
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF PERRY COUNTY, ALABAMA

THE GREENSBORO WATCHMAN, INC. )
D/B/A THE PERRY COUNTY HERALD )
and JOHN ALLAN CLARK, )

)
Plaintiffs )

)
vs. )

)
BIBB COMMUNITY MEDIA, INC. AND ) CIVIL ACTION NUMBER:
KINGFISHER MEDIA, L.L.C. D/B/A THE )
MARION TIMES-STANDARD, MIKE )
HOBSON, DAVID DANIEL, JOSH ) __________________________________
LAMBERT, CINDY FISHER, BRAD FISHER, )
and Fictitious Party Defendants JOHN DOE A, )
JOHN DOE B, JOHN DOE C, JOHN DOE D, )
JOHN DOE E, JOHN DOE F, JOHN DOE G, )
JOHN DOE H, JOHN DOE I, and JOHN DOE )
J, hereinafter described. )

)
Defendants. )

COMPLAINT

Plaintiff, The Greensboro Watchman, Inc., d/b/a The Perry County Herald, is an Alabama 

corporation headquartered in and engaged in business in Perry County, Alabama. 

Plaintiff, John Allan Clark, is an individual residing in Perry County, Alabama who is the owner

of The Greensboro Watchman, Inc. d/b/a the Perry County Herald, and who is the editor and publisher 

of the Perry County Herald. 

Defendant, Bibb Community Media, Inc., d/b/a The Marion Times Standard is an Alabama 

corporation engaged in business in Perry County, Alabama. 

Defendant, Kingfisher Media, L.L.C., d/b/a The Marion Times-Standard, is an Alabama 

company engaged in business in Perry County, Alabama. 

Defendant, Mike Hobson, is an individual residing in Bibb County, Alabama, who is one of the 

owners of Bibb Community Media, Inc., d/b/a The Marion Times-Standard. 
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Defendant, David Daniel, is an individual residing in Bibb County, Alabama, who is one of the 

owners of Bibb Community Media, Inc., d/b/a The Marion Times-Standard.

Defendant, Josh Lambert, is an individual residing in Bibb County, Alabama, who is one of the 

owners of Bibb Community Media, Inc., d/b/a The Marion Times-Standard. 

Defendant, Cindy Fisher, is an individual residing in Dallas County, Alabama who is one of the 

owners of Kingfisher Media, L.L.C., d/b/a The Marion Times-Standard. 

Defendant, Brad Fisher, is an individual residing in Tuscaloosa County, Alabama who is one of 

the owners of Kingfisher Media, L.L.C., d/b/a The Marion Times-Standard. 

Plaintiffs are ignorant of the true names and capacities of Defendants sued in this action as John

Doe A, John Doe B, John Doe C, John Doe D, John Doe E, John Doe F, John Doe G, John Doe H, John

Doe I, and John Doe J, inclusive, and, therefore, sue these Defendants by such fictitious names. 

Plaintiffs will seek leave of Court to amend this complaint to allege their true names and capacities 

when ascertained. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and on the basis of such information and belief 

allege, that each of these fictitiously named Defendants is responsible in some manner for the 

occurrences alleged in this complaint, and that Plaintiffs’ injuries as alleged in this complaint were 

proximately caused by the above-mentioned Defendants.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION

SLANDER

1. At all times mentioned, Plaintiff, John Allan Clark, was and remains a resident of Perry 

County, Alabama, engaged in publishing a newspaper in Marion, Perry County, Alabama. Community 

journalism, particularly the community newspaper business in Perry County, Alabama and in West 

Alabama generally, has been Plaintiff’s life’s work. Up to the time of the commission of the actions by 

Defendants as set forth in this complaint, Plaintiff had maintained a good reputation and credit in the 

conduct of such business. Plaintiff, The Greensboro Watchman, Inc., which is headquartered at 7394 

Highway 5, Marion, Alabama, in Perry County, owns and operates the newspaper, which is known as 

The Perry County Herald, and which meets all the qualifications set forth in the Code of Alabama, 

Section 6-8-60 for the purposes of publishing legal notices in Perry County, Alabama. 
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2. Defendants, Bibb Community Media, Inc., Kingfisher Media, L.L.C., Mike Hobson, David 

Daniel, Josh Lambert, Brad Fisher, and Cindy Fisher, at all times mentioned have been the owners, 

operators, and/or publishers of The Marion Times Standard, a competing newspaper operating in 

Marion, Perry County, Alabama. Defendants, Bibb Community Media, purchased the Marion Times-

Standard on or about October 2021. They then contracted with Defendants, Kingfisher Media, to 

publish, operate, and manage the Marion Times-Standard on or about January 2022. Plaintiffs and 

Defendants at all times mentioned have been, and now are, business rivals and competitors.

3. Plaintiffs are ignorant of the true names and capacities of Defendants sued in this action as 

John Doe A, John Doe B, John Doe C, John Doe D, John Doe E, John Doe F, John Doe G, John Doe H,

John Doe I, and John Doe J, inclusive, and, therefore, sue these Defendants by such fictitious names. 

Plaintiffs will seek leave of Court to amend this complaint to allege their true names and capacities 

when ascertained. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and on the basis of such information and belief 

allege, that each of these fictitiously named Defendants is responsible in some manner for the 

occurrences alleged in this cause of action, and that Plaintiffs’ injuries as alleged in this complaint were

proximately caused by the above-mentioned Defendants.

4. Bibb Community Media, Kingfisher Media, David Daniel, Mike Hobson, Josh Lambert, 

Cindy Fisher, Brad Fisher, and Fictitious Parties John Doe A-J are collectively referred to in this 

complaint as Defendants. 

5. Beginning on or about March 10, 2022, in a series of telephone calls, Defendant Mike 

Hobson, an owner of Bibb Community Media, Inc. d/b/a the Marion Times-Standard, contacted Ann 

Brewer Kornegay at the Law Office of Jefferson K. Nail in Marion; the Honorable Eldora Anderson, 

Judge of Probate, at the Perry County, Alabama Courthouse in Marion; and other persons whose names 

are unknown to Plaintiffs at this time, and maliciously and with intent to cause a belief that Plaintiffs, 

The Greensboro Watchman, Inc., d/b/a the Perry County Herald and John Allan Clark, were dishonest 

and unfit to engage in the newspaper business, said the following about Plaintiffs: that The Perry 

County Herald was legally unqualified to publish legal notices in Perry County, Alabama, that the Perry

County Herald did not have an office in Perry County, Alabama and was not published in Perry County,
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and that John Allan Clark, its publisher, was therefore engaged in a deceptive business arrangement 

with the government of Perry County and with the Nail Law Office, offering a service that it was 

unlawful for Plaintiffs to provide.

6. The persons in whose presence these statements were made believed that Defendant, Mike 

Hobson, had charged Plaintiffs with being dishonest in business dealings, and that individuals, elected 

officials, public servants, and officers of the Court publishing legal notices with Plaintiffs would not 

meet the State of Alabama’s statutory requirements for the publication of legal notices, causing them to 

risk running afoul of the law.

7. Each and all of the statements made by Defendants were and are false and untrue. Such 

statements were made by Defendants for the purpose of injuring Plaintiffs in their community, and the 

statements did have that effect, injuring Plaintiffs in business, personal standing, reputation, and credit 

in the community. 

8. On March 30, 2022, at the Perry County, Alabama Courthouse, Defendant, Cindy Fisher, an 

owner of Kingfisher Media, L.L.C. d/b/a The Marion Times-Standard, in the presence of Lucy Weaver 

Kynard of the Perry County Board of Registrars and in the presence of other persons whose names are 

unknown to Plaintiffs, maliciously and with intent to cause a belief that Plaintiff John Allan Clark was 

a dishonest and unfit person to engage in the newspaper business, said the following about Plaintiffs: 

that The Perry County Herald was legally unqualified to publish legal notices in Perry County, Alabama

and did not have a “permit” to publish said legal notices—though there is no such permit under 

Alabama law and Plaintiff does in fact possess the only relevant permit, a Periodicals class mailing 

permit with the U.S. Postal Service —and that John Allan Clark, its publisher, was therefore engaged in

a deceptive business relationship with Perry County, offering a service it was unlawful for him to 

provide. 

9. The persons in whose presence these statements were made believed that Defendant had 

charged Plaintiffs with being dishonest in business dealings, and that elected officials, public servants, 

and officers of the Court publishing legal notices with Plaintiffs would not meet the State of Alabama’s 

requirements for the publication of legal notices, causing them to risk running afoul of the law.
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10.  Customers and potential customers who often publish legal notices in Perry County, 

Alabama range from the government of the State of Alabama, including the Alabama Department of 

Transportation, Alabama Department of Environmental Management, the Office of the Governor, and 

other state offices and agencies; state colleges, universities, and other public institutions; large 

corporate law firms headquartered outside of Perry County; local law firms and attorneys; law firms 

and attorneys in neighboring counties which publish legal notices in Perry County, including, but not 

limited to, firms in Bibb, Hale, Dallas, Marengo, Jefferson, and Tuscaloosa counties; the government of

Perry County, including the county commission, probate office, circuit clerk, utility boards, highway 

department, tax assessor’s office, and sheriff’s department; the governments of the cities of Marion and 

Uniontown, including their respective city councils, police departments, utility boards, and highway 

departments; contractors and engineering firms; local and regional nonprofits and non-governmental 

agencies; the Perry County Board of Education; and others. 

11. Defendants, through their connections in the newspaper, legal, and business sectors in Perry 

County and in West Alabama, would have the information and ability to contact any and all of these, 

and other of Plaintiffs’ peers, friends, neighbors, customers, and potential customers, disseminating 

misinformation and falsehoods in an attempt to discourage customers from doing business with 

Plaintiffs.

12. Plaintiffs do not know how many more customers, potential customers, readers, friends, 

neighbors, elected officials, community leaders, etc., have received misinformation from Defendants, 

formed negative conclusions about Defendants based on that misinformation, decided to avoid doing 

business with Defendants, and passed on to others the false assertions contained in the misinformation 

disseminated by Defendants.

13. Each and all of the statements made by Defendants were and are false and untrue, and 

Defendants knew or reasonably should have known the statements were untrue. Such statements were 

made by Defendants for the purpose of injuring Plaintiffs in their community and in their career and 

business, and the statements did have that effect, injuring Plaintiffs in lost business, personal standing, 

business standing, reputation, and credit in the community, all of which Plaintiff is prepared to prove at 
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trial. 

14. The uttering of the false, untrue, damaging, unfounded, and defamatory statements as set 

forth above was malicious and unwarranted, and such actions were done by the Defendants, with such 

recklessness and carelessness as to amount to a wanton disregard of the rights of Plaintiffs and 

indifference to the infliction of injury on Plaintiffs, or with such gross negligence and total disregard of 

the consequences of the acts by Defendants, that such conduct of Defendants is malicious and totally 

without justification or excuse; for this reason, Plaintiffs are entitled to exemplary or punitive damages 

in such amount as will significantly punish Defendants for Defendants’ willful and malicious conduct 

and as will serve as an example to prevent a repetition of such conduct in the future. 

WHEREFORE, ABOVE PREMISES CONSIDERED, the Plaintiffs demand judgment against 

the Defendants, both named and fictitious parties, jointly and severally, including general damages in 

the amount of $500,000.00; special damages for pecuniary loss in the amount of $50,000; and punitive 

damages in the amount of $1,650,000.00; prejudgment and post-judgment interest on such damages 

awarded according to law; costs of suit; and such other and further relief as this Court may deem just 

and proper.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION

LIBEL

15. Plaintiffs incorporate the allegations of all other paragraphs of this complaint as though set 

forth here in full.

16. On April 18, 2022, Defendant, Cindy Fisher, an owner of Kingfisher Media, L.L.C. and the 

editor and publisher of the Marion Times-Standard, published an email addressed to Lucy Weaver 

Kynard of the Perry County Board of Registrars, the Honorable Eldora Anderson, Probate Judge of 

Perry County, Alabama, as well as to other persons whose names are unknown to Plaintiffs. In the 

email, Defendant Cindy Fisher alleged that only the newspaper she represented, The Marion Times-

Standard, was qualified to publish legal notices in Perry County, Alabama, and that publishing the 2022

Perry County Voter List in another newspaper would not meet the State of Alabama’s requirements for 

the publication of legal notices and could cause the county’s Primary Election results to be voided, 
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which would have caused the County to incur extreme cost and embarrassment. In the same email, 

Defendant Cindy Fisher made reference to the fact that she had also emailed or otherwise contacted 

Prince Chestnut, who is an influential practicing attorney in the West Alabama region and therefore a 

potential customer to Plaintiffs, and who is also Perry County, Alabama’s county attorney and an 

Alabama state legislator, and therefore an influential leader in the local community, region, and state of 

Alabama generally, and published the same false, untrue, and misleading information to him.

17. Plaintiffs are ignorant of the true names and capacities of Defendants sued in this action as 

John Doe A, John Doe B, John Doe C, John Doe D, John Doe E, John Doe F, John Doe G, John Doe H,

John Doe I, and John Doe J, inclusive, and, therefore, sue these Defendants by such fictitious names. 

Plaintiffs will seek leave of Court to amend this complaint to allege their true names and capacities 

when ascertained. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and on the basis of such information and belief 

allege, that each of these fictitiously named Defendants is responsible in some manner for the 

occurrences alleged in this cause of action, and that Plaintiffs’ injuries as alleged in this complaint were

proximately caused by the above-mentioned Defendants.

18. The statements made about the Plaintiffs by Defendants in the above-referenced email are 

false, incorrect, misleading, untrue, and defamatory of the character and honesty of the Plaintiffs. 

19. Before and at the time of the publication of the above-mentioned email, the Defendants 

knew, or reasonably should have known, that it contained untrue, false, and defamatory statements that 

presented the character and honesty of the Plaintiffs in a false light. 

20. Further, Plaintiffs state that Defendants were actuated by actual malice in allowing the 

publication of the above-mentioned email given what Defendants, their officers, agents, and employees,

knew and should reasonably have known about the falsity of the defamatory statements. 

21. Because of such publication of the above-mentioned email, Plaintiffs were specifically 

injured in reputation and credit, in economic, personal, and social standing in the community, in the 

operation of Plaintiff’s business, and in lost economic opportunities, all of which Plaintiffs are prepared

to prove at trial.

22. Defendants, and each and every one of them, acted together and in concert, and are liable 
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jointly and severally for damages incurred by Plaintiffs. 

23. Because of such publication of the above-mentioned email, Plaintiff has also been caused 

great mental pain and suffering, and emotional anguish, as will be proven at trial.

24. The writing, publication, dissemination, and circulation of the email set forth above was 

malicious and unwarranted, and such actions were done by the Defendants, with such recklessness and 

carelessness as to amount to a wanton disregard of the rights of Plaintiffs and indifference to the 

infliction of injury on Plaintiffs, or with such gross negligence and total disregard of the consequences 

of the acts by Defendants, that such conduct of Defendants is malicious and totally without justification

or excuse; for this reason, Plaintiffs are entitled to exemplary or punitive damages in such amount as 

will significantly punish Defendants for Defendants’ willful and malicious conduct and as will serve as 

an example to prevent a repetition of such conduct in the future. 

WHEREFORE, ABOVE PREMISES CONSIDERED, the Plaintiffs demand judgment against 

the Defendants, both named and fictitious parties, jointly and severally, including general damages in 

the amount of $250,000.00; special damages for pecuniary loss in the amount of $50,000.00; and 

punitive damages in the amount of $900,000.00; prejudgment and post-judgment interest on such 

damages awarded according to law; costs of suit; and such other and further relief as this Court may 

deem just and proper.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

TORTIOUS INTERFERENCE WITH BUSINESS RELATIONS

25. Plaintiffs incorporate the allegations of all other paragraphs of this complaint as though set 

forth here in full.

26. Plaintiff, John Allan Clark, is a newspaper publisher by trade, and for more than 15 years 

prior to the commencement of this action has been engaged in the weekly newspaper business in West 

Alabama. Since December 17, 2020, Plaintiff, through his company, Plaintiff The Greensboro 

Watchman, Inc., has continuously been engaged in business in Perry County, Alabama, by publishing a 

newspaper serving that county, known as The Perry County Herald, for the purpose of carrying on the 

trade in his hometown. 
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27. At all times material to this action, Defendants have been engaged in the business of 

publishing a competing newspaper in Perry County, Alabama known as the The Marion Times-

Standard. Defendants possesses influence in the community of Perry County, Alabama, in the west 

Alabama region generally, and in the newspaper industry in Alabama.

28. Plaintiffs were involved in a valid and existing business relationship with Perry County, 

Alabama, a government entity of the State of Alabama, referred to in this complaint as Perry County, 

with its principal place of business located in Marion, Perry County, Alabama, in that Plaintiffs had 

been publishing legal notices for the county since becoming qualified to do so in December 2021. 

Plaintiffs had also been in discussion with the Perry County Revenue Commissioner’s office since 

March of 2022 for the newspaper, The Perry County Herald, to publish Perry County’s annual Notice 

of Delinquent Tax Sale for 2022.

29. Defendants, and each and every one of them, knew of the existing business relationship 

between Plaintiffs and the government of Perry County.

30. Plaintiffs are ignorant of the true names and capacities of Defendants sued in this action as 

John Doe A, John Doe B, John Doe C, John Doe D, John Doe E, John Doe F, John Doe G, John Doe H,

John Doe I, and John Doe J, inclusive, and, therefore, sue these Defendants by such fictitious names. 

Plaintiffs will seek leave of Court to amend this complaint to allege their true names and capacities 

when ascertained. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and on the basis of such information and belief 

allege, that each of these fictitiously named Defendants is responsible in some manner for the 

occurrences alleged in this cause of action, and that Plaintiffs’ injuries as alleged in this complaint were

proximately caused by the above-mentioned Defendants.

31. Beginning on or about March of 2022, and continuing at various times thereafter, 

Defendants, and each and every one of them, intentionally acted in such a manner as to disrupt, destroy,

and interfere with the then existing business relationship between Plaintiffs and Perry County, 

Alabama. Defendants have made this intent publicly known in that Defendants have, at various times, 

made statements to others indicating they intended to put Plaintiffs out of business or otherwise 

eliminate Plaintiffs as competition. Furthermore, Defendants embarked on a campaign of 

9

DOCUMENT 2



misinformation that was specifically published and directed towards government leaders and officials 

living and serving in Perry County, Alabama. 

32. Defendants intentionally sought to disrupt, and did disrupt, the relationship between 

Plaintiffs and Perry County by making numerous false statements to the agents of the government of 

Perry County to the effect that that Plaintiffs were not qualified to publish legal notices in Perry 

County, Alabama. Defendants, in making these statements, knew or should reasonably have known 

they were untrue. 

33. As a result of Defendants’ intentional, malicious, wrongful, and willfully caused acts, the 

business relationship between Plaintiffs and Perry County was disrupted, in that the Perry County 

Revenue Commissioner’s office broke off discussions with Plaintiffs and contracted with Defendants’ 

newspaper, The Marion Times Standard, to publish the 2022 Perry County, Alabama Delinquent Tax 

Sale Notice. Furthermore, the Perry County Commission has not published a legal notice with the Perry

County Herald since March of 2022, the time period during which Plaintiffs believe Defendants began 

to interfere.

34. Defendants have sought to, and unless restrained will continue to seek to, interfere with and 

disrupt other existing and potential business relationships Plaintiffs may, or potentially may, have in the

Perry County, Alabama market, in the West Alabama region, and in the newspaper business in the state 

of Alabama generally. This interference by Defendants has been perpetrated to Plaintiff’s great and 

irreparable injury, for which damages alone would not afford adequate relief, in that they would not 

completely compensate for the injury to Plaintiffs’ business reputation and goodwill in the community.

35. Defendants, and each and every one of them, acted together and in concert, and are liable 

jointly and severally for damages incurred by Plaintiffs. 

36. Defendants’ interference with the business relationship between Plaintiffs and the 

government of Perry County, Alabama has resulted in pecuniary losses and damage to Plaintiffs in the 

estimated amount of $50,000.00, as well as general damages, all of which Plaintiffs are prepared to 

prove at trial. 

37. The interference in the business relationship between Plaintiffs and Perry County, Alabama 
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as set forth above was malicious and unwarranted, and such actions were done by the Defendants, with 

such recklessness and carelessness as to amount to a wanton disregard of the rights of Plaintiffs and 

indifference to the infliction of injury on Plaintiffs, or with such gross negligence and total disregard of 

the consequences of the acts by Defendants, that such conduct of Defendants is malicious and totally 

without justification or excuse; for this reason, Plaintiffs are entitled to exemplary or punitive damages 

in such amount as will significantly punish Defendants for Defendants’ willful and malicious conduct 

and as will serve as an example to prevent a repetition of such conduct in the future. 

WHEREFORE, ABOVE PREMISES CONSIDERED, the Plaintiffs demand judgment against 

the Defendants, both named and fictitious parties, jointly and severally, including general damages in 

the amount of $250,000.00; special damages for pecuniary loss in the amount of $50,000.00; and 

punitive damages in the amount of $900,000.00; prejudgment and post-judgment interest on such 

damages awarded according to law; costs of suit; and such other and further relief as this Court may 

deem just and proper.

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION

MONOPOLY – CODE OF ALA. (2006) SEC. 6-5-60

38. Plaintiffs incorporate the allegations of all other paragraphs of this complaint as though set 

forth here in full.

39. Defendants are engaged in the newspaper business in Perry County, Alabama. 

40. Defendant newspaper, the Marion Times-Standard, is a weekly newspaper that has been 

published in Perry County, Alabama since the mid-1800s. Defendants, Bibb Community Media, 

purchased the Marion Times-Standard on or about October 2021. They then contracted with 

Defendants, Kingfisher Media, to publish, operate, and manage the Marion Times-Standard on or about

January 2022.

41. Plaintiffs are ignorant of the true names and capacities of Defendants sued in this action as 

John Doe A, John Doe B, John Doe C, John Doe D, John Doe E, John Doe F, John Doe G, John Doe H,

John Doe I, and John Doe J, inclusive, and, therefore, sue these Defendants by such fictitious names. 

Plaintiffs will seek leave of Court to amend this complaint to allege their true names and capacities 
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when ascertained. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and on the basis of such information and belief 

allege, that each of these fictitiously named Defendants is responsible in some manner for the 

occurrences alleged in this cause of action, and that Plaintiffs’ injuries as alleged in this complaint were

proximately caused by the above-mentioned Defendants.

42. Legal notices and public notices relevant to Perry County, Alabama must be advertised in a 

newspaper that is published in that same county and meeting the other requirements set forth in the 

Code of Alabama, Section 6-8-60 defining newspapers of general circulation.

43. The revenue realized from the publication of legal notices is what keeps the majority of 

local newspapers in business. Plaintiffs estimate that, at prevailing market rates, the legal notice 

segment alone in the newspaper market for newspapers in Perry County, Alabama represents total 

revenues of at least $100,000 per year, if not in significant excess of that amount. 

44. Specifically, two newspapers currently in operation qualify to publish legal notices in the 

relevant market, Perry County, Alabama: The Marion Times-Standard and The Perry County Herald. 

45. Defendants, doing business as The Marion Times-Standard, hold significant market share in 

the newspaper/legal notice market in Perry County, Alabama. Plaintiffs estimate that Defendants 

control 85-90 percent of the business in the relevant market.

46. The Perry County Herald represents an alternative newspaper with which law firms, state 

and local governments, and other entities requiring the publication of legal notices could or would 

likely contract but for the monopolization of the market by, and interference and misinformation 

perpetrated by, Defendants.

47. The newspaper market, and especially the legal notice market, is difficult to enter and there 

are significant barriers to entry. For example, a newspaper which publishes legal notices is required to 

consistently publish, print, and mail a newspaper on a weekly basis, which is a costly endeavor in itself.

Becoming qualified to publish legal notices requires newspapers to possess a difficult-to-obtain mailing

permit from the U.S. Postal Service, to establish a mailing history of at least 52 consecutive weeks, and

to maintain its primary editorial office in the county it serves. Furthermore, Defendant newspaper, The 

Marion Times-Standard, is an established newspaper in Perry County, Alabama, and new market 
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participants cannot easily alter entrenched customer patterns. 

48.  Customers for legal notices include business owners, law firms, engineering firms, and state

and local governments. This is a small, entrenched, and interconnected market. Information, or 

misinformation, received by one customer can quickly be disseminated throughout the entire network.

49. There are few competitors for the newspaper business or for the publication of legal notices 

in the relevant market. The only competitor to Defendants’ newspaper, The Marion Times-Standard, is 

Plaintiffs’ newspaper, The Perry County Herald, which is the only other qualified newspaper operating 

in Perry County, Alabama. Defendants also own and operate numerous other newspapers, jointly and 

separately, in other nearby counties in West Alabama. 

50. Defendants have maintained monopoly power in the newspaper business in Perry County, 

Alabama through anticompetitive means: specifically, by coordinating and combining operations in 

order to control the newspaper and legal notice market in Perry County, Alabama; through an ongoing 

pattern of publishing and disseminating misinformation of a damaging and disparaging nature about 

Plaintiffs, their only competitor; and by contacting community, government, and business leaders, 

customers potential customers, as well as friends, neighbors, associates, and peers of Plaintiffs on 

multiple occasions, disseminating false and damaging misinformation about Plaintiffs and attempting 

to discourage them from doing business with Plaintiffs—which is a recent entrant to the relevant 

market—based on said misinformation.

51. Defendants have openly discussed their desire to put Plaintiffs out of business or otherwise 

eliminate Plaintiffs as competition for the Perry County, Alabama newspaper and legal notice market.

52. Defendants, and each and every one of them, acted together and in concert, and are liable 

jointly and severally for damages incurred by Plaintiffs.

53. The monopolization of the newspaper and legal notice market in Perry County, Alabama as 

set forth above was malicious and unwarranted, and such actions were done by the Defendants, with 

such recklessness and carelessness as to amount to a wanton disregard of the rights of Plaintiffs and 

indifference to the infliction of injury on Plaintiffs, or with such gross negligence and total disregard of 

the consequences of the acts by Defendants, that such conduct of Defendants is malicious and totally 
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without justification or excuse; in light of these facts, Plaintiffs are entitled to seek treble damages, such

as will significantly punish Defendants for Defendants’ willful and malicious conduct and as will serve 

as an example to prevent a repetition of such conduct in the future. 

WHEREFORE, ABOVE PREMISES CONSIDERED, the Plaintiffs demand judgment against 

the Defendants, both named and fictitious parties, jointly and severally, including general damages in 

the amount of $300,000.00, damages which Plaintiffs are prepared to prove at trial. Furthermore, in 

light of the Defendants’ egregious and malicious actions in the furtherance of their monopoly Plaintiff 

respectfully asks the Court to impose treble damages, for a total of $900,000.00. Plaintiff also demands 

prejudgment and post-judgment interest on such damages awarded according to law; costs of suit; and 

such other and further relief as this Court may deem just and proper.

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION

INVASION OF PRIVACY — FALSE LIGHT

54. Plaintiffs incorporate the allegations of all other paragraphs of this complaint as though set 

forth here in full.

55. Beginning on or about March 10, 2022, Defendants invaded Plaintiff John Allan Clark’s 

privacy by, without Plaintiff’s consent, working together to publish false and damaging information 

about Plaintiff, including that Plaintiff was unfit to engage in his chosen profession, and that Plaintiff, 

by seeking the business of local governments and law firms, was asking them to break the law, 

potentially leading to great expense and embarrassment. This misinformation was published in phone 

calls, emails, and in person, to numerous leaders in government, law, and in the community of Perry 

County, Alabama, generally, as well as to Plaintiff’s friends, neighbors, peers, and associates, with the 

intent of causing harm to Plaintiff before Plaintiff’s community.

56. Plaintiffs are ignorant of the true names and capacities of Defendants sued in this action as 

John Doe A, John Doe B, John Doe C, John Doe D, John Doe E, John Doe F, John Doe G, John Doe H,

John Doe I, and John Doe J, inclusive, and, therefore, sue these Defendants by such fictitious names. 

Plaintiffs will seek leave of Court to amend this complaint to allege their true names and capacities 

when ascertained. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and on the basis of such information and belief 
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allege, that each of these fictitiously named Defendants is responsible in some manner for the 

occurrences alleged in this cause of action, and that Plaintiffs’ injuries as alleged in this complaint were

proximately caused by the above-mentioned Defendants.

57. These publications by Defendants placed Plaintiff in a false light before the public because 

the allegations made against Plaintiff were false, untrue, and misleading, and were calculated to cause 

Plaintiff to appear untrustworthy, dishonest, and unethical to the public.

58. These publications constituted a public disclosure to a large number of people in that 

Defendants made these allegations to numerous leaders, decision-makers, and otherwise prominent and

influential members of Plaintiff’s community. Said community is a small town, and close interpersonal 

networks mean that information, or misinformation, can and does travel quickly through the 

community via word of mouth.

59. The portrayal of Plaintiff by Defendants was offensive and objectionable to Plaintiff and 

would be to a reasonable person of ordinary sensibilities, because it caused Plaintiff to be placed in a 

false light and to be presented as dishonest, untrustworthy, and unethical.

60. Defendants exposed Plaintiff to this publicity with malice in that Defendants either had 

actual knowledge of the falsity of the publication or acted with reckless disregard for the publication’s 

truth or falsity. Defendants made these false publications with the intent of damaging Plaintiff, and the 

publications did have that intended effect. The Defendants’ falsehoods about Plaintiff, as detailed in 

this complaint, were made without regard to the fact that they were false and misleading. The falsity of 

Defendants’ allegations against Plaintiff was a matter of public record. However, said allegations 

concern a singular and specific state law with which most people have little to no familiarity, and 

likewise have little to no familiarity with how to access said publicly-available records disproving 

Defendants’ allegations.

61. As a direct and proximate result of the wrongful conduct set forth above, Plaintiff has 

sustained injuries and damages in that Plaintiff has been subjected to scrutiny and mistrust by 

Plaintiff’s friends, neighbors, peers, professional colleagues and associates, and the community 

generally, and has suffered damage to Plaintiff’s reputation in the community, which has caused 
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Plaintiff humiliation, shame, hurt feelings, anxiety, loss of sleep, embarrassment, emotional distress, 

financial losses, and mental anguish and suffering, all to Plaintiff’s damage in an amount to be 

established by proof at the trial of this action.

62. Defendants acted with malice and ill will toward Plaintiffs, in that Defendants published the 

false and damaging misinformation about Plaintiffs knowing that these publications placed Plaintiffs in 

a false light, or with blatant disregard to the truth or falsity of the light in which said misinformation 

cast Plaintiffs. Furthermore, these false publications were made by the Defendants, who are Plaintiffs’ 

competitors and business rivals, with the intention of damaging the business interests and prospects of 

Plaintiffs, as well as Plaintiffs’s personal standing and reputation before his community, and the 

publications did have that effect. Defendants’ publications were made without any attempt to contact 

Plaintiff regarding the allegations they contained, and/or without any attempt to make any other effort 

to verify the true circumstances, and with knowledge that Plaintiffs would suffer severe emotional 

distress and loss of personal and professional standing from the public assertion that Plaintiff was 

unethical, dishonest, and unqualified to engage in his chosen profession.

63. Defendants, and each and every one of them, acted together and in concert, and are liable 

jointly and severally for damages incurred by Plaintiffs.

64. The placing of Plaintiffs in a false light before the public by Defendants as set forth above 

was malicious and unwarranted, and such actions were done by the Defendants, with such recklessness 

and carelessness as to amount to a wanton disregard of the rights of Plaintiffs and indifference to the 

infliction of injury on Plaintiffs, or with such gross negligence and total disregard of the consequences 

of the acts by Defendants, that such conduct of Defendants is malicious and totally without justification

or excuse; for this reason, Plaintiffs are entitled to exemplary or punitive damages in such amount as 

will significantly punish Defendants for Defendants’ willful and malicious conduct and as will serve as 

an example to prevent a repetition of such conduct in the future. 

WHEREFORE, ABOVE PREMISES CONSIDERED, the Plaintiffs demand judgment against 

the Defendants, both named and fictitious parties, jointly and severally, including general damages in 

the amount of $250,000.00 and punitive damages in the amount of $750,000.00; prejudgment and post-
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judgment interest on such damages awarded according to law; costs of suit; and such other and further 

relief as this Court may deem just and proper.

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS

65. Plaintiffs incorporate the allegations of all other paragraphs of this complaint as though set 

forth here in full.

66. In the events set forth elsewhere in this complaint, Defendants defamed Plaintiffs, both in 

print and in conversation, on numerous occasions, by publishing false and untrue information 

throughout Plaintiffs’ community alleging that Plaintiff John Allan Clark was not fit or qualified to 

engage in the newspaper business in Perry County, Alabama. Defendants made these allegations to 

Plaintiffs’ friends, neighbors, peers, associates, customers and potential customers, and to leaders in 

Plaintiffs’ community, in business, education, and local government.

67. Plaintiffs are ignorant of the true names and capacities of Defendants sued in this action as 

John Doe A, John Doe B, John Doe C, John Doe D, John Doe E, John Doe F, John Doe G, John Doe H,

John Doe I, and John Doe J, inclusive, and, therefore, sue these Defendants by such fictitious names. 

Plaintiffs will seek leave of Court to amend this complaint to allege their true names and capacities 

when ascertained. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and on the basis of such information and belief 

allege, that each of these fictitiously named Defendants is responsible in some manner for the 

occurrences alleged in this cause of action, and that Plaintiffs’ injuries as alleged in this complaint were

proximately caused by the above-mentioned Defendants.

68. Plaintiffs do not know the full reach or extent of Defendants’ interference and defamation. 

However, Plaintiffs have reason to believe Defendants’ tortious actions extend beyond the specific 

events set forth in this complaint. The extensive nature and damaging effect of Defendants’ actions has 

negatively affected Plaintiff’s life and business, and has been a source of great anxiety, worry, and 

distress for Plaintiff for months.

69. Such defamation on the part of Defendants was defamation per se.

70. Defendants have published further falsehoods to members of the community about Plaintiff,
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specifically that Defendants had attempted to buy out Plaintiff’s business, but Plaintiff had refused. No 

such meeting, offer, communication, or conversation between Plaintiff and Defendants has ever 

occurred. 

71. Defendants, acting from an advantageous and established position versus Plaintiff, acted 

with the intent to damage Plaintiff and to cause Plaintiff severe emotional and physical distress.

72. Defendants, and each and every one of them, acted together and in concert, and are liable 

jointly and severally for damages incurred by Plaintiff. 

73. The acts of Defendants against Plaintiff as set forth in this complaint were done willfully, 

maliciously, outrageously, deliberately, and purposely with the intention to agitate, annoy, and inflict 

emotional distress upon Plaintiff. Such acts were done in reckless disregard of the probability of 

causing Plaintiff emotional distress. These acts did in fact result in severe and extreme emotional 

distress. 

74. As a proximate result of Defendants’ acts, Plaintiff suffered mental anguish, stress, anxiety, 

embarrassment, anger, fear, frustration, humiliation, disappointment, worry, agitation, annoyance, and 

inconvenience, and emotional distress and injury in mind and body. Plaintiff worried he would lose his 

business, and still worries about what Defendants may have been, or may still be, saying to friends, 

neighbors, associates, other members of the community, customers, and potential customers behind his 

back to damage his reputation and destroy his business. Defendants’ intentional and reckless conduct 

caused Plaintiff a substantial financial injury, compounding Plaintiff’s emotional distress, and Plaintiff 

is prepared to prove all damages stemming from Defendants’ actions at trial.

75. The infliction of emotional distress upon Plaintiff by Defendants as set forth above was 

malicious and unwarranted, and such actions were done by the Defendants, with such recklessness and 

carelessness as to amount to a wanton disregard of the rights of plaintiff and indifference to the 

infliction of injury on plaintiff, or with such gross negligence and total disregard of the consequences of

the acts by Defendants, that such conduct of Defendants is malicious and totally without justification or

excuse; for this reason, plaintiff is entitled to exemplary or punitive damages in such amount as will 

significantly punish Defendants for Defendants’ willful and malicious conduct and as will serve as an 
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example to prevent a repetition of such conduct in the future. 

WHEREFORE, ABOVE PREMISES CONSIDERED, the Plaintiffs demand judgment against 

the Defendants, both named and fictitious parties, jointly and severally, including general damages in 

the amount of $500,000.00 and punitive damages in the amount of $1,500,000.00; prejudgment and 

post-judgment interest on such damages awarded according to law; costs of suit; and such other and 

further relief as this Court may deem just and proper.

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

CONSPIRACY

76. Plaintiffs incorporate the allegations of all other paragraphs of this complaint as though set 

forth here in full.

77.  Beginning on or about March 10, 2022, Defendants agreed and combined to engage in a 

conspiracy by publishing and disseminating false information, in writing and in conversation, on 

multiple occasions, to Plaintiffs’ friends, neighbors, peers, associates, customers and potential 

customers disparaging Plaintiffs’ honesty, trustworthiness, and fitness to engage in the newspaper 

business, interfering in Plaintiffs’ business relationships with customers and potential customers, 

damaging Plaintiffs’ reputation in the community, monopolizing the newspaper business in Perry 

County, Alabama, placing Plaintiff in a false light before the public, and intentionally inflicting 

significant emotional distress and financial injury upon Plaintiff in the process.

78. Plaintiffs are ignorant of the true names and capacities of Defendants sued in this action as 

John Doe A, John Doe B, John Doe C, John Doe D, John Doe E, John Doe F, John Doe G, John Doe H,

John Doe I, and John Doe J, inclusive, and, therefore, sue these Defendants by such fictitious names. 

Plaintiffs will seek leave of Court to amend this complaint to allege their true names and capacities 

when ascertained. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and on the basis of such information and belief 

allege, that each of these fictitiously named Defendants is responsible in some manner for the 

occurrences alleged in this complaint, and that Plaintiffs’ injuries as alleged in this complaint were 

proximately caused by the above-mentioned Defendants.

79. Defendants, and each and every one of them, agreed and/or combined to engage in a civil 
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conspiracy to commit the unlawful acts as described in this complaint. 

80. Defendants, and each and every one of them, combined to engage in a civil conspiracy of 

which the principal element was to inflict wrongs against and/or injury on Plaintiffs and the public at 

large as described in this complaint. 

81. Defendants, and each and every one of them, combined to engage in a civil conspiracy that 

was furthered by overt acts. 

82. Defendants, and each and every one of them, understood, accepted, and/or explicitly and/or 

implicitly agreed to the general objectives of their scheme to inflict the wrongs against and/or injury on 

Plaintiff as described in this complaint. 

83. Defendants, each and every one of them, acquired, possessed, and maintained a general 

knowledge of the conspiracy’s objectives to inflict wrongs against and/or injury on Plaintiff as 

described in this complaint. 

84. Defendants, each and every one of them, combined to engage in a scheme that was intended

to violate the law and concealed and secreted the scheme. 

85. Defendants, each and every one of them, combined to engage in a scheme that was intended

to violate the rights of Plaintiffs. 

86. Defendants, each and every one of them, combined to engage in a scheme that was intended

to violate the rights of the public-at-large to a free press, open competition in business, and a trusted 

source of information.

87. As the direct result of Defendants’ conspiracy, Plaintiffs suffered great mental anguish, 

emotional distress, humiliation, embarrassment, annoyance, agitation, worry, anxiety, fear, financial 

injury, and loss of reputation and standing in the community, all resulting in general damages to 

Plaintiffs in an amount which Plaintiffs are prepared to prove at trial. 

88. The commission of the various acts against Plaintiffs by Defendants as set forth above was 

malicious and unwarranted, and such actions were done by the Defendants, with such recklessness and 

carelessness as to amount to a wanton disregard of the rights of Plaintiffs and indifference to the 

infliction of injury on Plaintiffs, or with such gross negligence and total disregard of the consequences 
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of the acts by Defendants, that such conduct of Defendants is malicious and totally without justification

or excuse; for this reason, Plaintiffs are entitled to exemplary or punitive damages in such amount as 

will significantly punish Defendants for Defendants’ willful and malicious conduct and as will serve as 

an example to prevent a repetition of such conduct in the future. 

WHEREFORE, ABOVE PREMISES CONSIDERED, the Plaintiffs demand judgment against 

the Defendants, both named and fictitious parties, jointly and severally, including general damages in 

the amount of $250,000.00 and punitive damages in the amount of $750,000.00; prejudgment and post-

judgment interest on such damages awarded according to law; costs of suit; and such other and further 

relief as this Court may deem just and proper.

FICTITIOUS PARTIES

89. Plaintiffs adopt and reallege each and every perviously stated provision of this complaint as 

if fully set out herein.

90. Plaintiffs allege that the wrongful conduct of the fictitious party defendants combined and 

concurred with the wrongful conduct of the named defendants and as a proximate consequence thereof 

Plaintiffs suffered numerous injuries, damages, and difficulty, as set forth in the various causes of 

action detailed in this complaint. All foregoing causes of action stated herein or contained in any 

subsequent amendment are hereby adopted and alleged against any fictitious party described in the 

caption and style of this or any amended complaint.

WHEREFORE, ABOVE PREMISES CONSIDERED, the Plaintiffs demand judgment against 

the Defendants, both named and fictitious parties, jointly and severally, in the amount of $9,500,000.00 

or an amount to be determined by jury, along with interests and costs, and any such other and further 

relief as this Court may deem just and proper. Plaintiffs also request relief in that the Court order 

Defendants to publish prominently a retraction in The Marion Times-Standard, as well as in any other 

newspapers, websites, or other publications Defendants may own or control, either jointly or separately,

detailing the false allegations made by Defendants against Plaintiffs and declaring said allegations’ 

unequivocal falsity; and that Defendants shall produce a signed letter detailing and unequivocally 

retracting, in no uncertain terms, the false statements and damaging, untrue allegations made by 
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Defendants against Plaintiffs, and that said letter be sent to each and every elected official and 

government office in Perry County, Marion, and Uniontown, Alabama; any and all law firms located or 

otherwise doing business in Perry County, Alabama; and to any and all other law firms, government 

entities, businesses, community leaders, elected officials, customers, and potential customers of 

Plaintiff throughout the state of Alabama, to whom Defendants did, or could have, disseminated false 

information about Plaintiffs as a part of Defendants’ pattern of oppressive, damaging, and defamatory 

behavior as set forth throughout this complaint. 

/s/Rick E. Griffin                              
Rick E. Griffin (GRI036)
Griffin Law Firm, L.L.C.
302 West Green Street
Marion, AL 36756
205-225-1183 (telephone)
rickegriffin@gmail.com (email)

PLAINTIFFS HEREBY DEMAND A TRIAL BY JURY.

/s/Rick E. Griffin                                
Attorney for Plaintiffs

Plaintiffs’ Addresses:

c/o Rick E. Griffin
Griffin Law Firm, L.L.C.
302 West Green Street
Marion, AL 36756
rickegriffin@gmail.com

PLEASE SERVE DEFENDANTS BY CERTIFIED MAIL AS FOLLOWS:

Kingfisher Media, L.L.C.
c/o Joseph E. Watson, registered agent
2829 Second Avenue South, Suite 220
Birmingham, AL 35233

Bibb Community Media, Inc.
Joshua Lambert, registered agent
181 Aldine Street 
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Centreville, AL 35402

Mike Hobson
The Centreville Press
32 Court Square West 
Centreville, AL 35402

Josh Lambert
181 Aldine Street
Centreville, AL 35402

David Daniel
The Centreville Press
32 Court Square West
Centreville, AL 35402

Cindy Fisher
The Selma Sun
127 Broad Street
Selma, AL 36701

Brad Fisher
The Selma Sun
127 Broad Street
Selma, AL 36701
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