
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
District of Connecticut 

New Haven Division 

CHRISTOPHER A. AMBROSE,, 

Plaintitt: 

V. Case No. 22 cv I 648 (V AB) (RAR) 

FRANK.PARLATO~ JR.~ 

Defendant. 

DEFENDANT FRANK PARLATO, JR.'S DECLARATION IN On.'OSITION 
TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR REMAND TO STATE COURT AND IN 
FURTHER SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO DISMISS 

Defendant Frank Parlato, Jr. ("Defendant" or "Mr. Parlato") declares under penalty of 

perjury and under 28 U.S. Code § 1746 and the laws of the United States of America that the 

foregoing is tme and correct: 

L I, Frank Parlato,, Jr.,, respectfully make a limited appearance in this matter, do not 

consent to the jurisdiction of this Court, contest Plaintiff Christopher A. Ambrose's ("Plaintiff' or 

"Mr. Ambrose") improper, illegal, and unconstitutional assertion of jurisdiction over Defendant, 

disputes the sufficiency and propriety of the SCIVice of~~ in this mattez: and opposes Mr. 

Ambrose's motion to remand this matter to Connecticut State court. 

PRO SE LITIGANT 

2. I am a pro se litigant, unsblled in the science oflaw. In the iutaests of justice, I ask the 

Court to construe these pleadings of a pro se litigant in a lenien~ hoeral, and non-technical manner 

I 
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raising the strongest arguments the)~ snggest See generally Haines v.. Kerner. 464 u_s_ 519, 520-

21, 30 L Ed 2d652, 92 S_ Ct. 594 (1972); Soto v_ Walker. 44F3d 169,173 (2dCir_ 1995)_ 

QUESTION PRESENTED 

3. The crux ofMr. Ambrose's instant application can be focused as a simple question: 

Should the District Court remand this matter to the Connecticut Superior Court 
because Plaintiff's Return of Service purports Mr. Parlato was properly served via 
U.S. Mail with this defamation action on July 18, 2022, rendering the Notice of 
Removal outside the 30-day window established in 28 u.s_c_ § 1446(b)(l) and 
(b)(2)(B)? 

4a Mr_ Parlato respeci:fully submits that 1he Court should find in the negative and DENY 

Mr. Ambrose's motion to remand to Connecticut Superior Court.. 

REQUESTED FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

5_ The Court should make the following findings based on the facts and the law: 

a.. Defendant has met his bunlen in establishing Removal muler 28 u_s_c_ § 1446_ 

b. Defendant stated aprima face case for removal in his previously-filed Notice of Removal 

and supporting papers, which Plaintiff has not rebutted 

c_ Defendant has not been appropriately served with valid or sufficient service under 

Connecticut law_ Plaintiff has objected to 1he timeliness of Defendant' s Notice of 

Removal under 28 U.S.C. § 1446(bXI) and (bX2)(B). Plaintiff's claims are meritless 

because Defendant's 30-day Removal clodur.eve:r began to nm- Mr. Parlato was never 

served wi1h process validly subjecting him to 1he jurisdiction of 1he Connecticut courts. 

d The Court's analysis begins with the four comers of the Complaint (a copy is attached 

to the original removal and moving papers) because it is ""the initial pleading setting forth 

the claim for relief upon which such action or proceeding is based" 28 U.S_C.S. § 

1446(bXl)_ 

2 
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e. As plead, 1he four comers of the initial pJeadin& the Complain~ 1eveal, in substance, a 

singular claim that rings in defamation that is the only •]>Iausible cause of action." 

Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662 (2009). The only "plaDS1l>le'" and l~y sufficient stated 

claim of the three claims asserted in Mr. Ambrose's Complaint is the ••common law 

defamation" claiin. Bell A tlantic Corp. v. Tlvomblv, 550 U.S. 544 (2007). 

:[ The other two claims are re-ast defamation claims, one alleging an amorphous~ 

violation" caused by Mr. Parlato's words and the other alleging "emotional distress" 

causedby Mr. Parlato"s words, both of which are mere]y subspecies of alleged damages 

under 1he defamation claim. 

g. Mr. Ambrose is correct when he states: 

"Whether service of process was proper requires consideration of the 
service rules in 1he state where the action was brought, which here is 
Connecticut" Brandon Y ernon v. Able EmplOJJlllenl Service Center .. 
D. Conn. 2021 WL 3036919 See CWv. Estate o(Rockefeller. No. 20-
cv-2205 (VSB), 2020 WL 5658702, at *3 (S.DN.Y. Sept. 23, 2020) 
(cmlkci:ing cases}. Plaintiff's Memorandum of Law on page 14. 

h. Mr. Ambrose omits 1he controlling language in 1he Connecticut Long Arm Statute, 

General Statutes §52-59b(a), which provides in relevant part: 

'"As to a cause of action arising from any of the acts enumerated in 
this section, a comt may exercise persona) jurisdiction over any 
nonresident individual, foreign parlnership or foreign voluntmy 
association, or over the executor or administrator of such nonresident 
individua17 foreign partnership or foreign voluntary association, who 
in peISOD orthrougJ:ian agent ... (2) commits a tortious act within 1he 
state, except as to a cause of action for defamation of character 
arising from the act ... " (Emphasis added) 

1. The United States District Court for the District of Connecticut agrees with the weight 

of authority that disravm:s favoc subjecting a oomesident to lmrg-arm jurisdiction by 

allowing 1he statute's broad and undefined concept of"transacting business" to trump the 

3 
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Legislatme s explicit and unambiguous exclnsions of long--ann jurisdiction for 

defamation. SeeLegoA/Sv. Best-LockConstr. Tovs. Inc., 886 F. Supp. 2d65,2012 U.S. 

Dist. LEXIS 120665 (D. Conn. 2012). By its language, § 52-59b(a)(2) does not provide 

jurisdiction for defamation claims. 

J- Plaintiff should not be rewarded for an inartful pleading attempting to disguise a 

defamation claim as another claim, thus circumventing an assertion of jurisdiction the 

Connecticut Legislature never intended to allow. 1 Mr. Ambrose is an attorney, he should 

know better, and his pleadin~ should be better. 

k. The Jaoguage of § 52-59b(a) indicates that a plaintiff must establish an independent 

basis for personal jurisdiction for each cause of action. See Conn.Gen.Stat.§ 52-59b(a) 

f"As to a cause of action .. . -,;Jones l'. Tnonp. 919 F. Supp. 583,586 (D.Conn. 1996); 

Irwin v. Mahnke, 2006 U.S. DisL LEXIS 25906, 3:05CV976, 2006 WL 691993, at *3 

(D.Conn. March 16, 2003). 

I. The Connecticut Long Arm Statute does not confer jurisdiction over all torts which injure 

Connecticut residents. Viera v. Tarvin, No. 3:04 CV 416 (CFO), 2005 U.S. DisL LEXIS 

2074, at *1 (D. Conn. Feb. 11, 2005). 

1 It should not be lost that Mr. Parlato is a journalist and a member of the media. Mr. Parlato and 
all journalists and media members simiJarly situated would be prejudiced if the Comiecticut courts 
allow an end-run around the Legislature's clear pronouncement that defamation is explicitly not 
subject to long-arm. jmisdiction. The chi11ing effects on :lree speech and the press would not be 
prejudicial to just Mr. Parlato and other jomnalists bot to the Marketplace of Ideas as a whole, and 
would be Constitutionally impennissible. Mr. Ambrose's claims that Mr. Parlato is not a "real 
journalist" is a timeless losing argument that the First Amendment will not allow. The same 
arguments were made by the US Government about :renowned investigative jonmalist and former 
New York Federal Court Appellate Attorney Glenn Greenwald when he published Edward 
Snowden's explosive proof of illegal NSA spying. See the attached EXHIRIT "A." 

4 
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m. Coonec-ticut•s Long Ann statute extends to none of Mr. Ambrose"s claims,. all of which 

are based on wonts and sound in defamation,. and none of which are malicious or are 

outside the ambit of investigative journalism, newsgathering, and commentary/opinion. 

n. In support of his Motion for Remand to the Connecticut Superior Court, Plaintiff offers 

a Return of Service dated July 18, 2022. See the attached EXHIRIT "'B." 

o. Said Return of Service was filed with the Clerk of the Superior Court, in New Haven,. 

Connecticut, on July 21, 2022. See the attached EXHIBIT "C." 

p. Plaintiff's method of service is inadequate. Filing with the Secretary of State of 

Connecticut followed by mailing is inadequate to confer jurisdiction in defamation 

matters. 

q. Plaintiff bas also failed to show Defendant is subject to service because they have not 

proved that the Court may exercise personal jurisdiction over Mr. Parlato. Therefore, 

Plaintiff's service of process fails as a matter of law. Viera v. Tarvin. No. 3:04 CV 416 

(CFO), 2005 U.S. Dist LEXIS 2074, at *7 (D. Conn. Feb. I I, 2005). 

r. Mr. Parlato has also stated that he has not been served with a copy of the "initial 

pleading" for 28 U.S.C. § 1446 purposes. Nor can Plaintiff offer proof that Mr. Parlato 

saw or received the initial pleading before December 2022. 

s. Plaintiff cannot rebut Defendant's prima (acie. case fO£ :removal 11Dder 28 U.S.C. § 

1446(b)(l) and {b)(2)(B) because Defendant cannot show P1aintiffwas ever properly 

served. 

t The U.S. Supreme Court has addressed this iS"SUC in Murphp Bros .• Inc. v. M,chetti Pipe 

Stringing. Inc., 526 U.S. 344, 119 S.Ct. 1322,. 143 L.Ed2d448 {1999). 

5 
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lL 1be issue in Murphy Bros. was whether 1he defendant waited too hmgfD file its notice 

of removal There, a plaintiff filed a complaint in state comt and then faxed a copy of 

the complaint to the defendant. Fourteen days later, the plaintiff formally served the 

complaint on the defendant. Thirty days after the plaintiff formally served defendant with 

the complaint and forty-four days after the plaintiff l"eCeived a faxed courtesy copy, the 

defendant removed the case. 

v. There, like here, the plaintiff moved for remand, arguing that the defendant's removal 

was untimely as the 1hirty days for removal beg;.m to run once the defendant received the 

fax copy. 

w. The U.S. Supreme Court disagreed with the plaintiff and held that removal was timely 

because the 31)..Jay tune [tame from which a defendant must rernuve a case was triggered 

by the formal service o(process. not the informal faxing of die complaint. Murphy Bros .• 

526 U.S. at 354-55 (emphasis added). 

x. The Court reasoned that "one becomes a party officially, and is required to take 

action in 1hat capacity only upon service of a summons or other authority-asserting 

measure stating the time within which the party served must appear and 

defend." Murphy Bros .• 526 U.S. at 350 (emphasis added). See also Nxivm Corp. v. 

Ross, No_ 09-CV-338S, 2009 U.S_ Dist. LEXIS 52373 at *8 (W DN.Y. June 19, 2009) 

y. In this case, Plaintiff never triggered the 30-day time frame for removal because 

Defendant was never properly served with sufficient process. 

z. Acconlingfy, Mr. Ambrose"s motion to remand to Connecticut Superior Court should be 

DENIED. 

6 
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RECAPITULATION 

6. Mr. Parlato states for the record that he never :received or saw a copy of the initial 

pleading. Plaintiff never proffers any proof that Mr. Parlato actually saw the initial pleading. 

7. Mr. Parlato, a journalist, is being sued for publishing media in good faith, 

newsgathering. and publishing commentary and opinion on newsworthy subjects. 

8. The only plausible claim pleaded by Mr. Ambrose is a defamation claim. 

9. Mr. Parlato further states that jurisdiction does not lie in the State of Connecticut 

because Mr. Parlato is a D.OD-IeSident with no contacts to 1he jurisdiction. The speech occurred 

outside the jurisdiction and was not targeted at the jurisdiction or anyone in it. Connecticut's Long 

Arm specifically does not allow for jurisdiction for defamation claims. 

10. Mr. Parlato further submits he was never properly served with sufficient process 

because Plaintiff has failed to establish that they can properly avail themselves of the Connecticut 

Long Arm statute for what is, in substance, a defamation predicated upon Mr. Parlato's published 

words. 

11. Mr. Parlato further submits that this matter should be dismi~ or alternative relief 

granted as pleaded below and in the papers previously submitted to the Court. 

7 
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REOUESTFOR REI.ID' 

Defendant Frank Parlato, Jr., moves 1his Hono.rable Court for an Onler. 

a) Denying Plaintiff's Motion to Remand to the Connecticut Superior Court; 

b) Striking Counts I and 3 pursuant to Rule 12(f) of the Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 

(FRCP) as duplicative of Count 2; or 

c) Striking Counts 1 and 3 pmsuant to FRCP Rule 12(:f) as improperly plead, unsuccessful 

in law and fact, and prejudicial; and 

d) Dismissing 1his matter pursuant to FRCP Rule 12(b)(2); O£ in 1he alternative 

e) Dismissing this matter pursuant to FRCP Rule 12(b )(4); or in the alternative 

f) Dismissing this matter pursuant to FRCP Rule 12(b)(5); or in the alternative 

g) Dismissing this matte£ pursuant to FRCP Rule 12{b )(6); or in the alternative 

h) Dismissing this matter pmsuant to the doctrine of Forum Non-Conveniens; or in the 

alternative 

i) Transferring this matter to the United States District Comt for the Southern District of 

Florida, Key West Division; and 

j) For such other and further relief as t1ns Honorable Court shall deem.just and equitable. 

REQUEST FOR REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS 

Defendant also asks that he may appear before the Court by Zoom and/or other 

videoconferencing means because Defendant is a resident of the State of Florida, has no contacts in 

the State of Connecticut, and it would be an undue burden for Defendant to appear in the State of 

Connecticut in person. 

8 
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Defendant relies on the :foregoing and his previous submissions to the Court in opposition to 

Plaintiff's Motion to Remand and in fm1her support of his application for relief. 

Dated: Big Pine Key, Florida 
February 1, 2023 

9 

Respectfully submitted, 

eram e 
e Key, Florida 33043 

Tel: (305) 783-7083 
Email: frankparlato@gmail.com 
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II 
By using this website, you consent to our 11se of coekies. For 111re infor1Ration, visit our Privacy Policy X 

JBURNAUSTSAND JOURNAUSM 

Edward Snowden Is Not a 'Traitor' and 
Glenn Greenwald Is Not an 'Accomplice' 

If anything, reporting on the NS.8s overreach has revealed just how dangerous to our 
freedoms the agency's surveillance practices really are. 

By Robert Scheer 

Glenn Greenwald speaks to reporters at a hotel in Hong Kong Monday in June 2013. (AP 
Photo/Vincent Yu) 

This story originally appeared at Truthdig. Robert Scheer is the author of The Great 

Americ:t_n Stickup: How Reagan Republicans and Clinton Democrats Enriched 

Wall Street While Mugging Main Street (_Nation Boob)~ 

The tide is turning. Yesterday's traitor is today's hero, and the brave journalists 

who helped Edward Snowden get the ,vord out arc at last being honored for 

their public service. Or so one hopes. 

On Sunday it was announced that the prestigious George Polle Award for 

National Security Reportingwould be given to the four journalists-Glenn 

Greenwald, Ewen MacAskill, Laura Poitras and Barton Gellman-most active in 

reporting about the content of the NSA documents leaked by Snowden. The 

award, named after a CBS News correspondent killed in 1948 while covering the 
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civil war in Greece, is intended to honor journalists who "heightened public 

awareness with perceptive detection and dogged pursuit of stories that 

otherwise would not have seen the light of day." 

That is, of course, the very purpose of the First Amendment's guarantee of a 

free press, an indelible standard of freedom subverted by figures like James R 

Clapper Jr., the president's director of national intelligence, who condemned 

those reporters as "accomplices" to Snowden's disclosures and suggested that 

telling the truth should be treated as a serious crime. Of course, Clapper's own 

blatant lies to the Senate Intelligence Committee, denying mass-scale 

surveillance of the American public under his direction, are to be presumed 

virtuous. 

In reality, the documents Snowden shared with the reporters from The 

Guardian, The Washington Post and other news organizations with well

established records of journalistic integrity were reported on in a manner that 

was mindful not to reveal the sources and methods used to fertet out terrorists. 

There is no evidence that this reporting has weakened the US government's 

ability to protect the nation or that the NS& mass surveillance of the private 

communications of Americans has made us safer. 

On the contrary, the Privacy and Civil Liberties Oversight Board, appointed by 

the president and confirmed by the Senate, concluded, after an exhaustive 

investigation in the wake of the Snowden revelations, that the NSA surveillance 

program should be ended, as it is ineffectual and dangerous to our freedoms. 

Defenders of the program, implemented under Section 215 of the Patriot Act, 

have argued that if that NSA program had been in operation, one of the 9 /11 

hijackers, Khalid al-Mihdhar, would have been caught because of a call he made 

from San Diego to Yemen. But the board concluded in its majority report: "We 

do not believe the Mihdhar example supports continuance of the NSKs Section 

215 program. First, the failure to identify Mihdhar's presence in the United 

States stemmed primarily from a lack of information sharing among federal 

agencies, not a lack of surveillance capabilities. As documented by the 9 /11 

commission and others, this was a failure to connect the dots, not a failure to 

collect enough dots." 

When the suspicious call was made in early 2000, Mihdhar was living in San 

Diego with "a longtime FBI asset." But Mihdhar-who was being tracked by the 

CIA as well as the FBI-was allowed to leave the country and return on his valid 

Saudi passport to hijack a plane "in 2001 because he still had not been placed 

on any watchlists." 

Case 3:22-cv-01648-MPS   Document 9-1   Filed 02/03/23   Page 3 of 4



Even more damning is the conclusion of the report, vetted by the NSA, that the 

information on Mihdhai· was readily available without the collection of 

metadata on most Americans: 

But obtaining this knowledge did not require a bulk telephone records program. The 

NSA knew the telephone number of the Yemen safe house. If the telephone calls with 

Mihdhar were deemed suspicious at the time, the government could have used 

existing legal authorities to request from US telephone companies the records of any 

calls made to or from that Yemen number __ Thus we do not believe that a program 

that collects all records from US telephone companies was necessary to identify 

Mihdhar's location in early 2000, nor that such a program is necessary to make 

similar discoveries in the funue. 

What is threatening about the Snowden leaks is not the exposure of effective 

tactics employed by the United States in the fight against terrorism but rather 

the Keystone Cops&endash;style ridicule it has brought upon America's claim of 

leadership in that effort. A case in point is the report coauthored by Polk 

winner Laura Poitras, a documentary filmmaker close to Snowden (and 

obviously one of the accomplices to whom Clapper was referring), that ran in 

Saturday's New York Times. 

In that latest installment from Snowden's trove of government secrets that 

Americans had a right and need to know, it was revealed that the NSA, in 

cahoots with an equivalent Australian intelligence outfit, spied on the 

communications between an American law firm and the Indonesian 

government. In this instance there is not even a fig leaf of national security 

pretense because the issue being litigated concerned the import of Indonesian 

clove dgai·ettes ai-id shrimp rather than the implements of violent behavior. 

As with the previous revelation about the NSA's taping of German Chancellor 

Angela Merkel's cellphone conversations, it is clear that the scope of the spy 

agency's surveillance is so vast as to be absurd in its claim to be a narrowly 

targeted intrusion to nail suspected terrorists. 

Robert Scheer Robert Scheei;, a oontributing editor to The Nation. is editor of Trn t hd i_g.co rn and 

author of The Great American Stickup: How Reagan Republicans and Clinton Democrats Enriched Wall 

Street-while MuggingMainStreet (Nation Books). The Ponwgmph_v of Power: How DefensE' Hawks 

Hiiacked 9,/11 and Hhikened America. (Twelve) and Pbyinl!· President (Akashic Books). He is author, 

with Christopher Scheer and Lakshmi Chaudhry, of The Five Biggest Lies Bush Told Us About Iraq 

(Akashic Books and Seven Stories Press.) His weekly column, distributed by Creators Syndicate, 

appears in the San Francisco Chronicle. 
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U.FflCER'~ KETU.KN TU CUUKl' 

State of Connecticut 

County of Hartford 

) 
) 
) 

ss. Hartford July 18, 2022 

Then and by virtue hereof and by direction of the plaintiff, I made due and legal 
service upon the within named non-resident defendant, FRANK PARLATO, JR., by 
leaving one verified true and attested copy of the original Writ, Summons and 
Complaint at the office of the Secretary of the State of Connecticut, 165 Capitol 
Avenue, Suite 1,000, Hartford, CT. Said Secretary of the State of Connecticut is the 
duly authorized Agent for the within named non-resident defendant. (per CGS 52-
59b) 

And afterwards, on the 18th day of July, 2022, I made due and legal service upon the 
within named non-resident defendant, FRANK. PARLATO, JR., by depositing in the 
Post Office at Rocky Hill, postage paid and certified, retmn receipt requested, one 
true and attested copy of the within original Writ, Summons and Complaint 
addressed to Frank Parlato, Jr., 29009 Geranium Drive, Big Pine Key, FL 33043. 

Supplemental return to follow. 

Tne within is the original W:rit, Siiwwons .nd CompJa: .. t with my doings 
thereon endorsed. 

FEES: 
Service 
Travel 
Pages 
Endorsements 
Postage 
Sec. of State 
TOTAL 

$80.00 
15.00 
68.00 

8.00 
9.00 

50.00 
$230.00 

Attest: 

~~/ 
Connecticut State Marshal 
Hartford County 
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1/31/23, 2:17 PM Case Detail - NNH-CV22-505424~ 

AMBROSE, CHRISTOPHER, A. v. PARLATO, FRANK, JR. 

Case Type: T50 File Date: 07/21/2022 Return Date: 08/09/2022 

Notices !History Scheduled Court Dates jE-Serv1ces Login creen Section Help 

To receive an email when there is aclivlty on this case, click here. ~ 

Information U dated as of: 01/31/2023 ______ __ C_ase _ _ l_n_fo_nnatJ _ _ o_n ______ ______ ___ J~ 
Case Type: TSO - Torts - Defamation 

Court Location: NEW HAVEN JD 
List Type: No list Type 

Trial List Clalm: 

Last Action Date: 12/20/2022 (The "last action date" is the date the infonnation was entered in 
the system) 

Disposition lnfonnatJon 

Disposition Date: 12/16/2022 
Disposition: REMOVED TO FEDERAL DISTRICT COURT 

Disposition By: BY THE COURT 

Party & Appearance Information 

P-01 CHRISTOPHER A. AMBROSE 
Self-Rep: 381 HORSEPOND ROAD 

MADISON, CT 06443 

D-01 FRANK JR. PARLATO 
Self-Rep: e 29009 GERANIUM DR 

BIG PINE KEY, FL 33043 

File Date: 07/21/2022 

File Date: 12/16/2022 

Viewing Documents on Civil, Housing and Small Claims Cases: 

No fee 
Party 

If there is an e in front of the docket number at the top of this page, then the file is electronic 
(paperless). 

Category 

Plaintiff 

Defendant 

• Documents, court orders and judicial notices in electronic (paperless) civil, housing and 
small claims cases with a return date on or after January 1, 2014 are available publicly over 
the internet.• For more infonnation on what you can view in all cases, view the Electronic 
Access to Court Documents Quick Card. 

• For civil cases filed prior to 2014, court orders and judicial notices that are electronic are 
available publicly over the internet. Orders can be viewed by selecting the link to the order 
from the list below. Notices can be viewed by clicking the Notices tab above and selecting 
the link ... 

• Documents, court orders and judicial notices in an electronic (paperless) file can be viewed 
at any judicial district courthouse during nonnal business hours.• 

• Pleadings or other documents that are not electronic (paperless) can be viewed only during 
nonnal business hours at the Clerk's Office in the Judicial District where the case is located.* 

• An Affidavit of Debt is not available publicly over the internet on small claims cases filed 
before October 16, 2017.* 

*Any documents protected by law Or by court order that are Not open to the public cannot be viewed 
by the public online And can only be viewed in person at the clerk's office where the file is located by 
those authorized by law or court order to see them. 

-htlps://ci.vilinquiry.jud.ct.gov/CaseDetail/PublicCaseDelal.aspx?DocketNo=NNHCV225054243S 1/3 
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-. ' .. 

1/31/23, 2:17 PM Case Detail - NNH-CV22-5054243-S 

Motions / Pleadings / Documents I Case Status 

Entrv. File Date Filed P!!mllll2!1 N2 --=~= BY. c on 

07/21/2022 p SUMMONS al 
07/21/2022 p CQMPLAlt:fTal -
12/16/2022 D APPEARANCE EP 

Appearance 

100.30 07/21/2022 p RETURN OF SERVICE al No 

101.00 08/16/2022 p MOTION FOR DEFAULT-FAILURE TO APPEAR PB 17-20 fY No 

RESULT: Granted 8/24/2022 BY THE CLERK 

101.10 08/24/2022 C ORDER al No 
RESULT: Granted 8/24/2022 BY THE CLERK 

102.00 12/12/2022 p MOT!QN FOR DEFAULT-FAILURE TO PLEAD a) No 
RESULT: Granted 12/20/2022 BY THE CLERK 

102.10 12/20/2022 C ORDER fY No 

RESULT: Granted 12/20/2022 BY THE CLERK 

103.00 12/12/2022 p SCHEDULING ORDER al No 

Defendant Non-Responsive 

104.00 12/13/2022 p MILITARY AFFIDAVIT a) No 

105.00 12/16/2022 D NOTICE OF REMOVAL TO FEDERAL DISTRICT COURT fP No 
Notice of Removal to Federal Court 

105.10 12/16/2022 C REMOVED TO FEDERAL DISTRICT COURT No 
RESULT: BY THE COURT 

Scheduled Court Dates as of 01/30/2023 

NNH-CV22-5054243-S -AMBROSE, CHRISTOPHER, A. v. PARLATO, FRANK, JR . 

• ~ Time la!OI D~!'.iptlon ~ 

No Events Scheduled 

Judicial ADR events may be heard in a court that is different from the court where the case is 
filed. To check location information about an ADR event, select the Notices tab on the top of 
the case detail page. 

Matters that appear on the Short Calendar are shown as scheduled court events on this page. 
The date displayed on this page is the date of the calendar. 

The status of a Short Calendar matter is not displayed because it is determined by markings 
made by the parties as required by the calendar notices and the civik§! standing orders. 
Markings made electronically can be viewed by those who have electronic access through the 
Markings History link on the Civil/Family Menu in E-Services. Markings made by telephone can 
only be obtained through the clerk's office. If more than one motion is on a single short 
calendar, the calendar will be listed once on this page. You can see more information on 
matters appearing on Short Calendars by going to the Civil/FamilY. Case Look-UP-@ page and 
Short Calendars BY. Juris Number@ or ~y Court Location@. 

Periodic changes to terminology that do not affect the status of the case may be made. 

This list does not constitute or replace official notice of scheduled court events. 

Disclaimer: For civil and family cases statewide, case information can be seen on this website 
for a period of time, from one year to a maximum period of ten years, after the disposition date. If 
the Connecticut Practice Book Sections 7-10 and 7-11 give a shorter period of time, the case 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
District of Connecticut 

New Haven Division 

CHRISTOPHER A AMBROSE, 

Plaintil:t: 

V. 

FRANK. PARLATO, Ill., 

Defendant. 

Case No. 22 cv 1648 (V AB) (RAR) 

CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that a copy of 1he foregoing Defendant Frank Parlato,. Jr.'s Declaration In 
Opposition To Plaintiff's Motion For Remand To State Court And In Further Support Of 
Defendant's Motion To Dismiss has been sent via electronic mail and first-class mail, postage 
prepaid, this 1st day ofFebmmy 2023 to: 

Christopher A Ambrose 
381 Horsepond Road 
Madison, CT 06443 
203.505.1889 
ca05 l 5@aol.com 

·um.Drive 
Big Pine Key, Florida 33043 
Tel: (305) 783-7083 
Email· fran.kparlato@gmail.com 
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