
1

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 15TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
IN AND FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA

Laura Perlmutter,

Plaintiff, Case No.: 

v. 

Kasowitz Benson Torres LLP, and
Michael Paul Bowen, 

Defendants.
____________________________________/

COMPLAINT

Plaintiff Laura Perlmutter (“Mrs. Perlmutter” or “Plaintiff”), by and through her 

undersigned counsel, brings this action for damages resulting from the malicious prosecution of 

frivolous claims against her by Defendants Kasowitz Benson Torres LLP (“Kasowitz Benson”) 

and Michael Paul Bowen (“Bowen”).

PARTIES, VENUE, AND JURISDICTION

1. Plaintiff Laura Perlmutter is a natural person residing in Palm Beach County, 

Florida.

2. Defendant Kasowitz Benson Torres LLP is a Florida-registered limited liability 

partnership.  Kasowitz Benson has offices located at 1441 Brickell Avenue, Suite 1420, Miami, 

Florida 33131 and at least one general partner located in Miami, Florida.

3. Defendant Michael Paul Bowen is a natural person and former partner of Kasowitz 

Benson and, upon information and belief, is a resident of the State of New York. 

4. Venue is appropriate in this Court because Defendants reside in and/or conduct 

business in, and the causes of action accrued in, Palm Beach County, Florida.  Venue is further 

appropriate as Defendants Kasowitz Benson and Bowen agreed to this venue in connection with 
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the underlying litigation described herein by virtue of Kasowitz Benson’s partners’, including 

Bowen’s, pro hac vice applications.

5. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants at least by virtue of 

Defendants having engaged in substantial and not isolated business activity in this state and also 

by having committed the tortious acts alleged herein in Palm Beach County, Florida.

6. This is an action for damages in excess of $15,000.

7. All conditions precedent to the maintenance of this action have been met, 

performed, waived, or otherwise satisfied.

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

A. HAROLD PEERENBOOM

8. Harold Peerenboom (“Peerenboom”) is a Canadian citizen, who sometimes uses 

the name “Harold Perry.”  He is a prominent public figure who has run for political office, and has 

been associated with numerous multinational business organizations, private schools, and camps.

9. Peerenboom was the chair of the Toronto Harbour Commission (“the 

Commission”) until it was dissolved and reconstituted as the Toronto Port Authority under his 

tutelage.  In connection with that role, it was reported by the City of Toronto Auditor General that 

Peerenboom, his wife, and other members of his entourage had spent more than $48,000 (CAD) 

of commission funds on junkets to the French and Spanish Rivieras in apparent violation of the 

Commission’s travel policies.  It was further reported that, under his stewardship, the Commission 

itself spent nearly $140,000 (CAD) on hockey tickets and entertainment at the Air Canada Centre.  

Ultimately, Peerenboom reimbursed the city tens of thousands of dollars in connection with this 

scandal.

10. Peerenboom is infamous for his involvement in a 1999 political and malfeasance 

scandal in which he made false and/or inconsistent statements to government investigators.
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11. For example, according to media reports: Peerenboom and a political ally flew 

together on a private jet to attend a playoff hockey game in Philadelphia.  Peerenboom’s ally, who 

was accused of accepting kickbacks, denied being on the flight when under investigation, and 

Peerenboom corroborated his misstatement, indicating that his political ally was neither on the 

flight nor at the game.  It was not until airline records, customs documents, cell phone records, and 

his political ally actually admitted the truth that Peerenboom came clean, being forced to submit 

an affidavit to correct his purported “memory lapse.”

12. Peerenboom is also notoriously litigious.  He, his immediate family, and companies 

that he founded, owned, controlled, or managed have been involved in dozens of lawsuits in the 

United States and Canada.

13. The Globe and Mail, a national Canadian newspaper, has published articles 

identifying Peerenboom as “Scary Harry Perry,” describing him as “one of the most outrageous 

figures in Toronto politics,” who has an “unsettling penchant for personal and political vendettas.”

14. From the period from no later than February 2013 through no earlier than December 

2020, Peerenboom was represented by Defendants Kasowitz Benson and Bowen.  Kasowitz 

Benson represented Peerenboom in connection with at least the following matters: Peerenboom v. 

I. Perlmutter et al., Case No. 50-2013-CA-015257-XXXX-MB (Fla. 15th Cir. Ct.) (“the 

Peerenboom Action”); Peerenboom v. Black et al., Case No. 50-2018-CA-008378-XXXX-MB 

(Fla. 15th Cir. Ct.); Peerenboom v. Smith et al., Case No. 50-2018-CA-001996-XXXX-MB (Fla. 

15th Cir. Ct.).

15. At all times relevant to this litigation, Peerenboom’s reputation was publicly well 

known and, upon information and belief, was specifically known to Kasowitz Benson and Bowen.
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16. At all times relevant to the allegations alleged herein, Peerenboom has sworn under 

oath that he acted in good faith on advice of counsel, which included Kasowitz Benson and Bowen.  

Further, Peerenboom asserts that he fully disclosed to his attorneys, which included Kasowitz 

Benson and Bowen, all material facts relevant to the advice that he received from them.  

B. KASOWITZ BENSON TORRES LLP

17. Beginning no later than February 2013, Kasowitz Benson served as counsel to 

Peerenboom.  Named Kasowitz Benson partner Marc Kasowitz (“Kasowitz”) agreed to represent 

Peerenboom along with his partner Michael Paul Bowen.  Kasowitz Benson, Kasowitz, and Bowen 

continued to represent Peerenboom through no earlier than December 2020.

18. Kasowitz Benson has been previously implicated in questionable conduct in 

connection with its litigation tactics.  

19. According to news reports, in 2006, employees of Kasowitz Benson’s in-house 

investigative arm, KBTF Consulting, sought to determine whether an analyst firm gave certain 

clients access to its analysis before making its reports public.  Those reports allege that Kasowitz 

Benson employees, including two lawyers who worked for the investigative arm, created a fake 

hedge fund called Blackwood Group Capital Partners.  Posing as investors in the fake hedge fund, 

the Kasowitz Benson private investigators met with an employee of the analyst firm, asking if they 

could have advance copies of his reports.  He said no.  In 2011, Kasowitz filed a lawsuit on behalf 

of its client in state court in New Jersey, and this deception came to light.  When the 

defendant/victim of Kasowitz Benson’s scheme moved to have Kasowitz Benson removed as 

counsel from the case, the judge reportedly stated with regard to the firm’s conduct: “I don’t recall 

as an attorney ever participating in a deception such as [this] one. . . .  I don’t think that was an 

appropriate use of an investigator.  I don’t think you’re supposed to go out and create evidence in 

order to justify a case.  That’s not what the law allows.”  
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C. THE PREDICATING TENNIS CENTER DISPUTE

20. In 1991, Plaintiff began living at Sloan’s Curve, a residential community in Palm 

Beach, Florida, with her husband, Isaac “Ike” Perlmutter (together with Mrs. Perlmutter, “the 

Perlmutters”).  The complex has two oceanfront buildings with shared amenities, including a pool, 

exercise facilities, private beach access, and tennis courts.

21. Over the years, the Perlmutters developed a friendship with the community’s tennis 

center operator, Karen Donnelly (“Donnelly”). Donnelly is a single mother of two children.  

Around 2010, Donnelly began supplementing her income by working as a real estate agent.

22. In or around 2007, Peerenboom moved into a single-family home in Sloan’s Curve.  

In or around 2010, his incessant complaints about how certain aspects of the Sloan’s Curve 

complex were run began to rub many long-time residents of Sloan’s Curve, including the 

Perlmutters, the wrong way.  Specifically, Peerenboom did not approve of the terms by which 

Donnelly managed the tennis center.  He believed Donnelly’s contract should be submitted to a 

competitive bidding process, raised the issue with the Sloan’s Curve Homeowners Association, 

and undertook actions to push forward that agenda.  The vast majority of longtime residents—

including the Perlmutters—opposed the change and supported Donnelly and her continued 

management of the community tennis center.

23. Around the same time that Peerenboom began his campaign to oust Donnelly, she 

became the target of a then-anonymous letter circulated to the residents of Sloan’s Curve.  The 

one-page letter accused Donnelly of bid-rigging, illegally conducting her real estate business from 

the property, and violating tax and licensing regulations.  The letter suggested that Donnelly’s 

conduct was a “federal offense” punishable by “up to ten years in prison.”  Peerenboom 

subsequently confirmed that he drafted the one-page letter.  Donnelly filed a defamation lawsuit, 

Kay-Dee Sportswear, Inc., et al. v. Matheson, et al., No. 50-2011-CA-006192 (Fla. 15th Cir. Ct.) 
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(the “Donnelly Action”), adding Peerenboom as a defendant when he admitted to his authorship 

of the letter.

24. Peerenboom even filed a lawsuit against Donnelly, the Sloan’s Curve Homeowners 

Association, and its directors seeking to impose a competitive bidding process, Peerenboom v. 

Sloan’s Curve Homeowners Association Inc. et al., Case No. 50-2015-CA-004966-XXXX-MB 

(Fla. 15th Cir. Ct.).

25. Throughout Peerenboom’s alleged harassment and defamation of Donnelly, the 

Perlmutters supported their long-time friend, including by funding a portion of her attorneys’ fees 

in the Donnelly Action.  Apparently because of this, Peerenboom perceived the Perlmutters as his 

opponents and enemies.  He speculated that the Perlmutters were attempting to “isolate and shun” 

him and his wife in the Sloan’s Curve community.  This made him angry and vengeful.

26. At the same time Peerenboom was feuding with Donnelly, he was also experiencing 

turmoil professionally.  Peerenboom owned and operated a Canadian executive recruitment 

business, Mandrake Management Consulting Corporation (“Mandrake”).  For 12 years, a man 

named David Smith (“Smith”) worked as a Vice President and equity partner at Mandrake.  In 

2011, Smith proposed to Peerenboom and another Mandrake partner that Smith would purchase a 

controlling interest in the company, making a formal purchase offer in November 2011.  

Peerenboom and his Mandrake partner rejected the offer.

27. After Smith’s offer was rejected, Peerenboom began to suspect him of potential 

wrongdoing, including attempting to recruit Mandrake employees to leave with him and plotting 

to open a competing business.  Peerenboom asked his long-time private investigator, Steven 
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Reesor (“Reesor”), to look into Smith.1  Reesor and Peerenboom uncovered serious alleged 

misconduct by Smith, including sexual misconduct in the workplace, falsifying documents, 

falsifying expense reports, theft of revenue, theft of Mandrake’s intellectual property (including 

its client lists), and illegally and improperly accessing other employees’ personal computers.  

Smith’s disdain for Peerenboom was revealed when they also discovered that Smith had hacked 

into Mandrake management’s email accounts and that one of Smith’s passwords was 

“FuckBillandHarold,” which referred to Peerenboom and his Mandrake colleague Bill Holland.  

28. On December 19, 2011, Peerenboom and Reesor confronted Smith with their newly 

discovered information, and he admitted to the misconduct.  Smith was immediately suspended 

from Mandrake by Peerenboom without pay, escorted out of Mandrake’s offices, and subsequently 

fired for cause on or around December 21, 2011.  Reesor escorted Smith off of the Mandrake 

premises, characterizing him at the time as a “broken man.”  Peerenboom confirmed Smith was 

“totally destroyed” and “not happy when he left.”  Later, in a January 3, 2012 e-mail, Peerenboom 

admitted that Smith was a “bad apple” and that he should have gotten rid of him years ago.

29. Following his departure from Mandrake, Smith began working with new business 

partner, Thomas Thorney (“Thorney”), at a Mandrake competitor.  Smith and Thorney had known 

each other for more than two decades.  They were close friends who competed together in hockey 

leagues and have vacationed together.

30. With this background, in December 2012—on or around the first anniversary of 

Smith’s termination—an anonymous hate mail campaign against Peerenboom began.  These 

anonymous letters contained outrageous lies, among other things, accusing Peerenboom of sexual 

                                          
1 Upon information and belief, at various times in the underlying litigation, Reesor was likewise 
represented or retained by and/or working for the benefit of Kasowitz Benson.  See, e.g., July 12, 
2016 Evidentiary Hearing Tr. at 9:19-25.
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assault of an eleven-year-old boy at knifepoint and involvement in a double murder.  At various 

times, the letters contained transliterated Hebrew and Yiddish slang expressions, though the 

translations were rife with grammatical and other errors.  The letters were sent to a wide circle of 

Peerenboom’s business associates, friends, and family, including, as Peerenboom knew then or 

knew shortly thereafter, to unlisted home addresses of Mandrake employees that the Perlmutters 

would have no way of knowing, but as to which Smith indisputably had access.  The letters 

appeared once per month for nearly a year and then every couple of months thereafter for several 

years.  

31. Shortly after the hate mail campaign began, in or around January 2012, Peerenboom 

learned that Smith was attempting to uncover sordid information about Peerenboom and his 

family.  In a January 3, 2012 e-mail, Peerenboom wrote to a friend that Smith had been asking his 

son’s friends for years “if they had any shit” on the Peerenboom family.  Peerenboom subsequently 

described Smith as “mentally sick.”

32. Peerenboom immediately suspected Smith of involvement in the hate mail 

campaign.  In or around March 2013, Peerenboom called Smith and accused him of writing the 

anonymous letters.  Smith hung up the phone on Peerenboom.

D. PEERENBOOM PURSUES ILLEGAL ACTIVITY TO FURTHER HIS PERSONAL 

VENDETTA AGAINST THE PERLMUTTERS, AND BOWEN AND KASOWITZ BENSON 

ACTIVELY PARTICIPATE

33. Meanwhile, Peerenboom was still pursuing his personal vendetta against the 

Perlmutters caused by a dispute over the Sloan’s Curve tennis center management.  In or around 

December 2012, Peerenboom told his then-counsel in the Donnelly Action, William Douberley 

(“Douberley”), that he wanted to collect the Perlmutters’ DNA to pursue claims against them.  At 

that time, Reesor was already undertaking a campaign to collect DNA samples of Sloan’s Curve 

residents from, inter alia, door handles, recycling bins, and Dixie cups.  When Reesor’s efforts 
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proved to be unsuccessful, Peerenboom and Douberley concocted a scheme to surreptitiously and 

illegally obtain the Perlmutters’ DNA by stealing it during subpoenaed depositions in the Donnelly 

Action.  Douberley disavowed any knowledge of what happened to the DNA after it was collected, 

stating that Peerenboom was represented by “competent attorneys” he expected to handle it 

appropriately.  Upon information and belief, Douberley was referring to Kasowitz Benson.

34. Ultimately, in early 2013, Peerenboom and Douberley subpoenaed the Perlmutters 

to appear at depositions in the Donnelly Action on February 27, 2013, despite their tangential 

involvement in the underlying litigation.  

35. Kasowitz Benson entered the scene at least a few weeks before the Perlmutters’ 

deposition.  A February 11, 2013 e-mail from Bowen’s electronic files was produced in the 

underlying action.  That e-mail informed all of its recipients, including, apparently, Bowen, though 

he appears to have been blind copied in that correspondence, that Peerenboom had hired Speckin 

to conduct DNA analysis in connection with the hate mail.2

36. DNA collection and analysis requires that the DNA from an item of evidence (the 

“evidence sample”) or, in this case, from multiple pieces of hate mail obtained by Peerenboom, be 

tested against the DNA of a suspect (the “reference sample”).  To conduct this testing, DNA from 

the suspect must be collected, extracted, and analyzed to locate certain regions of chromosomes 

that are known to vary in length between individuals.  These are the genetic “markers” used in 

DNA testing.  There are generally several steps in conducting forensic DNA testing:

1) the isolation of the DNA from an evidence sample containing DNA of unknown 
origin and, generally at a later time, the isolation of DNA from a sample (e.g., 
blood) from a known individual; 2) the processing of the DNA so that test results 
may be obtained; 3) the determination of the variations in the DNA test results (or 
types) from specific regions of the DNA; and 4) the comparison and interpretation 

                                          
2 At no time was Peerenboom working for the police.  See Apr. 13, 2016 hearing trans. at 25:24-
26:21, 34:4-16.
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of the test results from the unknown and known samples to determine whether the 
known individual is excluded as the source of the DNA or is included as a possible 
source of the DNA.

Source: National Institute of Justice.  

37. To test for contamination of the evidence sample and ensure that any DNA match 

testing is reliable, it is also compared against “control samples.”  A positive control is a sample 

with DNA that is known to the scientist, while a negative control is a sample without any DNA.  

If the control samples show unexpected markers, not only does it render any DNA testing of that 

evidence sample worthless and unreliable, but it also calls into question the reliability of any testing 

done of any DNA around the same time.

38. On February 27, 2013, Peerenboom and Douberley deposed the Perlmutters in the 

Donnelly Action.  During the depositions, the Perlmutters were asked to handle phony exhibits 

printed on specially prepared sheets of paper and offered bottles of water to drink—both designed 

to collect their DNA.  Peerenboom’s private forensic technician, a representative of Speckin 

Forensic Laboratories, LLC (“Speckin”), was present at the deposition, but he was not identified 

and his role not disclosed, because, in his words, the DNA collection “was to be done 

surreptitiously.”  

39. Following the conclusion of the Perlmutters’ depositions, the Speckin 

representative collected the special papers, water bottles, and a bottle cap left at the deposition by 

the Perlmutters for the express purpose of collecting their DNA.  Speckin itself did not employ 

scientists to test DNA samples.  Instead, Speckin advertises that it merely reviews DNA reports 

from the laboratories that actually test DNA samples “to assure that proper serological and DNA 

analysis has been conducted.”   

40. Accordingly, after collecting the DNA samples, the items in question were sent to 

Speckin’s preferred testing facility—GenQuest—which ran DNA tests comparing the Perlmutters’ 
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stolen DNA to that found on several pieces of hate mail.  Among other tests, GenQuest’s DNA 

scientist, Dr. Elmer Otteson (“Otteson”), performed four different test runs of the unknown DNA 

found on a particular piece of hate mail (referred to as “R5”).  

41. In conducting his DNA analysis and preparing a preliminary report, Otteson 

selected the second run of R5, which he found most reliable, in order to generate a comparison 

with Mrs. Perlmutter’s DNA sample.  The second run of R5 did not contain any DNA match to 

the Perlmutters’ DNA.  Among the other runs of R5 that he rejected, Otteson rejected the fourth 

run of R5 (“Run 4”) because it showed evidence of contamination.  Run 4 of R5 was “significantly 

different” from the other runs of R5, even though they should have been “almost identical.”  In 

fact, there was “massive” and “systemic” contamination throughout Otteson’s test results.  Otteson 

made these concessions after being confronted with numerous examples of Mrs. Perlmutter' s DNA 

profile appearing in his control runs.  These runs should have been free of any DNA from the 

Perlmutters.  Unexpected DNA appearing in a control run is a “proof positive way to show that 

there has been contamination” and there was “no doubt” that Laura Perlmutter’s DNA 

contaminated the control.  This rendered any of these testing results meaningless and unreliable.  

42. Otteson himself confirmed that GenQuest’s handling of the DNA samples was 

entirely unreliable and resulted in systemic contamination of the DNA samples, such that no 

reliable test results could even be rendered.  The level of contamination in the test results meant 

that FBI, QAS, SWGDAM, NIST, and any other applicable DNA guidelines would have required 

that the data be discarded and not relied upon.  Otteson, in part frustrated by poor controls and 

shoddy work product at GenQuest, left the company in the middle of the testing of the Perlmutters’ 

DNA in an effort to preserve his own reputation.  As a result, he never completed a final report in 

connection with the DNA tests, and the GenQuest report was never quality controlled or finalized 

by anyone at GenQuest.
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43. GenQuest sent Otteson’s preliminary report that excluded the Perlmutters as DNA 

donors on the hate mail to Speckin, which report, upon information and belief, was also provided 

to Kasowitz Benson.  At the direction of Peerenboom and his counsel, Speckin and its employee 

Julie Howenstine reinterpreted and distorted the preliminary results of the GenQuest tests in an 

attempt to implicate the Perlmutters—ignoring all of the test results and runs that exculpated the 

Perlmutters and only focusing on the plainly contaminated Run 4 of R5.  Ultimately, Speckin 

issued a report (“the Speckin Report”) that falsely indicated that Mrs. Perlmutter could not be 

excluded as a potential perpetrator of the hate mail campaign using the contaminated results of 

Run 4 of R5, despite the laboratory that actually tested the DNA (GenQuest) rejecting that run.

44. Peerenboom, along with Kasowitz Benson and Bowen, now having been formally 

retained, immediately took the Speckin Report, and the contaminated testing upon which it was 

based, and used them in their campaign to discredit, extort, and attack Mrs. Perlmutter.  Despite 

knowing (or at the very least having should known) that the DNA test results were obtained 

through illegal means,3 coerced, and false, Peerenboom, Kasowitz Benson, Bowen, and Kasowitz 

disseminated the Speckin Report to others, including members of the media, law enforcement, and 

the Court, either in physical copy or by describing its contents.  Despite the multiple exculpatory 

runs of which, upon information and belief, both Peerenboom and his lawyers were aware, 

Peerenboom, Kasowitz Benson, Bowen, and Kasowitz only disseminated the results from Run 4 

of R5 and did not disclose the multiple other runs that exculpated Mrs. Perlmutter.

45. Perhaps even more egregiously, Peerenboom, Kasowitz Benson, and Bowen 

attempted to seek criminal prosecution of Mrs. Perlmutter based on DNA results that they knew 

                                          
3 Fla. Stat. § 760.40 (“[A] person or entity may only perform DNA analysis with express consent”) 
(referring to Fla. Stat. 817.5655).
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to be illegally collected and purposefully manipulated, by illegally disseminating Mrs. Perlmutter’s 

genetic profile and the contaminated DNA test results relating only to Run 4 of R5 to law 

enforcement under the false pretense that Peerenboom was acting as an agent, undercover or 

otherwise, for the Palm Beach Police Department.  Upon information and belief, Defendants 

undertook these actions in an attempt to strengthen the civil case against Mrs. Perlmutter.  

46. Shortly after their retention by Peerenboom, on April 5, 2013, Kasowitz Benson 

and Bowen sent a letter on behalf of Peerenboom to the Palm Beach Police Department.  That 

letter attached the falsified Speckin Report that Peerenboom, Kasowitz Benson, and Bowen knew 

or should have known was obtained illegally and omitted the exculpatory GenQuest report, despite 

assuring the police department that it would provide all relevant DNA test results.  They undertook 

this action despite Kasowitz Benson’s and Bowen’s previous representations to the Court, on their 

own behalf and on behalf of Peerenboom, that they were not cooperating with law enforcement in 

their prior attempt to obtain the DNA through legal means.  The Palm Beach Police Department 

Detective in charge of the investigation testified unequivocally that at no time was Peerenboom 

operating as an agent of or undercover for the Palm Beach Police Department, and, instead, was 

operating solely as a private citizen.  

47. With regard to these communications with the Palm Beach Police Department, 

Peerenboom testified that during a meeting on April 5, 2013 with his “counsel” he became aware 

that his conduct, if not acting in connection with a police investigation, was potentially illegal.  

Upon information and belief, the “counsel” he referred to in his testimony was Kasowitz Benson, 

Bowen, and Kasowitz, as that same day Bowen and Kasowitz Benson sent the Speckin Report to 

the Palm Beach Police Department.
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48. In so doing, Kasowitz Benson, Bowen, and Peerenboom tried to cover up their 

wrongdoing by mischaracterizing Peerenboom’s DNA collection as part of the police department’s 

investigation.  In an attempt to frame Mrs. Perlmutter for the hate mail campaign, Peerenboom, 

Kasowitz Benson, and Bowen falsely represented to law enforcement that they were providing all 

relevant DNA test results, sought a criminal prosecution of Mrs. Perlmutter based on false 

pretenses, and hid exculpatory evidence in their efforts.

49. While otherwise disseminating the false and faulty Speckin Report, Kasowitz 

Benson, Bowen, and Peerenboom hid the DNA theft and full testing analyses from the Perlmutters 

for over 14 months. 

50. Also in April 2013, evidence that Smith was the true perpetrator of the hate mail 

campaign started to pile up.  Peerenboom caught Smith spreading the lie that Peerenboom had 

murdered his colleague—a rumor that was repeated in the hate mail. On April 27, 2013, 

Peerenboom, through his Canadian counsel, Danson & Zucker, sent a cease-and-desist letter to 

Smith.  None of Kasowitz Benson, Bowen, nor Peerenboom disclosed these events to Mrs. 

Perlmutter, instead pursuing the unfounded vendetta against her.  

51. On October 7, 2013, despite having repeatedly caught Smith red-handed both 

spreading salacious rumors about Peerenboom that were repeated in the hate mail and trying to dig 

up dirt on the Peerenboom family, Peerenboom and Kasowitz Benson filed a Complaint for a Pure 

Bill of Discovery against several defendants, including Donnelly and the Perlmutters, in an effort 

to determine the source of the anonymous hate mail (“the Discovery Complaint”).  Inexplicably, 

Smith was not named or identified in the Discovery Complaint.  Among other things, the 

Discovery Complaint requested that the Perlmutters submit DNA samples, without disclosing that 
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Peerenboom already illegally obtained DNA samples during their depositions in the Donnelly 

Action.

52. On December 13, 2013, the Perlmutters, along with several other defendants, 

moved to dismiss, in part, on the basis that the pure bill was a mere fishing expedition. 

53. On January 30, 2014, Kasowitz Benson partners, Bowen and Kasowitz, moved their 

machinations from behind the scenes to the forefront and entered an appearance on behalf of 

Peerenboom and moved for pro hac vice admission in the action.

54. On February 4, 2014, Kasowitz Benson filed and signed an opposition to the motion 

to dismiss the Discovery Complaint.  In that opposition, they argued that a pure bill was appropriate 

because provable injury and wrongful conduct existed, but “discovery is needed to identify the 

perpetrating prospective defendants,” thus admitting that neither Peerenboom nor Kasowitz 

Benson had probable cause that any of the named defendants in the Discovery Complaint was the 

perpetrator(s) of the hate mail campaign.

55. At a February 11, 2014 hearing on the motion to dismiss the Discovery Complaint, 

Kasowitz Benson again represented to the Court that “[i]t’s not that we can’t allege a cause of 

action, we can, except we don’t know who to allege it against.”  Kasowitz Benson further 

represented that it would be “irresponsible” to file suit against any particular suspect.  Egregiously, 

Kasowitz Benson did not identify Smith as a potential suspect at the hearing, likely in an effort to 

hide his identity from Mrs. Perlmutter and the Court in a now-obvious attempt to frame the 

potential defendants with the deepest pockets—the Perlmutters.  With regard to Peerenboom’s and 

Kasowitz Benson’s continued fishing expedition to legally obtain samples of Mrs. Perlmutter’s 

DNA, and in an effort to avoid the restrictions that would attend an effort to obtain DNA samples 

on behalf of law enforcement, Bowen represented to the Court that the law firm was not 
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cooperating with law enforcement (in direct contradiction to his representations to the Palm Beach 

Police Department in April 2013).  The Court held that Kasowitz Benson’s fishing expedition was 

not a proper utilization of the pure bill and accordingly denied Peerenboom’s and Kasowitz 

Benson’s request for samples of the Perlmutters’ DNA.

56. A few weeks later, on March 6, 2014, despite admitting the “irresponsibility” of 

doing so and admitting that there was no basis to name any individual as a defendant in connection 

with the hate mail campaign, Kasowitz Benson filed an Amended Complaint against Mrs. 

Perlmutter, her husband, and fellow Sloan’s Curve resident Stephen Raphael (“Raphael”), 

dropping 11 other defendants that the firm named in the Discovery Complaint and commencing 

the underlying action at issue in this litigation (the “Peerenboom Action”).  The Amended 

Complaint set forth claims by Peerenboom against the Perlmutters for defamation and defamation 

per se, intentional infliction of emotional distress, tortious interference with advantageous business 

relationships, civil conspiracy, and injunctive relief.  Like the Discovery Complaint, the Amended 

Complaint also included outrageous allegations that the Perlmutters sought to extort Peerenboom, 

offering through a Florida neighbor to “make everything go away” if Peerenboom agreed to drop 

his Sloan’s Curve tennis center campaign and offering a substantial financial payoff.  The 

Discovery Complaint previously suggested this payoff to be a $100 million donation to a charity 

of Peerenboom’s choosing, though this fabricated number figure disappeared in the Amended 

Complaint.  The Amended Complaint was signed by Bowen.

57. On March 13, 2014, merely a week later, Kasowitz Benson and Peerenboom filed 

a Second Amended Complaint, signed by Bowen, after advising the Court that the amendment 

made only a few technical corrections to the Amended Complaint.  Instead, the Second Amended 

Complaint removed the false allegation that the Perlmutters’ neighbor was acting on their behalf 
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(the neighbor ultimately denied that he ever said the alleged statement and confirmed neither 

Kasowitz Benson nor Bowen ever asked him about it).  The Second Amended Complaint sought 

damages in the range of $800 million to $1 billion.  Like the Discovery Complaint, the Amended 

Complaint and Second Amended Complaint did not name Smith as a defendant or otherwise 

reference Smith.

58. On June 18, 2014, in a letter signed by Bowen, Kasowitz Benson finally informed 

Mrs. Perlmutter that her DNA was “among DNA samples tested for purposes of criminal 

prosecution.”  The letter further stated that the DNA was not disclosed to anyone other than 

Peerenboom, his agents, and the Palm Beach Police Department.

59. On April 15, 2015, Kasowitz Benson filed the Third Amended Complaint on behalf 

of Peerenboom, signed by Bowen.  The Third Amended Complaint dropped Raphael as a 

defendant, and continued to fail to name, or even mention, Smith as a potential perpetrator or 

person of interest.  The Third Amended Complaint added allegations about so-called “prison 

letters,” which consisted of hate mail appearing to be from Peerenboom that was purportedly sent 

to incarcerated individuals in several state and federal prisons.  Those allegations stated that the 

hate mail intended to incite prison inmates and their families to inflict violent retribution on 

Peerenboom and his family, including that racist and xenophobic language had been directed to 

the prisoners.  The Third Amended Complaint asserted that the Perlmutters were responsible for 

these mailings and included a list of letters and the names and addresses of purported recipients of 

the prison hate mail.  The recipients also included spouses of Mandrake employees and their 

private addresses, but no explanation as to how the Perlmutters would have obtained such 

information.



18

60. On June 26, 2015, Kasowitz Benson filed, and Bowen signed, the Fourth Amended 

Complaint on behalf of Peerenboom, which included additional allegations that the Perlmutters 

sent hate mail to incarcerated individuals with the intent to incite violence.  Ultimately, Kasowitz 

and Peerenboom were forced to admit that there was no evidence that any letters were sent to 

prisoners, at all, and the allegation that the Perlmutters actually sent such letters was false.  

61. On August 3, 2015, a suspect matching Smith’s height and build was captured on 

surveillance footage lingering outside of Peerenboom’s vacation home in Canada and putting a 

lock on the gate in an attempt to lock Peerenboom out of his property.  Peerenboom suspected that 

it was Smith and, upon information and belief, shared that information with his attorneys at 

Kasowitz Benson.  However, that information was not shared with the Perlmutters or their counsel 

at this time.  

62. Around this same time, Kasowitz Benson and Plaintiff’s counsel in the Peerenboom 

Action were negotiating search terms for Peerenboom’s responses to Plaintiff’s discovery requests.  

Plaintiff had identified a man named David Smith as a potential person of interest in discovery and 

asked that Peerenboom’s e-mails with him be part of his document production.

63. On August 12, 2015, Peerenboom, by e-mail copying David Smith, instructed 

Kasowitz Benson and Bowen to run interference on Plaintiff’s requests that his e-mails be 

produced.  Peerenboom later followed up by e-mail noting that Bowen said he would “handle it.”  

In fact, Kasowitz Benson attorneys purposely misled and misdirected counsel for Plaintiff and the 

Court about David Smith’s involvement and relationship with Mandrake and Peerenboom, and 

instead agreed to search for documents relating to a different David Smith that Peerenboom 

interacted with in his former life as a government official.
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64. In January 2016, U.S. Customs and Border Protection intercepted a suspicious 

package related to the “hate mail” campaign.  The package contained four unsigned letters in white, 

sealed envelopes that were pre-addressed and pre-posted with no return address, along with latex 

gloves.  Two of the envelopes were addressed to Peerenboom’s wife and contained threatening 

letters to inmates that were written to appear as if Peerenboom authored the correspondence.  Like 

the earlier hate mail, these envelopes contained letters that repeated allegations of child 

molestation as well as other similar themes.  

65. A video from a Canadian UPS store security system revealed that Smith had 

shipped the package to himself in Aventura, Florida.  Nevertheless, inexplicably, Kasowitz Benson 

continued to prepare discovery responses and sign Court filings that outright denied Smith’s 

involvement. 

E. KASOWITZ BENSON BEGINS ITS PUBLIC RELATIONS CAMPAIGN TO SMEAR THE 

REPUTATION OF THE PERLMUTTERS

66. Kasowitz Benson, Bowen, and Peerenboom, dissatisfied with just attacking the 

Perlmutters in the courtroom, and with their scheme quickly falling apart as the evidence piled up 

exculpating the Perlmutters and against Smith, extended its attack on the Perlmutters by retaining 

Kasowitz’s personal and prominent public relations firm Sitrick and Co. (“Sitrick”) in an attempt 

to publicly smear the reputation of the private Plaintiff.

67. On January 21, 2016, Laura Holson and Sallie Hofmeister of Sitrick met with 

Kasowitz, Bowen, and an associate at Kasowitz Benson’s New York City offices located at 1633 

Broadway.  During that meeting, Kasowitz and Bowen told Sitrick that a private lab had found a 

direct DNA match implicating Mrs. Perlmutter on the outside of one of the hate mail envelopes, 

omitting both the exculpatory results and the fact that contamination rendered the DNA samples 

unusable and thus incapable of finding a match with the hate mail.  Kasowitz Benson asked for 
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Sitrick’s help to run a public relations campaign on the basis of that incomplete and false 

information.  

68. On or around March 8, 2016, Kasowitz Benson and Kasowitz, with Sitrick, 

contacted Andrew Sorkin, a reporter at The New York Times, spreading fraudulent information that 

the DNA from Mrs. Perlmutter’s water bottle that Peerenboom and his former attorney illegally 

obtained at her deposition in the Donnelly matter matched DNA on one of the envelopes containing 

the hate mail to Peerenboom.  As counsel with partners located in Florida, and Bowen and 

Kasowitz themselves admitted pro hac vice in Florida, Defendants knew or should have known 

that disclosing that DNA information without the consent of the person tested was a misdemeanor 

under Florida law.  Nevertheless, Kasowitz Benson, Kasowitz, and Bowen directly disclosed the 

information to Sorkin, furnished him with false and misleading information about Laura 

Perlmutter’s DNA and the test results, and encouraged him to publish the article. 

69. On March 7, 2016, The New York Times Dealbook published an article discussing 

the case, including that “Mr. Peerenboom’s legal team said that a private lab had found a direct 

DNA match on the outside of one of the send envelopes, implicating Mr. Perlmutter’s wife, Laura.”  

Kasowitz Benson and its public relations firm, along with Peerenboom himself, further 

disseminated the false accusation to at least 15 other national and international news outlets, 

including the Financial Times, Bloomberg, the Los Angeles Times, the Hollywood Reporter, the 

New York Post, Law360, Vanity Fair, Maclean’s Courthouse News Service, Daily News, 

Canadian Business, Variety, CBC, and The Globe and Mail.

F. KASOWITZ BENSON AND BOWEN FURTHER DISTORT AND DISSEMINATE THE 

CONTAMINATED DNA TEST RESULTS

70. On or around December 6, 2017, Peerenboom and Kasowitz Benson retained Dr. 

Mark Perlin, CSO and CEO of Cybergenetics Inc. (“Perlin”) to “interpret” the Run 4 test results—
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the data that Otteson concluded was contaminated.  To do so, Dr. Perlin employed a probabilistic 

genotyping software called TrueAllele, which feeds data from an underlying DNA test through a 

proprietary algorithm to generate a likelihood ratio.  TrueAllele computed a likelihood ratio 

indicating that Mrs. Perlmutter is “219 billion times” more likely to be a contributor to the R5 hate 

mail sample, rather than an unrelated Caucasian person.  But that statistic is based solely on the 

data from the singular test of Run 4 of R5 that Otteson deemed unusable.

71. Peerenboom and Kasowitz Benson intentionally withheld Otteson’s exclusionary 

test results from Perlin.  When alerted to the existence of Otteson’s exclusionary findings, Perlin 

testified at his deposition that he asked Kasowitz Benson for the missing data.  But Perlin explained 

that his request was “declined by the Kasowitz firm.”  The only data provided to TrueAllele was 

the same data from Run 4 of R5 that Otteson found unreliable.

72. Despite this knowledge, Kasowitz Benson continued to repeat Dr. Perlin’s false 

conclusion that “the likelihood that the DNA found on the hate mail is a Caucasian other than 

Laura Perlmutter is 1 in 219 billion” in multiple court filings.  Kasowitz Benson further 

editorialized and described this false statistic as follows: “In layman’s terms, there is a 

99.99999999999996% chance that Laura Perlmutter’s DNA is on the hate mail.”  Kasowitz 

Benson even sought punitive damages on behalf of Peerenboom based, in part, on Perlin’s 

likelihood ratio, which it knew to be false.

G. THE COURT VINDICATES THE PERLMUTTERS, BUT KASOWITZ BENSON DOES 

NOT RELENT

73. On July 1, 2016, following four days of hearings, the Court in the Peerenboom 

Action issued a 22-page opinion concluding that Peerenboom defrauded the Court and committed 

a crime in illegally collecting and disseminating the Perlmutters’ DNA information.  
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74. Law enforcement investigation into the actual perpetrator of the hate mail campaign 

continued, and no later than on or around April 19, 2017, the Palm Beach Police Department 

informed Peerenboom and Reesor about the previously intercepted hate mail UPS package, 

including that both Smith and Thorney were implicated in that mailing.  Reesor immediately 

informed Kasowitz Benson, Bowen, and Peerenboom, but no one disclosed this information to 

Plaintiff.  Instead, Mrs. Perlmutter only discovered this information in connection with a sunshine 

law request to the Palm Beach Police Department.

75. No later than April 27, 2017, Reesor filed a complaint with the Toronto Police 

Department on behalf of Peerenboom identifying David Smith as the suspect in the hate mail 

campaign investigation.  On May 11, 2017, the Palm Beach Police Department suspended their 

investigation of the Perlmutters. 

76. Despite uncovering hard, direct evidence tying Smith and Thorney to the hate mail 

campaign, Kasowitz Benson, Bowen, and Peerenboom refused to admit defeat.  On May 23, 2017, 

Kasowitz Benson represented to the Supreme Court of New York County that the hate mail 

campaign was conducted by the Perlmutters and inferred that they were under criminal 

investigation despite the suspension of that investigation nearly two weeks prior.4  In a petition to 

enforce a subpoena against Marvel Entertainment, Ike Perlmutter’s company, Kasowitz Benson

stated that “the Perlmutters have waged a years-long despicable and outrageous hate-mail 

campaign, defaming Peerenboom in periodic waves of mass mailings of hundreds of anonymous 

letters”; that “law enforcement authorities . . . launched criminal investigations of the hateful 

                                          
4 In the Matter of the Application of Harold Peerenboom to Enforce New York Subpoena Duces 
Tecum and Ad Testificandum, No. 154760 (N.Y. Sup. Ct.), Petition, Dkt. No. 1 [filed May 23, 
2017].
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anonymous letters”; and that “Peerenboom identified both Isaac Perlmutter . . . and his wife . . . as 

complicit in the hate mail campaign.”

77. On June 8, 2017, Kasowitz Benson and Peerenboom filed a Cross-Motion for 

Sanctions Including Striking Defendants’ Defenses and Counterclaims in the Peerenboom Action, 

accusing the Perlmutters of misconduct in connection with regard to Smith.  The motion was rife 

with false and misleading statements by Kasowitz Benson.  The motion again attempted to

misdirect the Court away from Smith’s culpability.  Despite Smith having been directly implicated 

in the hate mail campaign, the motion referred to him as a “supposedly newly discovered 

‘suspect’” and tried to place the blame back on the Perlmutters.  Kasowitz Benson further called 

the Perlmutters’ claim that Smith was the culprit of the hate mail campaign “wholly disingenuous” 

and “def[ying] all logic and commonsense. . . .”  Kasowitz Benson also stated in that motion that 

“there was no evidence, of which we are aware, linking [Smith] to the anonymous mailings until 

the recently revealed intercepted package at the Canadian border,” ignoring the report from the 

Palm Beach and Toronto Police Departments implicating Smith and the multiple prior incidents 

implicating Smith that pre-dated his arrest and of which, upon information and belief, Kasowitz 

Benson and Bowen were previously aware.  

78. The June 8, 2017 motion also accused the Perlmutters of “covering up” evidence 

that, during the tennis center dispute in June 2011, Mr. Perlmutter circulated true and published 

news articles (without any comment) about Peerenboom’s political scandals to members of the 

Sloan’s Curve community.  The motion asserted that Peerenboom and his counsel had no 

knowledge of that fact prior to discovery of a memoranda produced in 2017 in connection with a 

related litigation.  Kasowitz Benson made the same argument when asking the Court for 

permission to amend its complaint to include a claim against the Perlmutters for defamation to 
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argue that the statute of limitations did not bar the claims.  Like most of Kasowitz Benson’s 

accusations in the motion, this repeated allegation was false.  Counsel for Peerenboom’s insurance 

company, Chubb & Son, produced an April 27, 2012 memorandum in the Peerenboom Action that 

explicitly stated that Peerenboom knew Mr. Perlmutter circulated the June 2011 news articles.  

Instead of correcting their misrepresentations to the Court, Kasowitz Benson tried to cover them 

up and bury the evidence by clawing back the memorandum—a belated effort to claim privilege 

that ultimately failed.

79. Kasowitz Benson’s misrepresentations to the Court and frivolous filings were 

quickly coming to surface with the real perpetrators revealed in Smith and Thorney, and the firm 

began grasping at straws to keep their litigation alive against the Perlmutters.  On June 9, 2017, 

Bill Matheson (“Matheson”), a labor lawyer, extended a fantastical lifeline to Kasowitz Benson, 

when he e-mailed Peerenboom and suggested that “maybe it was Smith who provided Ike and 

[Laura] or their stooges with the contact information of [Peerenboom’s] employees and customers 

in Canada who received the hate mail” and that the Perlmutters conspired with Smith to send the 

hate mail.  Matheson later admitted he made up his theory without any evidence whatsoever that 

his pure supposition was true.  

80. Peerenboom communicated this conspiracy theory to his lawyers at Kasowitz 

Benson, who promptly drafted and amended the complaint (without any evidence other than the 

fantastical imaginings of a third-party unrelated to the litigation), purely making up allegations in 

an effort to salvage access to what they viewed as the deepest pockets.  Instead of abandoning 

what was clearly a lost cause, Kasowitz Benson drafted a paragraph that alleged that “sometime 

between 2012 and 2016, Smith was approached about the then-ongoing hate mail campaign against 

Peerenboom” and “agreed to participate in the scheme in return for payment.”  According to 



25

Kasowitz Benson’s allegations, “Smith understood that he would be used as a scape-goat in the 

event that the anonymity of his co-conspirators was breached.”  The complaint went even further, 

asserting without any basis that the Perlmutters were actually paying Smith and Thorney to 

perpetuate the hate mail campaign by funneling payments through Smith’s and Thorney’s 

businesses Silent Joe, Inc. and Tom & Dave Inc.  These allegations were a complete fallacy and 

had zero evidentiary support, with Peerenboom ultimately admitting he only had a “suspicion” that 

they were true.  

81. Merely two weeks later, on June 21, 2017, Smith was arrested in Toronto at his 

home and was criminally charged with impersonation, forgery, criminal harassment, and extortion 

in connection with the intercepted UPS package.  Peerenboom called Toronto Police to attest that 

it was Smith who repeatedly mailed salacious mail about him, and on June 22, 2017, Peerenboom 

filed a criminal complaint against Smith in Ontario, Canada in connection with the intercepted 

package.  

82. Meanwhile, Kasowitz Benson’s misconduct likewise continued outside of the 

courtroom.  Despite all of the evidence pointing to Smith as the responsible party, and despite the 

Court’s ruling that the Perlmutters’ DNA was unlawfully obtained and disseminated nearly five 

months prior, nothing would stop Kasowitz Benson from continuing to disseminate the false report 

that Laura Perlmutter’s DNA implicated her in the crime to reporters.  On November 24, 2017, the 

Canadian Broadcasting Company published a lengthy article attacking the Perlmutters, citing 

Kasowitz Benson for the proposition that Laura Perlmutters’ DNA was a match with DNA 

retrieved from one of the hate mail letters.

83. On February 15, 2018, Peerenboom and Kasowitz Benson filed a separate action 

against Smith and Thorney, accusing them of the same misconduct they alleged against the 
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Perlmutters and accusing Smith and Thorney of working in concert with the Perlmutters based on 

the same fantasy perpetuated by Matheson.  

84. On April 26, 2018, Peerenboom settled the claims against Thorney, who agreed to 

cooperate with Peerenboom in connection with both that action and the Peerenboom Action.  

85. On May 18, 2018, Smith disavowed—under oath—any connection to the 

Perlmutters—point blank.  In the summer of 2018, according to Smith’s testimony, Reesor went 

to the private residence of Smith’s ex-wife and threatened that if she gave him any information 

about the lawsuit, he would “make that all go away,” suggesting that she would lose her house 

otherwise.

86. On or around October 6, 2019, Thorney was arrested in connection with the hate 

mail campaign.  Reesor, who Kasowitz Benson named as a trial witness despite his known 

association with the illegal DNA collection, had been continuing to serve as an evidence custodian, 

witness interrogator, expert assistant, sometimes Kasowitz Benson client, and the go-between for 

law enforcement and Kasowitz Benson throughout the Peerenboom Action.  Upon learning of 

Thorney’s arrest—and, upon information and belief, with the knowledge of Kasowitz Benson—

Reesor went to Thorney’s private residence in the evening, threatened his wife, and promised to 

make everything “go away” if Thorney connected the hate mail campaign and Smith to the 

Perlmutters.  Reesor explicitly stated that, if Thorney could attest to any connection between Smith 

and the Perlmutters, that the criminal charges against him could be dropped.  Thorney told the 

truth to Reesor—that he knew of no connection between the Perlmutters and Smith.

87. Kasowitz Benson was still trying every trick in the book to salvage their frivolous 

claims.  Following up on Reesor’s threats and confrontation, and after settling the claims against 

Thorney, Kasowitz Benson and Bowen scheduled an in-person meeting with Thorney, along with 
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Reesor, Peerenboom, and Peerenboom’s Canadian counsel.  Thorney was led to believe that the 

meeting was arranged for him to provide information concerning his involvement in the hate mail 

campaign to cooperate with the ongoing investigation.  Instead, at that meeting, Kasowitz Benson 

continued Reesor’s earlier witness intimidation and tampering tactics—drilling Thorney on the 

details of a trip he took to Florida on February 13, 2013.  Kasowitz Benson pressured Thorney in 

connection with that visit because February 13, 2013 was the date the hate mail was sent that 

purportedly matched Laura Perlmutter’s DNA.  Thorney could not remember the details of the 

trip, and Kasowitz Benson abruptly ended the meeting.  At that meeting, Kasowitz Benson further 

pressured Thorney into taking a lie detector test and submitting a DNA sample.  Thorney later 

testified that he felt “attacked by them” and that it felt “unbelievably confrontational” to him.  

Thorney felt that Kasowitz Benson and the rest of the attendees were again pressuring him to link 

the hate mail campaign to the Perlmutters.  Despite Kasowitz Benson’s intimidation and bullying, 

Thorney later confirmed the truth—that the letters postmarked February 13, 2013 went directly 

from Smith to Thorney and that the Perlmutters never handled any of the envelopes or their 

contents or were otherwise involved with their distribution.

88. At a November 11, 2020 deposition, like Smith, Thorney disavowed any 

connection to the Perlmutters.

89. Having no choice but to admit their continued prosecution of the claims was 

frivolous, confront that the firm was implicated in witness tampering, and upon being forced to 

face their repeated false and misleading allegations and representations to the Court that the 

Perlmutters were the masterminds behind the hate mail campaign, on December 7, 2020, Kasowitz 

Benson and Bowen moved to withdraw from their representation of Peerenboom citing 

irreconcilable differences with their client.  The Court subsequently granted leave to withdraw.  
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90. Kasowitz Benson’s and Bowen’s withdrawals were too little, too late, having forced 

the Perlmutters to suffer through more than seven years of frivolous litigation founded on nothing 

but suppositions and the vivid imagination of Peerenboom and his attorneys.  

91. Bowen left Kasowitz Benson shortly after the firm’s withdrawal from the 

Peerenboom litigation.

92. On March 30, 2021, Peerenboom sought leave to amend his affirmative defenses 

to Plaintiff’s counterclaims in the Peerenboom Action.  In his Seventeenth Affirmative Defense, 

Peerenboom stated that he fully disclosed all material facts known to him relevant to the advice 

for which he consulted his attorneys, and relied on the advice of his attorneys, in connection with 

the theft and testing of Plaintiff’s DNA.  Specifically, Peerenboom stated that “[a]t all times 

relevant, Peerenboom acted in good faith on advice of counsel in connection with the attempted 

collection of the Perlmutters’ genetic information and subsequent analysis and reporting.  

Peerenboom fully disclosed to his attorneys all material facts relevant to the advice for which he 

consulted the respective counsel.  Thereafter, Peerenboom relied in good faith on the advice of his 

respective counsel.”

93. On September 27, 2021, the claims against the Perlmutters were fully and finally 

dismissed, after years of malicious prosecution of the claims against them by Kasowitz Benson 

and Bowen during which each knew that there was no direct evidence tying Mrs. Perlmutter to the 

hate mail campaign.  Finally, after years of frivolous litigation, Mrs. Perlmutter was fully 

vindicated with regard to the falsehoods set forth in the five complaints filed by Kasowitz Benson 

and signed by Bowen.  
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H. LAURA PERLMUTTER HAS SUFFERED SEVERE EMOTIONAL DISTRESS AS A 

RESULT OF KASOWITZ BENSON’S ACTIONS

94. At her deposition in the underlying litigation, Laura Perlmutter testified about the 

profound impact the theft and dissemination of her DNA in order to paint her like a criminal had 

on her, including that she felt so jarred that she had her home checked for electronic bugs.  

Traumatized by Defendants’ conduct, she keeps her finger on the panic button of her car keys 

when she walks to and from her vehicle.  Further, she testified that:

[W]hen I think about it, I feel just, like, naked.  You know, your DNA, it—I said it 
before—It’s you.  It’s who you are.  It’s every part of you.  No one has the right to 
that but me, unless I gave permission for someone else to examine it.

* * *

I don’t think anybody wants to admit that they’re psychologically harmed . . . .  I 
feel totally vulnerable because of that.  I feel like somebody has been spying on me 
in the bathtub. . . .  It’s a horrible feeling, and I try to push it out of my mind as 
much as possible.

95. Mrs. Perlmutter remains severely distressed as a result of the DNA theft and 

dissemination, as well as resulting from the public relations campaign Kasowitz Benson launched 

against her and her husband.  She fears that the public disclosure of her DNA could be used to 

wrongfully accuse her of other crimes in the future.  She sought the services of a psychologist for 

treatment.  She has become hypervigilant in efforts to protect her privacy going forward, even 

taking the label off any of her medication and tearing it up before throwing it away.  She continues 

to feel vulnerable, invaded, and afraid.

* * *

96. Mrs. Perlmutter has suffered years of false accusations and has been the target of 

salacious and outrageous malicious prosecution at the hands of Kasowitz Benson and Bowen, and, 

as a result, has suffered emotional distress and financial harm to the tune of tens of millions of 

dollars.
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97. Defendants’ conduct constituted a conscious indifference to the consequences of 

their actions and/or reckless indifference to the rights of Plaintiff, by, among other things illegally 

disseminating her DNA, smearing her reputation in the public, and pursuing criminal charges of 

her based on false pretenses. 

98. Defendants willfully, maliciously, intentionally, and/or recklessly acted as set forth 

herein, including by participating in a scheme to illegally obtain and/or disseminate her DNA, 

hiding exculpatory evidence from Plaintiff and the Court, continuing to prosecute the claims in the 

Peerenboom Action despite the knowledge that such claims were frivolous and had no basis in any 

record evidence—even after a third party was revealed as the perpetrator of the underlying 

conduct, and for causing Plaintiff’s severe emotional distress and substantial financial damages.

COUNT I
MALICIOUS PROSECUTION 

99. Plaintiff repeats, re-alleges, and incorporates by reference the allegations contained 

in paragraphs 1 through 98 above.

100. Defendants Kasowitz Benson and Bowen improperly initiated and continued 

litigation against Plaintiff for the period from no later than in or around February 2013 through no 

earlier than December 2020.

101. Kasowitz Benson and Bowen continued to prosecute the baseless Peerenboom 

Action against Plaintiff until the Court entered an Order granting the firm leave to withdraw from 

the action.

102. Kasowitz Benson drafted and filed the Discovery Complaint, and Kasowitz Benson 

and Bowen drafted and filed the Amended Complaint, Second Amended Complaint, Third 

Amended Complaint, Fourth Amended Complaint, and Fifth Amended Complaint and all other 
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pleadings, motions, briefs, and memoranda in Peerenboom Action in connection with their role as 

Peerenboom’s legal representatives.

103. The Peerenboom Action resulted in a bona fide termination in favor of the 

Perlmutters when on September 27, 2021, the Court granted their motion for summary judgment 

and dismissed the claims against them in their entirety, and on December 6, 2021, Peerenboom’s 

appeal from that determination was rejected.

104. In finally dismissing Peerenboom’s claims, the Court held that there was “no 

evidence whatsoever” that Laura Perlmutter had any hand in any hate mail mailing and noted 

Peerenboom’s concession that “he is not in possession of any direct, affirmative evidence linking 

the Perlmutters to the Hate Mail campaign,” nor any “admissible evidence linking the Perlmutters 

to David Smith.”

105. Neither Kasowitz Benson nor Bowen had probable cause to initiate or continue the 

Peerenboom Action against Plaintiff, as they admitted that to the Court in connection with the 

Discovery Complaint, there was no evidence that Plaintiff was involved in the subject hate mail 

campaign, all relevant evidence proved that a third party committed the underlying wrongful 

conduct, that same third party disclaimed any relationship with or knowledge of the Plaintiff, there 

was no evidence tying that third party to Mrs. Perlmutter, and, yet, they continued to prosecute the 

action for years after discovering and obscuring exculpatory evidence.

106. Defendants had actual knowledge that the claims against Plaintiff were frivolous 

and had no legal basis, that there was evidence that exculpated Mrs. Perlmutter from the alleged 

wrongdoing, and that a third party confessed to the conduct complained about in the Peerenboom 

Action, and despite that knowledge, and in the face of Plaintiff’s and her attorneys’ continued pleas 

to dismiss the frivolous litigation.  To the contrary, Defendants illegally disseminated Mrs. 
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Perlmutters’ genetic information, smeared her reputation in the public, and pursued criminal 

charges of her based on false pretenses.

107. As a result of Defendants Kasowitz Benson’s and Bowen’s malicious prosecution 

as alleged herein, Plaintiff Laura Perlmutter became nervous, upset, anxious, depressed, and 

suffered from emotional distress.  

108. As a result of Defendants Kasowitz Benson’s and Bowen’s malicious prosecution 

as alleged herein, Plaintiff Laura Perlmutter suffered damages stemming from her defense of the 

frivolous Peerenboom Action and Defendants’ malicious prosecution thereof.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests that judgment be entered against Defendants 

for: 

A. For an order finding Kasowitz Benson and Bowen liable for malicious prosecution;

B. Awarding Plaintiff actual damages, together with pre-and post-judgment interest; 

C. Awarding Plaintiff the costs and disbursements of this action, including attorneys’, 

accountants’, and experts’ fees; and

D. Awarding such other and further relief as is just and equitable.

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

Plaintiff demands jury trial for all issues so triable.






