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the information, state the current residence addresses, current phone numbers, and current email
addresses, current phone numbers respective internet pseudonyms, if any, of the persons you
contacted in the efforts to recover this information, and why your efforts were unsuccessful.
RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 61: In your IPA, you state as follows:

When trapped by his own arguments, Doscher will.contrive outlandish excuses

and beg outlandish exceptions (as in the exapplep

or else demand that a scholar be quoted vafida awery specific point made -

(though he will seldom provide such quoges Mgheell). § \
Ehey fling of scholars childish. ﬂ )l/

Give the date, time and full content of Psyafd all discussions threads containing posts 0
Plaintiff you know of, where he § '

a) contrived “outlandish excuses” after being trapped;

b) Begged “outlandish exceptions” after being trapped;

¢) demanded “that a scholar be quoted validating a very specific point made”, and

d) why you believe Plaintiff’s known instances of requesting scholarly support for a very
specific point made, is any type of deficiency in Plaintiff that should be of any degree of
concern to the general public you aimed your IPA at;

e) any dangers you feel the general public would be risking if they engaged in dialogue with
Plaintiff without knowing that he has previously demanded that “a scholar be quoted
validating a very specific point made”;

f) The full discussion threads containing the post or posts wherein “Doscher called quoting of
scholars childish”;

If you document your answers from any posts at theologyweb, provide a copy of the entire
thread such posts are found in, not just the individual post in question.
ANSWER:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 61: Provide a true and correct copy of any and all
documents which you currently have access to, or which you are capable of obtaining, which
support your answer to the preceding Interrogatory.

RESPONSE:
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| any blog owners/website owners. For all instances where you no longer have access to the

INTERROGATORY NO. 62: In your IPA, you state as follows:

Those contacted by Doscher are hereby warned that disagreeing with him, even politely, will llkely result in
him spamming your website or blog with nuisance posts,
cyberstalking,

and bullying.

If he comes to your blog or website, he should be banned i ;'

ediately.

State the exact web addresses for all of the y eb51te d bgs that you did not wish Plaintiff to
fy all those websites/blogs in your IPA

be banned from, if any, and explain why yd@ v

or elsewhere. Also, explain with specificitywd yfut xpected any member of the general public
reading your IPA to understand that you didn’§ w4t Plaintiff banned from the websites you now
list in answer to this interrogatory. If you intendegl all readers of this IPA, who had websites or
blogs to ban Plaintiff immediately, specify so.
ANSWER:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 62: Provide a true and correct copy of any and all
documents which you currently have accessp, or wJ;nch you are capable of obtaining, which
support your answer to the preceding Interrogitegy’ ‘

RESPONSE: 4

‘ a any, besides Plaintiff, have you ever (

tried to get banned from any 1nter'et blp ;"‘, itgd? For all such persons, provide their real-
life name, any and all internet psg Wwusgl at the time you attempted to get them
banned, their current residence ag dres bhone numbers and current emails, the exact

attempts can found or were found’ R, 1he .. , as Well as the response to your banning request by
information or cannot remember details of it, describe with specificity the date you confirmed
your inability to obtain the information, state the current residence addresses, current phone
numbers, and current email addresses, current phone numbers respective internet pseudonyms, if
any, of the persons you contacted in the efforts to recover information responsive to this
interrogatory, and why your efforts were unsuccessful.

ANSWER:
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 63: Provide a true and correct copy of any and all
documents which you currently have access to, or which you are capable of obtaining, which
support your answer to the preceding Interrogatory.

RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 64: In your} fic as fol

Explanation: The TheologyWeb forum solig
Forum staff have access to this information %
They are also able to compile reports show;

f Esses use dy - each specific user. n,/( )\/ j/
Describe with specificity: \ "
a) the name of the software Theolé gy&[ b.usEs to track the IP address of every post;
b) the real-life name of each “forum staff® persons, including their respective current or
former theologyweb nicknames or pseudonyms, if any, who permltted you to access the
IP addresses that you associate with Plaintiff;
c) A report giving a compiled accounting showing IP addresses used by Plaintiff for all of
his postings to theologyweb.com.
ANSWER:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION :;» e #Proffide a true and correct copy of any and all
documents which you currently have acp&s to! . .
support your answer to the preceding Intorreta
RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 65: Provide the name, address, website, email and phone number
of each and every attorney with whom you ever discussed any factual matter contained in both
the First Amended Complaint and contained in your Answer thereto. Specify all mediums of

communication you used to engage in these communications with these attorneys (i.e. telephone,

face-to-face, email, physical US Postal mail, internet, etc).
ANSWER:
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 65: Provide a true and correct copy of any and all
documents which you currently have access to, or which you are capable of obtaining, which
support your answer to the preceding Interrogatory.

RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 66: How many tlmes ince September 5, 2013 have you
communicated a fact or opinion about Plaintiff to any\third party with the intent to convince said
third party to view Plaintiff with any type or degree,of hatred, distrust, ridicule, contempt or
disgrace? For each time, specify the date, the methog mmunication used (email, intdrms,
web-based private messaging system, etc), thé physi ddress you were located at during any Q
face-to-face communications, the full exact ¢ontent of each’such attempt, and the full exact 1
content of the rest of each such discussion. [
ANSWER: KN

LESINSAS

<

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 66: Provide a true and correct copy of any and all
documents which you currently have access to, or which you are capable of obtaining, which
support your answer to the preceding Interrogatory For every discussion thread or email in
which material responsive to the precedy tgrtogatory appears, provide a full copy of the
entire discussion thread, not just the _i‘”'f‘» esting containing said material. For all
documentation you no longer possess,gfovide the date it became inaccessible, all reasons why it
became inaccessible, each step you took to recover that information, the names, current residence
addresses, current phone numbers and current email addresses of all persons you contacted
during such efforts, and all reasons why those efforts were unsuccessful.

RESPONSE:

dm

;  since August 1, 2013 has a third party
expressed to you that they Vlewed Plain zs ff With any degree of hatred, distrust, ridicule, contempt

or disgrace?
ANSWER:
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NQO. 67: For every email or internet post responsive to the
preceding Interrogatory, provide said third parties’ names, current residence addresses, current
phone numbers and current email addresses as well as the dates, website addresses, email
addresses and exact content of the words used by such third parties, including all
responses/replies by you and them. For all documentation you no longer possess, provide the
date it became inaccessible, all reasons why it became inaccessible, each step you took to
recover that information, the names, current residence addresses, current phone numbers and
current email addresses of all persons you contacted during such efforts, and all reasons why
those efforts were unsuccessful.

RESPONSE:

,,,,,

INTERROGATORY NO. 68: Since September 1, 2044, have’any bible scholars ever talked

to you about the subjects of modern-day Christiagssinsy ting};ﬁh—Christian bible critics? If your
answer is “yes”, give the name, current 7’eidenz EAddrdss ag d email address, website and current
telephone number of each such scholar{ thS el

communication (phone, email, internet,;US Poistat L, tq), all words you communicated to the
scholars and all words the scholars comniuniedted'to fou.
ANSWER: B /7

There were several questions of this type, none of which v

would have had any bearing on questions of libel or
defamation. It's just another way for Doscher to abuse the
discovery process to call me to account for daring to offend
him.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 68: Provide a true and correct copy of any and all
documents which you currently have access to, or which you are capable of obtaining, which
support your answer to the preceding Interrogatory.

RESPONSE:
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INTERROGATORY NO. 69: How many people have you insulted during the course of any
internet-based or email-based djs€ussion or debate? Limit your answer to all instances occurring
between September 1, 2005 agld Segfember ¥ 2015.
a) provide a full and cohf gl lisgof their real names and respective internet pseudonyms;
b) provide the entire entil-¢f y’f thread or internet discussion thread containing the

posts which contain
’
1) 4

: ..
b ]

c) provide the link wherg {- ose qutations can be found on the internet.
ANSWER:

Yes, seriously. He expects me to collect 10 years' worth of data for

him. Not that it was proof of anything in a defamation case: Insulting
people isn't the same as defaming them. Did he plan to prove that |

caused each of these people in 10 years defamation damages?

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 69: Provide a true and correct copy of any and all
documents which you currently have access to, or which you are capable of obtaining, which
support your answer to the preceding Interrogatory. For all documentation you no longer
possess, provide the date it became inaccessible to you, all reasons why it became inaccessible,
each step you took to recover that information, the names, current residence addresses, current
phone numbers and current email addresses of all persons you contacted during such efforts, and
all reasons why those efforts were unsuccessful.

RESPONSE:
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INTERROGATORY NO. 70: Provide the date and any snd all reasons that your “tektonics”
forum at theologyweb.com ceased being accessible to the generel public between June 7, 2015
and June 10, 2015. Identify the real-life name and any int frnet psé) donym used by each and
every person who communicated to you any infopmation f 1g the reason(s) this forum

ceased being accessible to the general public. S hy A ﬁ ther ﬁmd tektonics forum went offline
completely or if it was merely made inaccessiblg to#0n-
ANSWER: ‘ -

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 70: Provide a true and correct copy of any and all
documents which you currently have access to, or which you are capable of obtaining, which

support your answer to the preceding Interrogatory.
RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 71:  You label yourself as a bible-believing Christian. Do you
believe the words in Matthew 5:25-26 constitute relevant applicable legal authority in this case?

o

hile you are with him on the way, so that your opponent
“and you be thrown into prison.
ve paid up) the last cent. (Mat 5:25-26 NAU)

gy

25 "Make friends quickly with your opponent at l;wv
may not hand you over to the judge, and the judge to the"
26 "Truly I say to you, you will not come out of there

If your answer is “yes”, state with specificity wiy you have ma d&no attempt in this litigation to
obey the “make friends” part in v. 25. If your answer was “no”, explain why, and harmonize
your answer with your own commentary on Matthew 5:25 which indicates that the verse does
indeed apply to modern-day Christians. See http://www.tektonics.org/TK-MTT.php.
ANSWER:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 71: Provide a true and correct copy of any and all
documents which you currently have access to, or which you are capable of obtaining, which

support your answer to the preceding Interrogatory.
RESPONSE:

One of several "how do you interpret the Bible"

guestions. My attorney answered by saying they were

irrelevant, which they are. Again ask yourself whether a

real attorney would ever pose this. Doscher said his

interrogatories were "comprehensive”. The better words
Plaintiff’s First\yould be: Unprofessional, harassing, annoying,

o De‘?ell‘l‘jji‘iq;:;bur(jensome. The words used by my attorney and even

the judge later on.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 72: State whether you agree or disagree with Evangelical scholar
Craig Blomberg’s below-quoted interpretation of Matthew 5:40. If you disagree, specify all of
your reasons why: ‘ =~

“Each of these commands requires Jesus followers tg act more generously ) Ran what the letter of the law

demanded.” y
Blomberg, C. (;’;001 ¢1993 # electromc ed.). Logos Library System;
The New Amerlgﬂn Commen fshville: Broadman & Holman Publishers|
If you desire that Plaintiff not ind ge yOuL#Ssy Qn thft the words of Jesus govern your
conduct in this case with greater adthorit§ §the wefds of earthly legal authorities govern your
conduct in th1s case, explain why. %_ B

Again, one of several "Bible interpretation” questions Doscher
asked. Entirely inappropriate for interrogatories.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 72: Provide a true and correct copy of any and all
documents which you currently have access to, or which you are capable of obtaining, which
support your answer to the preceding Interrogatory.
RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 73:  On June 7, 2015, at the website
http://whatswrongwiththeworld.net/2015/04/the _apostles_and_the_resurrect 1.htnil, you assert
that the person named in your IPA “has styled himself Celsus”. You also state therein “His latest
violation of his ban on Theologyweb, where he is currently posing as “Debunked”. In the
discussion topic “The significance of the Greek verb ophthé, Paul's "vision", and the earliest
beliefs”, found at http://christianchat.com/bible-discussion-forum/113038-significance-greek-
verb-phthae-pauls-vision-earliest- be.liefs html, you assert that Plaintiff is “has styled himself
RagnarLothBrok”. State with spegificity:
a) any and all reasons you have for ,l‘leVlng that Plaintiff has ever “styled himself “Celsus”
and “styled himself RagnarLo§ hrok”
b) any and all reasons for belicydfg that Plaintiff has ever posted to the internet under the
pseudonym “Debunked”. # |
¢) Provide all Internet protocol ngmbers showing from what IP address “Celsus”,
“Debunked” and “RagnarLoth JOk” were posting from, including the IP addresses
showing from where they 31gned up for membership at theologyweb.com.

If since June 7, 2015 you’ve come to believe Plaintiff did not post under one or more of those
pseudonyms, then describe with specificity:
a) the evidence that convinced you Plaintiff wasn’t using them;
b) why you missed, disregarded or misinterpreted that evidence in your original
investigation, if any, and;
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¢) each step you took to make your change of mind known to the same public that you
intended to address in your postings linked above as well as in your IPA;
d) all posting-dates and other website addresses, if any, where you attempted to make such
change of mind known.
ANSWER:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 73: Provide a true and correct copy of any and all
documents which you currently have access to, or which you are capable of obtaining, which
support your answer to the preceding Interrogatory. Provide all IP addresses for all posts,
including the signing up for membership post, which the theologyweb.com tracking software
associates with the comments posted by Celsus, Debunked, and RagnarLothbrok.
RESPONSE:

u

INTERROGATORY NO. 74: Do you ha;l; u ab?%t any theolggyweb.com member
asserting that Plaintiff was a convicted murdgrer?§IINg, statg'the content @ knowledge and

how you obtained it.
ANSWER:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 74:  Provide a true and correct copy of any and all
documents which you currently have access to, or which you are capable of obtaining, which
support your answer to the preceding Interrogatory.

RESPONSE:

gy

INTERROGATORY NO. 75: Do‘o & baligve Plaintiff, at any time since August 1, 2013, has
done anything that would justify youf filifig#lawsuit against him? If your answer is “yes”,
i#yotdhglieve would justify your filing atawsuit against
him. Give evidentiary facts, not ultitigeTacts X
ANSWER: 13

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 75:  Provide a true and correct copy of any and all
documents which you currently have access to, or which you are capable of obtaining, which
support your answer to the preceding Interrogatory.
RESPONSE:
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INTERROGATORY NO. 76:  State with spegj
refusing to file a police report due to any il)€gal cof
If you have ever filed a police report on i aj »

where the report is now filed.
ANSWER:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 76: Provide a true and correct copy of any and all
documents which you currently have access to, or which you are capable of obtaining, which

Ssupport your answer to the preceding Interrogatory.
RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 77:  State with specificity the exact federal, state and local law(s)

that you believed Plaintiff was violating, when you asserted in your July 7, 2015 post # 102 to
the skepticbud thread that you might call Plaintiff’s “local police”. If you meant
cyberstalking law, #xplain with specificity all your reasons for believing that

Plaintiff used any lewd, ascivious, indecent, or obscene words, images, or language, or

suggested the commission of any lewd or lascivious act. If you mean
law F1. St. § 784.048(1)(d), explain with specificity all ‘substantiq] e
endured as a result of Plaintiff’s alleged cyberstalking. Specify all

facts, upon which you depended to Justify your view that Plaintiff’s : lleged words and conduct
were criminal in nature. If you meant any other law, provide evidentfary facts that convinced
you that the conduct of the stalker and the victim fulfilled all elements of the crime described in

(#

said law.

ANSWER:
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 77: Provide a true and correct copy of any and all
documents which you currently have access to, or which you are capable of obtaining, which
support your answer to the preceding Interrogatory.

RESPONSE: -

INTERROGATORY NO. 78:  For all lawsuits filed by Plaintif
were frivolous, with the tion of the Swift lawsuit, had you familiatized yourself with/all the
facts alleged by all parties i;the pre-dismissal briefing filed with the Court thereto, beforeyou
first began to publicly detfare them frivolous, yes or no? ;If your answer is “no”, state with
specificity each and every document in tho ;;Iawsuits at you had read before publicly declaring]
those suits frivolous. A

} ¢ mirue and correct copy of any and all
documents which you currently have access to, or which are capable of obtaining, which you
familiarized yourself with before publicly declaring those lawsuits frivolous.

RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 79: Describe with spcifici‘ ' ¢h and every document you read in|
Plaintiff’s lawsuit and appeal against Swift, before JouAffst dgClared that case to be frivolous.
fue and correct copy of any and all

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 79: Provid®d
gh you are capable of obtaining, which

documents which you currently have access to, or whig
support your answer to the preceding Interrogatory. z
RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 80: Had you condugfed an igvestigation into Plaintiff’s lawsuit
against Swift, before you publicly declared that cf % 0 be. frivolous? If your answer is “yes”,
describe in detail each fact and legal position ar ghedit hoth Plaintiff’s summary judgment
briefing and in his subsequent 9" Circuit appeal Byifisb, which you believed were not frivolous,
if any. ;

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 80: Pgbvide a true and correct copy of any and all
documents which you currently have access to, 'r which you are capable of obtaining, which
support your answer to the preceding Interrogatory.

RESPONSE:
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INTERROGATORY NO. 81:  For every factua] assertiqn and legal argument in Plaintiff’s
lawsuit against Swift, which your answer to the grecgdingdtiferrogatory admitted were non-
frivolous, explain with specificity why you refghi Entioning in both your IPA and in
the skepticbud thread, these non-frivolous fac @'F ande iments by Plaintiff.

firue and correct copy of any and all
h you are capable of obtaining, which

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 81: Prqyigdp
documents which you currently have access to, or
support your answer to the preceding Interrogatory. ¢
RESPONSE:

R RN

INTERROGATORY NO. 82:  Did you, at any time between June 1, 2015 and the date you
mail your discovery answers herein back to Plaintiff, either know or suspect that your accusation
of the Swift lawsuit being frivolous, was error? If yout 4its eI is “yes”, state with specificity all
facts which caused you to either know or suspegt that.your accudgtion of Plaintiff’s Swift -
lawsuit being frivolous was error or might have #een error, the da l.you first discovered such
facts, and the sources you received such facts ffo
sure anybody reading your IPA and your po g} hgﬁkepticbud tifead became aware of said
change of mind. ; : &

ANSWER:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 82: Provide a true and correct copy of any and all
documents which you currently have access to, or which you are capable of obtaining, which
support your answer to the preceding Interrogatory.

RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 83: In your post # 977 at the skepticbud thread, you assert as
follows: P

Quote Originally Posted by Sparko View Posty :
Pretty much all it would take to stop a frivolou 1 like bud is threatening is a motion to dismiss.
I figured as much myself. :

His lawsuit against his former employer (Swift)
Yankovic's song is intended as a joke, but
Bud is literally threatening to sue Colorado bec it looks like Wyoming.

Somehow he has the idea that the legal system is infended to resolve his personal conflicts;
or else he thinks it's like a personal lottery from which he might get a lucky win.

‘= s pety much top to bottom taken care of that way.
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