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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

COUNTY OF NEW YORK
X
ERIC SPECTOR, :
Plaintiff, :
- against - : Index No. 150234/2026
ROBERT LEFKOWITZ, JOHN DOE,
and JANE DOE,
Defendants.
X

MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT’S
MOTION TO DISMISS AMENDED COMPLAINT

Eric Spector filed a SLAPP suit against Robert Lefkowitz because Spector didn’t like mean
things said about him on X/Twitter. See Complaint, NYSCEF Doc. No. 2. On March 25, 2026,
Mr. Lefkowitz filed a motion to dismiss this action per CPLR 3211(a)(1) & (7) and CPLR 3211(g)
and awarding mandatory fees and costs to Defendant under Civil Rights Law § 70-a on the grounds
that this is an action involving public petition and participation as defined in Civil Rights Law §
76-a(1)(a). (Mot. Seq. No. 2, NYSCEF Doc. Nos. 11-37).

In response, on April 21, 2026, Plaintiff filed an Amended Complaint. (Exhibit 1,
NYSCEF Doc. No. 39). Other than the lengthy Exhibit A and Plaintiff’s conclusory assertion that
this was on a matter of purely private concern, the Amended Complaint did not substantively alter
the existing causes of action. See Simkin v. Blank, 19 N.Y.3d 46, 52, 945 N.Y.S.2d 222, 225
(2013)(“bare legal conclusions” in a complaint are not entitled to a liberal construction or favorable
inference).

Because it did not substantively alter the existing causes of action, the original motion to
dismiss (Mot. Seq. No. 2) remains open to dismiss the entire action, even though the amended
complaint is now the operative complaint. See Aetna Life Ins. Co. v. Appalachian Asset Mgmt.

Corp., 110 A.D.3d 32, 39,970 N.Y.S.2d 750, 755 (1st Dept. 2013). Specifically, this application
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of the prior-filed motion includes anti-SLAPP motions. See Zaiger LLC v. Bucher Law PLLC,
238 A.D.3d 687, 687-88, 236 N.Y.S.3d 141, 143 (1st Dept. 2025). Defendant’s counsel
communicated this by letter to counsel for Plaintiff. See Exhibit 2.

Although Plaintiff’s counsel did not respond to the letter, Plaintiff’s opposition to Mot.
Seq. No. 2 (NYSCEF Doc. No. 41) refers solely to the allegations in the Amended Complaint.
Thus, it appears that Plaintiff agrees that the original motion remains operative.

However, to the extent that Defendant must specifically move to dismiss the Amended
Complaint, he does so now, incorporating by reference and adopts the factual and legal arguments,
references, attachments, and exhibits he submitted in support of Mot. Seq. No. 2 (NYSCEF Doc.
Nos. 11-37), as well as his reply memorandum and any supplemental or oral argument his counsel
may make in support of that motion. See, e.g., Cornell v. 360 W. 51st St. Realty, LLC, 22 N.Y.3d
762,768 (2014)(involving dispositive motion where party incorporated prior motion by reference);
Part 60 Put-Back Litig., 2020 NY Slip Op 31693(U), 5 (N.Y. Cty. Sup. Ct. 2020)(same); Glob.
Exp. Mktg. Co., Ltd. v. Raymond AAB, 2020 NY Slip Op 33319(U), 3-4 (N.Y. Cty. Sup. Ct.
2020)(same).

Thus, as with the original complaint, Court should dismiss Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint

in the entirety, with prejudice, awarding fees and costs under the Anti-SLAPP law.

Dated: May 11, 2026. Respectfully Submitted,

/s/ Jay M. Wolman

Jay M. Wolman Marc J. Randazza (pro hac vice pending)
jmw(@randazza.com ecf(@randazza.com

RANDAZZA LEGAL GROUP, PLLC RANDAZZA LEGAL GROUP, PLLC
Office Address: 30 Western Avenue

353 Ocean Avenue, Suite 4E Gloucester, MA 01930

Brooklyn, NY 11226 Tel:  702-420-2001

Mailing Address:

100 Pearl Street, 14th Floor Attorneys for Defendant

Hartford, CT 06103
Tel:  702-420-2001
Fax: 305-437-7662
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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

COUNTY OF NEW YORK
X
ERIC SPECTOR, :
Plaintiff,
Index No. 150234/2026
- against -
: AFFIRMATION OF JAY M.
ROBERT LEFKOWITZ, JOHN DOE, : WOLMAN IN SUPPORT OF
and JANE DOE, : MOTION TO DISMISS
Defendants. : AMENDED COMPLAINT
X
STATE OF CONNECTICUT)
) ss:

COUNTY OF HARTFORD )

I, JAY M. WOLMAN, an attorney admitted in the courts of the State of New York, not a
party to this action, affirms the following to be true under the penalties of perjury per CPLR 2106:

1. I am an attorney with Randazza Legal Group, PLLC, located at 353 Ocean Avenue,
Suite 4E, Brooklyn, NY 11226, counsel for Defendant Robert Lefkowitz in this action. I submit
this affirmation in support of Defendant Robert Lefkowitz’s Motion to Dismiss Amended
Complaint.

2. Eric Spector filed a SLAPP suit against Robert Lefkowitz because Spector
apparently didn’t like mean things said about him on X/Twitter. See Complaint, NYSCEF Doc.
No. 2.

3. On March 25, 2026, Mr. Lefkowitz filed a motion to dismiss this action per CPLR
3211(a)(1) & (7) and CPLR 3211(g) and awarding mandatory fees and costs to Defendant under
Civil Rights Law § 70-a on the grounds that this is an action involving public petition and
participation as defined in Civil Rights Law § 76-a(1)(a). (Mot. Seq. No. 2, NYSCEF Doc. Nos.

11-37).
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4. In response, on April 21, 2026, Plaintiff filed an Amended Complaint. See Exhibit
1, which is a true and correct copy of Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint (NYSCEF Doc. No. 39).

5. Other than the lengthy Exhibit A and Plaintiff’s conclusory assertion that this was
on a matter of purely private concern, the Amended Complaint did not substantively alter the
existing causes of action. See Simkin v. Blank, 19 N.Y.3d 46, 52, 945 N.Y.S.2d 222, 225
(2013)(“bare legal conclusions” in a complaint are not entitled to a liberal construction or favorable
inference).

6. Because it did not substantively alter the existing causes of action, the original
motion to dismiss (Mot. Seq. No. 2) remains open to dismiss the entire action, even though the
amended complaint is now the operative complaint. See Aetna Life Ins. Co. v. Appalachian Asset
Mgmt. Corp., 110 A.D.3d 32, 39, 970 N.Y.S.2d 750, 755 (1st Dept. 2013).

7. Specifically, this application of the prior-filed motion includes anti-SLAPP
motions. See Zaiger LLC v. Bucher Law PLLC, 238 A.D.3d 687, 687-88, 236 N.Y.S.3d 141, 143
(1st Dept. 2025).

8. Defendant’s counsel communicated this by letter to counsel for Plaintiff. See
Exhibit 2, which is a true and correct copy of my April 21, 2026, correspondence to Attorney
Ment, Counsel for Plaintiff.

9. Although Plaintift’s counsel did not respond to the letter, Plaintiff’s opposition to
Mot. Seq. No. 2 (NYSCEF Doc. No. 41) refers solely to the allegations in the Amended Complaint.
Thus, it appears that Plaintiff agrees that the original motion remains operative.

10.  However, to the extent that Defendant must specifically move to dismiss the
Amended Complaint, he does so now, incorporating by reference and adopts the factual and legal

arguments, references, attachments, and exhibits he submitted in support of Mot. Seq. No. 2
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(NYSCEF Doc. Nos. 11-37), as well as his reply memorandum (NYSCEF Doc. Nos. 46-48) and
any supplemental or oral argument his counsel may make in support of that motion. See, e.g,
Cornell v. 360 W. 51st Si. Realty, LL(', 22 N.Y.3d 762, 768 (2014)(involving dispositive motion
where party incorporated prior motion by reference); Part 60 Put-Back Litig., 2020 NY Slip Op
31693(U), 5 (N.Y. Cty. Sup. Ct. 2020)(same); Glob. Exp. Mkig. C'o., Ltd. v. Raymond AAB, 2020
NY Slip Op 33319(U), 3-4 (N.Y. Cty. Sup. Ct. 2020)(same).

11.  Thus, as with the original complaint, Court should dismiss Plaintiff’s Amended
Complaint in the entirety, with prejudice, awarding fees and costs under the Anti-SLAPP law.

I affirm this11th day of May, 2026, under the penalties of perjury under the laws of New
York, which may include a fine or imprisonment, that the foregoing is true, except as to matters
alleged on information and belief and as to those matters 1 believe it to be true, and I understand

that this document may be filed in an action or proceeding in a court of law.

A A

M. Wolman

3=
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Exhibit 1

Amended Verified Complaint
NYSCEF Doc. No. 39
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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

COUNTY OF NEW YORK
X
ERIC SPECTOR,
AMENDED
COMPLAINT
Plaintiff,
-against-
Index No.: 150234/2026
ROBERT LEFKOWITZ, JOHN DOE, AND
JANE DOE
Defendants.
X

AMENDED VERIFIED COMPLAINT

NATURE OF THE ACTION

1. This is an action arising from a deliberately false and malicious campaign to identify
Plaintiff, Eric Spector, as the person behind a social-media account known as “Murray Hill
Guy,” to accuse him of serious sexual misconduct and criminal behavior, to publicize his
name and image to others, and to direct such accusations to Plaintiff’s employer and the
public in order to destroy Plaintiff’s reputation, livelihood, and sense of personal safety.

2. Although much of the misconduct described herein occurred through the social media
platform X (formerly Twitter), this case does not concern any bona fide matter of public
concern, public participation, news reporting, consumer warning, or civic discourse.

3. Rather, this case arises from a deteriorating personal relationship and a purely private
vendetta. Defendant Robert Letkowitz used social media, anonymous accounts, threats,
doxxing, impersonation, and employer-directed accusations as tools of retaliation against
Plaintiff after Plaintiff attempted to distance himself from Defendant and no longer engage

with Defendant on Defendant’s terms.
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4. Defendants’ own communications with the Plaintiff show that their objective was not to
engage in protected public discourse, but to manufacture virality, manipulate anonymous
online personas, gain followers, and then later retaliate against Plaintiff by inflicting personal
and professional harm upon him.

5. The statements at issue did not contribute to any public debate, did not address a legitimate
issue of public concern, and were not directed toward any broader community purpose. They
were false, personal, and weaponized against a private individual.

6. As adirect and proximate result of Defendants’ conduct, Plaintiff suffered severe
reputational damage, humiliation, emotional distress, fear for his safety, and the loss of his
employment and future professional opportunities.

PARTIES

7. Plaintiff Eric Spector (“Plaintiff”) is, and at all relevant times was, an individual residing in
the County of New York, State of New York.

8. Upon information and belief, Defendant Robert Lefkowitz (“Lefkowitz” or “Defendant™) is,
and at all relevant times was, an individual residing in the County of New York, State of
New York.

9. Defendants sued herein as JOHN DOE and JANE DOE (collectively, the “Doe Defendants™)
are one or more persons and/or entities whose true names and identities are presently
unknown to Plaintiff and who operated, controlled, participated in, published through, and/or
amplified anonymous or pseudonymous X accounts and related communications referenced
herein, including but not limited to accounts commonly referred to as “Max,”
“Chucky/Knuckles,” and the “Jewish™ account.

10. Plaintiff will amend this pleading to substitute the true names and capacities of the Doe
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Defendants when ascertained.

Plaintiff’s Relationship with Lefkowitz and the Social Media Context

Beginning in or about late 2024, and continuing through at least September 2025, Plaintiff
and Lefkowitz communicated frequently and extensively about social media, posting,
engagement, virality, and account growth.

In or about early 2025, Plaintiff became acquainted with Lefkowitz through X and thereafter
developed both an online and in-person friendship with him.

During this time period, Lefkowitz cultivated a personal friendship with Plaintiff and
encouraged Plaintiff to post inflammatory and offensive content designed to generate outrage
and go viral, including so that Lefkowitz could test such content through Plaintiff, shield
himself from direct exposure, and obtain leverage over Plaintiff.

At all relevant times, Plaintiff understood that Lefkowitz was associated with, and upon
information and belief was at least one administrator, contributor, ghostwriter, and/or
controlling participant in, the X account known as “Murray Hill Guy.”

As more fully set forth in Exhibit A, Lefkowitz’s own communications with Plaintiff reflect
an obsession with “going viral,” growing accounts, manipulating online personas, and
generating attention through provocation and trolling. See Ex. A, generally.

In multiple communications during the spring and summer of 2025, including by at least
April 2025, Letkowitz repeatedly discussed “going viral,” gaining followers, provoking
backlash, and creating content so inflammatory that it would be screenshotted, widely
circulated, and debated online. See Ex. A, generally.

In one such communication made in or about April 2025, Lefkowitz discussed “Murray Hill

Guy’s Twitter Goals,” including, among other things, “going viral,” gaining followers,
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

provoking backlash, and creating content so inflammatory that it would be widely circulated
and screenshotted. See Ex. A at p. 4.

Upon information and belief, a principal objective of Lefkowitz’s virality strategy was to
generate attention and engagement through derogatory, misogynistic commentary directed at
women in New York City.

In additional communications, Lefkowitz coached Plaintiff on tweets, engagement strategies,
follower growth, account changes, anonymity, avoiding doxxing!, and how to cultivate
virality. See Ex. A atpp. 1, 17-18.

Upon information and belief, Lefkowitz’s strategy also depended in substantial part on
“ragebaiting?,” i.e., the deliberate use of inflammatory or offensive content intended to
provoke outrage, backlash, and engagement for the purpose of increasing attention, virality,
and follower growth.

The communications between Plaintiff and Letkowitz make clear that the relevant activity
was not undertaken to inform the public or address any recognized issue of public concern,
but rather to build personas, generate attention, and weaponize online influence.

Upon information and belief, one such pseudonymous account was the X account commonly
referred to as “GilGil.”

Beginning in early 2025, Lefkowitz repeatedly represented to Plaintiff that he was “GilGil,”

' “Doxxing” refers to the act of publicly revealing, publishing, or disseminating a person’s
private or identifying information online—such as their full name, address, employer, contact
information, or photographs—typically without consent and often for purposes of harassment,
intimidation, or retaliation.

2 “Ragebaiting” refers to intentionally posting inflammatory, offensive, or provocative content
designed to trigger outrage, backlash, argument, and widespread engagement for the purpose of
increasing visibility, virality, and follower growth.

4
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24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

that he was working with or through “GilGil,” and/or that “GilGil” would act in furtherance
of his disputes with Plaintiff and others, including statements to the effect of “time for
GilGil’s revenge.”

Such statements support the inference that Lefkowitz identified with, controlled, used, or
coordinated with the “GilGil” account in connection with the conduct alleged herein.

Deterioration of the Friendship and Threats

In or about the summer of 2025, Plaintiff and Lefkowitz’s friendship began to deteriorate.
As Plaintiff’s professional and personal life increasingly occupied his time, Plaintiff
communicated less frequently with Lefkowitz and began distancing himself from
Defendant’s erratic, controlling, immature, and attention-seeking behavior.

Letkowitz became resentful, jealous, and hostile toward Plaintiff.

Letkowitz repeatedly expressed that he felt ignored, disrespected, or abandoned by Plaintiff
and treated Plaintiff’s reduced availability as a personal betrayal.

In communications with Plaintiff, Lefkowitz increasingly framed Plaintiff as an “enemy,”
accused him of disloyalty, and threatened consequences if Plaintiff did not continue to
engage with him on Defendant’s terms.

In one such communication made on or about May 17, 2025, Lefkowitz texted Plaintift: “I’ll
tell JE to doxx you.” See Ex. A at p. 128.

In another communication made on or about September 9, 2025, Letkowitz texted Plaintiff,

29 ¢6

“you ignore your friends,” “you aren’t safe!!,” and “it’s about to get worse pal.” See Ex. A at
p. 110.

In another communication made on or about September 12, 2025, Lefkowitz told Plaintiff,

“you are also an enemy and will face a dox going forward I will take you down and
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33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

everything you stand for!! No one does me wrong. No one.” See Ex. A at p. 125.
Letkowitz also threatened to post Plaintift, send Plaintiff’s picture to others, and reveal
Plaintift’s identity if Plaintiff did not respond to him or engage with him. See Ex. A at pp.
122, 136.

These threats were not public discourse. They were targeted acts of personal retaliation
arising out of a deteriorating friendship.

False Identification of Plaintiff as “Murray Hill Guy”

Beginning in or about May or June 2025, Letkowitz began asserting that Plaintiff was the
person behind “Murray Hill Guy.”

Those assertions were false.

Plaintiff did not operate the “Murray Hill Guy” account in the manner Lefkowitz publicly
claimed, nor was Plaintiff responsible for the statements and misconduct that Lefkowitz and
others began attributing to him through that false identification.

Upon information and belief, Lefkowitz either directly made, materially contributed to,
furnished content for, encouraged, or knowingly ratified false statements identifying Plaintiff
as “Murray Hill Guy.”

Upon information and belief, Lefkowitz also impersonated Plaintiff and/or manipulated how
Plaintiff’s identity was presented in direct messages and other communications in order to
bolster the false narrative that Plaintiff was behind “Murray Hill Guy.”

In one such communication made in or about June 2025, Leftkowitz acknowledged that
Plaintiff was being identified to others in connection with the “Murray Hill Guy” account and
attempted to direct or manage how Plaintiff should respond to that accusation. See Ex. A at

p. 14.
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41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

Lefkowitz’s own communications further reflect insider knowledge of and participation in
the “Murray Hill Guy” ecosystem, including communications referencing “Murray Hill
Guy’s Twitter Goals,” content strategy, ghostwriting, and a group identified as “MHG ghost
writers,” in which messages stated, inter alia, “His name is Eric,” “He’s private messaging
me,” and “It’s extremely disrespectful by @goonboss_to emphasize all my messages and not
say a word.” See Ex. A at pp. 4, 115.

At the same time, Lefkowitz’s communications demonstrate that he understood Plaintiff to
maintain and develop a separate online persona apart from “Murray Hill Guy,” including
communications referencing “Marvin” / “@goonboss_,” whether Plaintiff should “make a
Marvin,” restart or remake accounts, obtain a blue check, and “go viral under [his] real
name.” See Ex. A at pp. 9, 11.

In light of Lefkowitz’s insider role with respect to “Murray Hill Guy,” together with his
contemporaneous knowledge of Plaintiff’s separate online identity and account strategy,
Lefkowitz either knew, or at minimum recklessly disregarded, the falsity of statements
publicly identifying Plaintiff as the person behind “Murray Hill Guy.”

Upon information and belief, Lefkowitz acted with actual malice in that he knew Plaintiff
was not the person publicly portrayed by Defendants, knew or recklessly disregarded the
falsity of statements identifying Plaintiff as “Murray Hill Guy” and as a rapist, sex offender,
creep, and predator, and nevertheless encouraged, ratified, amplified, and participated in the
dissemination of such accusations in order to harm Plaintiff personally and professionally.

Emplover-Directed Defamatory Posts

On or about May 1, 2025, the X account @auquan published a public hiring announcement

welcoming Plaintiff, Eric Spector, to Auquan Al. See Ex. A at pp. 145-146.
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46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

Thereafter, X account “rory g” / @gilgilmarcs, believed to be operated by Lefkowitz, posted
in reply, “Eric Spector: confirmed sex offender.” See Ex. A at p. 145.

Thereafter, X account “Chucky” / @Chucky365787, believed to be operated by Lefkowitz,
replied directly beneath Auquan AI’s hiring announcement, writing “RaPist.” See Ex. A at p.
146.

X account (@Chucky365787 also posted: “Eric Spector runs the Murray Hill Guy account.
He’s a confirmed creep and has r— charges on him by several females,” and tagged
(@auquan, @pigshitsonballs, @MurrayHillGuy1, and @BuffChickenSub. See Ex. A at p.
144.

These statements were false.

These statements did not constitute opinion, rhetorical flourish, or protected public
commentary. They were presented as factual accusations concerning Plaintiff’s identity and
alleged criminal or sexual misconduct.

The false identification of Plaintiff as “Murray Hill Guy” was defamatory because
Defendants used that false identification to attribute to Plaintiff alleged harassment, predatory

conduct, and sexual wrongdoing, and then directed those accusations to Plaintiff’s employer

and the public.
Doxxing and Escalation
In one communication made on or about August 27, 2025, Lefkowitz admitted, “I sent your

name.” See Ex. A at p. 120.
In another communication on August 27, 2025, Lefkowitz texted Plaintiff, “kicking you and
doxxing you in that chat.” See Ex. A at p. 121.

In another communication on August 27, 2025, Lefkowitz texted Plaintiff, “Sending a picture
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55.

56.

57.

38.

59.

60.

61.

of you in like an hour when I’'m home from park.” See Ex. A at p. 122.

On or about September 12, 2025, a screenshot reflected a demand to “Bro dox him” and a
threat to call Plaintiff’s job if Plaintiff did not respond. Upon information and belief,
Lefkowitz either participated in, encouraged, or materially contributed to that doxxing effort.
See Ex. A at p. 129.

On or about September 13, 2025, after having called Plaintiff an “enemy” the day before and
after Plaintiff ignored his messages, Lefkowitz sent Plaintiff or caused Plaintiff to receive a
screenshot of a post falsely stating that “Eric Spector runs the Murray Hill Guy account,” that
he was a “confirmed creep,” and that he had “charges” from several females, followed by the
message: “Good luck. I'm not helping.” See Ex. A at p. 130.

On or about September 22, 2025, Lefkowitz texted Plaintiff, “Should I post you? Is that the
only way you answer me?” thereby threatening to send Plaintiff’s picture and/or publicly
post Plaintiff if Plaintiff did not respond. See Ex. A at p. 136.

Upon information and belief, the anonymous accounts and third parties who published
defamatory statements about Plaintiff acted based on information, encouragement, access,
material, prompts, or ratification provided by Lefkowitz and/or one or more Doe Defendants.
The timing and content of Lefkowitz’s threats, admissions, and follow-up communications
support that inference.

After Plaintiff was doxxed and targeted, Lefkowitz did not act as an innocent bystander.
Instead, he mocked Plaintiff, taunted him, and demonstrated awareness and control
inconsistent with mere passive observation.

At all relevant times, the conduct at issue arose out of a private interpersonal conflict

between Plaintiff and Lefkowitz and related participants.
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62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

Defendants’ communications reveal a fixation on going viral, follower growth, account
manipulation, trolling, anonymity, doxxing, and personal retaliation.

The defamatory statements at issue were not made to report news, warn the public, comment
on a political or social controversy, or advance any legitimate matter of community concern.
Instead, Lefkowitz used a public-facing platform as a tool to prosecute a private vendetta
against Plaintiff.

The fact that Lefkowitz used X, a public-facing platform, does not convert this private
retaliatory campaign into speech “in connection with an issue of public interest.”
Defendants’ conduct was directed at a private individual, arose from a collapsing personal
relationship, and sought to inflict personal, professional, and reputational harm on Plaintiff.

The Aftermath

At the time of the defamatory campaign, Plaintiff was employed by Auquan Al
Defendants’ defamatory statements and doxxing were directed to, tagged to, or otherwise
designed to reach Plaintiff’s employer.

Following the employer-directed accusations, Plaintiff was contacted by HR and/or required
to attend an employment-related meeting.

In one communication made on or about September 19, 2025, Plaintiff advised Lefkowitz
that “HR had me go in,” and Lefkowitz responded by asking whether they had “act all
weird,” thereby evidencing contemporaneous awareness that Plaintiff’s employer had begun
reacting to the online accusations. See Ex. A atp. 119.

On or about September 23, 2025, Plaintiff was terminated from his employment, purportedly
“due to recent events,” despite having been in good standing and despite never having

received a negative formal performance review.

10
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72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

On or about September 25, 2025, after Plaintiff attempted to cut off contact with Lefkowitz,
Letkowitz responded by text stating, “Hey pal, I got Knuckles. I have all the proof I need.
Let me know when your investigation is done and want to be my friend again. He’s done
though. He will never bother us again.” See Ex. A at p. 114.

That communication evidences, at a minimum, personal knowledge of, and/or participation
in, the campaign against Plaintiff and supports the inference that Lefkowitz exercised
influence over at least one of the anonymous accounts involved.

After the false accusations and employer-directed attacks intensified, Plaintiff’s photograph
was posted from the “Murray Hill Guy™ account with the sexually suggestive caption,
“Bitches can’t resist an alpha male. Murray Hill Fitness coming soon.” See Ex. A at p. 131.
That post falsely reinforced the narrative that Plaintiff was the operator of the account and, in
context, further associated Plaintiff with the surrounding accusations of sexual misconduct
and predatory behavior.

The accusations that Plaintiff was a rapist, sex offender, creep, predator, and the operator of
“Murray Hill Guy” were false and directly contributed to the investigation, scrutiny, and loss
of Plaintiff’s employment.

But for Defendants’ conduct, the attacks on Plaintiff’s reputation, the investigation into
Plaintiff, and the loss of his employment would not have occurred.

As aresult of Defendants’ conduct, Plaintiff also suffered humiliation, fear, loss of personal
security, damage to personal and professional relationships, emotional distress, and other
general and special damages.

AS TO THE FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
DEFAMATION AS TO ROBERT LEFKOWTIZ

Plaintiff repeats and realleges paragraphs 1 through 78 as though fully set forth herein.
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80. Letkowitz made, published, republished, caused to be published, and/or materially
contributed to false statements of fact concerning Plaintiff, including but not limited to
statements and implications that Plaintiff:

a. operated and controlled the “Murray Hill Guy” account;

b. was responsible for alleged harassment and misconduct associated with that account;

99 <6 99 <

c. wasa “creep,” “rapist,” “confirmed sex offender,” sexual predator, or other
equivalent formulation; and/or
d. had engaged in wrongful sexual or predatory conduct.

81. The statements described above were false.

82. Lefkowitz knew those statements were false, acted in reckless disregard of their falsity, or
deliberately fostered and amplified those statements despite serious reason to know they were
false.

83. Lefkowitz published such statements directly and indirectly, including through threats,
impersonation, doxxing, forwarding or causing the dissemination of posts, and
communications to or designed to reach third parties and Plaintiff’s employer.

84. The statements were reasonably understood as factual assertions about Plaintiff and were not
protected opinion.

85. As a direct and proximate result of Lefkowitz’s defamation, Plaintiff suffered reputational
injury, humiliation, emotional distress, loss of employment, loss of future professional

opportunities, and other damages.

AS TO THE SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
DEFAMATION PER SE AS TO ROBERT LEFKOWTIZ

76. Plaintiff repeats and realleges paragraphs 1 through 78 as though fully set forth herein.

77. The statements published, caused to be published, encouraged, ratified, or amplified by

12
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78.

79.

80.

81.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

Lefkowitz falsely accused Plaintiff of serious criminal and sexual misconduct, including but
not limited to rape, sexual predation, and sex offenses.

Such statements constitute defamation per se because they falsely impute serious crimes and
sexual misconduct to Plaintiff and tend to injure Plaintiff in his trade, business, and
profession.

The statements were made with actual malice, that is, with knowledge of falsity or reckless
disregard of whether they were false.

As a direct and proximate result, Plaintiff suffered presumed damages and actual damages,
including but not limited to job loss, reputational injury, humiliation, emotional distress, and
other special and consequential damages.

Plaintiff is entitled to compensatory, special, consequential, and punitive damages.

AS TO THE THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION
DEFAMATION AS TO THE DOE DEFENDANTS

Plaintiff repeats and realleges paragraphs 1 through 78 as though fully set forth herein.

The Doe Defendants published and/or republished false statements of fact concerning
Plaintiff, including that Plaintiff operated “Murray Hill Guy,” had committed harassment or
misconduct associated with that account, and had engaged in serious sexual or criminal
wrongdoing.

The Doe Defendants published such statements to third parties and broad online audiences,
including by tagging or replying to Plaintiff’s employer and using Plaintiff’s name and
photograph.

The Doe Defendants had no factual basis for such accusations and acted maliciously,
recklessly, or with actual malice.

As a direct and proximate result of the Doe Defendants’ conduct, Plaintitf suffered

13
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81.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

75.

76.

reputational damage, humiliation, emotional distress, loss of employment, and other
damages.

Plaintiff will amend this pleading to substitute the true names of the Doe Defendants when
identified.

AS TO THE FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
DEFAMATION PER SE AS TO THE DOE DEFENDANTS

Plaintiff repeats and realleges paragraphs 1 through 78 as though fully set forth herein.
The Doe Defendants falsely accused Plaintiff of rape, sex offenses, sexual predation, and
comparable forms of serious criminal and sexual misconduct.
Those statements constitute defamation per se.
The Doe Defendants published the accusations maliciously and with actual malice, including
by directing them to Plaintiff’s employer and by using Plaintiff’s name and likeness.
As a direct and proximate result, Plaintiff suffered presumed and actual damages, including
but not limited to the loss of employment, reputational harm, humiliation, and emotional
distress.

AS TO THE FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION

INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS AS TO ROBERT
LEFKOWTIZ

Plaintiff repeats and realleges paragraphs 1 through 78 as though fully set forth herein.
Lefkowitz engaged in extreme and outrageous conduct toward Plaintiff, including but not
limited to:

a. threatening Plaintiff with doxxing and destruction;

b. falsely identitying Plaintiff as “Murray Hill Guy™;

c. impersonating Plaintiff and/or causing Plaintiff to be impersonated;

d. disclosing or causing the disclosure of Plaintiff’s name, image, and identifying
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77.

78.

79.

80.

75.

76.

77.

information,;
e. directing, encouraging, or materially contributing to false accusations that
Plaintiff was a rapist, sex offender, creep, or predator;
f. targeting Plaintiff’s employer and livelihood;
g. sending Plaintiff the defamatory material and taunting him with “Good luck” and
similar messages; and
h. continuing such conduct even after Plaintiff sought to cut off contact and reported
the matter.
Letkowitz undertook such conduct intentionally, maliciously, and/or with reckless disregard
of the substantial probability of causing Plaintiff severe emotional distress.
Lefkowitz’s conduct exceeded all bounds of decency tolerated in a civilized society.
As a direct and proximate result, Plaintiff suffered severe emotional distress, fear,
humiliation, anxiety, and related psychological harm.
Plaintiff is entitled to compensatory and punitive damages.
AS TO THE SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION

INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS AS TO THE DOE
DEFENDANTS

Plaintiff repeats and realleges paragraphs 1 through 78 as though fully set forth herein.

The Doe Defendants engaged in a sustained, coordinated, and outrageous campaign against
Plaintiff, including doxxing, employer-directed accusations, false allegations of rape and sex
offenses, and repeated acts designed to expose Plaintiff to public hatred, ridicule, contempt,
and professional ruin.

The Doe Defendants acted intentionally, maliciously, and/or with reckless disregard of the

near certainty that their conduct would cause Plaintiff severe emotional distress.
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78.

79.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

As a direct and proximate result, Plaintiff suffered severe emotional distress and related
damages.
Plaintiff is entitled to compensatory and punitive damages.

AS TO THE SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION
NEGLIGENCE AS TO ROBERT LEFKOWITZ

Plaintiff repeats and realleges paragraphs 1 through 78 as though fully set forth herein.
At all relevant times, Defendant Robert Lefkowitz owed Plaintiff a duty to exercise
reasonable care in his words, conduct, online activity, and communications concerning
Plaintiff.
Said duty included, inter alia, a duty not to carelessly misidentify Plaintiff as the operator of
the “Murray Hill Guy” account; not to carelessly publish, furnish, or encourage false
information concerning Plaintiff; not to carelessly disclose Plaintiff’s name, image, and
identifying information to hostile third parties; and not to carelessly expose Plaintiff to
foreseeable reputational, professional, and emotional harm.
It was reasonably foreseeable that falsely identifying Plaintiff as the person behind “Murray
Hill Guy,” linking Plaintiff to accusations of harassment and sexual misconduct, disclosing
or causing the disclosure of Plaintiff’s identifying information, and directing such
accusations to Plaintiff’s employer and others would place Plaintiff’s employment, safety,
reputation, and emotional well-being at serious risk.
Defendant Lefkowitz breached the foregoing duty of reasonable care by, among other things:
a. carelessly identifying or implying to others that Plaintiff operated or controlled
the “Murray Hill Guy” account;
b. carelessly furnishing, encouraging, contributing to, or ratifying false statements

concerning Plaintiff’s identity and alleged misconduct;
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81.

82.

76.

77.

78.

79.

c. carelessly disclosing or causing the disclosure of Plaintiff’s name, image, and/or
identifying information to others;

d. carelessly communicating, forwarding, or amplifying false accusations that
Plaintiff was a rapist, sex offender, creep, predator, or otherwise engaged in
sexual or criminal misconduct;

e. carelessly directing, or allowing to be directed, such accusations to Plaintiff’s
employer and professional sphere; and

f. failing to take reasonable steps to correct false statements and false identifications
after becoming aware of the substantial harm being caused to Plaintiff.

As a direct and proximate result of Defendant Lefkowitz’s negligence, Plaintiff suffered
damages, including but not limited to loss of employment, loss of earning capacity,
reputational injury, humiliation, emotional distress, and other economic and non-economic
harm.

Plaintiff has been damaged in an amount to be determined at trial.

AS TO THE EIGHTH CAUSE ACTION
NEGLIGENCE AS TO THE DOE DEFENDANTS

Plaintiff repeats and realleges paragraphs 1 through 78 as though fully set forth herein.

At all relevant times, the Doe Defendants owed Plaintiff a duty to exercise reasonable care
before publishing, republishing, transmitting, or amplifying statements accusing Plaintiff of
serious misconduct, including sexual or criminal misconduct.

Said duty included a duty to exercise reasonable care before identifying Plaintiff by name,
image, or employment in connection with accusations that he operated “Murray Hill Guy,”
engaged in harassment, or committed rape, sex offenses, or predatory conduct.

It was reasonably foreseeable that publishing such accusations about Plaintiff, particularly
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80.

81.

82.

75.

76.

while using Plaintiff’s name, image, and employer-facing posts, would cause serious injury
to Plaintiff’s reputation, employment, and emotional well-being.
The Doe Defendants breached that duty by, among other things:
a. carelessly publishing and republishing false statements identifying Plaintiff as
“Murray Hill Guy™;
b. carelessly accusing Plaintiff of being a rapist, confirmed sex offender, creep,
predator, or similar;
c. carelessly directing such accusations to Plaintiff’s employer and/or broad public
audiences;
d. carelessly relying on rumor, hostility, and unverified assertions about Plaintiff’s
identity and alleged conduct; and
e. failing to retract, remove, or correct such statements after the harm to Plaintiff
became apparent.
As a direct and proximate result of the Doe Defendants’ negligence, Plaintiff suffered loss of
employment, reputational injury, emotional distress, humiliation, and other damages.
Plaintiff has been damaged in an amount to be determined at trial.
AS TO THE NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION

NEGLIGENT INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS AS TO ROBERT
LEFKOWTIZ

Plaintiff repeats and realleges paragraphs 1 through 78 as though fully set forth herein.

At all relevant times, Defendant Robert Lefkowitz owed Plaintiff a duty to exercise
reasonable care so as not to engage in conduct that unreasonably endangered Plaintiff’s
emotional well-being or created an unreasonable risk of causing Plaintiff severe emotional

distress.
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77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

75.

76.

77.

It was reasonably foreseeable that falsely identifying Plaintiff as “Murray Hill Guy,”
disclosing or causing disclosure of Plaintiff’s identity, associating Plaintiff with accusations
of rape, sexual predation, harassment, and sex offenses, and directing or permitting such
accusations to be directed to Plaintiff’s employer and others would create an unreasonable
risk of severe emotional distress to Plaintiff.
Defendant Lefkowitz breached that duty by carelessly engaging in the conduct described
herein, including by carelessly misidentifying Plaintiff, carelessly participating in or
facilitating disclosure of Plaintiff’s identity, carelessly fostering false accusations of sexual
and criminal misconduct, and carelessly allowing such accusations to jeopardize Plaintiff’s
employment, safety, and reputation.
Defendant Lefkowitz’s negligent conduct unreasonably endangered Plaintiff’s emotional
well-being and created an unreasonable risk of causing severe emotional distress.
As a direct and proximate result of such negligent conduct, Plaintiff suffered severe
emotional distress, including anxiety, humiliation, fear, mental anguish, stress, and related
emotional and psychological injuries.
Plaintiff has been damaged in an amount to be determined at trial.

AS TO THE TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION

NEGLIGENT INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS AS TO THE DOE
DEFENDANTS

Plaintiff repeats and realleges paragraphs 1 through 78 as though fully set forth herein.

At all relevant times, the Doe Defendants owed Plaintiff a duty to exercise reasonable care so
as not to engage in conduct creating an unreasonable risk of severe emotional distress to
Plaintiff.

It was reasonably foreseeable that falsely accusing Plaintiff by name and image of being a
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rapist, sex offender, creep, predator, and the operator of “Murray Hill Guy,” particularly in
communications visible to Plaintiff’s employer and others, would place Plaintiff in fear,
expose him to humiliation and public contempt, and cause severe emotional distress.

78. The Doe Defendants breached that duty by carelessly publishing, republishing, and
amplifying such accusations without reasonable verification, by carelessly disclosing or
exploiting Plaintiff’s identity in connection with those accusations, and by carelessly
directing such accusations toward Plaintiff’s employment and public reputation.

79. The foregoing conduct created an unreasonable risk of severe emotional distress to Plaintiff.

80. As a direct and proximate result of such conduct, Plaintiff suffered severe emotional distress,
including anxiety, humiliation, mental anguish, fear for his personal and professional future,
and related emotional injuries.

81. Plaintiff has been damaged in an amount to be determined at trial.

WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff demands judgment against the Defendants on the First,

Second, Third, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, Eighth, Ninth, and Tenth Causes of Action in amounts

which exceed the jurisdictional limits of all lower courts which would otherwise have jurisdiction,

together with interest, costs and disbursements.

Dated: April 21, 2026

Westport, Connecticut

Jeffg’f‘ly L. Meﬁit, Esq.

THE MENT LAW GROUP, P.C.
225 Asylum Street — 15" Floor
Hartford, CT 06103

(860) 969-3200
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VERIFICATION
STATE OF CONNECTICUT )
)ss:  HARTFORD
COUNTY OF HARTFORD )

Eric Spector, being duly sworn, states as follows:

I am the plaintiff within this action. I have read the foregoing Verified Complaint and know
the contents thereof; the same is true to my own knowledge, except as to the matters therein stated

to be alleged upon information and belief, and as to those matters I believe it to be true.
Swom to before me this

__ 21 dayof_ APr "_, 2026

gmZd

( otary P\ﬁﬂwENNIFER ERNANDEZ
_ ~ NOTARY PUBLIC
My Cammission Expires Oct. 31, 2027

ERIC SPECTOR
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Keep it

Tweet idea for you

-

“| like every one of my tweets, if
you don't like yourself neither
will your hinge date”

ke
Girls who take the bus are way
hotter than girls who take the
subway
(My girl takes the subway)
e

Lily Philips and that other whore
ruined the British accent

If a girl is shaving her legs daily
and doesn't have a boyfriend,
she's a whore

If a girl doesn’t shave her legs
daily while she has a boyfriend,
she is the alpha in the
relationship

IR > PV

NDEX NO. 0254

RECﬂ_V@fN\i@@ 08/ 21

020
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ch ;_..,_.

It's literally on the street Imao

Like on 32nd

Good caption o_r_sfhpu_ld':l_'

change?

Put alpha back in your name

| thought you could do better

| will soon

Shoulda say like "got my girl
some Zara stuff and her ass
looks like this.. chat should |
break up?”

Next time

No one's even seen it

| NDEX NO. 150234/ 2026
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Vi

Rob

| thought we were going to the

event with with Degen
| bailed

Too many ppl don't like me or
Marvin

Also I'm not Marvin - do people

~ have a problem with Eric?
The party

No they like eric

What petty

Party
Degen
Miami time

Hi, is this Katie from the dmv?

(This is Eric, also from the dmv)
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Rob

I'll send that message

If you help me with my next viral
tweet

Murray Hill Guy's Twitter Goals:

— Go viral for a tweet so dumb
people think it's satire, but you
meant every word ¥V

— Gain 15K followers without
tweeting a single sincere
sentence v

— Get ratio-ed by a 23-year-old
with 200 followers who calls
you “racial slur” ¥

— Make someone end a
relationship because your tweet
hit too close to home ¥ bonus,
hook up with them after ¥

— Get blocked by at least three
accounts with >100K following

v

— Have a tweet printed out and
mailed to you by a crazy ex V.

— Post a tweet so deranged it
gets screenshotted and put in a
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Rob

Also getting flamed for stealing
tweets would be hilarious

Bro we already did

It's risky

an

Alright fine

But we get caught

ldotget :WH'y't'hey do t take off

e
You're my ALT

Ok

My Friend’s mom started taking
ozempic and looks really good
now. She's been low key getting
flirtier anytime | see her. Should
| go for it? Not like he's my best
friend or anything

d see
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12:07

(@D Nl

Rob

LUGE YO Te §Oon T, S Baser-gdiion

I've never

Fuk you

Remember when | said in due
time?

The time is now...

For what

ldk just in general
To unleash

All bangers

You're a genius

Together are unstoppable
You're on fire
| have even more ideas

The best account on X rn

Give me some
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Legit lego build
Exactly

| have a good troll
Need your help

Guaranteed 100K

Gonna remove your contact for
a second

Ok... text me the following.
Copy and paste this:

Hey Robby! | hope this isn’t
weird, but we matched on hinge
last week, and you may not
have saw my message. |
actually saw we actually have a
mutual friend (Jess) and she
gave me your number! Would
love to grab a drink with you
soon!

Hey Robby! | hope this isn't
weird, but we matched on hinge
last week, and you may not
have saw my message. |
actually saw we actually have a
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Bro, I'm kind of nervous | don't
wanna get docked

Might deactivate again

lol

Now you know how | feel

3 million

Dude my shit is way worse than
yours |

You can only dox yourself
It's the same

| posted the people in the street
and she's

And hinge

Bars*

If you delete, you can't come
back your account is boosted
rn
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You can do that now if you want
Just meant if you wanted goon

May be fun to start fresh tho

Is Marvin cooked bc of
suspension + deactivation?

It would take a few weeks to
gain your algo

Honestly would just start fresh.
But make sure you have the
blue check

Why check

It's auto engagement

Which one

Cheap?

Yeah the cheapest

| think you should make yourself
a chick
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