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VIRGINIA: 

. I I ; IN THE GENERAL DISTR.J:CT COURTOFLOUDOUNCOUNTY 

; II SAMANTHA LAWTON DUTHIE t! . .. . 
II v. 
I II AMBER HILL FARM, LLC 

I! 
It !I SERVE: 

:J l. 
II 
I i 

Amber Hill, LLC 
_ . Eliza!Jeth Mand~xino.? R/ A.' 

21 OS Lamington Road 
Bedminster, New Jersey 07921 

CASE NO.: 

II 
BILL OF PARTICULARS 

I 
I 
! II 

I I 
-II Complaint states as follows: 

COMES NOW the Plaintiff, SAMANTHA LAWTON DUTHIE, by counsel, and for her l 

·11 . ·I. The Plaintiff, Samantha Lawton buthie, is a residOnt of Loudoun County, Virginia. 

·1! 2. The Defendant, Amber Hill Farm, LLC, is a limited liability company registered in the 

. II state ofNew Jersey: The registered office for Amber Hill, LLC, is located at2105 

I I 
I! 
!I 

I! 
I! 
'! il 
I! 

Lamington Road, Bedminster, New Jersey 07921. The registered agent for Amber Hill, 

LLC, is Elizabeth Mandarino. 

3. The Defendant regularly conducts business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as it 

specializes in the training and sale of horses and ponies in Virginia. Furthermore, the 

I! 

·1! .... ·-
r 1 

Defendant regularly competes horses and ponies and conducts business at the Horse 

Shows~in the:Sun ("HITS;')' in Culpeper, Virginia, and the Middleb~gClassi~ Horse 

I! 

II 
II 
II 
II I, II II 
II ., I 

·II 
II 
I! 
II 

I: 
d 
I! 

Show in Loudoun County, Virginia. 

4. The Plaintiff is the owner of a pony named "Blue Moon's Double 0 Seven" ("Ian"), 

which is a Connemera Cross, 14.1-hand, Gelding, foaled in 2004, and grey in color. The 

pony's United States Equestrian Federation Number is 5110162. 

5. In August 2011, the Defendant requested that the Plaintiff deliver Ian to her at the HITS 

show grounds in Culpeper, Virginia, so that she mig~tshow Ian to :potential clients· and 

customers who, were interested leasing a pony oflan's size and competitive caliber. 

1 

I 
l ; 

'l 
'i 

--I 
! 

! 
I 

l 
i 
i 

i 
I 

I 
I 
I 
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I I 
i! 
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II 
II 

II 
II 
·I 

II 
i i 
II 

I 
. I 
II 

I 
II 
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I 
'I 

6. On August 22, 2011, the Plaintiff delivered the pony to the Defendant at the HITS show 

grounds in Culpeper, Virginia. The Defendant transported Ian to her property in New 

Jersey. 

7. In October 2011, Peter Stenger, a resident of Canada, contacted the Plaintiff, via his 

agent, to state his interest in leasing Ian for his daughter after seeing an advertisement the 

Plaintiff had posted on www.BigEq.com. The Plaintiff requested Mr. Stenger contact the 

Defendant to arrange a trial of the pony. 

8. Mr. Stenger contacted the Defendant to arrange a trial of the pony. 

9. The Defendant sent the pony to Mr. Stenger in Canada. 

10. On October 18, 2011, the pony arrived in Canada and remains there. 

11. Simultaneous to shipping the pony, the Defendant sent to Mr. Stenger a proposed Lease 

Agreement to be executed between the Plaintiff and Mr. Stenger. The Lease Agreement 

stated that Mr. Stenger agreed to transfer Twenty-Five Thousand Dollars ($25,000) via 

wire transfer to the Defendant. Two Thousand and Five Hundred Dollars ($2,500) of that 

Twenty Five Thousand Dollars ($25,000) would be a non-refundable base lease for a trial 

period from November 1, 2011, to November 30, 2011. If Mr. Stenger chose to lease the 

pony after the trial period, then the lease period would be from November 1, 2011, to 

October 31, 2012, for a total lease amount of Twenty Five Thousand Dollars ($25,000). 

12. Included in the proposed Lease Agreement was a requirement that the lease amount 

payment be made to Defendant via wire transfer, and payment would then be transferred 

to the Plaintiff at the designation provided by the Plaintiff. 
I 

13. Also included in the proposed Lease Agreement was an agreement that the Plaintiff ! 
obtain mortality and theft insurance with a surgical endorsement through Great American I 
Insurance. l 

I 14. On or about November 1, 2011, Mr. Stenger delivered payment to the Defendant in the I 
_ amount of Twenty Five Thousand Dollars ($25,000) via wire transfer. I 

- I 
15. On or about November 9, 2011, the Defendant paid on the Plaintiffs behalf Two 1 

Thousand and Four Hundred and Sixty Dollars ($2,460) to Great American Insurance for I 
the mortality and theft insurance with a surgical endorsement. ! 

I 
I 
I 

2 
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16. On or about December 1, 2011, the Plaintiff and Mr. Stenger agreed to proceed with the 

lease period from November 1, 2011, to October 31, 2012, for a total lease amount of 

Twenty Five Thousand Dollars ($25,000). 

17. The Plaintiff requested that the Defendant deliver to the Plaintiff Twenty Two Thousand 
I 

and Five Hundred and Forty Dollars, which is the lease amount of Twenty Five Thousand I 
I 

Dollars ($25,000) less the Two Thousand and Four Hundred and Sixty Dollars ($2,460) I 
paid to Great American Insurance by the Defendant on the Plaintiffs behalf I 

18. On or about December 17, 2011, the Plaintiff received a payment from the Defendant in I 
the amount ofTen Thousand and Five Hundred and Thirty Seven Dollars ($10,537). No ·~:.i· 

further payments have been made. 

COUNT I- BREACH OF CONTRACT • 

19. The foregoing paragraphs are hereby restated and incorporated by reference. 

20. The Lease Agreement states the Defendant is to deliver to the Plaintiff the lease amount 

upon the Plaintiffs designation. 

21. The Defendant has denied the Plaintiff's demand for the release of Twelve Thousand and 

Three Dollars ($12,003), which is the difference between the following amounts: the total 

lease amount of Twenty Five Thousand Dollars ($25,000) minus the Two Thousand and 

Four Hundred and Sixty Dollars ($2,460) paid to Great American Insurance by the 

Defendant on the Plaintiff's behalf and minus the Ten Thousand and Five Hundred and 

Thirty Seven Dollars ($10,537) paid to the Plaintiff on or about December 17, 2011. 

22. The Defendant's denial of the Plaintiffs demands for the lease amount is a breach of 

contract. 

! 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
! 
i 
! 

1 ! WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff respectfully requests that judgment be entered in her favor 

I
I against the Defendant in the amount of Twelve Thousand and Three Dollars ($12,003) together 

with interest thereon at the rate of 6.00% per year from the date of judgment until paid, her costs 
! 

I 
! 

II and her attorney's fees, and such other relief as the Court deems proper. 

II 
II 
II 
II 
I! 
II l! 

II 
II 

I! 
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Respectfully Submitted, 

SAMANTHA LAWTON DUTHIE 
By Counsel 

I 
I 
i 
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JUD A. FISCHEL, P.C. 
24 Ashby Street 
Warrenton, Virginia 22186 
(540) 347-1011 ~ 

By: JL 
M. Alexandra Hazel, Esquire 

I VSB No. 78575 
I Counsel for Plaintiff 

I 
. I 

I 
II 
I i 
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I~ 
I I 
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IN THE GENERAL DISTRICT COURT OF LOUDOUN COUNTY 

NTHA LAWTON DUTIIJE 

CASE NO.: 

BER HILL FARM, LLC 

AMENDED BILL OF PARTICULARS 

COMES NOW the Plaintiff, SAMANTI-IA LAWTON DUTHIE, by counsel, and 

fi her Amended Bill of Particulars states as follows: 

I. The Plaintiff, Samantha Lawton Duthie, is a resident of Loudoun County, 

Virginia. 

2. The Defendant, Amber Hill Farm, LLC, is a limited liability company registered 

in the state of New Jersey. The registered office for Amber Hill, LLC, is located 

at 2105 Lamington Road, Bedminster, New Jersey 07921. The registered agent 

for Amber Hill, LLC, is Elizabeth Mandarino. 

3. The Defendant regularly conducts business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as it 

specializes in the training and sale of horses and ponies in Virginia. Furthermore, 

the Defendant regularly competes horses and ponies and conducts business at the 

Horse Shows in the Sun ("HITS") in Culpeper, Virginia, and the Middleburg 

Classic Horse Show in Loudoun County, Virginia. 

4. The Plaintiff is the owner of a pony named "Blue Moon's Double 0 Seven" 

("Ian"), which is a Connemera Cross, 14.1 -hand, Gelding, foaled in 2004, and 

grey in color. The pony's United States Equestrian Federation Number is 

5110162. 

5. In August 2011, the Defendant requested that the Plaintiff deliver Ian to her at the 

HITS show grounds in Culpeper, Virginia, so that she might show Ian to potential 

clients and customers who were interested leasing a pony of Ian's size and 

competitive caliber. 

-···-···---++-
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6. At the time the Plaintiff delivered Ian to the Defendant, the Defendant averred to 

the Plaintiff that it would not be expensive for the Plaintiff to board the pony with 

Amber Hill while he was being shown to potential lessees and/or purchasers. The 

Defendant further averred the Plaintiff was actually doing the Defendant a favor 

as she required a horse of Ian's size and competitive caliber to show to Amber 

Hill's clients. 

7. On August 22, 2011, the Plaintiff delivered the pony to the Defendant at the HITS 

show grounds in Culpeper, Virginia. The Defendant transported Ian to her 

property in New Jersey. 

8. The parties did not discuss a contract or agreement as to exact board expenses for 

which the Plaintiff would be responsible at the time the pony was delivered. 

9. In October 2011, Peter Stenger, a resident of Canada, contacted the Plaintiff, via 

his agent, to state his interest in leasing Ian for his daughter after seeing an 

advertisement the Plaintiff had posted on www.BigEg.com. The Plaintiff 

requested Mr. Stenger contact the Defendant to arrange a trial of the pony. 

10. Mr. Stenger contacted the Defendant to arrange a trial of the pony. 

II. On October 16,2011, Defendant sent the pony to Mr. Stenger in Canada. 

12. On October 18, 20 II, the pony arrived in Canada and remained there until 

approximately March 2, 2012. 

[3. Simultaneous to shipping the pony, the Defendant sent to Mr. Stenger a proposed 

Lease Agreement to be executed between the Plaintiff and Mr. Stenger. The 

Lease Agreement stated that Mr. Stenger agreed to transfer Twenty-Five 

Thousand Dollars ($25,000) via wire transfer to the Defendant. Two Thousand 

and Five Hundred Dollars ($2,500) of that Twenty Five Thousand Dollars 

($25,000) would be a non-refundable base lease for a trial period from November 

1, 2011, to November 30, 2011. If Mr. Stenger chose to lease the pony after the 

trial period, then the lease period would be from November 1, 2011, to October 

31,2012, for a total lease amount of Twenty Five Thousand Dollars ($25,000). 

14. Included in the proposed Lease Agreement was a requirement that the lease 

amount payment be made to Defendant via wire transfer, and payment would then 

be transferred to the Plaintiff at the designation provided by the Plaintiff. 
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15. Also included in the proposed Lease Agreement was an agreement that the 

Plaintiff obtain mortality and theft insurance with a surgical endorsement through 

Great American Insurance. 

16. On or about November I, 2011, Mr. Stenger delivered payment to the Defendant 

in the amount of Twenty Five Thousand Dollars {$25,000) via wire transfer. 

17. On or about November 9, 2011, the Defendant paid on the Plaintiff's behalf Two 

Thousand and Four Hundred and Sixty Dollars ($2,460) to Great American 

Insurance for the mortality and theft insurance with a surgical endorsement. 

18. On or about November 5, 2011, after the pony had been shipped to Canada and 

after the Defendant had received payment from the Peter Stenger, the Plaintiff 

received an invoice from the Defendant demanding a payment from the Plaintiff 

for Ian's board from August 22, 2011 to October 16, 2011, in the amount of Six 

Thousand and Eight Hundred and Twenty Six Dollars ($6,826). A copy of the 

invoice is attached as Exhibit A. 

19. When the Plaintiff expressed her concern with the exorbitant invoice for board to 

the Defendant the particulars of which had never been previously discussed, she 

referenced the Defendant's 2010/2011 Rate Sheet, which states base board is Nine 

Hlllldred and Fifty Dollars ($950) per month and show fees are assessed for each 

show. A copy of the Rate Sheet is attached as Exhibit B. 

20. On or about December 12, 2011, the Plaintiff received a second invoice from the 

Defendant demanding payment for Ian's board in the amount of Fourteen 

Thousand and Four Hundred and Sixty Three Dollars ($14,463). A copy of the 

second invoice is attached as Exhibit C. 

21. On or about December 17, 2011, the Plaintiff received a payment from the 

Defendant in the amount of Ten Thousand and Five Hundred and Thirty Seven 

Dollars ($10,537), which is the difference between the Twenty Five Thousand 

($25,000) lease fee received by the Defendant and the Fourteen Thousand and 

Four Hundred and Sixty Three Dollars ($14,463) referenced in the second 

invoice. No further payments have been made. 

COUNT 1- BREACH OF CONTRACT 

22. The foregoing paragraphs are hereby restated and incorporated by reference. 
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23. Paragraph 18 of the Lease Agreement states the Defendant was acting as the 

broker/agent for the Plaintiff. 

24. Paragraph 4 of the Lease Agreement states the Lease Fee would be delivered to 

the Defendant and the Defendant would then transfer the Lease Fee to the 

Plaintiff the upon the Plaintiff's designation. 

25. The Plaintiff requested the Defendant transfer the Lease Fee to the Plaintiff. 

26. The Defendant has denied the Plaintiff's demand for the release of Twelve 

Thousand and Three Dollars ($12,003), which is the difference between the 

following amonnts: the total lease amonnt of Twenty Five Thousand Dollars 

($25,000) minus the Two Thousand and Four Hnndred and Sixty Dollars ($2,460) 

paid to Great American Insurance by the Defendant on the Plaintiffs behalf and 

minus the Ten Thousand and Five Hundred and Thirty Seven Dollars ($10,537) 

paid to the Plaintiff on or about December 17, 201 I. 

27. The Plaintiff never agreed to pay the Defendant Fourteen Thousand and Four 

Hundred and Sixty Three Dollars ($14,463) for the pony's board from August 22, 

201 I, to October 16, 2011. 

28. The Defendant has failed to produce any contracts, expense forms, shipping forms 

or other evidence to substantiate her second invoice of Fourteen Thousand and 

Four Hundred and Sixty Three Dollars ($14,463) or to explain why it more than 

doubles the first invoice. 

29. The Plaintiff has repeatedly requested the return of Twelve Thousand and Three 

Dollars ($12,003) so that the parties may thereafter agree upon a reasonable rate 

for board from August 22, 2011, to October 16, 2011. 

30. The Defendant's denial of the Plaintiff's demands for the lease fee is a breach of 

the parties' agreement. 

WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff respectfully requests that judgment be entered in her 

f: or against the Defendant in the amount of Twelve Thousand and Three Dollars 

( · 2,003) together with interest thereon at the rate of 6.00% per year from the date of 

j · gment until paid, her costs and her attorney's fees, and such other relief as the Court 

d ms proper. 
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D A. FISCHEL, P.C. 
Ashby Street 

enton, Virginia 22186 
0) 347-1011 

: J/{k!'"''£~ 
M. Alexandra Hazel, sqmre 
VSB No. 78575 
Counsel for Plaintiff 

Respectfully Submitted, 

SAMANTHA LAWTON DUTHIE 
By Counsel 

CERTIFICATE 

I hereby certify that a true copy of the foregoing was sent via hand-delivery or 1 ' 1 

ss Mail this ___ day of May, 2012 to the following individuals: 

TAMARA TUCKER, ESQ. 
Nelson & Tucker, PLC 
414 3'rl St, N.E. 
Counsel for the Defendant 
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Blue Moon Ponies 
As of11/5/11 

AMBER HILL FARM LLC 
2105 lamington Road 
Bedminster NJ 07921 

www.amberhillponies.com 
elizmand@aol.com 

908.397.0977 
908.325.0196 

Blue Moons Double 0 Seven 

Assuming 
$25k Lease 

Return 
to US 

10/12/2011 10% Commission on Lease $ 2,500.00 $ 250.00 

9/30/2011 September Board 
Rides at home 
Training at home 
Marketing Surcharge 

Capital Challenge Horse Show 

9/25/2011 Show Fees 
Rides 
Training 
Stall 
Feed and Bedding 
Day Care 
Show Meds 
Transport 
Body Clip 
Braiding 

9/21/2011 Health Cert for Trial 

9/15/2011 Trim 

The Hampton Classic 

9/4/2011 Stall 
Training 
Rides 
Feed and Bedding 

$750.00 
$700.00 
$500.00 
$100.00 

672.00 
120.00 
250.00 
200.00 
150.00 
250.00 
250.00 
200.00 
100.00 
170.00 

49.00 

60.00 

300.00 
200.00 
120.00 
150.00 

$750.00 
$700.00 
$500.00 
$100.00 

672.00 
120.00 
250.00 
200.00 
150.00 
250.00 
250.00 
200.00 
100.00 
170.00 

49.00 

60.00 

300.00 
200.00 
120.00 
150.00 
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Day Care 250.00 250.00 

Transport 250.00 250.00 

9/3/2011 Body Clip 100.00 100.00 

8/26/2011 Transport to AHF 200.00 200.00 

Culpepper 

8/22/2011 Stall 200.00 200.00 

Training 200.00 200.00 

Rides 120.00 120.00 

Day Care 200.00 200.00 

Ticketed Warm Ups 30.00 30.00 

Feed and Bedding 150.00 150.00 

Blue Moon's d'Lovely 

Transport to AHF 200.00 200.00 

9/30/2011 October Board 500.00 500.00 

Marketing Surcharge 100.00 100.00 

November Board 6 days 100.00 100,00 

Marketing Surcharge 100.00 100.00 

Transport 100.00 100.00 

Rides 240.00 240.00 

Training 600.00 600.00 

Marketing Surcharge 25.00 25.00 

AHF Trim 60.00 60.00 

MB Trim 60.00 60.00 

$ 11,576.00 $ 9,326.00 

AHF Escrow ($25,000) ($2,500) 

Balance Due $ (13,424.00) $ 6,826.00 

www.ratemyhorsepro.com



tunuer nut J<ann LLL 

2105 Lamington Road Bedminster, New jersey 07921 

2010/2011 Rate Sheet 
FARM CHARGES 
Board: Includes stall and paddock use, stall care, feeding, grooming, laundry and blanketing ........ : ............................... "'""'"' $950/mo 

Multiple horses/ponies........................................................................................................................................................... $7 50 fmo 
Board: Less than one month............................................................................................................................................................... $ 35/day 
Blacksmith, Vete1inarian and special medications ........................................................................................................................... As needed 
Lessons: Boarders ........................................................................................................................................................................................... $45.00 

Non-Boarders ................................................................................................................................................................................ $55.00 
Non· Boarders on Amber Hill horse/pony ....................................................................................................................... $90.00 

Training Rides: Ponies ................................................................................................................................................................................... $35 
Horses ................................................................................................................................................................................. $50 

Training: Boarders only ....................................................................................................................................................................... $500-750 
Treadmill [training included) .............................................................................................................................................................. $40/hour 
Marketing Surcharge: First Month ...................................................................................................................................................... $100 

Each month therofter ......................................................................................................................................................... $25 
SHOW CHARGES 
Show Fees : ............................................................................................................................................................................................ As charged 
Training on Show Days: 

Boarders .............................................................................................................................................................................. $SO/day 
Non-Boarders ...................................................................................................................................................................... $ 60/day 
Group Lessons ............................................................................................................................................................................... $ 25 

Day Care at Shows: 
Fult care includes a groom to help tack up and care for horse before and after showing 
Pony Boarders .................................................................................................................................................................... $50/day 
Horse Boarders ................................................................................................................................................................... $60/day 
Non- Pony Boarders ............................................................................................................................................................ $60/day 
Non· Horse Boarders ............................................................ : ............................................................................................. $75/day 

Rides at Shows: 
Boarders ponies .................................................................................................................................................................. $30/lide 
Boarders horses .................................................................................................................................................................... SSO/rlde 
Non-Boarders ...................................................................................................................................................................... $60/ride 
Other Professionals ............................................................................................................................................................. As charged 

Stall Splits: 
Tack Room, grooming stalls and decorations ................................................................................................................... Pro· rated 
Hay, Feed and Bedding ........................................................................................................................................................ Pro-rated 
Stable Supplies ..................................................................................................................................................................... Pro-rated 
Staff Expense (ERM, RW, )G, grooms) ................................................................................................................................ Pro-rated 

Miscellaneous EXj)enses: 
Entries per pony or horse ................................................................................................................................................... $25/entry 
Entering at Qualifying shows per horse or pony ..................................................................................................................... $50/entry 
Body Clipping Pony ............................................................................................................................................................. $100/pony 
Body Clipping Horse ........................................................................................................................................................... $125/horse 
Braidtng (required forrated divisions and A and AA horse shows) ............................................................................... As charged 
Blacksmith, Veterinarian and special medications .......................................................................................................... As needed 
Show medications and supplements .................................................................................................................................. $100-250 

SHIPPING: 
Transportation of ponies and horses commercial shipper ..................................................................................................... Pro-rated 
Transportation by Amber Hill Farm ................................................................................................................................... $lfmile 

Commissions: 10% on leases and 15% on sales or as otherwise contracted. 

Elizabeth Mandarino ... email address: elizmand@aol.com ... Cell 908.397.0977 ... Facsimile .... 908.325.0196 
Florida Barn Address: 8000 NW 121•t Avenue Ocala, Florida 34482 

A 1.5% interest charge will be added to any unpaid balance over 30 days. 
Balances paid by the lOth of the month receive a 10% discount. 
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Blue Moon Ponies 

As of 11/30/11 

AMBER HILL FARM LLC 

2105 Lamington Road 

Bedminster NJ 07921 

www.amberhillponies.com 

elizmand@aol.com 

908.397.0977 

908.325.0196 

Blue Moons Double 0 Seven 

$25k Lease 

10/12/201110% Commission on Lease $ 2,500.00 

10/21/2011 Equine Binder paid by AHF 2,460.00 

9/30/2011 September Board 

Rides at home 

Training at home 

Marketing Surcharge 

Capital Challenge Horse Show 

9/25/2011 Show Fees 

Rides 

Training 

Stall 

Feed and Bedding 

Day Care 

Show Meds 

Transport to Md from NJ 

Body Clip 

Roundtrip to CC 

Roundtrip to CC 

Braiding 

Transport NJ to Md 

Prize Money 

9/21/2011 Health Cert for Trial 

9/15/2011 Trim 

$750.00 

$700.00 

$500.00 

$100.00 

672.00 

120.00 

250.00 

200.00 

150.00 

250.00 

250.00 

210.00 

100.00 

90.00 

90.00 

170.00 

210.00 

(630.00) 

49.00 

60.00 
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The Hampton Classic 

9/4/2011 Stall 300.00 
Training 200.00 
Rides 120.00 
Feed and Bedding 150.00 
Day Care 250.00 
Transport to Hamptons 140.00 
Roundtrip to HC 20.00 
Roundtrip to HC 20.00 
Transport to NJ 140.00 

9/3/2011 Body Clip 100.00 

8/26/2011 Transport to AHF 285.00 

Culpepper 

8/22/2011 Stall 200.00 
Training 200.00 
Rides 120.00 
Day Care 200.00 
Ticketed Warm Ups 30.00 
Feed and Bedding 150.00 

Blue Moon's d'lovely 

Middleburg 

Stall 200.00 
Measurement Handling 250.00 
Feed and Bedding 100.00 
Transport to AHF 252.00 

9/30/2011 October Board 500.00 
Marketing Surcharge 100.00 
November Board 6 days 100.00 
Transport 100.00 
Rides 240.00 
Training 600.00 

Marketing Surcharge 25.00 
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AHF Trim 
MB Trim 

AHF Escrow 

Balance Due 

60.00 

60.00 

$ 14,463.00 

($25,000) 

$ (10,53 7 .00) 
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EXHIBIT “D”
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:: 

JOHNSTONE, SKOK & LANE 
A Professional Corporation 
324 East Broad Street 
P.O. Box 490 
Westfield, NJ 07091-0490 
(908)233-9000 
Attorney for Plaintiff 

) 
AMBER HILL FARM, LLC, ) 

) 
Plaintiff, ) 

) 
v. ) 

) 
SAMANTHA LAWTON-DUTHIE, ) 
RATEMYHORSEPRO.COM, ) 
JOHN DOE l(PUREPONY), JOHN DOES 2-5, ) 
JANE DOE !(PREMIER PONY MOM), AND ) 
JANE DOES 2-5, ) 

) 
Defendants. ) 

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY 
SOMERSET COUNTY 
LAW DIVISION 

DOCKET NO. L- '~~'l-c~ 

Civil Action 

COMPLAINT AND 
JURY DEMAND 

Plaintiff Amber Hill Farm, LLC files this Complaint against Defendants 

Samantha Lawton-Duthie, Ratemyhorsepro.com, John Doe 1 and John Doe 2 and 

respectfully alleges as follows: 

1. This action arises from Defendants' conspiracy to harm, injure or 

otherwise destroy the business of Amber Hill Farm, LLC. 

2. Plaintiff Amber Hill Farm, LLC is a company formed and existing under 

the laws of New Jersey, with its principal place of business in Bedminster, New Jersey. 

Amber Hill engages in the sales and leasing business for top-rated show horses and 

ponies throughout the country. 

2. Defendant Samantha Lawton-Duthie is a citizen and resident of Lm@wt~::~ 
r-~ 

County, Virginia. . -
r··· .~~, 

_i --. ..-- ,... 
- ·····- -'. ,;. J - I -•. 

0 
rr '--
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3. Defendant Ratemyhorsepro.com is a website that is, upon information and 

belief, operated by Debbie Hanson in Chesapeake, Virginia. No ownership information 

is available on the website and no business with the name Ratemyhorsepro or 

Ratemyhorsepro.com is registered with the Virginia State Corporation Commission. 

4. Defendant John Doe 1 is an anonymous poster on the Chronicle of the 

Horse website with the user name "Purepony." The postings by "Purepony" have 

disparaged or defamed Amber Hill and/or its owner, Elizabeth Mandarino. John Does 2-

5 are additional people who have disparaged or defamed Amber Hill and/or its owner, 

Elizabeth Mandarino. 

5. Defendant Jane Doe 1 is an anonymous poster on the website 

Horseshowdiva.com with the user name "Premier Pony Mom." The postings by 

"Premier Pony Mom" have disparaged or defamed Amber Hill and/or its owner, 

Elizabeth Mandarino. Jane Does 2-5 are additional people who have disparaged or 

defamed Amber Hill and/or its owner, Elizabeth Mandarino 

6. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants because they have 

systematically utilized the internet to post disparaging and defamatory information 

regarding Plaintiff. Such postings were designed to reach New Jersey, the place of 

Amber Hill's business, and they were in fact published via the internet to residents of 

New Jersey. Further, these postings caused substantial harm to Amber Hill in New 

Jersey. Defendants knew at the time of their postings on the internet that Amber Hill was 

a New Jersey company and that their disparaging and defamatory postings would cause 

harm to Amber Hill in New Jersey. Furthermore, Defendant Lawton-Duthie engaged in 
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business transactions, which gave rise to many of the postings, with Amber Hill in New 

Jersey. 

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

7. On or about January 24, 2012, Defendant Lawton-Duthie filed an action 

against Amber Hill in General District Court in Virginia. This Court is a trial court not of 

record with a maximum jurisdictional limit of $25,000.00, and all judgments may be 

appealed de novo. Actions may be commenced by a form Warrant in Debt or by 

Complaint. If a Warrant in Debt is filed, there is no requirement for detailed pleadings 

(Bill of Particulars) unless ordered by the Court at the first return date for the matter. 

8. At the time of filing, Defendant Lawton-Duthie filed a Bill of Particulars, 

which was not ordered or required by the Court. Contained in the Bill of Particulars was 

an allegation that was false, immaterial to the actual dispute, and made only to defame 

and disparage Amber Hill and its business reputation and practices. This false allegation 

purported to be a verbatim provision of a contract to which Defendant Lawton-Duthie 

was a party. Amber Hill was not a party to the contract but was the agent for the 

contract. The provision, if it had existed, would have required Amber Hill to pay certain 

funds to Defendant Lawton-Duthie. The verbatim provision did not exist however. 

Thus, by making the false allegation and posting it on the internet, whether directly or 

indirectly, Defendant Lawton-Duthie sought to disparage Amber Hill by falsely 

publishing that Amber Hill had retained funds to which it was not entitled as a result of a 

business transaction. 
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9. Prior to service on Amber Hill, and within days of filing, the Bill of 

Particulars was published on Ratemyhorsepro.com. The Warrant in Debt was not 

published. 

10. Following service and retention of Virginia counsel, Amber Hill brought 

the clearly false allegation to the attention of counsel for Defendant Lawton-Duthie and 

requested that an Amended Bill of Particulars be filed. Specifically, the request by 

Amber Hill's counsel made mention of the internet posting on Ratemyhorsepro.com and 

the concerns associated with the publication of false allegations. 

11. An Amended Bill of Particulars was not filed, and Amber Hill filed a 

Demurrer and Grounds of Defense. The Demurrer was based, in part, on the 

immateriality of the false allegation and the fact that the false allegation did not support a 

claim as a matter of law. 

12. Ratemyhorsepro.com did not publish, and still has not published, any 

pleadings filed by Amber Hill despite the fact that it claims to publish all pleadings in its 

"Equine Court" section of the website. 1 

13. Eventually, Defendant Lawton-Duthie filed an Amended Bill of 

Particulars that contained the identical false allegation. The context of the Amended Bill 

of Particulars further demonstrated that the allegation was immaterial to the actual 

dispute. 

14. Ratemyhorsepro.com did not publish the Amended Bill of Particulars and 

did not publish Amber Hill's Demurrer and Grounds of Defense to the Amended Bill of 

Particulars. 

1 Ratemyhorsepro.com engaged in the same conduct in another Amber Hill matter filed in federal court 
(known as the Privitera matter) in Florida where the pleadings were available via Pacer. 
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15. Following a bench trial, Defendant Lawton-Duthie was awarded 

approximately $4,200.00. The judge issued a letter opinion explaining his findings and 

ruling that Amber Hill had fulfilled its obligations as agent for Defendant Lawton-Duthie. 

The judge adjusted Defendant Lawton-Duthie's invoice such that an award was made. 

16. Ratemyhorsepro.com published the judgment amount but did not publish 

the letter opinion in a further attempt to deceive the public regarding the case and Amber 

Hill's business practices. Ratemyhorsepro.com also did not report a verdict in the 

customary fashion for most verdict-reporting news sources, i.e., inclusion of the last 

settlement demand amount and last settlement offer amounts. Such information helps the 

public to fully understand the dynamics of the matter and its results. In this case, the last 

settlement demand by Defendant Lawton-Duthie made at trial exceeded the amount of 

the verdict, and the last settlement offer by Amber Hill was slightly less than the verdict 

amount.2 

17. Following the judgment, John Doe 2 started a thread entitled "Blue Moon 

Ponies win against Amber Hill." One post by John Doe 2 states that the decision was for 

Blue Moon Ponies, which is false, as Blue Moon Ponies was not a party to the lawsuit but 

is a competitor of Amber Hill in the pony sales and leasing business. In that same thread, 

John Doe 2 also disparages Amber Hill by stating that a national talent search 

2 Ratemyhorsepro.com has also published several "news" articles regarding Amber Hill's owner, Elizabeth 
Mandarino. These purported "news" articles also contain untruths, half-truths, and are intentionally 
derogatory. By way of example, Ratemyhorsepro.com published a short neutral article on the morning of 
August 16,2012 regarding Ms. Mandarino. The link was copied and pasted by Ms. Mandarino. The article 
was removed and re-written throughout the day of August 16, 2012 and re-published in a way that 
portrayed Ms. Mandarino in a negative light. The link that was copied was "open" throughout the day 
thereby enabling any viewer who had copied the link to see the drafting of the article. As the different 
drafts progressed, it was clear that the intent was to publish a negative and derogatory article. In fact, the 
graphic that was posted on the website along with the article, the USEF symbol, was not the graphic that 
was posted on Rate My Horse Pro's Facebook page. The Facebook page contained a graphic of a needle, 
syringe and bottle when the article was posted to the Face book page. 
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competition created, hosted and sponsored by Amber Hill "ultimately went so awry," and 

further disparages Amber Hill by stating that its owner Elizabeth Mandarino has "no real 

training background." 

18. Around the same time as the filing of the lawsuit in Virginia, John Doe 1 

joined the Chronicle of the Horse forums bulletin board as user name "Purepony" and 

John Doe 2 joined the Horseshowdiva.com bulletin board as user name "Premier Pony 

Mom." John Doe 1 and John Doe 2 have posted overwhelmingly regarding Amber Hill 

and its owner Elizabeth Mandarino. 

19. On February 18, 201 2, John Doe 2 posted the following on 

Horseshowdiva.com: 

"[t]here is an attorney in Florida who is working with multiple victims of 
Hurricane Maraschino, otherwise known as EM. Believe she is handling the 
Privitera case as well.3 For sure there are at least 5 or 6 former customers who 
have tried to retrieve their ponies and received humongous bills, which have 
consulted her. In fact, EM's price sheet looks pretty fair. Unfortunately for her 
clients, it's the numerous items that aren't posted on her sheet that run a bill that 
might normally be $2,000 into the $8,000 & up category. Pretty tough when 
you're looking at $10,000 less commission for your lease. This strategy gets 
customers upset ... big surprise! I would bet there'll be a class action suit brought 
against her in FL before too much time passes. Just have to wait and see." 

20. On February 27,2012, John Doe 2 posted on Horseshowdiva.com: 

"Just heard she's at it again! Leased a pony, kept all the$$$ and owners have no 
idea where pony is or who has it. Also heard a long time customer had a pony 
with AHF to be sold. Pony got done but it's been weeks & no$$$ for the owner. 
No statement either & no return phone calls. Guess those ponies must have run 
up HUGE bills on the road with the Hill, leaving nothing for the poor owners 
(literally). Hope everyone takes something away fom [sic] all these antics so 
we'll have something new to vamp about in 2013. And does anyone know if 
she's closed on Quiet Hill yet or is she holding off so she can deny FL. residency 
& keep all those FL lawsuits out of Federal court? Just wondering?????" 

3 The attorney who handled the Privitera matter is Bonnie Navin, a Florida lawyer. Counsel for Defendant 
Lawton-Duthie in Virginia, Alix Hazel, confirmed to counsel for Amber Hill that Ms. Navin had spoken 
with Ms. Hazel several times regarding Ms. Mandarino. 
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21. The statements contained in John Doe 2' s postings are false, defamatory, 

and made with the sole intent to injure Amber Hill's business. 

22. Many of John Doe 1 and John Doe 2's posts include directions to 

Ratemyhorsepro.com. For example, John Doe 2 directed readers on Horseshowdiva.com 

to Ratemyhorsepro.com following the judgment in General District Court and stated that 

"[a]ll the court docs describing this case are there." [emphasis added]. This statement is 

untrue, and upon information and belief, John Doe 2 knew at the time of making the 

statement that it was untrue. 

23. As further evidence of an ongoing relationship between Defendants, John 

Doe 1 has directed readers on the Chronicle of the Horse forums multiple times to the 

website Ratemyhorsepro.com as a legitimate source of information. 

24. Following the accidental death of one of Amber Hill's ponies in May 

2012, and in furtherance of the conspiracy to injure Amber Hill's business, John Doe 1 

admitted to contacting law enforcement to try to initiate an investigation into the incident. 

John Doe 1 also encouraged another poster "Ponymom2012" to "see a lawyer and ... file a 

formal complaint with USEF."4 

4 Days after this post, a complaint was filed with the United States Equestrian Federation by a person 
believed to be "Ponymom2012." As a result, Amber Hill was temporarily suspended from showing its 
horses and ponies at USEF recognized horse shows, and as a result, suffered substantial economic harm. 
Although the complainant is proceeding with her charges, USEF lifted the temporary suspension after 
completing its investigation because, according to the CEO of USEF, there were no findings that would 
lead to charges that could be adjudicated through the hearing process. Coincidentally, John Doe 2 also 
encourages people to contact USEF and posted on August 27, 2012 that "[d]o know that any statements 
that establish a pattern of behavior by those who have had 'dealings' with EM /AHF may be sent to USEF 
offices. Any serious testimony will be treated appropriately." John Doe 2 goes on to state that "anyone 
with an ax to grind" against Amber Hill should submit statements to USEF even though the hearing has a 
limited focus that does not in any way relate to business dealings with Amber Hill. 
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25. John & Jane Does 2-5 are additional individuals who have communicated 

information to the public that was knowingly untrue as to the plaintiff and have caused 

damaged plaintiffs reputation and business. 

COUNTl 
Statutory Business Conspiracy 

(Va. Code Ann. §§18.2-499-18.2-500) 

26. Plaintiff re-alleges each and every allegation set forth in Paragraphs 1 

through 25 above as though fully set forth herein. 

27. Defendants combined, associated, agreed, mutually undertook, or 

concerted together in Virginia to willfully and maliciously injure Amber Hill by 

knowingly publishing false statements and by encouraging others to make false claims 

against Amber Hill. 

28. Amber Hill suffered injury to its national reputation and business, and 

sustained economic damages and will continue to suffer damages into the future. 

29. Plaintiff is entitled to treble damages and attornets fees. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against defendants jointly and 

severally for damages, punitive damages, interest, cost of suit, attorney fees and any other 

relief the Court finds equitable and just. 

COUNT2 
Libel 

30. Plaintiff re-alleges each and every allegation set forth in Paragraphs 1 

through 29 above as though fully set forth herein. 

31. Defendants published false and defamatory statements regarding Amber 

Hill's business practices in writing on the internet. 

32. These statements constitute libel and libel per se. 
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33. As a result of the libelous statements made, Amber Hill suffered 

substantial economic injury now and into the future. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against defendants jointly and 

severally for damages, punitive damages, interest, cost of suit, attorney fees and any other 

relief the Court finds equitable and just. 

COUNT3 
Civil Conspiracy 

34. Plaintiff re-alleges each and every allegation set forth in Paragraphs 1 

through 33 above as though fully set forth herein. 

35. Defendants combined, associated, agreed, mutually undertook, or 

concerted together to willfully and maliciously injure Amber Hill by knowingly 

publishing false statements and by encouraging others to make false claims against 

Amber Hill. 

36. Amber Hill suffered injury to its national reputation and business now and 

into the future. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against defendants jointly and 

severally for damages, punitive damages, interest, cost of suit, attorney fees and any other 

relief the Court finds equitable and just. 

COUNT4 
Tortious Interference with Prospective Economic Advantage 

37. Plaintiff re-alleges each and every allegation set forth in Paragraphs 1 

through 36 above as though fully set forth herein. 

3 8. Defendants combined, associated, agreed, mutually undertook, or 

concerted together to willfully and maliciously injure Amber Hill by knowingly 
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publishing false statements and by encouraging others to make false claims against 

Amber Hill. 

39. Defendants' malicious actions caused the loss of prospective economic 

gains by Amber Hill now and into the future. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against defendants jointly and 

severally for damages, punitive damages, interest, cost of suit, attorney fees and any other 

relief the Court finds equitable and just. 

JURY DEMAND 

Plaintiff hereby demands a trial by jury on all issues. 

CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that the within matter is not the subject of any other action 

pending in any court, or of a pending or contemplated arbitration proceeding. I further 

certify that I am not aware of any other parties who should be joined in this action at this 

time. 

Dated: 9111/2012 

JOHNSTONE, SKOK, & LANE 
Attorn s for Plaintiff 
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JOHNSTONE, SKOK & LANE 
A Professional Corporation 
324 East Broad Street 
P.O. Box 490 
Westfield, NI 07091-0490 
(908)233-9000 
Attorney for Plaintiff 

) 
AMBER HILL FARM, LLC, ) 

) 
Plaintiff, ) 

) 
v. ) 

) 
SAMANTHA LAWTON-DUTHIE, ) 
RATEMYHORSEPRO, llC ) 
KRISTEN WILLIAMS, BRIDGET MARKS, ) 
IOHNDOE l(PUREPONY), JOHN DOES 2-5,) 
IANEDOE l(PREMIERPONYMOM), AND ) 
JANE DOES 2-5, ) 

) 
Defendants. ) 

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY 
SOMERSET COUNTY 
LAWDNISION 

DOCKET NO. 

Civil Action 

AMENDED COMPLAINT 
AND JURY DEMAND 

Plaintiff Amber Hill Farm, LLC files this Complaint against Defendants 

Samantha Lawton-Duthie, Rate My Horse Pro, LLC, Kristen Williams, Bridget Maries, 

I ohn Doe 1 and J obn Doe 2 and respectfully alleges as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

1. This case involves the intentional attempt to destroy a successful New 

Jersey business, Amber Hill Farm, LLC, by a small group of conspirators from various 

states, all of whom have ties to Amber Hill and New I ersey. 

2. The Defendants, including known individuals and anonymous individuals, 

conspired both explicitly and implicitly to damage the reputation of Amber Hill Farm and 

its owner, Elizabeth Mandarino, through unlawful means, including: filing lawsuits 

against the Plaintiff that included knowingly false and defamatory sham allegations in the 
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pleadings in an attempt to immunize the defamatory statements; publishing defamatory 

news articles, bulletin board postings, and defamatory statements included in the "sham" 

pleadings on internet web sites, some of which were owned and operated by one or more 

Defendants; filing "sham" protests with the United States Equestrian Federation 

("USEF"), which is the National Governing Body for equestrian sport; and by publishing 

false and defamatory statements in affidavits by fellow conspirators purportedly in 

support of the "sham" protests. 

3. All of the conspirators knew at the time of their wrongful conduct that 

Amber Hill Farm, LLC was a New Jersey business and that the harm they inflicted on 

Amber Hill Farm, LLC would occur in New Jersey. Several of the conspirators, 

including Samantha Lawton-Duthie, Bridget Marks and Kristen Williams, also engaged 

in New Jersey business transactions with Amber Hill Farm, LLC (herein "Plaintiff 

Amber Hill" or "Amber Hill"). 

4. The conspirators damaged Amber Hill's thriving business and caused 

substantial financial harm by virtue of their defamatory, malicious and unlawful conduct. 

PARTIES 

5. Plaintiff Amber Hill is a company formed and existing under the laws of 

New Jersey, with its principal place ofbusiness in Bedminster, New Jersey. Amber Hill 

sells and leases top-rated show horses and ponies throughout the United States. 

6. Defendant Samantha Lawton-Duthie is a citizen and resident of Loudoun 

County, Virginia. 

7. Defendant Rate My Horse Pro, LLC is a limited liability company 

organized and existing under the laws of the State of Florida. Upon information and 
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belief, Defendant Rate My Horse Pro owns and operates ratemyhorsepro.com, a website 

aimed at consumers of equestrian professionals. Upon information and belief, the 

principal place of business for Defendant Rate My Horse Pro is Chesapeake, Virginia. 

Rate My Horse Pro's website published a CBS News article regarding Rate My Horse 

Pro states that Rate My Horse Pro is based in Virginia. The biography of Debbie 

Hanson, who identifies herself as the Media Relations Director of Rate My Horse Pro, is. 

published on an archived version of the Rate My Horse Pro "About Us" page for the 

website. Ms. Hanson is a resident of Chesapeake, Virginia. The phone number for Rate 

My Horse Pro has a 757 area code, which covers the Tidewater region of Virginia 

including Chesapeake and Virginia Beach. Ms. Hanson has a public media directory 

listing for her and Rate My Horse Pro at an address in Virginia Beach, Virginia. 

8. Defendant Rate My Horse Pro is also, upon information and belief, the 

owner and operator of a gossip website named horseshowdiva.com. In an archived page 

dated June 2011 from horseshowdiva.com, the Terms of Service state the following: 

"PROPRIETARY RIGHTS ... You agree to not display any of our Site ... without 
our express written permission, which may be requested by contacting us at 
info@ratemyhorsepro .com." 

The Terms of Service also goes on to state the following: 

"TERMINATION You agree that ... To voluntarily terminate your access to the 
Service at any time, simply email service@ratemyhorsepro.com ... you may also 
terminate your account by sending us written notice of termination at PO Box 
1203 Virginia Beach, Virginia 23451." 

The post office box listed in the Terms of Service is an address listed in a current public 

media directory for Debbie Hanson of Rate My Horse Pro. 
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9. Defendant John Doe 1 is an anonymous poster on cbronofhorse.com, a 

website owned and operated by the magazine The Chronicle of the Horse, and posted 

under the usemame "Purepony." Defendant John Doe 1 's postings have disparaged and 

defamed Plaintiff Amber Hill and/or its owner, Elizabeth Mandarino. 

10. John Does 2-5 are additional anonymous posters who have disparaged or 

defamed Amber Hill and/or its owner, Elizabeth Mandarino on cbronofhorse.com. 

11. Defendant Jane Doe 1 is an anonymous poster on horseshowdiva.com and 

posted under the usemame "Premier Pony Mom." Defendant Jane Doe 1 's postings have 

disparaged and defamed Amber Hill and/or its owner, Elizabeth Mandarino. 

12. Defendant Jane Doe 2 is an anonymous poster on horseshowdiva.co and 

posted under the usemame "watdafa." Defendant Jane Doe 2' s postings have disparaged 

and defamed Amber Hill and/or its owner, Elizabeth Mandarino. 

13. Defendant Jane Doe 3 is an anonymous poster on horseshowdiva.com, a 

horse show gossip website, and posted under the usemame "jbpony." Defendant Jane 

Doe 2's postings have disparaged and defamed Amber Hill and/or its owner, Elizabeth 

Mandarino. 

14. Jane Does 4-5 are additional anonymous posters who have disparaged or 

defamed Amber Hill and/or its owner, Elizabeth Mandarino on horseshowdiva.com. 

15. Defendant Kristen Williams is a resident of the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania. 

16. Defendant Bridget Marks is a resident of the State of New York. 
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JURISDICTION 

1 7. This Court has personal jurisdiction over each of the Defendants because 

each of them has either engaged in business transactions with the Plaintiff or utilized the 

internet to post, or cause to be posted, disparaging and defamatory statements regarding 

the Plaintiff Amber Hill that were designed to reach residents ofNew Jersey and cause 

harm to Plaintiff Amber Hill in New Jersey, and did in fact cause such harm. 

18. The publications or postings by Defendants Lawton-Duthie, Rate My 

Horse Pro, Williams, John Doe 1, John Doe 2, Jane Doe 1 and Jane Doe 2 were designed 

to reach New Jersey, the place of Plaintiff Amber Hill's business, and were published via 

the internet to residents of New Jersey. Each of the Defendants caused substantial harm 

to Plaintiff Amber Hill in New Jersey through their publishing defamatory statements on 

the internet. Each of the Defendants knew at the time of their postings on the internet 

that Amber Hill was a New Jersey company and that publishing disparaging and 

defamatory postings and engaging in other unlawful conduct would cause harm to Amber 

Hill in New Jersey. 

19. Defendant Rate My Horse Pro's website ratemyhorsepro.com identifies 

Plaintiff Amber Hill Farm place ofbusiness as New Jersey at least three different times 

on its site. 

20. Defendant Lawton-Duthie engaged in business transactions in New Jersey 

with Plaintiff Amber Hill. These business transactions included sending two ponies to be 

boarded and trained at Amber Hill's facilities in New Jersey. 
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21. Defendant Marks entered into a Lease Agreement to lease a pony owned 

by Amber Hill Farm, LLC, a New Jersey business, and the Lease Agreement explicitly 

states that it is governed by New Jersey law. 

22. Defendant Williams entered into a Lease Agreement to lease a pony 

owned by Amber Hill Farm, LLC, a New Jersey business, and the Lease Agreement 

explicitly states that it is governed by New Jersey law. 

23. John Doe 1, Jane Doe 1, Jane Doe 2 and Jane Doe 3 all make reference in 

their postings to Amber Hill Farm's website or Facebook page, both of which clearly 

demonstrate that Amber Hill Farm, LLC is a New Jersey business. 

24. All of the defendants conspired together from various locations to utilize 

the internet and other publications to cause damage in New Jersey to a New Jersey 

business. 

25. New Jersey is the only forumavailable to the Plaintiff to bring an action 

against all of the conspirators in one proceeding. 

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

Amber Hill Farm History 

26. Plaintiff Amber Hill was formed in 2002 as a family owned and operated 

show horse sales, leasing and training business. 

27. Plaintiff Amber Hill Farm is operated by Elizabeth Mandarino, who is a 

1990 graduate of Hofstra University and a Certified Public Accountant. 

28. In the past ten years, Plaintiff Amber Hill has grown into a highly 

successful, multi-million dollar business. 
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29. In 2010, Plaintiff Amber Hill was the United States Equestrian 

Federation's Leading Pony Owner. This title is a national award presented. to the pony 

owner who accumulates the most competition points for all of its ponies combined for a 

given competition year. 

30. One of Amber Hill's ponies was the 2010 Horse of the Year for the Small 

Green Pony Hunter Division (1st place nationally). In 2010, two other Amber Hill ponies 

were reserve champion (2nd place nationally) in the Horse of the Year awards. 

31. Elizabeth Mandarino's daughter is a highly talented and successful junior 

rider who has garnered awards at the nation's most prestigious horse shows, including 

winning the top award at the United States Equestrian Federation's Pony Finals. 

32. Together, Elizabeth Mandarino and her daughter have built in an enviable 

record of success in the nation's top show rings. This success has brought industry 

accolades, peer recognition, and financial gain. 

Sham Allegations in Lawton-Duthie Lawsuit 

33. Defendants Lawton-Duthie and Rate My Horse Pro acted in concert to 

hann Plaintiff Amber Hill's business through a series of unlawful actions that included 

publishing false and defamatory statements regarding Plaintiff Amber Hill on the internet 

and misusing the court system in an attempt to immunize themselves from liability. 

34. Defendant Lawton-Duthie conducts business as Blue Moon Ponies, which 

is a competitor of Plaintiff Amber Hill and is located in Leesburg, Virginia. 

35. Blue Moon Ponies had a pony for sale that it was unable to sell. In August 

2011, Defendant Lawton-Duthie contacted Elizabeth Mandarino, owner and operator of 
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Plaintiff Amber Hill, for the purpose of retaining Plaintiff Amber Hill as her agent to sell 

the pony. 

36. Defendant Lawton-Duthie and Plaintiff Amber Hill entered into a 

Consignment Agreement to sell the pony. Under the terms of the Consignment 

Agreement, the pony would be stabled at Amber Hill and Blue Moon Ponies would be 

responsible for the costs associated with the care, feeding, training and showing of the 

pony while it was stabled at Amber Hill. 

37. Because Defendant Lawton-Duthie was incapable or unwilling to pay the 

board, insurance premium, training and show bills while the pony was stabled with 

Amber Hill, Defendant Lawton-Duthie owed Amber Hill for its services and costs 

expended by Amber Hill to feed and care for the pony. 

38. Defendant Lawton-Duthie also stabled a second pony with Amber Hill 

entered into an agreement with Amber Hill whereby Defendant Lawton-Duthie was 

responsible for the costs associated with caring, feeding, iraining and showing the pony. 

Defendant Lawton-Duthie also made no payments for the care of this pony. 

39. Plaintiff Amber Hill secured the lease of the pony to a third party. Under 

the terms of the Lease Agreement, Plaintiff Amber Hill acted as agent for Defendant 

Lawton-Duthie but was not a party to the Lease Agreement. As is customary in the 

industry, the Lease Agreement specifically provided that Defendant Lawton-Duthie 

designated that the lessor pay the lease amount directly to Amber Hill, as agent, and 

pursuant to the oral Consignment Agreement between Amber Hill and Defendant 

Lawton-Duthie, all amounts owed by Defendant Lawton-Duthie to Amber Hill were to be 

paid from the lease amount. 
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40. Per the terms of the Consignment Agreement between Plaintiff Amber 

Hill and Defendant Lawton-Duthie, Plaintiff Amber Hill deducted the unpaid costs 

incurred by Amber Hill that were associated with the care, feeding, training and showing 

the ponies stabled at Amber Hill from the lease amount, and sent the remainder to 

Defendant Lawton-Duthie. 

41. Defendant Lawton-Duthie disagreed with the amounts Plaintiff Amber 

Hill had deducted from the bill, and sought that Amber Hill forward the entire lease 

amount to her. 

42. On or about January 24, 2012, Defendant Lawton-Duthie filed an action 

against Amber Hill in General District Court in Loudoun County, Virginia. This Court is 

a trial court not of record with a maximum jurisdictional limit of $25,000.00. A party 

may commence an action by completing and filing a Warrant in Debt, which is a court

prepared form that is not a pleading and does not include factual allegations, or by filing 

a written Complaint, which is a pleading through which a plaintiff provides factual 

allegations to support its claim. If a plaintiff files a Warrant in Debt, then a defendant 

may move that the court require the plaintiff to file a Bill ofParticulars, which is a 

pleading through which a plaintiff must provide factual allegations to support its claim, 

A plaintiff is not required to file a detailed pleading unless the Court specifically orders 

that it file a Bill of Particulars, which usually occurs upon the motion of the party against 

whom the claim is made. 

43. Defendant Lawton-Duthie commenced her action against Amber Hill by 

completing and filing a form Warrant in Debt At the time Defendant Lawton-Duthie 

filed the Warrant in Debt, she also filed a Bill of Particulars that provided factual 
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allegations related to her claims. Defendant Lawton-Duthie was not ordered or required 

to file the Bill of Particulars by the court. 

44. In addition to factual allegations related to her claim against Plaintiff 

Amber Hill, Defendant Lawton-Duthie included false and defamatory statements 

regarding Plaintiff Amber Hill in her Bill of Particulars that were immaterial to the 

lawsuit. Defendant Lawton-Duthie falsely stated that Plaintiff Amber Hill was a party to 

the Lease Agreement, that the charges at issue were related to the stabling of a single 

pony, and that the Lease Agreement specifically included "a requirement that the lease 

amount payment be paid to [Amber Hill] via wire-transfer, and payment would then be 

transferred to [Lawton-Duthie] at the designation provided by the [Lawton-Duthie]." 

45. Contrary to Defendant Lawton-Duthie's statement, none of these 

statements were true. Plaintiff Amber Hill was not a party to the Lease Agreement, but 

was the agent for the lease; the charges were incurred as a result of the stabling oftwo 

ponies rather than a single pony; and the Lease Agreement specifically provided that 

Defendant Lawton-Duthie designated that the lease amount be paid to Amber Hill, and 

pursuant to the oral consignment agreement between Plaintiff Amber Hill and Defendant 

Lawton-Duthie, all amounts owed by Defendant Lawton-Duthie to Plaintiff Amber Hill 

were to be deducted from the lease amount. 

46. Before Defendant Lawton-Duthie served the Bill of Particulars on Amber 

Hill, and within days of filing, Defendant Rate My Horse Pro published the Bill of 

Particulars, including the immaterial and defamatory statements, on ratemyhorsepro.com. 

47. Both Defendant Lawton-Duthie and Defendant Rate My Horse Pro falsely 

published on the internet that Plaintiff Amber Hill had retained funds to which it was not 
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entitled as a result of a business transaction in order to harm Plaintiff Amber Hill's 

reputation, expose Plaintiff Amber Hill to hatred, contempt and ridicule, and to subject 

Plaintiff Amber Hill to the loss of goodwill and confidence in which it was held by 

others. Defendant Lawton-Duthie also published the immaterial and defamatory 

statements in the Bill of Particulars and on the internet in order to gain an unfair 

advantage in the lawsuit and in the marketplace. Defendant Lawton-Duthie misused the 

court system by publishing the immaterial and defamatory statements in her Bill of 

Particulars in an attempt to immunize herself from liability for publishing them. 

48. After Defendant Lawton-Duthie served Plaintiff Amber Hill with the Bill 

of Particulars, and Plaintiff Amber Hill retained Virginia counsel, Plaintiff Amber Hill 

brought the clearly false and immaterial statements contained in the Bill of Particulars to 

the attention ofDefendant Lawton-Duthie, through counsel, and requested that Defendant 

Lawton-Duthie file an Amended Bill of Particulars that did not include the false and 

immaterial statements. Amber Hill also notified Defendant Lawton-Duthie that the 

Defendant Rate My Horse Pro published the Bill of Particulars, including the false 

statements, on the internet through its website ratemyhorsepro.com, and that the 

publishing of these false and defamatory statements was causing harm, and would 

continue to cause harm, to Plaintiff Amber HilL 

49. Plaintiff Amber Hill also attempted to send notice to Defendant Rate My 

Horse Pro that it had published false and defamatory statements regarding Plaintiff 

Amber Hill on its website. Because Defendant Rate My Horse does not publish contact 

information regarding the ownership of the website ratemyhorsepro.com, or a masthead 
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identifying the publisher and editorial staff of the website, Plaintiff Amber Hill was 

unable to send the notice to Defendant Rate My Horse Pro. 

50. Defendant Lawton~ Duthie refused to file an Amended Bill of Particulars 

deleting the false and defamatory statements that were immaterial to the lawsuit, and 

Amber Hill filed a Demurrer and Grounds of Defense. The Demurrer sought that the 

Court dismiss the action against Amber Hill on the grounds that Amber Hill was not a 

party to the Lease Agreement, and that the language Defendant Lawton-Duthie attributed 

to the Lease Agreement did not exist. 

51. Prior to being served with the Complaint in this action, Defendant Rate 

My Horse Pro published on ratemyhorsepro.com an incomplete and inaccurate copy of 

the Complaint, which it mischaracterized as a complete and accurate copy of the 

Complaint, and an article that also mischaracterized the Complaint and the relief sought 

therein. Defendant Rate My Horse Pro intentionally removed portions of the Complaint 

and mischaracterized the Complaint and the relief sought in order to portray Plaintiff 

Amber Hill in a false and negative light. Specifically, Rate My Horse Pro removed all 

footnotes from the Complaint. The footnotes contained considerable detail regarding the 

allegations and were necessary to fully understand the Complaint. Below the publication 

of what purports to be the full Complaint typed in article format, but is not in fact the full 

Complaint, Rate My Horse Pro provides a link to a .pdf version of the actual Complaint. 

52. In the Virginia action, Defendant Lawton-Duthie eventually filed an 

Amended Bill of Particulars. Despite not being relevant to the action, Defendant 

Lawton~Duthie not only included the identical immaterial and defamatory statements 

against Plaintiff Amber Hill, but also added a new immaterial and defamatory statement 
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that gave the appearance that Plaintiff Amber Hill had stolen money from Defendant 

Lawton-Duthie. Specifically, the Amended Bill of Particulars added the knowingly false 

allegation that "Paragraph 4 of the Lease Agreement states the Lease Fee would be 

delivered to the Defendant and the Defendant would then transfer the lease fee to the 

Plaintiff the [sic] upon the Plaintiffs designation." 

53. Following a bench trial, the Court awarded Defendant Lawton-Duthie 

approximately $4,200.00 in charges for both ponies stabled at Amber HilL The judge 

also issued a letter opinion in which he explained his findings and specifically ruled that 

Plaintiff Amber Hill had fulfilled all of its obligations as agent for Defendant Lawton

Duthie. The Court reduced some of the charges for each of the ponies stabled with 

Amber Hill, which resulted in an award to Lawton-Duthie. 

54. Defendant Rate My Horse Pro published the judgment amount on 

ratemyhorsepro.com, but did not publish the letter opinion in which the Court stated that 

Plaintiff Amber Hill had fulfilled all of its obligations to Defendant Lawton-Duthie as 

agent, in order to deceive the public regarding the result of the case and to cast Plaintiff 

Amber Hill in a false and negative light. Per Defendant Rate My Horse Pro's selective 

publications related to the Virginia action, a reader would be led to believe that the Court 

found that Plaintiff Amber Hill had taken money to which it wasn't entitled and had 

overbilled for the expenses and training of a single pony rather than billed for two ponies. 

The Effect of the Sham Allegations 

55. Following the judgment in the Virginia case, Defendant Jane Doe 1, 

posting as "Premier Pony Mom," created a thread on horseshowdiva.com entitled "Blue 

Moon Ponies Win Against Amber Hill," and stated in a post that the Court in the 
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Virginia case ruled in favor of Blue Moon Ponies over Amber Hill. This statement is 

false as Blue Moon Ponies, which is owned and operated by Defendant Lawton-Duthie 

and is a competitor of Plaintiff Amber Hill, was not a party to the Virginia action. 

56. In the "Blue Moon Ponies Win Against Amber Hill" thread, Jane Doe 1 

posted that a national talent search competition created, hosted and sponsored by Amber 

Hill in honor of Ms. Mandarino's deceased son "ultimately went so awry," and that 

Amber Hill's owner Elizabeth Mandarino has "no real training background." These 

statements are false and disparaging to Amber Hill Farm in that the talent search 

competition was very successful and received favorable press including an article on 

Defendant Rate My Horse Pro's website (see paragraph 56 infra). In addition, Ms. 

Mandarino has developed a very successful training business with methods developed as 

a horseperson, an accountant, and with a unique skillset and education into behavior of 

animals and people. 

57. Around the same time that Defendant Lawton-Duthie filed the Virginia 

lawsuit, Defendant John Doe 1 joined the Chronicle of the Horse forums bulletin board as 

user name "Purepony," and Jane Doe 1 joined the horseshowdiva.com bulletin board as 

user name "Premier Pony Mom." Since that time Defendants John Doe 1 and Jane Doe 1 

have continuously and repeatedly posted negative and defamatory statements regarding 

Amber Hill and its owner Elizabeth Mandarino. 

Rate My Horse Pro's Actions to Harm 

58. Defendant Rate My Horse Pro also published several "news" articles 

regarding Amber Hill's owner, Elizabeth Mandarino on ratemyhorsepro.com. These 
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purported "news" articles also contain falsehoods) half-truths) and are intentionally 

defamatory and disparaging. 

59. Defendant Rate My Horse Pro has created a page on its website where it 

has linked all of the negative information that it has published regarding Plaintiff Amber 

Hill and Elizabeth Mandarino, including the false and defamatory statements referenced 

herein, but has intentionally omitted a favorable article that it wrote about Plaintiff 

Amber Hill in 2011. 

60. In their posts both John Doe 1 and Jane Doe 1 included hyperlinks to 

ratemyhorsepro.com in an attempt to get more consumers to read the false, misleading 

and defamatory statements against Plaintiff Amber Hill published by Defendant Rate My 

Horse Pro on its website. For example, Jane Doe 1 directed readers on 

horseshowdiva.com to ratemyhorsepro.com following the judgment in the Virginia 

lawsuit and misrepresented that "[a]ll the court docs describing this case are there," when 

Defendant Rate My Horse Pro had selectively published pleadings and information in a 

manner that reflected negatively against Plaintiff Amber Hill. Jane Doe 1 's statement is 

untrue) and upon information and belief, Jane Doe 1 lmew at the time of making the 

statement that it was untrue. 

61. John Doe 1 has also repeatedly directed readers on the Chronicle of the 

Horse forums to the Defendant Rate My Horse Pro's website ratemyhorsepro.com as a 

legitimate source of information regarding Plaintiff Amber Hill Fann and Elizabeth 

Mandarino. 
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The Sham Protests 

62. On or about May 26, 2012, at approximately 5:45a.m., Amber Hill's pony 

"Humble" died on the grounds at the Devon Horse Show. Amber Hill purchased 

"Humble" as a three-year old pony. Elizabeth Mandarino and her daughter trained 

"Humble" to become a nationally recognized and award-winning hunter pony. "Humble" 

was a sentimental favorite of the Mandarino family and was stabled at their residence in 

New Jersey. Amber Hill owned "Humble" for six (6) years. 

63. Plaintiff Amber Hill ordered a complete necropsy and toxicology to be 

performed on "Humble." The necropsy was performed by the University of Pennsylvania 

School of Veterinary Medicine at the New Bolton Center ("New Bolton") on May 27, 

2012, at which time tissue samples were also taken for the toxicology study. 

64. The necropsy and toxicology both ruled out an injection of any illegal 

substance as the cause of death of "Humble." 

65. Following the death of"Humble" in May 2012, and in furtherance of the 

conspiracy to injure Amber Hill's business, John Doe 1 contacted law enforcement and 

attempted to initiate a criminal investigation against Elizabeth Mandarino. The 

Pennsylvania State Police opened an investigation against Elizabeth Mandarino related to 

the death of ''Humble." 

66. Elizabeth Mandarino gave a full interview to the investigating trooper, and 

the Pennsylvania State Police did not bring any charges against her. 

67. After the Devon Horse Show, Defendant Williams demanded a refund of 

money paid to Amber Hill for the lease of the pony "Royal T" claiming that she and her 

daughter were so traumatized by the death of "Humble" that their "Devon Experience" 
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was ruined. Following the death of"Humble," and on the same day, Defendant 

Williams' daughter actually showed "Royal T" in the Medium Pony Hunter Division and 

insisted that the pony and Amber Hill staff remain for the remainder of the day so that 

Defendant Williams could participate in a non-competitive Costumed Hunt Teams class. 

Amber Hill provided the full services required under Defendant Williams' lease 

agreement. Defendant Williams made payment for these services by credit card. 

68. Because Amber Hill had provided the full services required under the 

lease agreement, it declined Defendant Williams' demand that it refund her payment for 

the Devon Horse Show. 

69. In addition to attempting to initiate a criminal investigation against 

Elizabeth Mandarino, John Doe 1 actively solicited other persons on 

www.chronofhorse.com to cause harm to Plaintiff Amber Hill's business and reputation. 

John Doe 1 encouraged another poster who posted under the user name "Ponymom2012" 

to "see a lawyer and ... file a formal complaint with USEF." 

70. Upon information and belief, "Ponymom 2012" is Defendant Kristen 

Williams. 

71. After Amber Hill declined to refund Defendant Williams' payment, and 

within days of John Doe 1 's post encouraging "Ponymom 2012" to file a protest with 

USEF, Defendant Williams filed a "sham" protest with the United States Equestrian 

Federation, which is the governing body for equestrian competitions and has the power to 

sanction horse professionals, that contained gross misrepresentations regarding the events 

and circumstances surrounding the death of "Humble," and falsely stated that Elizabeth 

Mandarino had administered drugs to "Humble" that are forbidden at USEF sanctioned 

17 

www.ratemyhorsepro.com



events. Defendant Williams possessed no evidence that supported these statements 

because they were false. 

72. USEF rules require that a protester present first-hand testimony or direct 

evidence in support of the protest such that a protest cannot be based on circumstantial 

evidence. 

73. As a result of Defendant Williams fabricating false statements that 

Plaintiff Amber Hill, through Elizabeth Mandarino, administered illegal substances to 

"Humble," USEF temporarily suspended Elizabeth Mandarino and all horses owned by 

Amber Hill Farm from showing at USEF recognized horse shows. The temporary 

suspension against Amber Hill was the first time that USEF had used its power to 

temporarily suspend a member, and it was widely reported and discussed in the 

equestrian community. As a result of the temporary suspension based solely on 

Defendant Williams' misrepresentations, Amber Hill suffered substantial harm to its 

reputation and business. 

74. After USEF temporarily suspended Elizabeth Mandarino, Defendant 

Williams sent an email to Elizabeth Mandarino stating that Amber Hill should refund her 

money because, in light of Defendant Williams' filing of the "sham" protest based on 

false and defamatory statements regarding Amber Hill, and USEF's temporary 

suspension based on those false and defamatory statements, refunding the money was 

Amber Hill's "least expensive option." 

75. Because Amber Hill had provided the full services required under the 

lease agreement, Amber Hill again declined to refund the credit card payment to 

Defendant Williams. 
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76. In response, Defendant Williams instituted a chargeback with her credit 

card company, not only for the charges for the Devon Horse Show, but also for other 

payments to Plaintiff Amber Hill for services rendered by Plaintiff Amber Hill and for 

which she did not dispute. This chargeback was based on false and defamatory 

statements by Defendant Williams regarding Plaintiff Amber Hill. Defendant Williams 

admitted to this action during the hearing for the "sham" protest she filed. 

77. After USEF's Chief Executive Officer completed his investigation of the 

facts and circumstances surrounding the death of "Humble," which included a review of a 

toxicology report that tested for more than 1100 substances, USEF lifted the temporary 

suspension and reinstated Elizabeth Mandarino and all horses owned by Plaintiff Amber 

Hill. 

78. USEF possesses the power to bring an administrative charge against a 

member for using banned substances during a USEF sanctioned event. Typically a 

charge for using forbidden substances is brought by USEF as an administrative charge, 

rather than as a protest filed by another member, and is adjudicated based on scientific 

evidence, such as toxicology testing conducted by a USEF veterinarian from blood or 

urine taken from the horse at the USEF sanctioned event. 

79. Despite being aware that USEF lifted the temporary suspension after 

completing its own investigation, and.despite having no lmowledge of any evidence that 

showed that Plaintiff Amber Hill had injected "Humble" with a banned substance, 

Defendant Williams continued her "sham" protest against Amber Hill. 

80. As a part of the conspiracy to harm Amber Hill, Jane Doe 1 also 

encouraged people to attempt to harm Amber Hill's standing with USEF, which could 
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cause significant harm to Amber Hill's business. On August 27, 2012 Jane Doe 1 posted 

on horseshowdiva.com: 

Do lmow that any statements that establish a pattern of behavior by those 
who have had "dealings" with EM/ AHF may be sent to USEF offices. 
Any serious testimony will be treated appropriately. 

81. Jane Doe 1 also encouraged "anyone with an ax to grind" against Amber 

Hill to submit statements to USEF even though the hearing had a limited focus related to 

whether Elizabeth Mandarino had used a banned substance or engaged in 

unsportsmanlike conduct at the Devon Horse Show, and was not an open forum for 

people to complain about general business dealings with Amber Hill. 

82. Because Defendant Williams provided no evidence that Amber Hill had 

used a banned substance or otherwise engaged in unsportsmanlike conduct, USEF 

dismissed Defendant Williams' "sham" protest regarding the death of "Humble" and 

found that Defendant Williams' failed to substantiate her statement that Amber Hill had 

used a banned substance. 

83. Defendant Rate My Horse Pro originally published a short article on the 

morning of August 16,2012 regarding the lifting of Ms. Mandarino's temporary 

suspension. The original article appeared to be a neutral news article simply reporting 

that USEF's CEO had lifted the suspension. 

84. Elizabeth Mandarino bookmarked in her web browser the link to the 

article in order to be able to return to the article. 

85. Shortly after publishing the article, Defendant Rate My Horse Pro 

removed it as originally published. Defendant Rate My Horse Pro revised and edited the 

article throughout the day of August 16, 2012 and re-published it so that it portrayed 
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Elizabeth Mandarino in a negative light. Because Defendant Rate My Horse Pro left the 

link to the original article live throughout the day, any viewer who had the original link 

could view the various revised drafts of the article as the revisions were made. As the 

different drafts progressed, it was clear that the intent was to publish a negative and 

derogatory article. 

86. Defendant Marks leased a pony for her daughter to ride during two horse 

shows in Ocala, Florida during the winter of 2012. The first show was a success for 

Defendant Marks' daughter. After reading various postings on the internet that portrayed 

Plaintiff Amber Hill and Elizabeth Mandarino in a false and negative light, Defendant 

Marks questioned Elizabeth Mandarino repeatedly about the gossip that she had read, 

including the postings by "Purepony" and "Premier Pony Mom." Despite assurances by 

Elizabeth Mandarino that the postings were false, Defendant Marks was antagonistic 

dming the second horse show in Ocala. 

87. Approximately fourteen days after the Ocala horse show, Defendant 

Marks filed a protest with USEF alleging that Elizabeth Mandarino had engaged in 

unsportsmanlike conduct at the horse show. At or around the same time, Defendant 

Marks also made an unfounded complaint to Child Protective Services alleging child 

abuse by Elizabeth Mandarino towards her daughter, Emma. 

88. Like Defendant Williams, Defendant Maries instituted chargeback 

proceedings with her credit card company to obtain the return of money for services that 

Amber Hill had fully rendered and for which Defendant Marks had paid by credit card 

after the services were provided for her. Defendant Marks' chargeback was based on 

false and defamatory statements regarding Plaintiff Amber Hill. · 
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89. As a result of the false statements made by Defendants Williams and 

Marks to obtain chargebacks on credit card payments they made to Amber Hill for 

services fully rendered by Amber Hill, Amber Hill's merchant services provider 

cancelled Amber Hill's merchant services account and Amber Hill cannot receive credit 

card payments, which are a necessary and integral part of Amber Hill's business. 

90. During the hearings for the sham protests filed by Defendants Williams 

and Marks, both Defendant Williams and Defendant Marks presented documents to 

USEF that had been obtained from Defendant Rate My Horse Pro, and were stamped 

"Rate My Horse Pro." None of the documents obtained from Defendant Rate My Horse 

Pro was relevant to any of the protests, and the Defendants presented the documents in an 

effort to harm the reputation of Plaintiff Amber Hill and Elizabeth Mandarino. 

91. At the USEF hearings on the "sham" protests filed by Defendants 

Williams and Marks, they were represented by the same lawyer from Florida and offered 

into evidence the same affidavits to the USEF Hearing Panel even though the alleged 

events that were the subject matter of each protest were completely different. 

92. Both Defendants Williams and Marks presented the affidavit ofNancy 

Baroody, who submitted an affidavit in both protests making false and disparaging 

statements against Elizabeth Mandarino. The Hearing Panel determined the following 

regarding Ms. Baroody's affidavit: "the lack of factual specificity in the midst of very 

strong negative opinions cast significant doubt on Ms. Baroody's credibility as a witness 

in this matter." 
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93. Defendant Lawton-Duthie also submitted an Affidavit to USEF in 

"support" of Defendant Williams' protest. In her Affidavit, Defendant Lawton-Duthie 

made lmowingly false statements regarding the Virginia lawsuit including: 

a. That Defendant Lawton-Duthie "received a bill from Amber Hill Farm for 

nearly $15,000.00, when the pony had only been in Ms. Mandarino's care 

for one month, had gone to one show;" 

b. That Defendant Lawton-Duthie "questioned a $250.00 drug charge at the 

Capital Challenge;" and 

c. That Elizabeth Mandarino "received monies and held them without our 

authorization." 

94. Defendant Lawton-Duthie's statements are false in the following manners: 

the bill for boarding and training and show expenses was approximately $12,000; the bill 

was for two ponies rather than one pony; the bill covered care for more than one month;, 

she did not dispute the amount of the medications charge in the Virginia lawsuit; and, 

pursuant to the LeaseAgreement, Consignment Agreement, and industry customs, 

Amber Hill properly received the lease fee and deducted the m:oney owed to Amber Hill 

by Defendant Lawton-Duthie from the lease fee. 

95. Defendant Lawton-Duthie lmew that these statements were false at the 

time she published them to USEF. 

96. Defendant Lawton-Duthie made the false and misleading statements in her 

affidavit to USEF as part of the conspiracy to damage Plaintiff Amber Hill's reputation 

and standing with USEF and in the marketplace in general. 
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97. Defendant Williams also filed other false affidavits at the USEF bearing in 

"support" of her protest. Wendy Brayman and Matthew Brayman filed affidavits that 

falsely stated that Amber Hill bad not paid its insurance premium for renewal of the 

policy covering "Humble;" that Elizabeth Mandarino is "dishonest" and "evil;" and that 

Elizabeth Mandarino is the same as Barney Ward and Paul Valliere, both of whom were 

convicted for intentionally killing, or arranging to kill, horses in order to profit from 

insurance policies and were subsequently banned for life by USEF. 

98. The USEF Hearing Panel dismissed both of the "sham" protests filed by 

Defendant Williams and Defendant Marks and found that the false and derogatory 

statements that Defendant Marks and Defendant Williams made against Plaintiff Amber 

Hill and Elizabeth Mandarino were "unsubstantiated." 

The False Reporting 

99. Since the decision by the Hearing Panel dismissing Defendant Williams' 

protests, Defendant Rate My Horse Pro has published two articles on its website 

ratemyborsepro.com that contain false statements regarding Elizabeth Mandarino, some 

of which are attributed to Defendant Williams, and cast Elizabeth Mandarino in a false 

and negative light. 

100. Defendant Williams made the false and defamatory statements 

intentionally as the statements attributed to Defendant Williams are directly contradicted 

by both her testimony at the hearing on her "sham" protest and motions that she filed 

during the course of the USEF proceeding. 

1 01. One of the articles published by Defendant Rate My Horse Pro on 

ratemyhorsepro.com states: 
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Additionally, [Defendant Williams] says she was never made aware that anyone 
from the organization [USEF] had received the necropsy report; that it had been 
reviewed by licensed veterinarians; or that the report excluded the injection as a 
contributing factor in the pony's death. 

102. Defendant Williams knew that her statement that she "was never made 

aware that anyone from [USEF] had received the necropsy report" was false when she 

made it. Defendant Williams filed a motion during the USEF proceedings to obtain a 

copy of the necropsy report on the specific grounds that USEF had been provided with 

the report and that she should also be entitled to the report. 

103. Defendant Williams lrnew of the falsity of her statements that she was 

never made aware that the necropsy had been reviewed by a licensed veterinarian, and 

that the veterinarian's report excluded the injection as a contributing factor to the pony's 

death. During the USEF hearing process Plaintiff Amber Hill provided to Defendant 

Williams a copy of the report by a licensed veterinarian wherein he opined that the 

findings on the necropsy were not consistent with an acute drug reaction and that the 

condition of the pony's lungs was consistent with a process that had been going on hours 

before death. 

104. Defendant Rate My Horse Pro made no effort to ascertain the truthfulness 

of Defendant Williams' statements, which cast Plaintiff Amber Hill in a false and 

negative light, prior to publishing the article on ratemyhorsepro.com. 

105. Defendant Williams sent USEF' s findings to Defendant Rate My Horse 

Pro, and Defendant Rate My Horse Pro published a redacted copy ofUSEF's findings on 

ratemyhorsepro.com. USEF's findings are not a matter of public record and were only 

sent by USEF to Elizabeth Mandarino and Defendant Williams. Elizabeth Mandarino did 

not provide a copy of the findings to Defendant Rate My Horse Pro. 
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106. Defendant Rate My Horse Pro's articles also contain statements regarding 

purported USEF rules violations by Elizabeth Mandarino that are completely contradicted 

by USEF rules. For example, in the article Defendant Rate My Horse Pro states that 

Elizabeth Mandarino gave the pony Depo Medrol and Dexamethasone, and that 

medication reports were required to be filed with USEF regarding the administration of 

these medications. 

107. Defendant Rate My Horse Pro's statement that Elizabeth Mandarino gave 

the pony two different corticosteroids, Depo Medrol and Dexamaethasone, is false and 

defamatory. The pony was not given Depo Medrol, but instead was given Depo Provera, 

which is a hormone permitted under USEF rules. 

1 0 8. Defendant Rate My Horse Pro's statement that Elizabeth Mandarino 

violated USEF rules by failing to file a medication report with USEF is false and 

defamatory. Both of the substances that Elizabeth Mandarino administered, Depo 

Provera and Dexamethasone, are permitted substances under USEF rules and USEF does 

not require the filing of a medication report for either substance. 

109. Defendant Williams made the identical statements during the hearing on 

her "sham" protest, and the Hearing Panel disregarded her statements because they do not 

accurately state the rules set forth by USEF. Both Defendant Williams and Defendant 

Rate My Horse Pro were aware that Defendant Williams made these accusations of rules 

violations to USEF's Hearing Panel, and that the Hearing Panel had found them to be 

without merit. 

110. Defendant Rate My Horse Pro has also published false statements on it 

Facebook page regarding USEF rules concerning the public identification of parties to a 
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USEF protest process. USEF rules contain no provision for confidentiality. The style of 

Defendant Williams' protest is "Williams v. Mandarino, Federation File No. 2012-27." 

Following the removal of the temporary suspension, and in an attempt to remedy the 

harm caused by the Defendants' various defamatory postings and other unlawful acts, 

Elizabeth Mandarino, through counsel, issued a press release regarding the removal of the 

suspension. In the press release Defendant Williams is identified as the protester. The 

press release was published by various media sources including The Chronicle of the 

Horse ,who published the release on its website chronofhorse.com and on its Facebook 

page. In the comments section, Joyce Lawton, who is the mother of Defendant Samantha 

Lawton-Duthie, wrote: 

I think it's supposed to be confidential, at least until after a hearing. Certainly 
won't encourage others to come forward in equine matters. Hearings [sic] in Sept. 
Just have to wait and see how it all comes out. 

This statement is false in that USEF hearings are not confidential. 

111. Defendant Rate My Horse Pro "lil<ed" Joyce Lawton's comment and 

published the following statement in the comment section: 

It was in extremely poor taste that Elizabeth Mandarino's attorney, Tamara 
Tucker, made the decision to release the protester's name in her "press release." 
While those involved· are privy to who the protester is, it is not for public 
knowledge. 

Defendant Rate My Horse Pro's statement that the identity of the protester "is not for 

public knowledge" is false and once again casts Elizabeth Mandarino in a negative light 

on a public webpage. Defendant Rate My Horse Pro knew or should have known that 

the statement was false not only because USEF's mles, which are available to the public, 

indicate that the identity of a protester is not confidential, but also because any party 
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familiar with USEF's administrative process would be aware that the identity of a 

protester is not confidential. 

False Accusations of Animal Cruelty and Fraudulent Business Activity on 
Horseshowdiva.com, a Website Operated by Rate My Horse Pro 

112. Immediately, following the death of "Humble," Jane Doe 2 ("watdafa") 

began posting false, malicious and outrageous statements on Horseshowdiva.com 

including the following: 

a. There were plenty of people around and I hope they feel guilty for not 
coming fore ward---well maybe they don't want to get involved or they 
don't lmow where to go or who to talk to. What about her grooms ?? if you 
are an animal lover you can let EM get away with this crime. I would 
encourage anyone with first hand lmowledge to report to USEF or SPCA. 
Where else DIVAS ?? 
There was an attorney--last name Tucker that rode with Tommy Serio. 
Does anyone lmow if she represented EM or can she be contacted for 
advice ? Lets do some homework and try to stop this killer. 

There are many photos out there too ......... they could probably get sold to 
publications for$$$$$$$$. Let the grooms that were there lmow that 
photos would be helpful. 

b. i [sic] THINK IT IS FREEDOM OF THE PRESS AND WHY SHOULD 
IT BE DELETED ? 
tHE [sic] PONY DIED BECAUSE EM PUT A NEEDLE IN HIS NECK. 
SHE THEN LEFT THE BODY IN THE BARN. IF SHE STAYED IT 
LOOKS LIKE SHE CARED. I THINK THE INSURANCE CLAIM WAS 
MORE IM:PORTANT. 
WILL SOMEONE CALL THE NY TIMES WRITER THAT DID THE 
STORY ONE RACE HORSE ABUSE ..... PLEASE. 

c. cruelty@pspcaorg ................... just a short email will do ...... NOW! 

d. Oh yes she did collect on that one ... check out the date=2009 ! and here 
we go again same shit different pony in 2012 ..... 

Didn't she sue Dr. Furlong for a bad hock injection on a pony that had to 
be put down ???? Anyone lmow that ponies name ? 
Who is she .. the angel of death??????? 
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e. "Why not ? She killed one at pony finals. 
Read her post about herself! Its like SON OF SAM voice telling him to 
kill people ! ! ! 
I think she NEEDS serious help. 

113. Accusations ofbeing a "killer" ofponies and an "angel of death" coupled 

with encouraging others to send emails to the Pennsylvania Society for the Prevention of 

Cruelty to Animals are defamatory, disparaging, and designed to injure Plaintiff Amber 

Hill's reputation in the equestrian community. These postings are still published on 

horseshowdiva.com. 

114. Approximately ten days before the USEF hearings were scheduled to 

occur, Jane Doe 3 started a thread entitled "From puppy mill to pony mill ®"under the 

username ''jbpony.'' This thread contained multiple defamatory statements by Jane Doe 3 

("jbpony"), Jane Doe 1 ("Premier Pony Mom"), and Jane Doe 2 ("watdafa''). 

Specifically, the following posts were made in an effort to harm Plaintiff Amber Hill 

Farm's reputation and breeding business: 

a. Jane Doe 3: "Just wondering if anyone has noticed that EM seems to 
have spent much of her recent time off @breeding ponies. She's even 
on COTH trying to find info on a pony she recently breed [sic] to her 
stallion. There are about 4 or 5 listed on her site now as in foal...so 
from diva puppy mill to diva pony mill, really disturbing." 

b. Jane Doe 1: "Including one mare that belonged to a client but was 
mysteriously but permanently damaged while in EM's ~care so it can 
now look forward to many happy years as a brood mare for AHF." 

c. Jane Doe 3: "Yes, in fact that is the one she is searching for info on, 
what I find even more disturbing is people on COTH answering her 
post, this woman just admitted to killing one of her ponies why would 
you even answer her or try and help her out. Makes me wonder how 
much all of these new babies will be insured for?'' 

d. In response to Jane Doe 1 's comment above, Jane Doe 2: ''"What was 
the name of this mare? Did the client agree to breeding or did AHF 
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take this one too? This is a very dangerous person that people should 
be made aware of on coth and other web sites !" 

e. Jane Doe 1: "Don't lrnow details but pony is officially part of AHF's 
brood mare band. She is on COTH looking into its pedigree because if 
you're a breeder, it helps to lrnow your animals background. Just as she 
became an 'overnight' trainer, she plans to become an 'overnight' 
breeder. Unfortunately for her, it takes years to do the job right. 
Occasionally lightning will strike, you'll get very lucky and come 
across a good consistent nick that will produce rock stars, but for most 
it takes a decade or two. There's a lot more to it than just getting a 
mare and stallion together." 

f. Jane Doe 3: "The pony's name is Just Right and the people who 
owned it are leasing the Glenhaven Work of Art pony. She has a whole 
11 story" on her website on how they came to her after buying this pony, 
who was not a good fit for their child, and she had to basically save the 
day and out of the goodness of her heart let them lease the Glenhaven 
pony for the cost of their pony. She is now using this child and her 
wins as part of her new PR campaign, adding how much "Artie" 
means to her and making his rider into her new "it" girl. 
I can't help but wonder what makes her think she is capable of 
handling stallions during breeding or mares when they are foaling , 
this takes years not months of learning and requires you to surround 
yourself with lrnowledgeable staff not kids. It will only be a matter of 
time before the next "accident" happens~'" 

g. Jane Doe 1: "Pony is being re-leased for the 2013 season. Unless EM 
moves to the Hamptons, she's still going to have to look hard for pony 
riders for her smalls and mediums at home. Doubt any reputable 
trainer would want to 'share' kids after the pony talent debacle of2012. 
Maybe that's why she's turning to breeding. Too bad her personal pony 
jock will be 19 (and hopefully a pro) by the time her first babies are 
old enough to ride." 

h. Jane Doe 2: "Knowing what we do about her, why would any breeder 
or mother want to be involved with her. I think you are right that she 
needs to change gears since Emma is too old and riders are hard to 
come by ......... . 
Breeding is tricky and a long time process. I was told the SPCA needs 
to visit the farm in Ocala. How can CS put up with all this crap??'' 

1. Jane Doe 2: "Is she still under investigation in Pa? But why would she 
stay in the pony business if Emma is out ?" Jane Doe 1: "Yes. P A is 
still investigating. Emma is 16 so has I or 2 years on larges & greens 
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but she does have 3 horses to ride. EM definitely needs a jock for the 
others. Maybe the jockeys little girl in Delaware?" 

J. Jane Doe 2: "Bottom line is she killed a pony at one of the countries 
most prestigious horse shows. I don't think she meant to kill it but she 
did by injecting it with her cocktaiL The children and parents that 
witnessed that horrific act will never forget Humble thrashing on the 
ground until his death. 
I FEEL TillS IN ITSELF IS A CRIME TO DO THIS TO AN 
INNOCENT ANIMAL!!! 
Please USEF please prevent EM from doing any more abusive acts to 
animals and children !" 

k. Jane Doe 3: "I agree with you watdafa [Jane Doe 2], everyone should 
remember that poor pony and his awful death, I started this thread 
because I find it disturbing that someone who is still under 
investigation for one anima'ls death is already breeding future ponies. I 
feel bad for the children who witnessed Humble's death and I can't 
understand ANY parents buying into her B S and purchasing a pony 
from her or sending one in to be sold. The only way she is going to go 
away is if people boycott her business totally, unfortunately there is 
a new sucker born every minute and as someone who has had dealings 
with EM if you are new to the scene she talks a good talk and seems 
legit. I just hate to see how this new venture will spiral out of control 
and what 11 accidents" will happen on the hill in the years to come. 
Glad to hear the parents of the talent search winner got their child out 
of the mess before it hit the fan." [emphasis added]. 

L Jane Doe 2: "Federal Hill was bred as a yearling! How stupid is 
EM.!!!!! More animal abuse- I never heard of anything so wrong in 
my life! 
"'What is going to stop this animal cruelty ??? \Vb.y do people have 
anything to do with her and who owns Federal Hill ? 
Pony Mill at Amber Hell ! ! !" 

115. On October 7, 2012, a thread appeared on Horseshowdiva.com entitled 

"This crazy does Mandarino still use Tucker for her lawyer?" The thread was started 

under the username "baby dolly," which is a username for Matthew Fells Trent, the 

former operator ofhorsehowdiva.com. 

116. The opening post by "babydolly" links to ratemyhorsepro.com and its 

article about the instant lawsuit. The post stated: 
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http://www.ratemyhorsepro.com/equine-co ... dants.aspx Do you think 
Mrs. Mandarino (Pony killer!) still uses Tamrah [sic] Tucker as her 
attorney of choice? And if so why would she recommend this action? 

117. In response, Matthew Fells Trent under a different usemame, "el insider," 

responded with the following: 

haha who lmows. been so quiet about cuckoo bird pony ldller figured she 
stopped making posts about herself to see what everyone says bout her. 
wonder if she employs more than one law·ver depending on the many 
cases ........ tamara hasnt been pmiicularly successful so far has she?? 

tamara must like losing. fat cow. ~~ 

118. On February 18, 2012, Jane Doe 1 published the following statement in a 

post on horseshowdiva.com: 

There is an attorney in Florida who is working with multiple victims of Hurricane 
Maraschino, otherwise known as EM. Believe she is handling the Privitera case as 
well. Forsure there are at least 5 or 6 former customers who have tried to retrieve 
their ponies and received humongous bills, which have consulted her. In fact, 
EM's price sheet looks pretty fair. Unfortunately for her clients, it's the 
numerous items that aren't posted on her sheet that run a bill that might normally 
be $2,000 into the $8,000 & up category. Pretty tough when you're looking at 
$10,000 less commission for your lease. This strategy gets customers upset.. .big 
surprise! I would bet there'll be a class action suit brought against her in FL 
before too much time passes. Just have to wait and see. 

119. The attorney who handled the Privitera matter is Bonnie Navin, a Florida 

lawyer, who upon information and belief, submitted the Complaint to Rate My Horse Pro 

for publication before service was made on Plaintiff Amber Hill and who was in contact 

with Defendant Lawton-Duthie's attorney in Virginia regarding Defendant Lawton-

Duthie's claims against Plaintiff Amber Hill, despite having been consulted by Ms. 

Mandarino in November 2011 on that very matter. Rate My Horse Pro selectively 

published pleadings and orders in the Privitera matter just as it did in the Lawton-Duthie 

matter in an effort to cast Plaintiff in a negative light. 
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120. The foregoing accusations of animal cruelty and fraudulent business 

activity are false, defamatory, disparaging, malicous and made intentionally with the 

purpose of damaging Ms. Mandarino and Plaintiff Amber HilL 

121. Rate My Horse Pro, the operator ofhorseshowdiva.com, failed to remove 

or moderate these posts until weeks had passed and significant damage was inflicted to 

the reputation and goodwill of Plaintiff Amber Hill. 

122. Rate My Horse Pro has used horseshowdiva.com as an anonymous 

platform to further the conspiracy to damage the reputation and business of Plaintiff 

Amber Hill. 

123. Like the ratemyhorsepro.com website, horseshowdiva.com does not 

publish information regarding its ownership or other contact information other than the 

archived Registration/Terms of Service page referenced herein which can only be found 

by using an internet archiving service. 

124. Defendant Rate My Horse Pro also publishes its articles on its company 

Facebook page and actively solicits comments from its followers. After Defendant Rate 

My Horse Pro published the article regarding the dismissal of Defendant Williams' 

protest, one of Defendant Rate My Horse Pro's Facebook page followers wrote that 

Elizabeth Mandarino and all the lawyers involved "should be shot." Other postings 

following these articles being published in various forums have led to statements by 

anonymous commenters that Elizabeth Mandarino should be given a "lethal injection." 

Despite eliciting these threatening and violent statements, Defendant Rate My Horse Pro 

has continued its disparaging and defamatory conduct. 
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COUNT! 
Statutory Business Conspiracy 

(Va. Code Ann. §§18.2-499-18.2-500) 
(Defendants Rate My Horse Pro, LLC and Samantha Lawton-Duthie) 

125 .. Plaintiffre-alleges each and every allegation set forth in Paragraphs 1 

through 124 above as though fully set forth herein. 

126. Defendants combined, associated, agreed, mutually undertook, or 

concerted together in Virginia to willfully and maliciously injure Amber Hill by 

knowingly publishing false statements and by encouraging others to make false claims 

against Amber Hill. 

127. Amber Hill suffered injury to its national reputation and business, and 

sustained economic damages and will continue to suffer damages into the future. 

128. Plaintiff is entitled to treble damages and attorney's fees. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against defendants jointly and 

severally for damages, punitive damages, interest, cost of suit, attorney fees and any other 

relief the Court finds equitable and just. 

COUNT2 
Libel 

(All Defendants) 

129. Plaintiffre-alleges each and every allegation set forth in Paragraphs 1 

through 13 5 above as though fully set forth herein. 

130. Defendants published, or caused to be published, false and defamatory 

statements regarding Amber Hill's business practices in writing on the internet. 

131. These statements constitute libel and libel per se. 

132. As a result of the libelous statements made, Amber Hill suffered 

substantial economic injury now and into the future. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against defendants jointly and 

severally for damages, punitive damages, interest, cost of suit, attorney fees and any other 

relief the Court finds equitable and just. 

COUNT3 
Civil Conspiracy 
(All Defendants) 

133. Plaintiffre-alleges each and every allegation set forth in Paragraphs 1 

through 132 above as though fully set forth herein. 

134. Defendants combined, associated, agreed, mutually undertook, or 

concerted together to willfully and maliciously injure Amber Hill by knowingly 

publishing false statements, by encouraging others to make false claims against Amber 

Hill, and by tortiously interfering with prospective economic advantage for Amber Hill. 

135. Amber Hill suffered injury to its national reputation and business now and 

into the future. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against defendants jointly and 

severally for damages, punitive damages, interest, cost of suit, attorney fees and any other 

reliefthe Court finds equitable and just. 

COUNT4 
Tortious Interference with Prospective Economic Advantage 

(All Defendants) 

136. Plaintiffre-alleges each and every allegation set forth in Paragraphs 1 

through 135 above as though fully set forth herein. 

13 7. Defendants combined, associated, agreed, mutually undertook, or 

concerted together to willfully and maliciously injure Amber Hill by knowingly 
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publislring false statements and by encouraging others to make false claims against 

Amber Hill. 

138. The sales and leasing business in the equestrian industry is largely driven 

by reputation and goodwill of sellers and their agents. 

139. Prior to the actions of Defendants, Plaintiff Amber Hill was a very 

successful business with significant revenue from sales and leasing. 

140. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' combined actions to harm 

the reputation of Plaintiff Amber Hill and to scheme to have horses owned by Plaintiff 

Amber Hill suspended from USEF recognized competitions, Plaintiff Amber Hill has 

experienced a substantial decrease in its expected revenue, and has had prospective 

purchasers or lessees back out of deals as a result of the false information spread by 

Defendants. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against defendants jointly and 

severally for damages, punitive damages, interest, cost of suit, attorney fees and any other 

relief the Court finds equitable and just. 

CountS 
Breach of Contract 
(Defendant Marks) 

141. Plaintiffre-alleges each and every allegation set forth in Paragraphs 1 

through 140 above as though fully set forth herein. 

142. Amber Hill and Defendant Marks entered into a written Lease Agreement 

for the pony "Royal T" for two horse shows. 
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143. Amber Hill fully performed the services required under the Lease 

Agreement, and Defendant Marks' daughter showed "Royal T" as scheduled and required 

by the Lease Agreement. 

144. Defendant Marks has failed to pay the full amount due and owing to 

Amber Hill pursuant to the Lease Agreement, and as a result, is in breach of the Lease 

Agreement. 

"WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against Defendant Marks for 

damages, punitive damages, interest, cost of suit, attorney fees and any other relief the 

Court finds equitable and just. 

JURY DEMAND 

Plaintiffhereby demands a trial by jury on all issues. 

CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that the within matter is not the subject of any other action 

pending in any court, or of a pending or contemplated arbitration proceeding. I further 

certify that I am not aware of any other parties who should be joined in this action at this 

time. 

JO STONE, SKOK, & LANE 
for · tiff 

Dated: 12/2(012012 
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