos.” On April 3,
“[Plaintiff] enjoys porn featuring fathers who rape their Latino sons.”
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Possessing child pornography is a felony under CGS § 53a-196.

Plaintiff never “admitted” to viewing child porn to the custody evaluator or anyone else nor
did he ever make claims about his “true sexual desires” or a preference for “Latino boys.” He
does not make these statements in the custody evaluation, as Parlato states, or anywhere else.
Moreover, the evaluator was never even asked on direct or cross by any of Riordan’s five
attorneys about these allegations. These defamatory statements were maliciously fabricated
by Parlato in an effort to invade Plaintiff>s privacy by false light, and reveals far more about
Parlato’s malicious intent - and his own prurient fantasies - than about Plaintiff.

That Parlato repeatedly states that the supposed “kiddie porn™ involves children who are
Latino and that Plaintiff’s children are Latino is clearly intended to put Plaintiff in the most
damning false light by creating the impression that he adopted the children in order to molest
them.

Parlato published that Plaintiff admitted to viewing child porn in a custody evaluation that
was seen by many professionals, including mandated reporters and several judges. If Plaintiff
had made such a confession, he would have been arrested for the felony. Yet Parlato ignored
this common sensical reality check and maliciously and frequently published his false
allegations against Plaintiff.

Parlato also published that Riordan had computer “evidence” showing Plaintiff was viewing
child pornography. In The Frank Report on October 16, Parlato published, “[Plaintiff]
wanted any investigation into child porn quashed and fast. It almost worked.” It “almost
worked” indicates that it did not work and there was an investigation which was not quashed.
In fact, all supposed evidence of porn was investigated by the State Police and by private
forensic experts. Not a single expert said there was evidence of child porn. This too was part
of the publicly available Trial testimony, which Parlato knowingly disregards in his many
publications.

Also on October 16 in The Frank Report, Parlato published that an anonymous forensic
expert claimed that unnamed “cyber investigators” from unidentified “law enforcement
agencies” are “continuing the investigation [of Plaintiff and child porn].” This story is
accompanied by a very lengthy list of gay and child porn sites purportedly from Plaintiff>s
computer. It is now more than eight months later, Parlato has never published another word
about this alleged “continuing investigation.” On information and belief, this entire story is
yet another complete, malicious fabrication by Parlato intended to invade Plaintiff’s privacy
by false light.

These false allegations of child porn were not only a malicious effort to send Plaintiff to
prison, they were a calculated attempt to influence the court’s decision regarding custody.
Thankfully, the court relied on the conclusions of the multiple investigations and Trial
testimony of various experts and recognized Parlato’s lies for what they are. As a result,
Plaintiff was awarded permanent sole physical and legal custody.
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Parlato maliciously and falsely published that Plaintiff admitted to viewing gay
pornography and to producing child and gay pornography.

Parlato makes additional efforts to put Plaintiff in a false light as someone obsessed with
pornography. On October 3, 2021 Parlato published, “One computer expert, who forensically
analyzed [Plaintiff’s] two laptops stated that there was so much gay porn deleted from the
computers that it is possible that he is creating or distributing porn.” On October 12, 2021,
Parlato published, “Forensic evidence suggests that not only did Ambrose visit the [gay
porn] sites, he might be producing porn for some of the websites.” On October 16 Parlato
published, “[Plaintiff] has recently admitted he views gay porn. How could he deny it?
Evidence shows he is addicted to pomn...gay porn was his daily fare...” On April 26, 2022,
“[Riordan] had evidence...that [Plaintiff] is doing some underhanded things...Like
pornography. I believe he is making money illegally.” Also on April 26, Parlato published
that Riordan “had discs from computers as evidence” of Plaintiff’s supposed involvement
with porn. Parlato accompanies these statements with screenshots of websites supposedly
proving that the porn involves children.

First, a basic reality check: if data is deleted from a computer, there is no way even an expert
can say what that data was, it could have been porn or it could have been a grocery list. This
reckless lie highlights Parlato’s casual disregard for the truth and his willingness to say
anything in order to destroy Plaintiff’s reputation and bring him harm.

On information and belief, Parlato is also aware that Riordan has a history of claiming to
have incriminating computer evidence that she never produces. As with the endless lists of
child and gay porn websites supposedly visited by Plaintiff, which were too spurious for any
of ber five attorneys to ever raise in court, Parlato published that Riordan had other
incriminating computer evidence against Plaintiff. Yet when the Trial judge ordered her to
produce her laptop for inspection by a Special Master, Riordan was forced to admit that -
after many days of lying about its location - she had intentionally and permanently destroyed
the device along with all the evidence it supposedly contained. This occurred during the
Trial, the record of which is publicly available. Parlato - yet again - omitted these facts form
his published reports, never mentioned this spoliation of evidence for which Riordan was
sanctioned, and so intentionally put Plaintiff in a damning false light.

Parlato maliciously and falsely published that Plaintiff stole over $1 million from
Riordan as well as an alleged six-figure inheritance.

In The Frank Report on October 30 Parlato published, “[Plaintiff took] more than one
million...from [Riordan’s] share of the marital assets. ..[Plaintiff] succeeded in... subsuming
all of the marital assets, and even [Riordan’s] inheritance from her mother, which none of it
[sic] was his...” On November 9 Parlato published, “[Plaintiff] literally stole the marital
assets from [Riordan].” On November 14, “[Plaintiff] quietly transferred all the marital
assets, and even [Riordan’s] inheritance from her late mother, into accounts he controlled.”
On November 25, “[Plaintiff] secret[ed] the marital assets, which amounted to more than $2
million, including [Riordan’s] six figure inheritance from her mother, which was hers alone.”
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On March 22, 2022, “As he admitted in court, [Plaintiff] confiscated... [Riordan’s] share of
the marital assets and admitted stealing her inheritance in open court.” On March 28,“Before
filing for divorce... [Plaintiff] confiscated her inheritance from her mother, money she
inherited before the marriage. This he admitted under oath in a hearing. He had millions. His
wife had nothing.” On May 16, “[Plaintiff] admitted he took the marital assets and stole his
wife’s inheritance.” On June 8,“[Plaintiff] stole the marital funds, stole his wife’s
inheritance... [Plaintiff] didn’t convert [Riordan’s] inheritance. [He] stole it in a criminal act
of theft.”

Grand larceny is a felony under CGS § 53a-122.
All of these statements were proven to be lies at the Trial.

Plaintiff never “admitted under oath” or otherwise that he confiscated, converted or
otherwise obtained any purported inheritance. To date, Riordan has not provided any
evidence of an inheritance, the supposed value of which she has changed many times in her
various versions of the narrative. If she received any money from her mother’s estate, it’s
possible she deposited it in a private bank account unknown to Plaintiff. Riordan had a
mutual fund worth approximately $30,000 which she kept secret from Plaintiff, who only
learned about it 8 years into the marriage when the IRS issued a bill for failure to pay taxes
on the fund.

Riordan entered the marriage with very modest assets. After the marriage, other than tutoring
one middle school student part-time, she never worked outside the home, even during the
three years before the couple had children. Plaintiff was the sole provider throughout the
entirety of the marriage, but there were never separate bank accounts for either of them, for

an inheritance or anything else. Everything he earned and anything either party received -

salary. residuals, gifts. dividends - regardless of the source was commingled. Again, this is
all in publicly available Trial testimony, which was supported by bank and other financial

records. Parlato apparently never reviewed any of this.

During the Trial, Riordan’s attorney crossed-examined Plaintiff over the course of eight days,
she asked many questions about his management of the marital assets. There was never any
offer of proof to substantiate Riordan’s allegations of theft of martial assets or the supposed
inheritance.

In The Frank Report on April 26, 2022, Parlato published a photo of a check drawn on the
bank account of the tiny S corp that Plaintiff maintained for business purposes. The memo on
the Dec 3, 2018 check read, “Bring account balance to zero.” Zeroing out the business
account was done at the end of every calendar for tax purposes. But portraying Plaintiff in a
false light, Parlato’s accompanying caption falsely stated that Plaintiff was emptying “the
only bank account [Riordan] could access.” The check was written over seven months before
the couple even separated. Riordan had complete access to all bank accounts. This flagrant
lie is yet another demonstration of Parlato’s reckless disregard for the truth and invasion of
Plaintiff’s privacy by false light.
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