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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO 

 
THE GARRETSON FIRM RESOLUTION 
GROUP, INC.   
7775 Cooper Road 
Cincinnati, Ohio  45242   
    Plaintiff 
 
 
vs. 
 
 
VOGEL DENISE NEWSOME 
Post Office Box 14731 
Cincinnati, Ohio  45250   
    Defendant 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. A1200831 
 

(Judge Robert Winkler) 
 
 
 

MOTION TO VACATE 
ORDER GRANTING MOTION FOR A 
TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER 

and/or in the ALTERNATIVE,  
MOTION TO DISMISS1 

 
 
 COMES NOW Defendant, Vogel Denise Newsome (“Defendant” and/or “Newsome”), WITHOUT 

submitting to the jurisdiction of this Court and submits this, her “MOTION TO VACATE ORDER 

GRANTING MOTION FOR A TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER and/or in the ALTERNATIVE, 

MOTION TO DISMISS” (“MTVOGMFTRO”) – i.e. if one is PENDING in that there is NOT one 

reflected on the DOCKET of this Court - in regards The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc. (“Plaintiff” 

and/or “GRG” – i.e. GRG is inclusively applied to The Garretson Firm Resolution Group Inc., its 

employees, representatives, and counsel/attorneys). 

 

 PLEASE TAKE NOTICE:  Out of no disrespect to this Court; however, for 

preservation and protection of rights secured under the Constitution (Ohio and United States), Ohio Rules 

of Civil Procedure, Ohio Rules of Appellant Procedure, Ohio Revised Statutes/Codes, and other governing 

statutes/laws, Newsome WILL NOT be attending the February 15, 2012 hearing regarding “Plaintiff’s 

                                                   
1 Boldface, italics, underline, COLORS, HIGHLIGHTS, etc. added for emphasis.  Defendant relied upon legal resources such 

as WestLaw, LexisNexis, Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure, etc. to aid in preparation of this document. 
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Application for Preliminary Injunction” scheduled for 1:00 p.m. on said date before the Hamilton County 

Court of Common Pleas in the above referenced matter. 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE:  At the time of this filing Defendant/Newsome is NOT in 

receipt of Plaintiff’s/GRG’s “COMPLAINT,” “Motion for Temporary Restraining Order” and “Order 

Granting Motion for a Temporary Restraining Order” in the above-styled action in accordance with Ohio 

Laws governing said matters.  ALL Parties with an INTEREST in this matter have NOT been properly 

JOINED and served with process as required by law (i.e. FAILURE TO JOIN PARTY(S)).  VENUE is 

improper in this action pursuant to Rule 3 of the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure. Plaintiff/GRG’s FAILURE 

TO STATE A CLAIM upon which relief can be granted further supports the dismissal of this action 

pursuant Rule 12 of the Ohio Civil Rules of Civil Procedure.  Therefore, this Court LACKS Jurisdiction 

over Defendant/Newsome and the SUBJECT matter pursuant to Rules 3, 4, 12, 19, and 65 of the Ohio 

Rules of Civil Procedure and other statutes and laws governing said matters and/or laws of the United 

States governing said matter.   

In further support thereof, Defendant/Newsome states the following; however, said defenses are not 

limited to this list: 

I) GOOD FAITH: 
 
 This instant filing is submitted in good faith and is not submitted for purposes of 
delay, harassment, hindering proceedings, embarrassment, obstructing the administration of 
justice, vexatious litigation, increasing the cost of litigation, etc. and is filed to protect and 
preserve the rights of Defendant/Newsome guaranteed and/or secured under the Ohio 
Constitution, United States Constitution and other statutes/laws governing said matters. 
 

This instant “MTVOGMFTRO” has been drafted with Rule 1(B) of the ORCP 
in mind to aid the fact-finder and in effort of eliminating needless delay, unnecessary 
expenses and all other impediments to the expeditious administration of justice. 

 
ORCP Rule 1(B):  Construction. These rules shall be construed and 
applied to effect just results by eliminating delay, unnecessary expense 
and all other impediments to the expeditious administration of justice.  

 
 

II) LACK OF JURISDICTION/IMPROPER VENUE: 
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RULE 3 of the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure. Commencement of 
Action; Venue . . . 
(B) Venue: where proper. Any action may be venued, commenced, and 
decided in any court in any county. When applied to county and municipal 
courts, “county,” as used in this rule, shall be construed, where appropriate, 
as the territorial limits of those courts. Proper venue lies in any one or more 
of the following counties: . . . 
 (3) A county in which the defendant conducted activity that 
gave rise to the claim for relief; . .  
 
 
RULE 12. Defenses and Objections--When and How Presented--by 
Pleading or Motion--Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings. . . 
(B) How presented. . . . the following defenses may at the option of the 
pleader be made by motion: (1) lack of jurisdiction over the subject matter, 
(2) lack of jurisdiction over the person, (3) improper venue, . . . (6) failure to 
state a claim upon which relief can be granted, (7) failure to join a party 
under Rule 19 or Rule 19.1. . .  
 
 
RULE 65 of the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure. Injunctions  
(A) Temporary restraining order; notice; hearing; duration. A 
temporary restraining order may be granted without written or oral notice to 
the adverse party or his attorney only if (1) it clearly appears from specific 
facts shown by affidavit or by the verified complaint that immediate and 
irreparable injury, loss or damage will result to the applicant before the 

adverse party or his attorney can be heard in opposition, and (2) the 
applicant's attorney certifies to the court in writing the efforts, if any, which 
have been made to give notice and the reasons supporting his claim that 
notice should not be required. The verification of such affidavit or verified 
complaint shall be upon the affiant's own knowledge, information or 
belief; and so far as upon information and belief, shall state that he believes 
this information to be true. Every temporary restraining order granted 
without notice shall be filed forthwith in the clerk's office; shall define the 
injury and state why it is irreparable and why the order was granted without 
notice; and shall expire by its terms within such time after entry, not to 
exceed fourteen days, as the court fixes, unless within the time so fixed the 
order. . . 
 
 
(B) Preliminary injunction.  

(1) Notice. No preliminary injunction shall be issued without reasonable 
notice to the adverse party. The application for preliminary injunction may 
be included in the complaint or may be made by motion. 
 

1. In accordance with Rules 12 and/or 65 of the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure and other 
laws of the State of Ohio and United States, this Court “LACKS JURISDICTION” 
over Defendant/Newsome as well as the “SUBJECT” matter in question. 

 
2. From the Docket Sheet in this action it appears that a COMPLAINT was filed on or 

about February 3, 2012 along with a “Motion For A Temporary Restraining Order 
and Application For Preliminary Injunction Order;” however, based on 
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information brought to Defendant’s/Newsome’s attention an Order was EXECUTED 
by this Court’s Judge Robert Winkler on or about February 3, 2012; however, does 
not appear on the Docket.  Therefore, it appears, these are UNLAWFUL/ILLEGAL 
and UNETHICAL practices of Plaintiff/GRG and its counsel in which they have in 
BAD FAITH induced this Court to engage in the criminal/unethical practices.  See 
EXHIBIT “1” attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full 
herein. 

 
3. Rule 65 of the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure also requires that PROOF be given to 

this Court that Plaintiff/GRG’s counsel CERTIFY to the Court “IN WRITING” the 
efforts, if any, which have been made to give notice and the reasons supporting 
GRG’s counsel’s claim that notice SHOULD not be required. 

 
Defendant/Newsome has NOTHING before her to support that GRG provided her 
with any documentation/evidence to support CERTIFICATION “in writing” 
required under the Statute of its efforts in NOTIFYING Defendant/Newsome that it 
would be seeking an Injunction/Restraining Order against her.  Neither does 
Newsome have anything before her to support that GRG has brought this action 

against her in GOOD FAITH with the REQUIRED affirmation oath. 
 
While Defendant Newsome was NOT given notice of any restraining order to be 
served with her prior to Plaintiff’s/GRG’s filing of Lawsuit/Complaint, 
Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome however,  did give NOTICE of her intent to 
bring an “INJUNCTION” and “RESTRAINING ORDER” of and against 
Plaintiff/GRG.  See EXHIBIT “3” at III (12)(14)  of this MTVOGMFTRO, 
attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein. 

 
Temporary or preliminary relief allows a court to stop retaliation before it 
occurs or continues. Such relief is appropriate if there is a substantial 
likelihood that the challenged action will be found to constitute unlawful 
retaliation, and if the charging party and/or the EEOC will likely suffer 
irreparable harm because of the retaliation. Although courts have ruled that 
financial hardships are not irreparable, other harms that accompany loss of a 
job may be irreparable. For example, in one case forced retirees showed 
irreparable harm and qualified for a preliminary injunction where they lost 
work and future prospects for work, consequently suffering emotional 
distress, depression, a contracted social life, and other related harms (EEOC 
v. City of Bowling Green, Kentucky, 607 F. Supp. 524 (D. Ky. 1985). A 
temporary injunction also is appropriate if the respondent's retaliation will 
likely cause irreparable harm to the Commission's ability to investigate the 
charging party's original charge of discrimination. For example, the 
retaliation may discourage others from providing testimony or from filing 
additional charges based on the same or other alleged unlawful acts (Garcia 
v. Lawn, 805 F.2d 1400, 1405-06 (9th Cir. 1986). - - See EEOC Compliance 
Manual at EXHIBIT “29” attached hereto and incorporated by reference as 
if set forth in full herein. 

 
4. Pursuant to Rule 65(B) addressing PRELIMINARY INJUNCTIONS of the Ohio 

Rules of Civil Procedure clearly states that, “No preliminary injunction shall be 

issued without reasonable notice to the adverse party.”   
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Defendant/Newsome can state that GRG NEVER notified her of its intent to bring a 
Preliminary Injunction or Temporary Restraining Order as required by the 
Statutes/Laws governing said matters.  Neither at this present time is it clear whether 
Plaintiff/GRG CERTIFIED to this Court (as required by law) in WRITING (if any) 
the efforts which have been made to give notice that a “Temporary Restraining 
Order” would be brought against Defendant/Newsome or the reasons why 
MANDATORY requirement of NOTIFICATION has not been met. 
 

 
5. For this Hamilton County (Ohio) Court of Common Pleas to retain “SUBJECT-

MATTER” Jurisdiction, it MUST be ESBTABLISHED that jurisdiction over the 
nature of the case and the type of relief that Plaintiff/GRG seeks.  Therefore, 
Plaintiff/GRG any “ATTACKS” on Defendant/Newsome and other 
INDISPENSIBLE Parties (OneWebHosting.com and Scribd.com) governing 
“INTERNET” services and laws in the State of CALIFORNIA, PROHIBITS 
Jurisdiction to this Court.  Therefore, “LACK” of Jurisdiction over 
Defendant/Newsome. 
 
Plaintiff/GRG has FAILED to state a claim as well as ESTABLISH prima facie case 
to sustain any Lawsuit/Complaint against Defendant/Newsome and 
INDISPENSIBLE Parties (OneWebHosting.com and Scribd.com). 

 
 

6. Based upon the above and foregoing reasons as well as those to follow, 
Defendant/Newsome PRESERVES her right and protection of the laws and DOES 
NOT submit to this Court’s Jurisdiction and Venue. 
 
As a matter of law, Jurisdiction CANNOT be WAIVED.  Furthermore, WILLFUL, 
MALICIOUS and WANTON acts by Plaintiff/GRG to bring Defendant/Newsome 
before this Court through TRICKERY and SHAM LEGAL PROCESS by 
KNOWINGLY, DELIBERATELY and MALICIOUSLY omitting 
INDISPENSIBLE Parties does NOT bring Newsome within this Court’s 
Jurisdiction to act because the record evidence SUPPORTS that Plaintiff/GRG 
KNEW that OneWebHosting.com and Scribd.com were INDISPENSIBLE Parties 
and CONTACT was made with these CALIFORNIA Companies prior to the filing 
of its Lawsuit/Complaint. 

 
 

III) FAILURE TO JOIN PARTIES (i.e. OneWebHosting.com and its Employees/United States 
President Barack Obama, etc.): 
 

RULE 19 of the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure:  Joinder of Persons 
Needed for Just Adjudication:  
(A) Persons to be joined if feasible. A person who is subject to service of 
process shall be joined as a party in the action if (1) in his absence 
complete relief cannot be accorded among those already parties, or (2) he 
claims an interest relating to the subject of the action and is so situated that 
the disposition of the action in his absence may (a) as a practical matter 
impair or impede his ability to protect that interest or (b) leave any of the 
persons already parties subject to a substantial risk of incurring double, 
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multiple, or otherwise inconsistent obligations by reason of his claimed 
interest . . . - - Nationwide Ins. Co. v. Steigerwalt, 21 Ohio St.2d 87 
(1970). 

 
1. There are parties to this COMPLAINT filed by Plaintiff/The Garretson Firm Resolution 

Group, Inc. (“GRG”) and subject to this lawsuit that HAVE NOT BEEN JOINED as 
required by law and have also not been served that shall be JOINED as Party(s) in this 
action. 
 
Any and all relief that may be asserted in Plaintiff’s/GRG’s Lawsuit, CANNOT be granted 
in that Plaintiff has DELIBERATELY and KNOWINGLY failed to JOIN 
INDISPENSIBLE Parties with ILL-INTENT to evade JURISDICTION issue and elected 
to “ATTACK” a LONE PARTY (Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome) relief CANNOT be 
accorded. 
 
For instance, Defendant/Newsome maintains internet service for her website 
www.vogeldenisenewsome.com through a HOSTING company by the name of 
OneWebHosting.com (“OWH”).  OneWebHosting.com provides Defendant/Newsome with 
Internet service out of its Offices located at: 
 

 
OneWebHosting.com 
1330  21st Street, Suite 203 

Sacramento, California  95814 
Phone:  (888) 314-1925 

 
However, OWH does not appear as a Party Defendant to the lawsuit brought by GRG. 
 

RULE 3 of the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure. Commencement of 
Action; Venue . . . 
(B) Venue: where proper. Any action may be venued, commenced, and 
decided in any court in any county. When applied to county and municipal 
courts, “county,” as used in this rule, shall be construed, where appropriate, 
as the territorial limits of those courts. Proper venue lies in any one or more 
of the following counties: . . . 

 (3) A county in which the defendant conducted 
activity that gave rise to the claim for relief; . . .  

 
The FIRST that Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome learned of alleged Lawsuit/Complaint 
brought against her was through OneWebHosting.com – i.e. ESTABLISHING 
Plaintiff’s/GRG’s KNOWLEDGE that OWN being an INDISPENSIBLE Party with an 
INTEREST in this Lawsuit/Complaint. 
 

2. As a direct and proximate result of ALL parties to this action not being JOINED, complete 
relief CANNOT be granted and Defendant/Newsome has suffered IRREPARABLE 
harm/injury, has been PREJUDICED and deprived of equal protection of the laws 
secured/guaranteed under Rule 19 of the Civil Rules of Civil Procedure as well as the laws 
governing said matters. 
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3. In the ABSENCE of OneWebHosting.com and employees (collectively known as 
“OneWebHosting.com” and/or “OWH”), COMPLETE relief CANNOT be accorded 
among those already parties because OWH and others to be joined have a 
MAJOR/CRITICAL interest in role and outcome in this matter. 

 
4. OneWebHosting.com is so SITUATED and has an interest in the subject matter, that its 

ABSENCE:  (a) Will deprive Defendant/Newsome equal protection of the laws, equal 
immunities and privileges under the laws, due process of laws and rights secured under the 
First and Fourteen Amendments under the Constitution and other laws of the United States; 
(b) Impair and/or Impede Defendant’s/Newsome’s rights to protect that interest in that 
under the laws of the State of California, they afford to Defendant/Newsome the very rights, 
privileges and freedoms that GRG is seeking to STRIP her of that are PROTECTED; and 
(c) leaves Defendant/Newsome subject to a SUBSTANTIAL risk of incurring double, 
multiple, or otherwise inconsistent obligations by reason of her claimed interest. 

 
5. In efforts to EVADE the laws and legal protection enjoyed by other customer/clients of 

OWH, GRG brought this lawsuit in the State of Ohio for purposes of circumventing the 
California Anti-SLAPP law which allows Defendant/Newsome the very rights, freedom and 
benefits that GRG seeks to deprive her of through its COMPLAINT and “Motion for a 
Temporary Restraining Order and Application for Preliminary Injunction Order.”  
Furthermore, to deprive Defendant/Newsome rights, freedom and benefits guaranteed under 
the United States Constitution through the “Order Granting Motion for a Temporary 
Restraining Order” issued by this Court, which this has usurped its authority and/or abused 
its authority in issuing without assuring that GRG came before it with CLEAN 
HANDS and was acting in good faith.  

 
6. OneWebHosting.com and its employees are INDISPENSIBLE parties to this action and 

have a business and financial interest.  Therefore, (a) without OWH being a party to this 
lawsuit, Defendant/Newsome would be PREJUDICED and suffer IRREPARABLE 
injury/harm; (b) the PREJUDICE to which Defendant/Newsome is being subjected 
CANNOT be lessened or avoided. 

 
7. There is other ADEQUATE relief available to Plaintiff/The Garretson Firm Resolution 

Group, Inc. that was KNOWN and/or should have been known to GRG prior to bringing its 
Lawsuit/Complaint.  Therefore, GRG will NOT be prejudiced in the DISMISSAL and/or 
VACATING of this Court’s “Order Granting Motion for a Temporary Restraining Order” 
due to its WILFULLY, KNOWINGLY and MALICIOUSLY failing to JOIN 
OneWebHosting.com. 

 
Rule 19(B) Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure:  Determination by 
court whenever joinder not feasible. If a person as described in 
subdivision (A)(1), (2), or (3) hereof cannot be made a party, the 
court shall determine whether in equity and good conscience the 
action should proceed among the parties before it, or should be 
dismissed, the absent person being thus regarded as indispensable. 
The factors to be considered by the court include: first, to what 
extent a judgment rendered in the person's absence might be 
prejudicial to him or those already parties; second, the extent to 
which, by protective provisions in the judgment, by the shaping of 
relief, or other measures, the prejudice can be lessened or avoided; 
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third, whether a judgment rendered in the person's absence will be 
adequate; fourth, whether the plaintiff will have an adequate remedy 
if the action is dismissed for nonjoinder. 

 
8. There is SUFFICIENT evidence to support that GRG and/or its Counsel KNEW that 

OWH operated out of the State of California and shares an INDISPENSABLE/CRUICIAL 
interest in the outcome of GRG’s Complaint/Lawsuit.  GRG’s DIRECTLY contacting 
OneWebHosting.com sustains said KNOWLEDGE of indispensability.  

 
9. From information brought to Defendant’s/Newsome’s attention, GRG contacted 

OneWebHosting.com DIRECTLY.  Therefore, a reasonable mind may conclude that GRG 
and/or its counsel having KNOWLEDGE of OWH’s interest as well as a Party to be 
included in this Lawsuit/Complaint. 

 
10. Defendant/Newsome believes that a reasonable mind given the facts and evidence regarding 

the California Anti-SLAPP Law may conclude that said knowledge of this Law has led 
GRG to KNOWINGLY for purposes of DECEPTIVE practices WILLFULLY and 
MALICIOUSLY failed to join OneWebHosting.com to this action. 

 

 
 

11. GRG’s KNOWLEDGE OF  OneWebHosting.com BEING AN 
INDISPENSIBLE PARTY:  On or about February 2, 2012, The Garretson 
Firm Resolution Group, Inc. submitted a Complaint to OneWebHosting.com stating in part: 

 
(1) If you hover over the "Newsome v. Goliath" link, and follow the link to 
"Employer Complaints," it will take you to capture #2. 

(2) Scroll down just a bit to find this content re: Garretson Resolution 
Group. The first four links right above the animated .gif of the laughing 
mouse from Tom & Jerry are internal, confidential documents belonging to 
Garretson Resolution Group. We would prefer that all of the Garretson-
related content be removed. 
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(3) Back to the homepage, if you scroll just below the link described in (1), 
above, you will see 3 links under the heading "EEOC/TITLE VII 
VIOLATIONS". The links lead to internal, company documents belonging 
to Garretson Resolution Group. 

(4) If you scroll down to almost the bottom of the page at , you will find the 
same content about Garretson Resolution Group from capture #2. Same 
comments apply. 

(5) There is a link here to the "Garretson Resolution Group's Culture 
Charter," which is an internal, confidential document owned by Garretson 
Resolution Group. You will also see a number of false and defamatory 
statements posted below that link. 

(6) A continuation of the defamatory statements, along with copyrighted 
material removed from Garretson's website and internal documents. 

(7) More defamatory statements and four links to confidential company 
documents. 

(8) A "video" which contains copyrighted images of Garretson employees, 
along with a listing of those employees and their job responsibilities, all of 
which are confidential and taken from... 

(9) The "Employee Directory" of Garretson Resolution Group, linked in the 
middle of this screen capture. This document is obviously confidential. Also 
on this page are allegations that Garretson Resolution Group was involved in 
the 9/11 attacks on the World Trade Center in New York. These statements 
are obviously false and defamatory. 

(10) More defamatory conspiracy theories involving Garretson Resolution 
Group and the 9/11 attacks. 

(11) See #10, above. 

 
See EXHIBIT “2” attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full 
herein.  From said Exhibit, this Court can see that Defendant/Newsome was provided 
with excerpts of GRG’s Complaint by OneWebHosting.com.  OWH provided 
Newsome with GRG’s Complaint and requested a RESPONSE. 

 
12. On or about February 3, 2012, Defendant/Newsome provided OneWebHosting.com with an 

ANSWER to The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc.’s Complaint which included in 
part as follows: 

 
ONEWEBHOSTING - c/o MARK: 
 
Thanks so much for advising of the Complaint submitted to 
OneWebHosting by Garretson Resolution Group ("Garretson"). 
 
The following is Denise Newsome's Response; however, is NOT 
limited to this list and she reserves her right to revise/amend and 
provide additional feedback upon RECEIPT of Garretson's 
REBUTTAL and hereby DEMAND that you request that Garretson 
Resolution Group provide OneWebHosting and Denise Newsome 
with its RESPONSE to the following: 
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1) First from the Complaint OneWebHosting submitted, unless Ms. 

Newsome is missing something, she did not see any FEDERAL 
STATUTES and/or LAWS governing and/or supporting the 
Complaint provided by Garretson Resolution Group to support any 
alleged claims of "COPYRIGHT Infringement." 
 
Please have Garretson provide Denise Newsome with the 
statutes/laws to support any alleged claims that the website at 
www.vogeldenisenewsome.com INFRINGES on any Copyright laws.  
Under the laws of the United States, mere assertions of "copyright 
infringement" are NOT acceptable in a Court of Law! 
 
 

2) In Response to No. 1 of Garretson's Complaint, it appears to be 
merely a statement of RAMBLING words and therefore, at this time 
does NOT require a response. 
 
 
 

3) In Response to No. 2 of Garretson's Complaint it states in part, "The 
first four links. . .are internal, confidential documents belonging to 
Garretson Resolution Group. We would prefer that all of the 
Garretson-related content be removed."  PLEASE TAKE NOTICE:   
 
A) "05/11/11 GARRETSON RESOLUTION 

EXTENDING CONTRACT"  is a document that 
was DRAFTED by Denise Newsome and clearly 
supports a "VERBAL" Contract Agreement 
ENTERED between Garretson Resolution Group and 
Denise Newsome. Therefore, a document to which 
Denise Newsome is entitled to as well and is NOT an 
infringement of any alleged copyright laws asserted 
by Garretson Resolution Group.  Furthermore, 
because of such CONTRACTUAL Agreement in 
which Denise Newsome is a party, she has the 
LEGAL authority to retain, distribute and use as she 
sees fit.  Moreover, any such alleged claim by 
Garretson Resolution Group to this document was 
BREACHED on or about October 21, 2011, when 
Garretson VIOLATED the terms of the CONTRACT 
Agreement under the laws governing contractual 
matters as well as Title VII of the Civil Rights Act and 
other laws of the United States! 

 
B)  "10/12/11 - MEMO: MEETING WITH SANDY 

SULLIVAN/HR" is a document that was DRAFTED 
by Denise Newsome on or about October 12, 2011, 
and clearly supports the "VERBAL" Contract 
Agreement ENTERED on May 11, 2011, between 
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Garretson Resolution Group and Denise Newsome.  
Denise Newsome is the AUTHOR of this 
MEMORANDUM in question and therefore, based on 
the Contract Agreement that was WILLINGLY, 
KNOWINGLY, DELIBERATELY and 
MALICIOUSLY Breached by Garretson Resolution 
Group and its employees, any such claims by 
Garretson to "SOLE" entitlement is NULL/VOID as 
a direct and proximate result of the Garretson's 
BREACH of the Contract entered into with 
Newsome.  This document also provides 
SUPPORTING evidence of the CRIMES/CIVIL 
wrongs that Garretson and its employees committed 
against Denise Newsome during her employment 
with it.  Based upon the Contract Agreement between 
Garretson Resolution Group and Denise Newsome, 
she is entitled to FULL rights of the 
MEMORANDUM and to retain, distribute and use as 
she sees fit. 

 
 
C) "10/20/11 GARRETSON RESOLUTION GROUP 

EMAIL-NEWSOME"  contains a document that was 
DRAFTED by Denise Newsome on or about October 
12, 2011, in compliance with the "VERBAL" 
Contract Agreement ENTERED on May 11, 2011, 
between Garretson Resolution Group and Denise 
Newsome.  Denise Newsome is the AUTHOR of this 
"FIRST" email on October 12, 2011 which led to the 
following strings of emails.  Therefore, Denise 
Newsome is in entitled to this document in 
compliance with the laws of the United States 
governing such matters to retain, distribute and use 
as she sees fit.  Under the Agreement reached 
between Garretson and Denise Newsome, she was to 
be provided with its findings; however, as with the 
May 11, 2011 Agreement, Garretson BREACHED 
this commitment/agreement as well.  Any such claims 
and/or assertions by Garretson Resolution Group to 
this document are NULL/VOID as a direct and 
proximate result of its BREACH of the Agreement 
with Denise Newsome on or about October 21, 2011.  
Furthermore, NULL/VOID based upon the laws 
governing any such claims to Copyright laws as well 
as Title VII of the Civil Rights Act violations and other 
laws of the United States. When Garretson advised 
Denise Newsome, ". . .I look forward to following up 
with you once I have more information.  Thanks for 
your patience and understanding during the 
research process. . ." it KNEW and/or should have 
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KNOWN that its CRIMINAL/CIVIL wrongs 
leveled against her and FAILURE to act were in 
VIOLATION of criminal laws and EEO laws, etc. in 
that Denise Newsome reported crimes as well as civil 
rights violations under Title VII in which Garretson 
also KNEW and/or should have KNOWN required 
an investigation and Denise Newsome being provided 
with its findings.  Nevertheless, AFTER advising 
Newsome on May 11, 2011 and then confirming 
AGAIN on October 21, 2011 through Messina 
Staffing that her CONTRACT would be honored 
through December 2011, Garretson, on October 21, 
2011, UNLAWFULLY/ILLEGALLY BREACHED 
Contract Agreement and TERMINATED 
WITHOUT JUST and WITHOUT LEGAL cause.  
Therefore, any such claims of entitlement by 
Garretson Resolution Group are NULL/VOID and 
LACKS MERITS to support.  Denise Newsome is 
in LEGAL possession of this document and again is 
the AUTHOR of the email out of which the Threads 
followed. 

 
D) "10/21/11 GARRETSON RESOLUTION GROUP-

MESSINA EMAIL" is an email in which Denise 
Newsome is the AUTHOR and was sent from her 
PERSONAL email account and one sent AFTER the 
UNLAWFUL/ILLEGAL "Breach of Contract" and 
UNLAWFUL/ILLEGAL "Termination of 
Employment."  Garretson Resolution Group has NO 
entitlement to this document; therefore, any such 
assertion under the Copyright laws is NULL/VOID 
and lacks merits.  Under the laws of the United States 
Newsome is in the LEGAL possession and 
entitlement of this document to retain, distribute and 
use as she sees fit.   
 

4) In Response to No. 3 of Garretson's Complaint:  Again, Garretson is 
merely making "VERBAL" assertions LACKING any Legal 
standing to support its claims.  The "3 Links" noted by Garretson 
leads to documents in which Denise Newsome is in 
RIGHFUL/LEGAL possession of and is the AUTHOR of.  Any such 
claims that Garretson may assert is NULL/VOID and are documents 
either obtained and retained in accordance with the laws governing 
BREACH OF CONTRACTS or documents created by Denise 
Newsome AFTER leaving the employment of Garretson resolution 
group.  Denise Newsome reasserts her response to the documents 
referenced by Garretson provided in No. 3 above.  The documents 
that Garretson alleges belongs to it are documents that BELONG to 
Denise Newsome. 
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5) In Response to No. 4 of Garretson's Complaint:  Please see Denise 
Newsome's REBUTTAL provided above (i.e. Nos. 1 thru 3). 
 

6) In Response to No. 5 of Garretson's Complaint:  Garretson references 
"Garretson Resolution Group's Culture Charter" as being 
"confidential document owned by Garretson Resolution Group.  You 
will also see a number of false and defamatory statements posted 
below that link."  This is just "MERE RAMBLINGS" of a Lunatic 
Employer such as Garretson desperate to keep the PUBIC/WORLD 
and its CUSTOMERS/CLIENTS from seeing the way they conduct 
business in their day-to-day operations.  Under the CONTRACT 
Agreement entered between Garretson Resolution Group and Denise 
Newsome, Garretson VOLUNTARILY provided Newsome with this 
document and it is NOT copyrighted and therefore, it became hers to 
retain, distribute and use as she sees fit.  When Garretson 
"BREACHED" this Contract with Newsome WITHOUT Legal 
Justification, any such claims (if any) to this document was 
WAIVED/LOST.  Therefore, Denise Newsome is in 
LEGAL/RIGHTFUL possession of document to retain, distribute 
and use as she sees fit and has done so in accordance with the laws 
of the United States.  Furthermore, while Garretson "MERELY 
RAMBLES" stating such FRIVOLOUS Copyright claims, Denise 
Newsome further asserts entitlement under the First Amendment to 
the United States Constitution and other governing laws protecting 
FREE SPEECH as being "a number of false and defamatory 
statements posed below that link." Garretson FAILED as required 
by LAW to tell what EXACTLY is "false and defamatory."  The 
United States Supreme Court has already addressed Newsome’s and 
other CITZENS rights to “INFORM THE PUBLIC:” 
 
Milkovich v. Lorain Journal Co., 110 S.Ct. 2695 (1990) -  Where statement of 

“opinion” on matter of public concern reasonably implies false and 

defamatory facts involving private figure, plaintiff must show that false 
implications were made with some level of fault to support recovery. U.S.C.A.  
Const.Amend. 1. 
 

The “BURDEN OF PROOF” is on Garretson Resolution Group to 

provide DOCUMENTATION and CASE LAWS that support taking 
away Denise Newsome’s FIRST AMENDMENT 
Rights and/or any other RIGHTS secured under the United States 
Constitution and other laws of the United States.   
 
On www.vogeldenisenewsome.com, FACTUAL statements are made and 
FOLLOWED UP by documentation to support the statement.  Here you have 
Garretson Resolution Group making FALSE/BOGUS/FRIVOLOUS assertions 
claim copyright protection; however, NO EVIDENCE to support its claims.  

According to the “INCREASING” Hits on 
www.vogeldenisenewsome.com, apparently the PUBLIC/WORLD is 
INTERESTED in the material contained on this website. 
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Garretson most likely starting out as a LAW FIRM; therefore, 
Garretson KNOWS that it CANNOT make such assertions and NOT 
provide EVIDENCE to support its statement.  Information on 
www.vogeldenisenewsome.com makes the statements and then 
provides "FACTUAL" documentation to back it up.  Garretson 
KNOWS that based upon such PROOF that it CANNOT merely 
RAMBLE out such SHAM/BOGUS/FRIVOLOUS assertions 
without rebutting the EVIDENCE there! 
 

7) In Response to No. 6 of Garretson's Complaint:  Denise Newsome 
retains and reasserts her responses above which include Nos. 1 thru 6 
as well as the following rebuttal responses to be presented. 
 

8) In Response to No. 7 of Garretson's Complaint:  Denise Newsome 
retains and reasserts her responses above which include Nos. 1 thu 7 
as well as the following rebuttal responses to be presented. 
 

9) In Response to No. 8 of Garretson's Complaint:  Denise Newsome is 
the AUTHOR/OWNER of this PowerPoint Slide/YouTube Video 
and is NOT in any violation of any laws.  The FACT that the website 
contains video with "images of Garretson employees, along with a 
listing of those employees and their job responsibilities. . ." does 
NOT give rise and NEITHER supports any such claims by Garretson 
under any copyright laws.  Information provided in this video is 
information of PUBLIC advertising and/or made available to Denise 
Newsome under the CONTRACT Agreement entered into between 
Garretson Resolution Group and Newsome that Garretson made a 
CONSCIOUS and WILLING decision to BREACH!  Furthermore, 
photos/images EASILY obtained from the INTERNET and made 
PUBLIC and can be redistributed in accordance with the laws of the 
United States government such matters.  This is why you see 
Garretson ENDED No. 8 as "all of which are confidential and taken 
from. . ." because it CANNOT defend the fact that it is information 
made PUBLIC via Internet and/or other media resources, etc. 
 

10) In Response to No. 9 of Garretson's Complaint:  The "Employee 
Directory," Garretson’s assertion as confidential is a RAMBLING 
statement lacking MERITS.  Furthermore, this documents supports 
that pertinent contents were REDACTED (i.e. although NOT 
required) to support GOOD-FAITH practices by this website and 
that NO laws under the United States have been violated. This 
document was obtained under the LEGAL guise of the CONTRACT 
entered into between Garretson Resolution Group and Denise 
Newsome and one in which Newsome is in LEGAL possession of to 
retain, distribute and use as she sees fit.  Any claims that Garretson 
may assert are NULL/VOID as a direct and proximate result of its 
"BREACH" of Contract WITHOUT justification.  Therefore, based 
upon such BREACH OF CONTRACT, any such claims Garretson 
may assert under the laws of the United States have been 
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WAIVED/LOST as a direct and proximate result of such BREACH 
and other criminal/civil violations.  This is why in the Complaint 
provided by Garretson Resolution Group OneWebHosting.com 
will find NO Statutes to support its arguments – i.e. because there 
are NONE!  There is NOTHING on this website that states that 
"Garretson Resolution Group was involved in the 9/11 attacks on the 
World Trade Center in New York."  Now if this is Garretson’s 
conscious bothering it, that is on it; however, there is NOTHING 
to validate such allegations by Garretson!  This website is in 
compliance with the laws of the United States and rights secured 
under the United States Constitution. 
 

11) In Response to No. 10 of Garretson's Complaint:  Denise Newsome 
retains and reasserts her responses above which include Nos. 1 thu 
10 as well as the following rebuttal responses to be presented.   
 

12)  In Response to No. 11 of Garretson's Complaint:  Denise Newsome 
retains and reasserts her responses above which include Nos. 1 thu 
11 as well as the following rebuttal responses to be presented. 
 

13) Garretson Resolution Group's Complaint amounts to "INTERNET 
STALKING/STALKING," “INTERNET BULLYING,” 
"HARASSMENT" and other crimes in FURTHERANCE of the 
Criminal/Civil wrongs addressed in the October 12, 2011 
Memorandum and other documents that Garretson seeks to have 
removed from www.vogeldenisenewsome.com.  The fact that 
Garretson Resolution Group has contacted OneWebHosting.com 
is UNLAWFUL/ILLEGAL, this is why they attempted to go 
behind Denise Newsome's back because Garretson PREYS on those 
who are IGNORANT of the Laws of the United States to engage in 
such conspiracies and attempt them to JOIN in such 
CONSPIRACIES and crimes as those addressed on 
www.vogeldenisenewsome.com. 
 

14) Garretson Resolution Group NEEDS TO SO ADVISE whether 
Denise Newsome will have to get a COURT ISSUED 
"INJUNCTION and RESTRAINING ORDER" of and against it 
and its employees for purposes of protecting her from such 
CRIMINAL THREATS and ATTACKS! 
 

15) Garretson Resolution Group's Complaint is INSUFFICIENT and 
LACKS any MERITS and LEGAL basis to support any claims it is 
asserting - i.e. this is why there are NO Statutes provided by 
Garretson Resolution Group advising what Statutes (if any) that 
www.vogeldenisenewsome.com is in violation of. 
 

16) Garretson Resolution Group if it believes that it has a LEGAL 
ACTION against Denise Newsome and/or information on the website 
domain www.vogeldenisenewsome.com is to bring legal action 
against her for such claims in the PROPER “JUDICIAL” venue.  
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Instead, it is attempting to get OneWebHosting.com to engage in 
CRIMINAL acts with it and INFRINGE upon rights that 
OneWebHosting.com provides to other customers.  Garretson has the 
"BURDEN of PROVING" Copyright infringements in their 
Complaint in a COURT of Law; however, it merely provided a 
Complaint full of RAMBLINGS and UNSUBSTANTIATED 
statements that CANNNOT be supported by any EVIDENCE of Case 
Laws! 
 

17) The United States Supreme Court in Sumner v. UNITED STATES 
Postal Service, 899 F.2d 203 (2d Cir. 1990) found (practices 
protected by opposition clause include writing letters to 
customers criticizing employer's alleged discrimination).  
Therefore, in keeping with the United States Supreme Court ruling, 
and that provided in the EEOC COMPLIANCE Manual, neither 
Denise Newsome nor the information provided at 
www.vogeldenisenewsome.com violates any "COPYRIGHT" laws 
and are protected by the "OPPOSITION Clause" as well as United 
States Constitution and other laws of the United States. 
 
The manner used on the website at www.vogeldenisenewsome.com is 
one in which "protests perceived employment discrimination must be 
reasonable in order for the ANTI-Retaliation provisions to apply.  In 
applying a 'reasonableness' standard, courts and the Commission 
balance the RIGHT of individuals to OPPOSE employment 
discrimination and the PUBLIC'S INTEREST in enforcement of the 
EEO laws. . ."  ". . .Courts have PROTECTED an employee's RIGHT 
to inform an employer's customers about the employer's alleged 
discrimination. . ."  Therefore, Garretson Resolution Group's 
Complaint is merely an EXTENSION of the CRIMINAL/CIVIL 
violations leveled against Denise Newsome during her employment.  
Furthermore, its contacting OneWebHosting.com is also in 
VIOLATION of the laws of the United States in that such actions are 
in FURTHERANCE of the Conspiracies they have entered into and 
are "NOW ATTEMPTING to ENGAGE OneWebHosting.com to 
JOIN IN THEIR CRIMINAL ACTS" and deprive Denise Newsome 
as well as www.vogeldenisenewsome.com rights 
SECURED/GUARANTEED under the United States Constitution. 
 

18) If Garretson Resolution Group believes that it has any legal claims, it 
KNOWS that contact OneWebHosting.com in attempts to SCARE it 
by having its attorney(s) contacting OneWebHosting.com is criminal 
in itself in that it constitutes:  CONSPIRACY, FRAUD, BRIBERY, 
EXTORTION, BLACKMAIL, COERCION,  COLLUSION, 
DEPRIVATION OF RIGHTS, etc. through the use of SHAM 
PROCESS (i.e the submittal of a FRIVOLOUS Complaint implying 
presentation by an ATTORNEY for purposes of INTIMIDATION 
and INCITING fear and to attempt to ILLEGALLY FORCE 
OneWebHosting.com to violate laws in joining in CONSPIRACIES 
with it to keep Denise Newsome and www.vogeldenisenewsome.com   
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from making information PUBLIC and exercising her rights under the 
United States Constitution and other governing laws.  Garretson has 
provided NO such laws to support their Complaint; therefore, 
Garretson (i.e. one who employees attorneys schooled in the laws) 
may be DEEMED to KNOW prior to and upon submittal that it 
was engaging in CRIMINAL CONDUCT/BEHAVIOR prohibited 
by the laws of the United States.  Garretson KNEW that there was 
NO legal authority for its Complaint submitted to 
OneWebHosting.com.  The Complaint has been provided in 
FURTHERANCE "INTERNET STALKING/STALKING" 
“HARASSMENT” and other Laws by those who are involved in 
CONSPIRACIES with Garretson Resolution Group. 
 

19) There is sufficient EVIDENCE on the website 
www.vogeldenisenewsome.com to support that Garretson Resolution 
Group may have CONSPIRED with the President of the United 
States President Barack Obama, his 2012 Campaign Manager (Jim 
Messina) and others to the CONSPIRACIES to 
UNLAWFULLY/ILLGALLY terminate Newsome’s Contract on 
October 21, 2011.  Denise Newsome’s MESSINA STAFFING 
Contract Employment with Garretson Resolution Group can be 
SUBSTANTIATED by the involvement of the United States 
President Barack Obama, his Campaign Manager (Jim MESSINA) 
and others.    
 
President Barack Obama’s 2012 Presidential Campaign Manager Jim 
MESSINA:   
http://www.scribd.com/fullscreen/77563186?access_ke
y=key-2cq97em6vz4jfv7tekuo 
 
Newsome’s MESSINA Staffing Timesheet (i.e. dated January 14, 
2011): 
http://www.scribd.com/fullscreen/79874871?access_key=key-
jbayk06j4q7f94qvmds 
 
Based on Garretson’s OWN statement made in No. 9 of its 
Complaint, "Garretson Resolution Group was involved in the 9/11 
attacks on the World Trade Center in New York," it appears to be 
confessing to having ties and/or connection with the 9/11 attacks (i.e. 

in that www.vogeldenisenewsome.com makes NO claims 
of Garretson’s involvement in the September 11, 2001 bombing 
attacks on the World Trade Center!”  The United States again, has 
addressed FIRST AMENDMENT Rights Protection even with such 
CRIMINALS involved are FAMOUS or ANONYMOUS that the 
PUBLIC has the right to be INFORMED: 
 
Rosenbloom v. Metromedia, Inc., 91 S.Ct. 1811(1971) – First Amendment 
protects all discussion and communication involving matters of public or 
general concern without regard to whether persons involved are famous or 
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anonymous. (Per Mr. Justice Brennan with the Chief Justice and one Justice 
joining in the opinion and two Justices concurring in the judgment.) 
U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 1. 
 
What has been ESTABLISHED is the NEXUS/CONNECTION 
between President Barack Obama’s Administration, Garretson 
Resolution Group in the UNLAWFUL/ILLEGAL BREACH OF 
EMPLOYMENT CONTRACT by Garretson Resolution Group 
fulfilling its ROLE in Conspiracies leveled against Denise Newsome  
and how they went about carrying out such CRIMINAL/CIVIL 
wrongs:  "10/12/11 - MEMO: MEETING WITH SANDY 
SULLIVAN/HR." 
 

20) 2012 is a Presidential Election year.  There are ILL 
MOTIVES behind Garretson Resolution Groups 
FALSE/SHAM/BOGUS Complaint submitted to 
OneWebHosting.com  The CRIMINAL/CIVIL wrongs leveled 
against Denise Newsome by Garretson Resolution Group and their 
CONSPIRATORS/CO-CONSPIRATORS are those in which they 
do NOT want the PUBLIC/WORLD to see; however, under the 
laws of the United States of America, Denise Newsome is within her 
rights and has LEGAL AUTHORITY in going PUBLIC with this 
information and is PROTECTED under the laws of the United 
States. 
 

21) Should Garretson Resolution Group believe that it has a 
VALID/GENUINE and GOOD FAITH claim under the Copyright 
laws, OneWebHosting.com IS NOT to get involved in deciding a 
legal matter.  As with other Citizens and/or businesses with such 
assertions the proper “LEGAL” RECOURSE is in a Courtroom to be 
decided by a JURY to decide the dispute.  Without the LEGAL and 
PROPER Court document to issued by a Court, OneWebHosting.com 
would be acting and become a party to any CONSPIRACIES that 
Garretson Resolution Group and its CONSPIRATORS/CO-
CONSPIRATOR are involved in leveled against Denise Newsome 
and/or against www.vogeldenisenewsome.com for EXERCISING 
rights PROTECTED under the United States Constitution and other 
laws of the United States.  Therefore, as a matter of law, Garretson 
Resolution Group MUST bring a legal action against Denise 
Newsome.  It has her contact information.    
 

22) Should Garretson Resolution Group – i.e. in that it has a HISTORY 
of being affiliated with a LAW FIRM – wants to present FACTUAL 
DOCUMENTATION and LEGAL CASE LAWS to support its 
claims and provide Denise Newsome the opportunity to review such 
legal defense and laws provided with a rebuttal, then and ONLY then 
is information, AS A MATTER OF LAW, required to remain on 
www.vogeldenisenewsome.com and decided in a COURT OF LAW! 
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Denise Newsome believes that this offer is made in GOOD FAITH 
and in support of MITIGATING any such claims that Garretson 
Resolution Group may assert.  In other words, BEFORE 
www.vogeldenisenewsome.com is REQUIRED to remove materials 
from its website, Garretson Resolution Group MUST produce SOLID 
and INDISPUTABLE evidence and LEGAL conclusions to support 
its claims of Copyright infringement. 
 

23) The fact, that Garretson Resolution Group has gone as far as to 
contact OneWebHosting.com – i.e. may constitute CRIMINAL 
INTENT to engage OneWebHosting.com into conspiracies leveled 
against Denise Newsome and in FURTHERANCE of Garretson’s 
BREACH OF CONTRACT and is now looking for FRESH Co-
Conspirators to JOIN in the FURTHERANCE of their 
CRIMINAL/CIVIL wrongs.  Moreover, attempts by Garretson 
Resolution Group to get OneWebHosting.com to DEPRIVE Denise 
Newsome and www.vogeldenisenewsome.com rights that 
PROTECTED under the laws of the United States and ENJOYED 
by other customers of OneWebHosting.com. 
 
OneWebHosting.com/Mark, please provide Garretson Resolution 
Group with Denise Newsome’s response.  Upon receipt of Garretson 
Resolution’s Group RESPONSE, please forward to Denise Newsome 
for review and consideration.  Ms. Newsome is willing to work in 
GOOD FAITH to get this issue resolved and to assure that Garretson 
Resolution Group and its CONSPIRTORS/CO-CONSPIRATORS 
are not operating in VIOLATION of the laws! 
 

See EXHIBIT “3” attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full 
herein.  PERTINENT and RELEVANT evidence as it goes to the MOTIVES and 
supports Plaintiff’s/GRG’s KNOWLEDGE that OneWebHosting.com being an 
INDISPENSIBLE party to this Lawsuit/Complaint.  

 
PERTINENT and RELEVANT evidence to sustain that Plaintiff/GRG is NOT entitled to the relief 
sought and documents obtained by Defendant/Newsome under the CONTRACT Agreement it knowingly, 
willingly, deliberately and maliciously BREACHED.  Furthermore, documents are a matter of PUBLIC 
Interest and evidence PERTINENT and RELEVANT to any other Legal Actions Defendant/Vogel Denise 
Newsome seeks to bring against Plaintiff/The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc. and no MALICIOUS 
PROSECUTION as this instant Lawsuit/Complaint can IMPEDE/HINDER and/or OBSTRUCT THE 
ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE and legal recourse to be sought by Defendant.  The laws are clear 
that when TITLE VII violations arise under the BREACH of Contract, any such claims to entitlement under 
an alleged Contract/Agreement is NULL/VOID! 
 

13. From Defendant’s/Newsome’s ANSWER there also appears to be ADDITIONAL 
Plaintiffs (i.e. such as the United States of America President Barack Obama, his 
Administration, 2012 Presidential Campaign Manager [Jim Messina]) to also be 
JOINED to the action that have a personal, financial and business interest – see Paragraph 
III at Nos. 19 and 20 of ANSWER to GRG’s OWH Complaint above and Paragraph 14 (d) 
below.  Therefore, ADDITIONAL Plaintiffs who also are INDISPENSIBLE to this 
Lawsuit/Complaint that if NOT JOINED to this action would further PREJUDICE the 
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action against Newsome in that they have played a VERY ACTIVE role in the 
CONSPIRACIES leveled against her. 

 

14. NEXUS CAN BE ESTABLISHED REGARDING UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA PRESIDENT BARACK OBAMA’S INTEREST IN THE OUTCOME OF 
THIS LAWSUIT/COMPLAINT and the PUBLIC’S RIGHT TO BE INFORMED 
– i.e. however, not limited to the following list: 

 
(a) On or about January 30, 2011, Defendant/Newsome submitted to the 

attention of her United States Kentucky Senator Rand Paul (“Senator Paul”), 
“INVESTIGATION of UNITED STATES PRESIDENT BARACK OBAMA – 
Senator Paul URGENT Assistance Is Being Requested” See EXHIBIT “4” 
attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein; 
 

(b) On or about March 12, 2011, Defendant/Newsome submitted for filing a 
timely “Petition For Extraordinary Writ” to the United States Supreme 
Court which involves legal action of and against a sitting United States 
President.  See EXHIBIT “5” - Petition  (BRIEF ONLY), attached hereto 
and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein; 

 
(c) On or about August 31, 2011, Defendant/Newsome submitted to the attention 

of her United States Kentucky Senator Rand Paul (i.e. with a copy to the 
United States Supreme Court) document entitled, "UNITED STATES 
KENTUCKY SENATOR RAND PAUL:  Request Of Status Of 
INVESTIGATION(S) Request Regarding United States President Barack 
Obama and Government Agencies/Officials; Assistance In Getting Petition 
For Extraordinary Writ Filed; and Assistance In Receipt of Relief 
PRESENTLY/IMMEDIATELY Due Newsome - WRITTEN Response 

Requested By THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 15, 
2011" 

 
See EXHIBIT “6” attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if set 
forth in full herein; 

 
(d) From documents sought by The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc. in 

which Defendant/Newsome is in LEGAL/LAWFUL possession of, it appears 
shortly AFTER Senator Paul and the United States Supreme Court received 
their copies, that GRG moved forward in its role in CONSPIRACIES and 
engaged in DISCRIMINATORY, RETALIATORY and CRIMINAL acts, 
etc. leveled against Defendant/Newsome as addressed in the October 12, 
2011, MEMORANDUM entitled, “Meeting With Sandy Sullivan/HR;” 
wherein white employees appear to have engaged in criminal/civil violations 
in the DESTRUCTION of Claimants documents and then CONSPIRED to 
FRAME and HARASS Defendant/Newsome (African-American) for purposes 
of getting her TERMINATED.  See EXHIBIT “7” attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein. 
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Garretson Resolution Group's "NON-NEGOTIABLE" List of Client Service Standards 
 
"The following ‘counter-culture behaviors’ will NOT be TOLERATED within GRG's 
culture:” 
 
i) NOT FOLLOWING THE GOLDEN RULE:  Yet, GRG REPEATEDLY 

allowed employees (i.e. including the Director of Human Resources and 
others to VIOLATE the "Golden Rule" for purposes of depriving 
Defendant/Newsome an employment opportunity) 

ii) DISHONESTY: GRG allowed its employees to create an environment of 
"Dishonesty" and "Distrust" in the way it conducts business (i.e. in the 
DESTRUCTION and COMPROMISING of Claimants' documents as 
well as tampering/obstructing work processes to make working condition 
unbearable/difficult for Defendant/Newsome to perform her duties).  
DISHONESTY in that GRG failing to advise Defendant/Newsome what 
the TRUE reasons may have been for the "ABRUPT BREACH OF 
CONTRACT" - i.e. KNOWLEDGE of her engagement in "PROTECTED 
ACTIVITIES" and GRG's efforts of AIDING & ABETTING in the 
COVER-UP of Criminal practices. 

iii) BROKEN PROMISES: GRG not only BROKE/BREACHED the 
commitment made to its Clients in the handling of business submitted, but 
BROKE/BREACHED contract made to Defendant/Newsome in regards to 
employment opportunities - i.e. Agreement being for contract services 
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through December 2011. Clearly a Company that CANNOT be trusted or 
the promises that it makes! 

iv) "NOT MY JOB:" GRG allowed employees to work under this motto and 
had employees refusing to perform tasks they felt were minimal/beneath 
them and passed on to Defendant/Newsome for handling. 

v) NOT ADDRESSING MISTAKES: GRG allowed employees to "MAKE 
MISTAKES" and LIE about it and/or worked with employees to COVER-
UP their mistakes and/or CRIMINAL behavior - i.e. 
DESTRUCTION/COMPROMISE of Claimants' documents and then 
attempting to FRAME Defendant/Newsome for such crimes. 

vi) NOT ADHERING TO SERVICE STANDARDS: GRG performed WAY 
BELOW Service Standards expected by Clients and was REPEATEDLY 
willing to COMPROMISE/SACRIFICE the clients' needs in GRG's quest 
to destroy Defendant/Newsome. 

vii) NOT ATTENDING DAILY STAND-UP MEETINGS: There were NO 
"DAILY" Stand-Up Meetings 

viii) POOR COMMUNICATION PRACTICES - GRG condoned employees 
EXCLUDING Defendant/Newsome from "Training" as well as Exclusion 
in "COMMUNICATING Policies/Procedures" Essential/Necessary for 
Defendant/Newsome in the carrying out of job tasks. 

ix) NOT ENGAGING IN GRG'S MANDATORY PROGRAMS: Clearly from the 
actions of GRG, employees were allowed and implemented 
GANGSTER/THUGGISH-like practices to promote 
DISCRIMINATORY/RACIST treatment evidencing that 
"MANDATORY" Programs - i.e. Equal Employment Opportunity policies 
- were LACKING and NOT required by GRG.  Clearly GRG allowing 
employees to take a "FAR DEPARTURE" from its CORE VALUES as 
well as "NON-NEGTIABLE" List of Client Service Standards may speak 
for itself. 

See EXHIBIT “30” attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full 
herein.  Information which is of PUBLIC Interest; 

 

(e) On or about Wednesday, September 14, 2011 (i.e. day 
BEFORE the September 15, 2011 DEADLINE given 
to Kentucky Senator Rand Paul), while GRG was fulfilling 
its role in the CONSPIRACIES and CRIMES leveled against 
Defendant/Newsome, United States of America President Obama’s 
“Campaign Launches ‘ATTACK' Site to Defend President's Record:” 

 
Obama for American Campaign Manager Jim Messina 
wrote in an email to supporters released Tuesday that he is 
looking for scouts to collect and report "phony attacks" on 
the president to a site called Attack Watch. . . . 
 
"There are a lot of folks on the other side who are 
chomping (sic) at the bit to distort the president’s record. 
It's not a question of if the next big lie will come, just when 
-- and what we're prepared to do about it.". . . 
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to report websites such as www.vogeldenisenewsome.com (i.e. and NEW 
one to be LAUNCHED) apparently Defendant’s/Newsome’s website that is 
in question.  See EXHIBIT “35” –Obama’s ATTACK Site Article, 
attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein. 
 

(f) Then on September 15, 2011 (i.e. the date DEADLINE EXPIRES), 
one of United States President Barack Obama’s KEY WATCHDOG in the 
JUDICIAL system and employee of Baker Donelson Bearman Caldwell & 
Berkowitz [i.e. the Law Firm which provides President Obama with Legal 
Counsel/Advice] RESIGNED.  This person being James C. Duff (i.e. the 
DIRECTOR of the Administrative of the United States Courts).  See 
EXHIBITS “8” and “9” respectively attached hereto and incorporated by 
reference as if set forth in full herein.  Another example is seeing Baker 
Donelson’s employee profile for LANCE B. LEGGITT - SENIOR 
ADVISOR to the Executive Office of the United States President and 
COUNSEL to the Deputy Secretary of the United States Department of 
Health & Human Services."  See EXHIBIT “10” attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein.  Information which is 
PERTINENT and relevant to the PUBLIC because it explains that MAJOR 
IMPACT and Role for the RECENT “ATTACKS” by Plaintiff/GRG, The 
United States of America – Executive Office of the President (Barack 
Obama – “President Obama”), his Administration and 2012 Presidential 
Campaign Staff Members (collectively known as “EOP”), Baker Donelson 
Bearman Caldwell & Berkowitz, etc. because of information that is of a 
PUBLIC INTEREST posted in INTERNET FORUMS which EXPOSES how 
“EOP” and “BD” intends to get what appears to be the “THEIR” Health 
Care Bill  passed through the United States Supreme Court: 

 
 
 

IMPORTANT TO NOTE:  Is United States President Barack Obama’s Legal 
Counsel/Advisors (Baker Donelson Bearman Caldwell & Berkowitz [“Baker Donelson”] has a 
LONGSTANDING legal opposition interest in matters involving Defendant/Newsome and use such 
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positions as high as the Executive Office of the United States President to initiate and participate in 
CRIMINAL/CIVIL wrongs leveled against Defendant/Newsome.  Can Baker Donelson’s Legal WOES with 

Defendant/Newsome be established?  YES!   Going back when Baker Donelson decided to come out 
from underneath that “White Hood” that it was wearing and show its face in the lawsuit Newsome vs. 
Entergy.  See EXHIBIT “11” – Docket Sheet and Complaint (BRIEF Only), attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein.  A lawsuit in which it appears that Baker Donelson 
relied upon the special favors of a CORRUPT/TAINTED Judge (i.e. such as G. Thomas Porteous) who was 
IMPEACHED and REMOVED from the bench in DISGRACE on or about December 8, 2010 for taking 
BRIBES, KICKBACKS, etc. to throw lawsuits.  See EXHIBIT “12” – Impeachment Article, attached 
hereto and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein.  Does this Court think that Baker 

Donelson and Judge Porteous advised Defendant/Newsome of any CONFLICT-OF-INTERESTS?  NO!  
Keeping their SPECIAL/CLOSE relationship out of the record.  However, looking at Baker Donelson’s 
List of Judges, this Court can see G. Thomas Porteous is PROUDLY included.  See EXHIBIT“13” – List 
of Judges, attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein.  How early did 
Defendant/Newsome report concerns of such CORRUPT practices of this Baker Donelson, Judge Porteous 
and other CONSPIRATORS/CO-CONSPIRATORS?  As early as September 17, 2004 through pleading 
entitled, "PETITIONER'S PETITION SEEKING INTERVENTION/PARTICIPATION OF THE 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE."  See EXHIBIT“14” – Petition, attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein.    
 
Until Defendant/Newsome went PUBLIC in sharing this information in late 2009/early 2010, Baker 
Donelson PROUDLY LISTED its Government Position STRONGHOLDS - See EXHIBIT“34” – Baker 
Donelson Government Positions, attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full 
herein.  The PUBLIC wants to know how United States Barack Obama got into the White 
House.  YES, Baker Donelson’s people are in “CITIZENSHIP and 
IMMIGRATION. . .” also a key position to be in when the DOMESTIC TERRORISTS Acts on 
September 11, 2001 were carried out! 
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(g) On the SAME day (i.e. September 15, 2011 of DEADLINE for WRITTEN 
REQUEST from United States Kentucky Senator Rand Paul, and James C. 
Duff Stepping Down), President Barack Obama ANNOUNCES that he is 

going to Cincinnati, Ohio on September 22, 2011 – i.e. masking 
visit behind a Spence Bridge issue.  Clearly, a trip to MASK/SHIELD an 
illegal animus and the President of the United States and his 
Conspirators/Co-Conspirators their OBSESSION with Newsome that they 
engage in the CRIMINAL STALKING, INTERNET STALKING, 
THREATS, HARASSMENT, BULLYING, etc. of her in efforts of 
depriving her FIRST Amendment Rights as well as other rights secured under 
the United States Constitution and other laws of the United States.  See 
EXHIBIT“15” – Announcement Article, attached hereto and incorporated 
by reference as if set forth in full herein.   

 

(h) On October 5, 2011, another member (i.e. United States Attorney 
General Eric Holder) of the United States President Barack Obama’s 
Administration makes a trip to Cincinnati, Ohio.  A reasonable mind may 
conclude that given the facts, evidence and legal conclusions herein that this 
trip may have also been one of ILL INTENT for purposes of getting a 
STATUS report from Plaintiff/The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc. as 
to how their “Operation TAKE DOWN” was going leveled against 
Defendant/Newsome.  See EXHIBIT“16” – News Article, attached hereto 
and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein.  

 
(i) Out of concerns of the CRIMINAL/CIVIL wrongs leveled against her, 

Defendant/Newsome submitted her OCTOBER 12, 2011, Memorandum 
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“Meeting With Sandy Sullivan/HR.”  See EXHIBIT“7” – Memorandum, 
attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein.   

 
 

The laws of the United States are CLEAR that NO Contract/Agreement 
that is BREACHED upon civil violations based on one’s race, color, 
ethnicity religion, sex, national origin, age, disability, engagement in 
PROTECTED activities, etc. CAN shield/protect VIOLATING party(s) to 
the Contract/Agreement from LIABILITY!  Furthermore, under Title VII of 
the Civil Rights Act and other governing laws, Defendant/Vogel Denise 
Newsome has a DUTY and OBLIGATION to inform the PUBLIC/WORLD 
of the employment violations!  The record EVIDENCE is clear that PRIOR 
to going PUBLIC, that Defendant/Newsome in GOOD-FAITH “Notified” 
Plaintiff/ The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc. of employment 
violations – as required by law! 
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Matt Garretson (White Male) Founder/Chief Executive Officer (CEO) 
 

Sandy Sullivan (White Female) Director of Human Resources 
 

Rick Beavers (White Male) Director of Claims Administration 
 

Kati Payne (White Female) Manager of Bankruptcy & Probate - 
PROMOTED to Portfolio Manager 
 

Mary Ellen Landis (White Female) Bankruptcy/Probate Coordinator - 
PROMOTED to Manager Bankruptcy & 
Probate 
 

Tina Mullen (White Female) Senior Project Manager - MOVED to Quality 
Assurance Trainer 
 

Dion Russell (Black Female) Project Manager - Program Manager 
 

Elylse Gabel (White Female) Project Manager - Program Manager 
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Bill Little (White Male) Project Manager - Program Manager 
 

Lorianna Schurmann (White 
Female) 

Project Manager - Program Manager 
 

Linda Englehart (White Female) Project Manager - Program Manager 
 

Heather Custer (White Female) Project Manager - DEMOTED to Project 
Coordinator 
 

Mike Dittman (White Male) Project Coordinator 
 

Lisa Martin (White Male) Project Coordinator 
 

Tiffany Jansen (White Female) Data Analyst 
 

Brandy Jansen (White Female) Data Analyst 
 

Fred Brackmann (White Male) Data Analyst 
 

Adam Hurley (White Male) Data Analyst 
 

Jacob Bohnert (White Male) Data Analyst 
 

 
 

FREE SPEECH and “RIGHT” TO INFORM THE PUBLIC: 
 

3. Standards Governing Application of the Opposition Clause: 
 a. Manner of Opposition Must Be Reasonable 
 The manner in which an individual protests perceived employment discrimination 
must be reasonable in order for the anti- retaliation provisions to apply. In applying a 
"reasonableness" standard, courts and the Commission balance the right of individuals to 
oppose employment discrimination and the public's interest in enforcement of the EEO laws 
against an employer's need for a stable and productive work environment. 
 Public criticism of alleged discrimination may be a reasonable form of opposition. 
Courts have protected an employee's right to inform an employer's customers about the 
employer's alleged discrimination, as well as the right to engage in peaceful picketing to 
oppose allegedly discriminatory employment practices. - - See United States Supreme Court 
Decision:  16 See, e.g., Sumner v. United States Postal Service, 899 F.2d 203 (2d Cir. 1990) 
(practices protected by opposition clause include writing letters to customers criticizing 
employer's alleged discrimination). 

 
See EXHIBIT “29” – EEOC COMPLIANCE MANUAL, attached hereto and incorporated by reference 
as if set forth in full herein. 
 

DEADLINE FOR DEFENDANT/NEWSOME TO 
FILE EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMPLAINT: 

ON OR ABOUT APRIL 20, 2012! 
 
Plaintiff/The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc. may want to REVISIT the Newsome vs. Entergy 
Complaint attached at EXHIBIT “11” of this instant MTVOGMFTRO; wherein Baker Donelson (i.e. 
Legal Counsel/Advisor for United States President Barack Obama) was Opposing Counsel and TOOK A 
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SHELLACKING that the only way they could succeed was engaging CORRUPT Judge G. Thomas 
Porteous – Judge appearing on its Judges Listing (See “EXHIBIT “13”) and IMPEACHED on or about 
December 8, 2010, for taking BRIBES/KICKBACKS to “Throw Lawsuits!”  There go the 
CREDIBILITY! (See EXHIBIT “12”). 
 

(j) On or about OCTOBER 19, 2011, GRG’S Sandy Sullivan provided 
Defendant/Newsome with a response such as, "Once I have received feedback, I 
would like to schedule a follow up meeting to discuss ALL of your concerns.  If a 
Manager from the CA team needs to be part of this discussion due to specific detail, 
I'll be sure to let you know in the MEETING INVITATION."  See EXHIBIT“17” – 
Email Threads of October 12 – 20, 2011, attached hereto and incorporated by 
reference as if set forth in full herein.   

 

(k) On or about OCTOBER 21, 2011, after CONFIRMING that 
Defendant’s/Newsome’s Contract employment would continue through December 
2011, Plaintiff/The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc. breached the 
CONTRACT Agreement between it and Defendant/Newsome.  
Defendant/Newsome being advised on the morning of October 21, 2011, from 
Messina Staffing Representative (Justin Roehm) that her GRG was honoring her 
contract as agreed through December 2011.  See EXHIBIT“18” – October 21 
Email Memorializing Conversation, attached hereto and incorporated by 
reference as if set forth in full herein.   

 
Furthermore, CONFIRMING the Contract Agreement entered with 
Defendant/Newsome on or about May 11, 2011, wherein GRG’s Sandy Sullivan 
advised Newsome that her employment was being extended through December 
2011.  See EXHIBIT“19” – May 11, 2011 Email, attached hereto and incorporated 
by reference as if set forth in full herein.   

 

(l) On October 21, 2011, Plaintiff/The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc. 
BREACHED the Contract Agreement with Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome.  
Therefore, as a matter of law, because said BREACH was MOTIVIATED 
unlawful/illegal practices because of Defendant’s/Newsome’s race, color, 
knowledge of her engagement in protected activities, and furtherance of 
CONSPIRACIES leveled against her, etc., the terms of the CONTRACT 
Agreement between GRG and Newsome became NULL/VOID and therefore, as a 
direct and proximate result of said BREACH, as a Party to the CONTRACT 
Agreement Defendant/Newsome is in RIGHTFUL/LEGAL possession of 
documents and may retain, distribute and use documents obtained under the 
CONTRACT Agreement as she sees fit.   
 
Plaintiff/GRG ABRUPTLY terminated Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome’s 
employment with KNOWLEDGE being promoted to “PROJECT 
COORDINATOR” from a “DATA ENTRY” in that it FAILED to compensate her 
for promotion alleging that the Data Entry position in which she was 
CONTRACTED was the same as that of PROJECT Coordinator.  See EXHIBIT 
“32” – Phone Directory (REDACTED), attached hereto and incorporated by 
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reference as if set forth in full herein.  See EXHIBIT “33” – Organization Chart, 
attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein. 
 

 
IMPORTANT TO NOTE FOR THE RECORD:  That Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome 
was advised of the CONTRACT Employment with Plaintiff/ The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc. 
through an Agency by the name of “MESSINA STAFFING.”  See EXHIBIT “20” – Messina 

Timesheet, attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein.  It appears 
United States President Barack Obama relied upon the SPECIAL 
TIE/RELATIONSHIP of his 2012 Presidential Campaign Manager (JIM MESSINA) 
to aid in abet in the CRIMINAL/CIVIL employment violations leveled against 
Defendant/Newsome to have her employment terminated.  See EXHIBIT “21” – Jim Messina 
Info, attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein.  
 

 
 

ANY and ALL rights by Plaintiff/GRG to documents LEGALLY/LAWFULLY 
obtained by Defendant/Newsome was WAIVED/LOST as a direct and proximate 
result of its BREACH of the Contract Agreement which were racially motivated as 
well as its knowledge of Defendant’s/Newsome’s engagement in PROTECTED 
activities.  Acts which are in violation of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act as well as 
other laws of the United States. 
 

E.E.O.C. v. Ohio Edison Co., 7 F.3d 541 
(C.A.6.Ohio,1993) - Title VII section prohibiting 
discrimination by employer against employee because 
employee has “opposed any practice” should be broadly 
construed to include claim in which employee, or his 
representative, has opposed any unlawful employment 
practice. Civil Rights Act of 1964, § 704(a), 42 U.S.C.A. § 
2000e-3(a). 
 Employer may not discriminate against employee 
because employee opposed unlawful employment practice, 
or made charge, or participated in investigation, 
proceeding, or hearing related to Title VII. Civil Rights Act 
of 1964, § 704(a), 42 U.S.C.A. § 2000e-3(a). 
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Therefore, based on said statutes/laws a reasonable mind may conclude that 
Plaintiff’s/GRG’s filing of this Lawsuit/Complaint has been for purposes of 
OBSTRUCTING justice and efforts to prevent EQUAL EMPLOYMENT 
OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION Complaint from being filed – further supporting 
acts by Plaintiff/GRG being WILLFUL, MALICIOUS and WANTON! 
 
As a matter of law, the EMPLOYMENT VIOLATIONS of GRG is a matter of 
PUBLIC interest and CANNOT be obstructed by any claims of entitlement under a 
BREACHED and/or NULL/VOID Contract.  As a matter of law, 
Defendant/Newsome has a DUTY and OBLIGATION to make the 
CRIMINAL/CIVIL wrongs of engaged in by GRG a matter of PUBLIC RECORD 
and to reports said employment violations. 
 

(m) On or about January 10, 2012, United States of America President Barack 
Obama was served with a “PINK SLIP/30-DAY NOTICE” to VACATE the 

United States White House by Friday, February 10, 2012, via 
Certified Mail RETURN RECEIPT (EMPHASIS ADDED).  See EXHIBITS “22” 
and “23” – Pink Slip and Return Receipt Green Card Information respectfully, 
attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein.   
 

 

 
 
Said Pink Slip was supported by Defendant’s/Newsome’s “NOTIFICATION FOR 
TERMINATION - REQUEST FOR IMPEACHMENT OF PRESIDENT 
BARACK HUSSEIN OBAMA II – RESPONSE TO THE ATTACKS ON 
FLORIDA A&M UNIVERSITY REGARDING ALLEGED HAZING 
INCIDENT – REQUEST FOR INTERNATIONAL MILITARY 
INTERVENTION MAY BE NECESSARY.”  See EXHIBIT “24” – Notification 
(i.e. because of this 291 Page document ONLY Pages 1, 2 and 291 are included), 
attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein.   
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JUST SAY “NO” OBAMA’S GOT TO “GO!” 
 

 
 

(n) On or about January 27, 2012 and February 1, 2012, 
Defendant/Newsome submitted via Emails to United States President Barack 
Obama, United States Congressional Leaders and the PUBLIC/WORLD entitled, 
“NOTIFICATION FOR TERMINATION - REQUEST FOR 
IMPEACHMENT OF PRESIDENT BARACK HUSSEIN OBAMA II – 
RESPONSE TO THE ATTACKS ON FLORIDA A&M UNIVERSITY 
REGARDING ALLEGED HAZING INCIDENT – REQUEST FOR 
INTERNATIONAL MILITARY INTERVENTION MAY BE NECESSARY.”  See 
EXHIBIT “25” – Notification, attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if 
set forth in full herein.   
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(o) Then approximately ONE (1) day AFTER the February 1, 2012, email 

submissions NOTIFYING the PUBLIC/WORLD with matters of a 
PUBLIC importance, here comes Plaintiff/The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, 
Inc. contacting Defendant’s/Newsome’s Internet Hosting Company 
(OneWebHosting.com) filing a Complaint for her exercising her rights under the 
FIRST Amendment of the United States Constitution and other laws of the United 
States. 
 

(p) On or about Sunday, February 5, 2012, Defendant/Vogel 
Denise Newsome received the RIPPED UP 
“CERTIFIED RETURN RECEIPT GREEN 
CARD” that she NOTIFIED the PUBLIC of on or 
about January 27, 2012 – February 1, 2012.  The Green 

Card had been RIPPED UP/DESTROYED; however, 
upon Defendant’s/Newsome’s NOTIFICATION to United States President Barack 
Obama, United States CONGRESSIONAL Members and the PUBLIC, it appears 

the “Green Card” was TAPED BACK TOGETHER 
and RETURNED to Defendant/Vogel Denise 
Newsome.  This “Green Card” bearing stamp 
“WHITE HOUSE OFFICE – WASHINGTON, 
D.C…”  See EXHIBIT “23” attached hereto and incorporated by reference as 
if set forth in full herein. 
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UNDISPUTED FACT:  On or about February 2, 
2012, Plaintiff/The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc., 
its LEGAL COUNSEL (i.e. which appears to have been 
Keating Muething & Klekamp PLL) and those (i.e. which 
appears to be United States Of America - Office of the 
President Barack Obama/President Obama’s 
Administration Members/Campaign Staff (collectively 
known as “EOP”), Baker Donelson Bearman Caldwell & 
Berkowitz, etc. and other CONSPIRATORS/CO-
CONSPIRATORS) did KNOWINGLY, WILLINGLY, 
DELIBERATELY and MALICIOUSLY launch and “ALL 
OUT ATTACK” on Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome 
which is a “matter of PUBLIC/WORLDWIDE 
INTEREST.”  This matter involves a SITTING United 
States President/EOP and the PUBLIC/WORLD has the 
RIGHT to be informed of this instant Lawsuit/Complaint 
that has been filed as a DIRECT and PROXIMATE result of 
RETALIATORY/REVENGEFUL practices leveled 
against Defendant Newsome for EXERCISING her FIRST 
Amendment Rights and the efforts that have been taken to 
SILENCE her. 
 
As addressed in the January 10, 2012 “PINK SLIP” and “NOTIFICATION FOR 
TERMINATION. . .” served on United States President Barack Hussein Obama II: 
 

United States of America President Barack Hussein Obama II became the agent 
of the other conspirator (s), and any act done by one of the combination is 
regarded under the law as the act of both or all. In other words, what one 
does, if there is this combination, becomes the act of both or all of them, no 
matter which individual may have done it. This is true as to each member of 
the conspiracy, even those whose involvement was limited to a minor role in 
the unlawful transaction, and it makes no difference whether or not such 
individual shared in the profits of the actions. (Am. Jur. Pleading and Practice 
Forms, Conspiracy § 9) 
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These are EMBARASSMENT, DISGRACEFUL and SHAMEFUL 
ACTS that are of PUBLIC/WORLDWIDE INTEREST: 

 

 
 

 

NEXUS ESTABLISHED BETWEEN DEFENDANT’S/NEWSOME’S EXERCISE OF 
FIRST AMENDMENT RIGHTS AND MALICIOUS LAWSUIT BROUGHT BY PLAINTIFF/GRG.  
FURTHERMORE, THAT THERE ARE OTHER PARTIES (i.e. INDISPENSIBLE TO THIS 
ACTION) – OneWebHosting.com, Scribd.com, United States President Barack Obama/his Administration 
and others – THAT HAVE AN INTEREST IN ITS OUTCOME THAT HAVE NOT BEEN NAMED AND 
SERVED IN THIS ACTION BECAUSE PLAINTIFF/GRG KNEW and/or should have KNOWN OF THE 
JURISDICTIONAL HURDLES THAT EXISTED.  INSTEAD THEY SOUGHT TO BRING A 
MALICIOUS LAWSUIT AGAINST DEFENDANT/NEWSOME WITHOUT JUST CAUSE. 
 

15. Pursuant to Rule 19 of the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure, Plaintiff/ The Garretson Firm 
Resolution Group, Inc. did KNOWINGLY, WILLINGLY, DELIBERATELY and 
MALICIOUSLY fail to include the following INDISPENSIBLE Parties as 
Plaintiffs/Defendants to their Lawsuit/Complaint that have interests and have 
REPEATEDLY played roles in PAST and RECENT unlawful/illegal 
ATTACKS/CONSPIRACIES leveled against Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome for 
purposes of depriving her FIRST Amendment Rights secured/guaranteed under the United 
States Constitution and other laws of the United States – i.e. their 
EMPLOYEES/REPRESENTATIVES in their OFFICIAL and PERSONAL capacities: 
 
OneWebHosting.com (“OWH”) 
1330  21st Street, Suite 203 
Sacramento, California  95814 
(Additional Defendant(s)) – i.e. INDISPENSIBLE Party 
that provided Internet Forum that Defendant/Newsome 
used  (i.e. until Contract was BREACHED as a direct and 
proximate result of Plaintiff/GRG and Parties to be 

Scribd.com (“SCRIBD”) 
539 Bryant Street, Suite 200 
San Francisco, California  94107 
(Additional Defendant(s)) – i.e. INDISPENSIBLE 
Party that provided Internet Forum that 
Defendant/Newsome used (i.e. until Contract was 
BREACHED as a direct and proximate result of 
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JOINED) to exercise First Amendment Rights and other 
Rights protected under the laws of the United States that 
may come into question 
 

Plaintiff GRG and Parties to be JOINED) by 
Plaintiff and Parties to be JOINED) to exercise 
First Amendment Rights and other Rights 
protected under the laws of the United States that 
may come into question 
 

United States Of America  
Office of the President Barack Obama/President 
Obama’s Administration Members/ 
Campaign Staff (collectively known as “EOP”) 
1600 Pennsylvania Ave NW 
Washington, DC 20500 
(Additional Plaintiff(s)) – i.e. INDISPENSIBLE Party 
that has CONSPIRED with Plaintiff/GRG to bring this 
action.  Using GRG and their representatives as a 
FRONTING Organization to carry out their 
CRIMINAL/CIVIL wrongs leveled against 
Defendant/Newsome.  Using FRONTING Organization 
in efforts to HIDE/MASK/SHIELD their criminal/civil 
wrongs from the PUBLIC’S EYES 
 
 

Keating Muething & Klekamp PLL 
(“KM&K”) 
1 E. Fourth Street, Suite 1400 
Cincinnati, Ohio  45202 
(Additional Plaintiff(s)) – i.e. INDISPENSIBLE 
Party that has CONSPIRED with Plaintiff/GRG to 
bring this action.  Using GRG and their 
representatives as a FRONTING Organization to 
carry out their CRIMINAL/CIVIL wrongs leveled 
against Defendant/Newsome.  Using FRONTING 
Organization in efforts to HIDE/MASK/SHIELD 
their criminal/civil wrongs from the PUBLIC’S 
EYES – possible CONFLICT-OF-INTEREST 
and confirming concerns of 
Defendant/Newsome 
 

Baker Donelson Bearman Caldwell & 
Berkowitz, PC (“BD”) 
First Tennessee Building 
165 Madison Avenue 
Memphis, Tennessee 38103 
(Additional Plaintiff(s)) – i.e. INDISPENSIBLE Party 
that has CONSPIRED with Plaintiff/GRG to bring this 
action.  Using GRG and their representatives as a 
FRONTING Organization to carry out their 
CRIMINAL/CIVIL wrongs leveled against 
Defendant/Newsome.  Using FRONTING Organization 
in efforts to HIDE/MASK/SHIELD their criminal/civil 
wrongs from the PUBLIC’S EYES 
 

Others as Investigations may yield 

 OneWebHosting.com and Scribd.com are necessary Parties to this Lawsuit.  If OWH and 
SCRIBD are not added as Party Defendants to this action it would “as a practical matter impair or impede 
Defendant’s/Newsome’s ability to protect her interest” in accordance with Civil Rule 19(A)(2)(a) of the 
Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure and other laws governing said matters. Furthermore, if OWH and SCRIBD 
are not added as Parties,  it will also “leave Defendant/Newsome who is already a named Party already 
subject to a substantial risk of  incurring double, multiple, or otherwise inconsistent obligations by 
reason of her claimed interest. . .” Therefore, as a matter of statute/law, OWH and SCRIBD are 
INDISPENSIBLE Parties and must be JOINED in accordance to Rule Civil Rule 19(A)(2)(b) of the Ohio 
Rules of Civil Procedure and other laws governing said matters. 
 
 The United States of America – Executive Office of the President (Barack Obama – “President 
Obama”), his Administration and 2012 Presidential Campaign Staff Members (collectively known as 
“EOP”), Baker Donelson Bearman Caldwell & Berkowitz (“BD” – which includes its employees and 
representatives)– Law Firm that provides President Obama with legal counsel/advice -  and Keating 
Muething & Klekamp PLL  (“KM&K” – which includes its employees and representatives) are 
INDISPENSIBLE Party Plaintiffs to this action that have a personal, business and financial interest in 
Plaintiff’s/GRG’s Lawsuit/Complaint that have NOT been JOINED. If EOP and BD are not added as Party 
Plaintiffs to this action it would “as a practical matter impair or impede Defendant’s/Newsome’s ability to 
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protect her interest” in accordance with Civil Rule 19(A)(2)(a) of the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure and 
other laws governing said matters.  
 

 
 
NEXUS ESTABLISHED BETWEEN INDISPENSIBLE Parties The United States of 
America – Executive Office of the President (Barack Obama – “President Obama”), his 
Administration and 2012 Presidential Campaign Staff Members AND Scribd.com.  
Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome’s Scribd.com services were DISABLED as a direct and 
proximate result of “ATTACKS” on her First Amendment Rights under the United States 
Constitution AFTER Defendant had enjoyed MONTHS of service with this INTERNET 
provider in the sharing of EDUCATIONAL and INFORMATIVE matters that are of 
PUBLIC Interests! 
 
The Hamilton County (Ohio) Court of Common Pleas has NO jurisdiction over matters and 
business dealings between Defendant/Newsome and INTERNET Services provided her out 
of another State – CALIFORNIA.  Therefore, as a matter of law, this Court has USURP 
JURISDICTION and/or attempting to ABUSE JURISDICTIONAL issues in this matter.  
Furthermore, any ORDER issued by an OHIO STATE Court entered for INTERNET 
Services provided out of the STATE of CALIFORNIA is NOT binding.   
 
While Defendant/Newsome is not in receipt of the Complaint and/or Motion(s) of 
Plaintiff/GRG, California Laws are CLEAR: 
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“. . .a lawsuit filed in another state, the court "shall" award all 
reasonably expenses incurred in making your motion - including 
attorneys' fees - if the following conditions are met:  
 

 the subpoena was served on an Internet service provider 
or other Section 230 computer service provider;  

 the underlying lawsuit arose from your exercise of free 
speech on the Internet; and  

 the plaintiff failed to make his prima facie showing.  - - Cal. 
Civ. Pro. Code § 1987.2(b). 

 
Just as the United States President has been extended a FULL PAGE on SCRIBD.COM it 

appears “AFTER” the attacks on Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome, Defendant has 
been EXTENDED “INTERNET SERVICES” through other 
providers (i.e. in CALIFORNIA, etc.) in which she have acted 
upon.  Furthermore, OneWebHosting.com OFFERED to assist 
Defendant/Newsome with the TRANSFER of her information to 
ANOTHER Web Hosting provider.  - - DAHHHHHHH!  
Defendant/Newsome sharing the UNLAWFUL/ILLEGAL and UNETHICAL practices of 
Plaintiff/GRG and its CONSPIRATORS/CO-CONSPIRATORS offering her INTERNET 
Services elsewhere!  CONFIRMING that an Ohio STATE COURT’s (i.e. such as Hamilton 
County Court of Common Pleas) Order that may have been issued on or about February 3, 

2012, is NOT “Legally” Binding in CALIFORNIA and/or Anti-
SLAPP Lawsuits in that it was clearly brought in the State of 
Ohio to EVADE the Laws of California.  This is why Plaintiff/GRG has 
attempted to STRIP Defendant/Newsome of PROTECTED Rights by bringing this action in 
a “ANOTHER” State to EVADE the California “Anti-SLAPP Law!” 
 
 

IV) PLAINTIFF/THE GARRETSON FIRM RESOLUTION GROUP, 
INC.’S LAWSUIT/COMPLAINT IS A MATTER OF “PUBLIC 
RECORD:” 
 
In accordance with Ohio Revised Code § 149.43 Availability of PUBLIC RECORDS for 
Inspection and Copying: 
 

(A) As used in this section: 
(1) “Public record” means records kept by any public office, 
including, but not limited to, state, county, city, . . .  
 

  
DEFINED:  MATTER OF RECORD - anything, including testimony, 
evidence, rulings, and sometimes arguments which has been recorded by the 
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court reporter or court clerk. It is an expression often heard in trials and 
legal arguments that "such and such is a matter of record" as distinguished 
from actions outside the court or discussions not written down or taped. - - 
Legal Dictionary/TheFreeDictionary.com. 

 
Information POSTED on a PUBLIC Forum by Plaintiff/GRG supports its ADVERTISEMENT in 
providing SERVICES of a PUBLIC nature – See EXHIBIT “31” – Garretson Info, attached hereto 
and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein: 
 

 
 
 

Plaintiff/ The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc. through its OWN RECKLESS and 

DECEPTIVE practices in the filing of its Lawsuit/Complaint against Defendant/Vogel 
Denise Newsome in the Hamilton County (Ohio) Court of Common Pleas, it appears provided a 

Complaint and Motion(s) which are now a “matter of PUBLIC RECORD.”  
Therefore, any and all pleading submitted by Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome in the defense and 

PRESERVATION of protecting her rights are a “matter of PUBLIC record.”  

Therefore, any and all claims that Plaintiff/GRG and other INDISPENSIBLE Party Plaintiffs 

may have, have been WAIVED and are now a matter of “PUBLIC RECORD” and 
subject to review by the PUBLIC-AT-LARGE. 
 
No, a reasonable mind may conclude that upon receiving Defendant’s/Newsome’s Answer to 
Plaintiff’s/GRG’s OneWebHosting.com Complaint (i.e. see III (12)(13-14) of this 
MTVOGMFTRO) which states: _ 

 
13) Garretson Resolution Group's Complaint amounts to "INTERNET 

STALKING/STALKING," “INTERNET BULLYING,” 
"HARASSMENT" and other crimes in FURTHERANCE of the 
Criminal/Civil wrongs addressed in the October 12, 2011 Memorandum and 
other documents that Garretson seeks to have removed from 
www.vogeldenisenewsome.com.  The fact that Garretson Resolution 
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Group has contacted OneWebHosting.com is UNLAWFUL/ILLEGAL, 
this is why they attempted to go behind Denise Newsome's back because 
Garretson PREYS on those who are IGNORANT of the Laws of the United 
States to engage in such conspiracies and attempt them to JOIN in such 
CONSPIRACIES and crimes as those addressed on 
www.vogeldenisenewsome.com. 
 

14) Garretson Resolution Group NEEDS TO SO ADVISE whether Denise 
Newsome will have to get a COURT ISSUED "INJUNCTION and 
RESTRAINING ORDER" of and against it and its employees for purposes 
of protecting her from such CRIMINAL THREATS and ATTACKS! 

 
Plaintiff/GRG may have just about “BROKE its NECK” to get to the Courthouse to bring this 
MALICIOUS prosecution action against Defendant/Newsome and INDISPENSIBLE Party 
Defendants that it has attempted to ELUDE in naming from its Lawsuit/Complaint filed against 
Newsome. 
 
 Furthermore, in accordance with the “PUBLIC RECORDS” Act the record evidence will 

support that document provided herein have been REDACTED accordingly by 
Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome for purposes of sharing information with the PUBLIC. 
 
 The SERVICES that Plaintiff/GRG provides is of a PUBLIC nature and involves 
CITIZENS of the PUBLIC!  Moreover, services provided to PUBLIC/GOVERNMENT Entities, 
etc. 
 
 

V) CALIFORNIA Anti-SLAPP (Strategic Lawsuits Against Public 
Participation) LAW: A reasonable mind based upon the above facts and evidence as well 
as the following may conclude that Plaintiff’s/The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc.’s 
FAILURE to include INDISPENSIBLE Party OneWebHosting.com and others, is due to its 
ATTEMPT to EVADE California Anti-SLAPP Law.  Under the Law of the State of California, the 
Complaint it appears (i.e. in that Defendant/Newsome has not been served) may be what is known 
in California as a SLAPP action.  See EXHIBIT “26” – California SLAPP Law, attached hereto 
and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein.   Newsome has been PREJUDICED and 
IRREPARABLY injured/harmed through the MALICIOUS acts of Plaintiff/The Garretson Firm 
Resolution Group, Inc.  Therefore, Defendant/Newsome states the following however, defenses are 
NOT limited to this listing: 

 
a) LACK OF JURISDICTION and IMPROPER Venue precludes this Court from 

exercising jurisdiction in this matter in that there are Parties to any alleged 
Lawsuit/Complaint that GRG may seek to bring against Defendant/Newsome. 
 

b) When brought in the proper Jurisdiction and Venue in the State of California, California's 
Anti-SLAPP statute can be used to COUNTER SLAPP-type cases (i.e. such as what 
appears to be the Complaint GRG may have filed along with its Motion and/or this Court’s 
Granting Motion For A Temporary Restraining Order) as this instant action brought by the 
Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc. 
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c) When brought in the PROPER VENUE and Jurisdiction, the Anti-SLAPP statute allows 
Newsome to file a special motion (i.e. such as a Motion to Quash) to a Complaint filed 
against her based on an "act in furtherance of [your] right of petition or free speech under 
the United States or California Constitution in connection with a public issue."  

 
d) GRG’s Lawsuit/Motion brought against Defendant/Newsome, has been brought 

PRIMARILY to discourage speech about issues of PUBLIC significance or PUBLIC 
participation in government proceedings.  

 
e) To challenge GRG' Lawsuit/Motion as a SLAPP, Newsome need to show that GRG is suing 

her for an "act in furtherance of Defendant’s/Newsome’s right of petition or free speech 
under the United States or California Constitution in connection with a public issue."   
Therefore, based on the facts, evidence and legal conclusions provided above and to follow, 
Defendant/Newsome has met this burden.  Moreover that Plaintiff’s/GRG’s 
Complaint/Lawsuit has been filed for MALICIOUS and CRIMINAL intent to deprive 
Defendant/Newsome RIGHTS secured under the FIRST Amendment of the United States 
Constitution as well as other governing Statutes Laws. 

 
f) According to the Anti-SLAPP Law in California article attached to this instant Motion to 

Vacate, "Although people often use terms like ‘free speech'" and "petition the government" 
loosely in popular speech, the anti-SLAPP law gives this phrase a particular legal meaning, 
which includes four categories of activities: 

 
i) any written or oral statement or writing made before a legislative, executive, or 

judicial proceeding, or any other official proceeding authorized by law; (i.e. which 
is established in this instant MTVOGMFTRO); 
 

ii) any written or oral statement or writing made in connection with an issue under 
consideration or review by a legislative, executive, or judicial body, or any other 
official proceeding authorized by law; (i.e. which is established in this instant 
MTVOGMFTRO); 

 
iii) any written or oral statement or writing made in a place open to the public or a 

public forum in connection with an issue of public interest; or 
 

iv) any other conduct in furtherance of the exercise of the constitutional right of 
petition or the constitutional right of free speech in connection with a public 
issue or an issue of public interest. 

 
Based on the NUMBER of reads that Defendant/Newsome pulled from her Scribd.com account, a 
reasonable mind may conclude that the PUBLIC has in INTEREST in the information that she is 
sharing in a PUBLIC forum as her Internet website at www.vogeldenisenewsome.com as well as 

Scribd.com: 
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Cal. Civ. Proc. Code § 425.16(e)(1-4).  Therefore, as an online publisher of the website and/or 
internet activities of Newsome to which it appears she is being sued, and "applies to a written 
statement in a PUBLIC forum or an issue of PUBLIC interest," "iii)" above is applicable.  (See 
EXHIBIT "27" attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein.) 
 
g) Under California Law - i.e. in that Newsome's website is Hosted out of the State of 

California - a PUBLICLY accessible website is considered a PUBLIC forum.  See 
Barrett v. Rosenthal, 146 P.3d 510, 514 n.4 (Cal. 2006). Newsome's website does NOT 
have to allow comments or other public participation, so long as it is PUBLICLY available 
over the INTERNET (i.e. in which www.vogeldenisenewsom.com is a website on the 
INTERNET)  See Wilbanks v. Wolk, 121 Cal. App. 4th 883, 897 (Cal. Ct. App. 2001). 

 
h) Under SLAPP, the California Courts (i.e.the State in which www.vogeldenisenewsome.com 

is hosted) look at factors such as whether the subject of the contents that plaintiffs such as 
GRG seek to have removed was a person or entity in the PUBLIC eye, whether the 
statement involved conduct that could affect large numbers of people beyond the direct 
participants, and whether statement contributed to debate on a topic of WIDESPREAD 
PUBLIC interest.  Because, "certainly, statements EDUCATING the PUBLIC about or 
taking a position on a CONTROVERSIAL issue in local, state, national or international 
POLITICS would qualify."  For instance the following examples include: 

 
i) Statements about the character of a public official, see Vogel v. Felice, 127 Cal. 

App. 4th 1006 (2005);  
 

ii) Statements about a celebrity, or a person voluntarily associating with a celebrity, 
see Ronson v. Lavandeira, BC 374174 (Cal. Super. Ct. Nov. 1, 2007); 

 
iii) Statements about an ideological opponent in the context of debates about the 

Israeli-Palestinian conflict, see Neuwirth v. Silverstein, SC 094441 (Cal. Super. Ct. 
Nov. 27, 2007); and 

 
iv) Statements about the governance of a homeowners association, see Damon v. Ocean 

Hills Journalism Club, 85 Cal. App. 4th 468 (2000). 
 

It is UNDISPUTABLE that Plaintiff/The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc. is in the 
PUBLIC eye. This is why it has brought the MALICIOUS Lawsuit to keep its CRIMINAL/CIVIL 
violations out of the PUBLICS’ viewing.  GRG handles disbursements of PAYOUTS, TRUST Accounts, 
etc. that are a matter of PUBLIC INTEREST – i.e. such as payments to 911 Responder Victims, Victims 
sustaining injuries as a direct and proximate result of certain prescription drugs, etc.   Matters which are not 
only of a PUBLIC interests but the way GRG conducts business is one of MAJOR concerns and a matter of 
NATIONAL and INTERNATIONAL importance! 
 

i) While the Anti-SLAPP statute is "meant to prevent lawsuits from chilling speech and 
discouraging PUBLIC participation," Newsome does not need to show that the SLAPP 
actually discouraged her from participating or speaking out.  Neither does Newsome need 
to show that GRG and its counsel brought the SLAPP action intended to restrict her FREE 
speech. 
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j) Because GRG is attempting to DEPRIVE Newsome rights of the Laws of the State of 

California (i.e by bringing a Complaint/Lawsuit in the WRONG Venue/Jurisdiction/State) 
as well as other governing laws, California law allows Newsome to file a MOTION TO 
QUASH/VACATE - that is to VOID this Court's "Order Granting Motion For Temporary 
Restraining Order" which seeks Newsome's personal information so she does NOT have to 
provide that information.  Cal. Civ. Pro. Code § 1987.1.   Furthermore, because Newsome's 
website is HOSTED out of California, this Court (Hamilton County [Ohio] Court of 
Common Pleas) "Lacks Jurisdiction" over the "Subject matter." 

 
k) Under the California's Anti-SLAPP statute it gives Newsome the ability file a MOTION 

TO QUASH a Lawsuit brought against her for engaging in PROTECTED speech or 
petition activities as that addressed on her website that she may use to educate/inform on 
matters of PUBLIC issues/interests – i.e. as EVIDENCED by the  NUMBER of Reads 
pulled from her SCRIBD.COM account. 

 
 

 
 
l) The benefits of bring this Anti-SLAPP motion provides Newsome with the benefit of 

getting the FRIVILOUS Lawsuit brought by GRG and its counsel DISMISSED quickly. 
 

m) California Anti-SLAPP statute also PRECLUDES GRG a as well as this Court (i.e. who 
LACKS jurisdiction) from obtaining and/or requesting the production of documents which 
may be sought by Newsome.  UNLAWFUL/ILLEGAL/UNETHICAL practices GRG is 
attempting to get this Court to ERR by bringing this action. 

 
n) When making determinations on Anti-SLAPP matters, the Court will FIRST consider 

whether Newsome has established that GRG's Lawsuit/Complaint arises out of a 
"PROTECTED speech."  In that Defendant/Newsome has not been served, this Court as 
well as a reasonable mind may conclude that this Lawsuit/Complaint has been brought with 
MALICIOUS intent to injure/harm Defendant/Newsome and to deprive FIRST Amendment 
rights as well as other rights and privileges under the laws of the United States. 

 
o) A reasonable mind may conclude that TRICKERY and DECEITFUL practices of 

Plaintiff/GRG in failing to JOIN OneWebHosting.com and other parties to the 
Lawsuit/Complaint has been for purposes of getting around California’s Anti-SLAPP 
Law.  Because of this Court's LACK OF JURISDICTION of the subject matter, the 
"ORDER GRANTING MOTION FOR A TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER" is 
VOID/NULL and CANNOT require that Newsome WAIVE protected rights and submit 
to the jurisdiction on such subject matter. 
 

p) Clearly Plaintiff’s/The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc.’s DECEPTIVE and 
MALICIOUS practices to bring its Lawsuit/Complaint were DELIBERATELY to 
DEPRIVE Defendant/Newsome PROTECTED Rights.  Thus, Defendant/Newsome has 
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been PREJUDICED through such UNLAWFUL/ILLEGAL and UNETHICAL acts of 
Plaintiff/GRG and its counsel. 

 
See EXHIBIT “26” attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein. 

 
 

VI) INFORMATION RETRIEVED FROM THE CALIFORNIA Anti-SLAPP PROJECT’S 
WEBSITES PROVIDES ADDITIONAL AND INFORMATIVE INFORMATION SUCH AS: 
 

SLAPPs all arise out of expressive activity which is 

directed to public concerns and protected by the First 

Amendment. Often, SLAPPs are “camouflaged” as 
ordinary civil lawsuits; among the most often used legal 
theories are the following:  

 
i) Defamation. Broadly defined, this is an alleged intentional false communication, which is 

either published in a written form (libel) or publicly spoken (slander), that injures one’s 
reputation.  
 

(Based upon the facts, evidence and legal conclusions in this 
“MTVOGMFTRO,” Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome has been 
IRREPARABLY injured/harmed and PREJUDICED by Plaintiff’s/GRG’s 
MALICIOUS Complaint – i.e which most likely may be 
CAMOUFLAGED under “Defamation” claims – which may be a claim 
made; however, not known since Newsome has NOT been served with 
Complaint.  This defense is being asserted under the California Anti-SLAPP 
Law.) 

 
ii) Malicious Prosecution or Abuse of Process. A “malicious prosecution” is a criminal or 

civil lawsuit which is begun with knowledge that the case lacks merit, and which is brought 
for a reason (such as, to harass or annoy) other than to seek a judicial determination of the 
claim. The use of the legal process to intimidate or to punish the person against whom the 
suit is brought is generally referred to as “abuse of process.”  

 
(Based upon the facts, evidence and legal conclusions in this 
“MTVOGMFTRO,” Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome has been 
IRREPARABLY injured/harmed and PREJUDICED by Plaintiff’s/GRG’s 
MALICIOUS PROSECUTION Complaint which has been brought with 
KNOWLEDGE that the Lawsuit/Complaint LACKS MERIT, and has 
merely been brought in furtherance of Plaintiff’s/GRG’s CRIMINAL 
STALKING, INTERNET STALKING, BULLYING, THREATS, 
HARASSMENT, INTIMIDATION practices, etc. toward 
Defendant/Newsome; – i.e which most likely may be CAMOUFLAGED 
through it bringing of this Lawsuit/Complaint; however, not known since 
Newsome has NOT been served with Complaint.  This defense is being 
asserted under the California Anti-SLAPP Law.) 
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iii) Invasion of Privacy. This refers to the unlawful use or exploitation of one’s personality, 
the publicizing of one’s private affairs with which the public has no legitimate concern, or 
the wrongful intrusion into one’s private activities.  

 
(Based upon the facts, evidence and legal conclusions in this 
“MTVOGMFTRO,” Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome has been 
IRREPARABLY injured/harmed and PREJUDICED by Plaintiff’s/GRG’s 
MALICIOUS Complaint – i.e which most likely may be 
CAMOUFLAGED under “Invasion of Privacy” claims – which may be a 
claim made; however, not known since Newsome has NOT been served with 
Complaint.  This defense is being asserted under the California Anti-SLAPP 
Law.) 

 
iv) Conspiracy. A conspiracy is an alleged agreement between two or more persons to 

commit an illegal, unlawful, or wrongful act. 
 

(Based upon the facts, evidence and legal conclusions in this 
“MTVOGMFTRO,” Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome has been 
IRREPARABLY injured/harmed and PREJUDICED by Plaintiff’s/GRG’s 
MALICIOUS Complaint in which it is a party to ONGOING 
CONSPIRACIES leveled against her to deprive her PROTECTED Rights 
secured under the FIRST Amendment and other laws governing said 
matters.   Newsome has NOT been served with Complaint.  This defense is 
being asserted under the California Anti-SLAPP Law.) 

 
v) Interference With Contract or Economic Advantage. This is based on the alleged 

commission of an act with the intent to interfere with or cause a breach of a contract 
between two people, or hinder a business relationship which exists between those persons.  

 
(Based upon the facts, evidence and legal conclusions in this 
“MTVOGMFTRO,” Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome has been 
IRREPARABLY injured/harmed and PREJUDICED by Plaintiff’s/GRG’s 
MALICIOUS Complaint brought for the commission of an act to with the 
intent to INTERFERE with or cause BREACH OF CONTRACTS with 
OneWebHosting.com, Scribd.com, and other business relationships in 
which Defendant/Newsome forms as can be EVIDENCED in this instant 
pleading and the INTERFERENCE and BREACH OF CONTRACTS that 
have resulted as the direct and proximate result of GRG contacting 
business(es) that provide services to Defendant/Newsome which allow her to 
use their FORUMS to share educational/informative materials with the 
PUBLIC.   This defense is being asserted under the California Anti-SLAPP 
Law.) 

 
vi) Intentional or Negligent Infliction of Emotional Distress. This is based on an alleged 

commission of some outrageous act with the intent and knowledge that the act will result in 
severe mental or emotional anguish of another.  

 
(Based upon the facts, evidence and legal conclusions in this 
“MTVOGMFTRO,” Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome has been 
IRREPARABLY injured/harmed and PREJUDICED by Plaintiff’s/GRG’s 
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MALICIOUS Complaint – i.e which most likely may be 
CAMOUFLAGED under “Intentional or Negligent Infliction or 
Emotional Distress” claims – which may be a claim made; however, not 
known since Newsome has NOT been served with Complaint.  This defense 
is being asserted under the California Anti-SLAPP Law.)  

 
vii) Injunction. The lawsuit seeks a temporary restraining order or an injunction against 

First Amendment activity. 
 

(Based upon the facts, evidence and legal conclusions in this 
“MTVOGMFTRO,” Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome has been 
IRREPARABLY injured/harmed and PREJUDICED by Plaintiff’s/GRG’s 
MALICIOUS Complaint – i.e which most likely may be 
CAMOUFLAGED under a malicious “Complaint” and “Motion for a 
Temporary Restraining Order and Application for Preliminary Injunction 
Order” claims, as the above captioned lawsuit – which may be claim(s) 
made; however, not known since Newsome has NOT been served with 
Complaint.  This defense is being asserted under the California Anti-SLAPP 
Law.) 

 
See EXHIBIT “28” attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if set forth in full herein.  The 
FACT that Plaintiff/GRRG has attempted to bring a SLAPP action in the WRONG State and Venue 
clearly supports its KNOWLEDGE to deprive Defendant/Newsome of FIRST Amendment Rights 
as well as other rights secured under the Constitution and laws of the United States.  Furthermore, 
Defendant/Newsome CLEARLY would be PREJUDICED and IRREPARABLY injured/harmed 
had she WAIVED jurisdiction/venue issue.  Based upon the above reference California SLAPP 
Law, the PROPER VENUE would be in Sacramento, California; wherein the “scales of justice” 
will be EQUALLY balanced! 

 
VII) Clearly the PUBLIC interest has been IRREPARABLY harmed through the CRIMINAL and 

CIVIL VIOLATIONS of Plaintiff/The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc. through its 
MALICIOUS interference and CONSPIRACIES entered into with OneWebHosting.com, 
Scribd.com and others to BREACH CONTRACTS and OBSTRUCTING JUSTICE as well as 
EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS secured/guaranteed under the United States Constitution 
and other laws of the United States.  At the time that these CRIMINAL acts were leveled against 
Defendant’s/Newsome’s website www.vogeldenisenewsome.com PUBLIC interests was up to 
approximately 1,300 HITS and on Scribd.com OVER 13,000 Reads – i.e AFTER sending out 

PUBLIC notifications, Reads were approximately 1,000+ a day: 
 
 

 
 
 
 



 
Page 47 of 54 

 

   
VIII) The information that Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome has released is of PUBIC/WORLDWIDE 

interest in that it involves the acts of a SITTING United States President (Barack Obama), his 
Administration, Legal Counsel/Advisors, the United States of America’s Government Officials, etc.  
Clearly the PUBLIC interest has been IRREPARABLY harmed through the CRIMINAL and 
CIVIL VIOLATIONS of Plaintiff/The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc. and its counsel 
through their MALICIOUS interference and CONSPIRACIES entered into with 
OneWebHosting.com, Scribd.com and others. 
 

IX) With the GROWING List of Corrupt Judges in legal matters involving Defendant/Vogel 
Denise Newsome and the way this matter is being handle, there is DEFINITELY an 

APPEARANCE of IMPROPRIETY! 
 

X) It is of PUBLIC INTEREST as to why United States EMBASSIES may have been on 

LOCKDOWN and/or EVACUATED this week. 
 

XI) It is of PUBLIC INTEREST as to why United States Secretary Hillary Clinton may have looked 

so GLOOM – i.e. looking as though she had “fallen on the sword” – after the United 
Nations visit this week which was a FLOP!! 
 

 
 

XII) Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome will continue to MARCH FORWARD and advise the PUBLIC 

and FOREIGN NATIONS/LEADERS/CITIZENS as to what is REALLY taking place as she 
did in 2010 which may have led to the November 2, 2010 
SHELLACKING President Barack Obama took at the POLLS!  

Methods used may have been successful in rendering President Obama a 
KNOCKOUT PUNCH in 2010.  Therefore, Defendant/Newsome will rely on 
her FIRST AMENDMENT Rights and other Rights to 
INFORM the Public/World of these RECENT ATTACKS on 
her website, Internet Accounts and FREEDOM OF SPEECH. 
. . . 
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XIII) With United States of America’s President Barack Obama’s TRACK RECORD regarding 
ATTACKS against Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome, WHAT, now with this instant filing, 

President Barack Obama is NOW approximately 0wins and 10 LOSSES 
against Newsome.  This is a matter and/or information of PUBLIC interest and 

Defendant/Newsome intends to SHARE with the PUBLIC/WORLD!   The CLOCK is 
“Ticking.”  President Barack Obama has approximately TWO (2) DAYS left to 
STEP DOWN according to the EVICTION NOTICE that was 
served and received on or about January 17, 2012! 
 
The PUBLIC has the RIGHT to be INFORMED as to how President 
Barack Obama spent the FINAL week leading up to his EXPIRATION 
DATE to Step Down – i.e. coming after Defendant/Newsome and her 
Internet Service Providers to get them to ENGAGE in 
CRIMINAL/CIVIL wrongs against her to SILENCE HER!  They 

have come after the WRONG AFRICAN-American!   

However, let’s reiterate – NOT WITHOUT A 
FIGHT – It appears TIME TO CALL IN 
BACKUP!!! 
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FREEDOM OF SPEECH and FREEDOM OF EXPRESSION, etc. 
secured/guaranteed under the United States Constitution and other laws 
of the United States. 
 

XIV) In that it is APPARENT that this SHAM/FRIVOLOUS/BOGUS 
Lawsuit/COMPLAINT has been brought for purposes of further 
HARASSMENT, EMBARASSMENT, THREATS, INTIMIDATION, RACISTS VENDETTAS, 
ENVY, JEALOUSY, HATRED, EVILNESS, WICKEDNESS, COERCION, CRIMINAL 
INTENT, OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE, FRAUD COMMITTED UPON THIS COURT, 
DEPRIVATION OF PROTECTED RIGHTS, TO COVER-UP THE CRIMINAL/CIVIL 
CONSPIRACIES LEVELED AGAINST DEFENDANT, ABUSE OF PROCESS, ABUSE OF 
THE JUDICIAL SYSTEM, PERSONAL VENDETTAS, WHITE SUPREMACISTS PRACTICES, 
DEPRIVATION OF PROTECTED RIGHTS, DEPRIVATION OF RIGHTS 
SECURED/GUARANTEED UNDER THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION AND OTHER 
LAWS OF THE UNITED STATES, and OTHER reasons known to The Garretson Firm Resolution 
Group, Inc., its employees, it representatives, and counsel/attorneys (collectively known in 
MTVOGMFTRO as “GRG”). 
 
 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE:  for the above and foregoing 
reasons and those set forth below, Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome WILL 
NOT WAIVE “Protected Rights,” she WILL NOT be submitting to this Court’s 
Jurisdiction because there is NO Legal Authority requiring her to do so – i.e. this 
Court LACKS Jurisdiction, Venue is IMPROPER as well as for the reasons set 
forth above in this instant “MOTION TO VACATE ORDER GRANTING MOTION FOR A 
TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER and/or in the ALTERNATIVE, MOTION TO 
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DISMISS”  Therefore, Defendant/Newsome WILL NOT be attending the 
SHAM/BOGUS Hearing set for on or about February 15, 2012 at 1:00 p.m. for 
purposes of subjecting her to further injury/harm and possible  DANGER and 
THREATS ON HER LIFE! 

 

Defendant/Vogel Denise Newsome  
is just going to go ahead and  

“Give GOD ALL the GLORY NOW!” 
 
 WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, for the above and foregoing reasons, 

Defendant Vogel Denise Newsome respectfully declines to be a party to such UNLAWFUL/ILLEGAL and 

UNETHICAL practices by The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc.  In the interest of justice and to 

protect the INTEGRITY of this Court as well as to protect her physical, personal and mental wellbeing, 

Defendant/Newsome will NOT be WAIVING jurisdiction and proper venue and the above reference 

defenses to entertain the unlawful/illegal practices.  Plaintiff/GRG has brought this Complaint/Lawsuit for 

purposes of “silencing, chilling speech and discouraging PUBLIC participation."   Plaintiff’s/GRG’s 

Complaint/Lawsuit is an "act in furtherance of Vogel Denise Newsome’s right of petition or free speech 

under the United States or California Constitution in connection with a public issue" and CLEARLY 

lacks merit.  The PUBLIC/WORLD have INTERESTS in what Vogel Denise Newsome has to say and is 

sharing in PUBLIC FORUMS.  The United States of America is a county of DEMOCRACY and not 
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DICTATORSHIP!   Corrupt employers and CORRUPT Law Firms and Attorneys/Lawyers have 

CONTRIBUTED to the downfall and demise of the JUDICIAL system and the ECONOMIC decline this 

Nation and the World face today because citizens/people are afraid to speak out and use their GOD-GIVEN 

voices.  No it is time to “PULL OFF THE HOODS” that White Supremacists 

are hiding behind and PUBLICLY EXPOSE to the PUBLIC/WORLD what 

GRG and its CONSPIRATORS/CO-CONSPIRATORS are hiding and 

Defendant/Newsome is going to do it because she is a FREE AFRICAN-

American and not an INDENTURED Slave whose FREEDOMS are NOT 

to be controlled by a Racist Government and/or Racist Judicial system.  The 

days of SLAVERY/BONDAGE/OPPRESSION are over!  Furthermore, to 

entertain and embark on some wilderness expedition of Plaintiff/GRG and its counsel/attorneys who have 

brought these legal actions for purposes of HARASSMENT, EMBARASSMENT, THREATS, 

INTIMIDATION, RACISTS VENDETTAS, ENVY, JEALOUSY, HATRED, EVILNESS, 

WICKEDNESS, COERCION, CRIMINAL INTENT, OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE, FRAUD 

COMMITTED UPON THIS COURT, DEPRIVATION OF PROTECTED RIGHTS, TO COVER-UP THE 

CRIMINAL/CIVIL CONSPIRACIES LEVELED AGAINST DEFENDANT, ABUSE OF PROCESS, 

ABUSE OF THE JUDICIAL SYSTEM, PERSONAL VENDETTAS, WHITE SUPREMACISTS 

PRACTICES, DEPRIVATION OF PROTECTED RIGHTS, DEPRIVATION OF RIGHTS 

SECURED/GUARANTEED UNDER THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION AND OTHER LAWS 

OF THE UNITED STATES, and OTHER reasons known to The Garretson Firm Resolution Group, Inc., its 

employees, it representatives, and counsel/attorneys (collectively known in MTVOGMFTRO as “GRG”). 
































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































