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SHARON NOONAN KRAMER
2031 Arborwood Place
Escondido, CA 92029

(760) 746-8026

SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, NORTH DISTRICT

BRUCE J. KELMAN (and concealed parties Bryan
Hardin — U.S. Assistant Surgeon General & Deputy
Director CDC/NIOSH (retired);, Correen Robbins, Loni
Swenson, Robert Schreibe and Robert Clark, owners

Case No. 37-2010-00061530-CU-DF-NC

REPLY TO UNLAWFUL & UNTIMELY SERVED
PURSUENT TO C.C.P 1005(b) PLAINTIFF’S
‘NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION TO

DESIGNATE SHARON KRAMER AS A
VEXATIOUS LITIGANT AND FOR A PREFILING
ORDER PURSUANT TO C.C.P. 391,7;

of Veritox, Inc.)

Plaintifs, MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND
y AUTHORITIES AND [PERJURIOUS]
: DECLARATION OF KEITH SCHEUER’: AND
DECLARATION UNDER DURESS OF SHARON
KRAMER
Sharon Kramer, U.S. Citizen Under Duress Case Under $25,000

Judge Robert Dahlquist Presiding Coram Non
Judice

Motion Hearing Date, January 25, 2013, 1:30 PM

Court bullied Whistleblower of fraud in public health
policy & U.S. courts by Veritox & US Chamber of
Commerce et.al.

Department 29

In lawful accordance with C.C.P.1209(b) this court filing may be read on line at the blog,
“ContemptOfCourtFor.Me” Short link: http://wp.me/p20mAH-mL It is under the blog title, “Will somebody
PLEASE STOP Bruce Kelman, Bryan Hardin, Veritox, their attorney Keith Scheuer & the San Diego courts from
BULLYING Sharon Kramer for writing (2005) of how it became a scientific fraud in policy & courts (2002-03) that

moldy buildings don’t maim & kill? They want her silenced of the courts framing her for libel & falsifying court
documents (2005 -10) to aid the fraud to continue; then jailing her (2012) for refusing to sign a false confession.
Too many lives at stake to let this continue!”

The sole claim of the underlying case, Kelman & GlobalTox v. Kramer Case No. GIN044539 which began

in May 2005 is that Sharon (Kramer)'s use of the phrase “altered his under oath statements” as used in the

sentence “Upon viewing documents presented by the Hayne’s attorney of Kelman’s prior testimony

from a case in Arizona, Dr. Kelman altered his under oath statements on the witness stand.” was a

maliciously false accusation that Plaintiff Bruce (Kelman) committed perjury; and that these five words alone in
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Kramer’'s March 2005 writing were defaming to Kelman and the corporation of which he is president, Veritox —
formerly known as (GlobalTox) Inc.
In a second case which began in November of 2010, Kramer has been unlawfully and abusively,

permanently enjoined from “republishing” a sentence not even in her writing, “Dr. Kelman altered his under

oath statements on the witness stand’ when he testified in an Oregon lawsuit.” This, under the pretense

that Kramer was lawfully found guilty of libel for this sentence. In reality, they do no want Kramer to ever be
able to write of these cases again. This is because the courts and attorney, Keith (Scheuer) systematically
framed her for libel in the first case for an entirely different sentence; then tried to stop her from writing of it, how
they did it, why they did and the impact on the public because of it in a second case. They could not gag her for
the sentence in her writing, because it is known to the courts, Plaintiffs and Plaintiff Counsel, to be 100%
accurate. (SEE attached Kramer Declaration Under Duress). Kramer and all citizens of California are only
obligated to adhere to lawful court orders under C.C.P 1209(a)5.

This harassment has been to conceal eight years of malicious litigation by Kelman, GlobalTox, their
attorney, Scheuer and the San Diego Appellate and Superior Courts over Kramer's March 2005 writing. Her
writing was the first to publicly expose how it became a false concept in U.S. public health policy that it was
scientifically proven by Kelman and his business partner, Bryan (Hardin) that moldy buildings, particularly their
toxins, do not harm. This scientifically void concept is based on Kelman & Hardin applying math extrapolations
to data taken from a single rodent study and jumping to the unscientific nonsequitor that they proved no
individual could be made ill from the toxins of mold in water damaged buildings. It's garbage science.

It was mass marketed for the purpose to mislead U.S. courts to deny liability for causation of iliness.
Kramer's March 2005 writing named the names of those involved in the deception, including Kelman,
GlobalTox, U.S. Congressman Gary Miller (R-CA), the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the Manhattan Institute
think-tank, and the workers’ comp physician trade organization the American College of Occupational &
Environmental Medicine (ACOEM).

The theme of the hate filled and discriminatory mass marketing is “Thus the notion that toxic mold is

an insidious secret killer as so many trial lawyers and media would claim is Junk Science unsupported

by actual scientific study”. These words were written by Kelman & Hardin in 2003. They were paid to write

them by the Manhattan Institute think-tank so the U.S. Chamber of Commerce could share them with judges.
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Kelman & Hardin also penned the purportedly unbiased Mold Position Statement for ACOEM in 2002.
One paper is an edit of the other and both are used together to sell doubt of causation to the courts based on a
simple yet deadly twist of exposure science by PhD toxicologists, Kelman & Hardin.

Initially, the litigation was about aiding the scientific fraud to continue on behalf of commerce and
industry. Now it about concealing what the San Diego courts have done to Kramer by criminal means to aid it to
continue by falsely making her appear to be a malicious liar; and trying every trick in the book to destroy her.
They framed her for libel with actual malice for one sentence in the first case and unlawfully gagged her from
writing of it in a second — as the games play on in courts all across America directly because of these cases.

The judgment from the first case is fraudulent and void. As such, the filing of this Reply under

Duress does not give this court subject matter jurisdiction to hear this unlawful and untimely served

(Vexatious Litigant Motion). The December 28, 2012 declaration of California licensed attorney, Keith

(Scheuer), is wrought with provably false statements made under penalty of perjury. (SEE Declaration Under
Duress of Sharon Kramer).  Should this Court grant this (Vexatious Litigant Motion?), it would be a criminal act
without judicial immunity and abuse of the judicial process to make it harder for Sharon (Kramer) to ever sue
officers of the courts, clerks and plaintiffs for even the very minimal of criminal acts that have occurred in this
case and the foundational case, Kelman & GlobalTox v. Kramer.

This would include falsifying the Remittitur, Certificates of Interested Entities & Persons, Judgment,
Abstract of Judgment, Liens, Sheriff Department Records, FBI Records and the California Court Case
Management System (CCMS) Register of Action (ROA) entries. It would also make it impossible for Kramer to
file an opening brief on appeal Case No. D062754, which would aid the Appellate justices, particularly Presiding
Justice Judith (McConnell), to not have to address the Appellate Court’s prior unlawful and criminal acts in the
prior case which allowed this case to go forward with no subject matter jurisdiction.

Government Code 6200 states, “Every officer having the custody of any record, map, or book, or of any
paper or proceeding of any court, filed or deposited in any public office, or placed in his or her hands for any
purpose, is punishable by imprisonment pursuant to subdivision (h) of Section 1170 of the Penal Code
for two, three, or four years if, as to the whole or any part of the record, map, book, paper, or proceeding, the
officer willfully does or permits any other person to do any of the following:(a) Steal, remove, or secrete...(c)

Alter or falsify.”

112.28.12 Vexatious Litigant Motion http://freepdfhosting.com/a517b30fea.pdf
Exhibits To Motion http:/freepdfhosting.com/9fda1049e3.pdf
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Government Code 6203 states. (a) Every officer authorized by law to make or give any certificate or
other writing is quilty of a misdemeanor if he or she makes and delivers as true any certificate or writing
containing statements which he or she knows to be false.(b) Notwithstanding any other limitation of time
described in Section 802 of the Penal Code, or any other provision of law, prosecution for a violation of this
offense shall be commenced within four years after discovery of the commission of the offense, or within four
years after the completion of the offense, whichever is later.(c) The penalty provided by this section is not an
exclusive remedy, and does not affect any other relief or remedy provided by law.

Government Code 68150(d)_states, “No additions, deletions, or changes shall be made to the content
of court records, except as authorized by statute or the California Rules of Court.”

l.

THE REMITTITUR ISSUED BY APPELLATE CLERK, STEPHEN (KELLY) ON DECEMBER 20, 2010
IS FRAUDULENT, CRIMINAL & AWARDS COSTS TO UNDISCLOSED “RESPONDENTS”,
JUSTICE PATRICIA BENKE REFUSED TO RECALL & RESCIND ON JANUARY 20, 2011 -

ALLOWING THIS CASE TO UNLAWFULLY GO FORWARD

1. Under G.C.6203(b) Kramer has until December 23, 2014 to sue the Clerk of the Fourth District

Division One (Appellate Court), personally, for falsifying the Remittitur under the seal of the State of California.
False designation as a vexatious litigant and a C.CP.391.7 prefiling order, would unlawfully deny Kramer her
right to sue in properia persona. The granting of this Vexiatious Litigant Motion would further libel and damage
Kramer to conceal the collusively criminal acts of the officers of courts themselves; while stripping her of
protection from abusive parties of ever being able to file a lawsuit in her entire life without an attorney or first
posting a $25,000 bond. Kramer has never filed a COMPLAINT against anyone in her life.

2. Contrary to how the San Diego court system operates, courts cannot unlawfully deny motions while
suppressing direct evidence and criminally falsify court documents to conceal it; then label a litigant as
vexatious with the purpose of the false designation being that clerks of the courts and others are not sued for
the resultant damage of criminal falsification of court documents and unlawfully denied motions. The term for
that is “intrinsic fraud upon the court”. Since this matter involves false science in policy and courts used to sell
doubt of causation of iliness it is intrinsic fraud upon the courts to defraud the public in financially motivated
discrimination against the environmentally disabled. Because the scientific fraud in policy and courts is used to
deny liability for workers comp insurers and others, causing injured workers to turn to social services for
survival, it is intrinsic fraud upon the court in financially motivated discrimination against the environmentally

disabled while defrauding the taxpayer.
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3. There is no question the evidence proves criminal falsification of disclosure documents in the
Appellate Court in violation of G.C.6200(a)(c), 6203(a) and 68150(d) which are punishable by up to four
years of incarceration under GC6200 and G.C.6203(b)(c).

4. The only question is: Did the appellate court justices conceal that in the foundational case to this
case, Kelman and Scheuer falsified the September 2009 Certificate of Interested Entities and Persons? Or did
they conceal that the Clerk of the Appellate Court falsified the December 20, 2010 Remittitur; awarding costs
against Kramer to undisclosed parties/entities while aiding this case to unlawfully go forward?

5. The courts have known since July of 2005 that Bryan Hardin is an owner of GlobalTox via the
submission of Kramer's declaration. They were informed and provided direct evidence on anti-SLAPP appeal in
July 2006 his name was improperly missing from that Certificate of Interested Persons. Yet, they concealed this
in the November 2006 anti-SLAPP opinion. Upon appeal again, Scheuer could not name GlobalTox as a
disclosed entity w/o also having to name all the owners, including Hardin. This would establish the

inconsistency with the Certificate he submitted, and the Appellate justices accepted, in 2006.

(Check One) INITIAL CERTIFICATE SUPPLEMENTAL CERTIFICATE XX
Fuli Mame of Interested Person ¢ Entily Farty M- Party: Mature of interest
(Cilrack Q) (Explaire)

Bruce J. Kelman 1> L] _ownership intarest
Lonlie J. Swenson 1 4 ODwnarship inE_urest
Foonert A. Clark i [1 (33 Ownership ilnteresL
i [1____ [#_DOunership interest
Corsen A. Robblns i1 [ Swnership interest

L1 L1
] i

The undersigned certifies that the above listed persons or entities (corporations, partnerships, firms or
any other assoclation, but not Including governmeant entitics or their agencies), have aither (I} an
ownerghip interest of 10 percent of maore In the' party If an entlty; or (i} a financial or other interest in
the outcome of the proceading that the justices should consider in determining whether to disqualify
themselves, a=s defined in rule 14.5(d{2).

Attornmy Submitting Form ! Party Represantaed
Heith Scheuer — FPlaintirffs Bruce J. Helman
[Mame) i iHame) and GilebalTox., Inc.
ite A8

[Addrers)
v CA 907OZ

(it EtatalZip)
L =

(Talaphins u%hﬁ_rr,&_‘-:jﬁﬂ:ﬁ@s} ; July 10, 2006
! [Date)

[Saanature of Attormey Submitting Form)

6. Thus the most probable cause for the criminal falsification of the December 20, 2010 Remittitur
awarding costs to undisclosed “Respondents” is to once again conceal Hardin’s involvement being concealed

by the Appellate Court in their November 2006 anti-SLAPP Opinion.
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7. In addition to being the sixth owner of GlobaTox, Hardin is a retired Assistant U.S. Surgeon General
and retired Deputy Director of CDC National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health. He is also co-author
of the 2002 ACOEM Mold Position Statement and the 2003 U.S. Chamber Mold Position Statement. How these
two papers were connected to mass market scientific fraud to the courts, physicians and policy was the subject
of Kramer's March 2005 writing. The courts framed her for libel for it and suppressed the evidence that Kelman
committed perjury to establish libel law required reason for malice. They have been libeling and character
assassinating Kramer ever since.

Rules of Court 8.208 states. “Certificate of Interested Entities or Persons (a) Purpose and intent The
California Code of Judicial Ethics states the circumstances under which an appellate justice must disqualify
himself or herself from a proceeding. The purpose of this rule is to provide justices of the Courts of Appeal with
additional information to help them determine whether to disqualify themselves from a proceeding. (f)
Supplemental information, A party that learns of changed or additional information that must be disclosed under
(e) must promptly serve and file a supplemental certificate in the reviewing court. (e) Contents of certificate (1) If

an entity is a party, that party's certificate must list any other entity or person that the party knows has an
ownership interest of 10 percent or more in the party.”

8. Upon appeal again after the 2008 trial which was filled with judicial misconduct after trial; the
September 14, 2009 Certificate of Interested Entities & Persons submitted by Kelman and Scheuer and
received by the Clerk of the Appellate Court, Kelly, states there was only one “Respondent”, Kelman, on appeal

and no other parties/entities to disclose, let alone to be awarded costs. (Attached hereto as Exhibit 1, is the
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teckanel. [ ] INITIAL CERTIFIGATE [ | SUPPLEMENTAL CERTIF .:m—?ﬂlf.nu?ir
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tion or application in the Court of Appeal, and when you file a patition for an extraordinary writ. You may
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September 2009 Certificate as submitted by Scheuer 2)

9. Clerk of the Appellate Court, Kelly's December 20, 2010 Remittitur from the prior case, Kelman &
GlobalTox v. Kramer, which is the foundation to this case, is fraudulent and criminal under the above noted
Government Codes regarding falsification, alterations and secret concealed; and is subject to imprisonment.
The Remittitur awards costs against Kramer to undisclosed “Respondents” on appeal and conceals the
Certificate of Interested Entites & Persons submitted by Scheuer and Kelman is known to the Appellate Court to
be an unlawfully incomplete disclosure as to who really is involved in these litigations. (Attached hereto as

Exhibit 2, is the December 20, 2010 Remittitur?) It states,
% * REMITTITUR = * *

L. Stephen M., Kelly, Clerk of the Court of Appeal of the State of California, for the
Fourth Appellate District, certify the attached 15 a true and comect copy of the original opinior
or decizion entered in the above-entitled case on September 14, 2000, and that this opinion or
decizion has now become final

Moppel Lait __ Respondent to recover costs.
Each party to bear own cosls.
Copsts are not wwarded in this proceeding
T

:"'5 Cither (See Below)
Respondents to recowver their costs of appeal.

" £ 9 - g ik il

Witness myv hand and the seal of the Courd alfixed this 20 25

c: Al Parties (Copy of remittitur only, Cp

10. As this case was beginning, founded on the antedated, Void Judgment from 2008 of the prior case
and undisclosed entities/parties, with the Appellate Court releasing jurisdiction by the criminal Remittitur;

Kramer filed a Motion to Recall and Rescind the Remittitur on January 19, 2011. On page 18 it states,

“Not mentioned in the Opinion, this court was evidenced, Bryan (‘Hardin”) is the
sixth owner of GlobalTox. He is also a retired Deputy Director of CDC NIOSH.
As this court was evidenced he was an improperly undisclosed party to this

2EXH 1, 9.14.09 Certificate discloses one “Respondent” Kelman http:/freepdfhosting.com/4751e1d428.pdf
SEXH 2, 12.20.10 Remittitur states “Respondents” awarded costs. http:/freepdfhosting.com/20c6dc142b.pdf
4 01.19.11 Kramer's Motion to Recall & Rescind Remittitur http:/freepdfhosting.com/f3824e0387.pdf
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litigation on the Certificate of Interested Parties in 2006 when denying
Kramer’'s anti-SLAPP _motion. When this court uses the plural term
‘respondents to recover costs” in the Opinion and Remittitur, is this court
referring to undisclosed party, Hardin, as an additional party to recover costs
and one who Kramer prevailed over in trial as one of the owners of GlobalTox.
Because on the Certificate of Interested parties submitted to this court in
2009, there is only one disclosed respondent, Bruce Kelman. As such, this
court needs to recall the remittitur to clarify what they mean by the term
“judgment affirmed” and “respondents” (plural) of what costs are being
awarded to whom; based on what date a judgment properly noticed as
entered becomes the valid judgment; and to whom they are referring to with the
plural “respondents” being awarded costs on appeal.”

11. The next day, January 20, 2011, Acting Presiding Justice Patricia (Benke) refused to recall and
rescind the criminal Remittitur awarding costs to undisclosed entities/parties and to address the Void Judgment
on record -- with no explanation given. (Attached hereto as Exhibit 3 is Justice Benke’s unexplained 1.20.11
denial to recall and rescind the fraudulent and criminal Remittitur.5)

BRUCE |, EBEMAN e ol %
= [ninzidts o i 2
Plaineiffs mid Respondenis J E Ew*'ﬂ"ﬂﬂ.-g.

SHARON KRAMER U oy o
Defendant mnd Appellant %ﬂ" s
(FLER Kol o
S [Femi o Iy Mo GINB45T9 ET i
San [Mpmo Coney M Fry ;1;-.._\_‘_!-:
THE COLIET:

Avpmedlant’s "hotinn fo Recall & Hestnd Remititur® the vemnritur whech issued on
[aerember 11 3004 1= DEMNIELL

LS '-.l'r. I

Acting Pregading Justioe

"If the remittitur issues by inadvertence or mistake or as a result of fraud or imposition practiced on the
appellate court, the court has inherent power to recall it and thereby reassert its jurisdiction over the case. This
remedy, though described in procedural terms, is actually an exercise of an extraordinary substantive
power....its significant function is to permit the court to set aside an erroneous judgment on appeal obtained by
improper means. In practical effect, therefore, the motion or petition to recall the remittitur may operate as a
belated petition for rehearing on special grounds, without any time limitations.” (9 Witkin, Cal. Procedure (4th
ed.1997) Appeal, § 733, pp. 762-763.)

S EXH 3 1.20.11 Justice Benke DENIAL http://freepdfhosting.com/859795bee8.pdf
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“A remittitur can be recalled to permit the court to ‘clarify and make certain’ any matters that are implicit
in the court’s opinion and judgment. (Ruth v. Lytton Sav. & Loan Ass’n (1969) 272 Ca 2d 24, 25, 76 CR 926,
927" Witkins Rule of Law 14;41

“A recall may also be ordered on the ground of the court’s inadvertence or misapprehension as to the
true facts, or if the judgment was improvidently rendered without due consideration of the facts” McGee (1951)
37 C2d 6,9, 229 P2d, 780, 782" Witkins 14:38

“A stay may be ordered only for ‘good cause’. ‘Good cause’ for this purpose requires a showing of some
extraordinary reason for retaining appellate court jurisdiction and further delaying lower court proceedings on
the judgment (e.q., likely irreparable damage from immediate enforcement of the judgment)’ Reynolds v. E.
Clemens Horst Co. supra, 36 CA at 530, 172 P at 624] Witkins 14:30 “The court can recall the remittitur if the
appellate judgment resulted from a fraud or ‘imposition’ perpetrated upon the court.” Pacific Legal Foundation v.
California Costal Comm’né

12. In the December 28, 2012 untimely served Vexatious Litigant Motion, Scheuer does not

mention this Motion of Kramer’s or the unexplained, unlawful DENIAL of Benke while suppressing the

direct evidence that the criminal Remittitur is undeniably fraudulent and that it released jurisdiction of

the prior case enabling this case to unlawfully go forward. “Uncontradicted and unimpeached evidence is

generally accepted as true.” Garza v. Workmen's Comp. App. Bd. (1970) 3 Cal.3rd 312 317-318 [90
Cal Rptr. 355]; Keulen v. Workers’ Comp. Appeals Bd., supra, 66 Cal App.4th at p. 1099. Not in the
San Diego, California courts.

13. Because of criminal acts by the courts themselves, the courts have a collusive vested interest

along with Kelman, Hardin, Scheuer, Veritox and possibly other unknown entities/parties in seeing Kramer be
falsely designated as a vexatious litigant subject to a prefiling order pursuant to C.C.P.391.7 so she cannot sue

them for collusive criminal acts.

L.
PLAINTIFF COUNSEL UNTIMELY FILED & SERVED VEXATIOUS LITIGANT MOTION

1. Even if this court did have subject matter jurisdiction, which clearly it does not because of the falsified

Remittitur and Void Judgment from the case of Kelman & GlobalTox v. Kramer being the foundation to this
case; the Vexatious Litigant Motion was untimely filed and served by Scheuer on December 28, 2012. It was

mailed to Kramer via the U.S Postal Service not on or before the required 21 days before the hearing date. In

61.26.11 Kramer Motion To Stay Case http:/freepdfhosting.com/22b37596¢8.pdf
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violation of Code of Civil Procedure 1005(b), it was “snail mailed” by Scheuer to Kramer merely 15 court days
before the hearing date. (SEE Vexatious Litigant Motion attached Proof of Service by Keith Scheuer)

2. Kramer, who is not an attorney, could not possibly file a viable reply in a whole new area of law to
her, Vexatious Litigant, with so little time to learn it and so much direct evidence of corruption needing to be
shared with this court, which is relatively new to the case.

3. The only thing Kramer knows of the subject is that there is case law established in 1982 to protect
properia persona litigants against unethical attorneys who try to unlawfully use this tactic to their advantage via
false, misleading and incomplete evidence to squelch Pro Pers and their lawful evidence.

4.The case is Roston v. Edwards (1982) 127 Cal.App.3d 842 [179 Cal.Rptr. 830,] It states,
‘Defendants, in their zeal to present a portrait of plaintiff Roston...that would enhance their position, made

reference to a multitude of cases which were inappropriate for consideration by the trial court... The

presentation of such matter, if designedly done, is certainly to be discouraged. One might mistake it for an

attempt to inflame the court against a party to the action.”

5. The inflammatory attorney in Roston v. Edwards was Keith Scheuer. In that case, too, he attempted

to have a pro per litigant be falsely deemed a vexatious litigant by inflaming the courts with false and misleading
statements and partial evidence. This misconduct is “certainly to be discouraged” by this court when Scheuer
attempts to abuse the judicial process yet again by this untimely served, vexing, Vexatious Litigant Motion.

6. Clearly, Scheuer’s desire in filing this rushed, untimely served, unfounded and vexing motion is to
make it impossible for Kramer to ever sue for unlawful and criminal acts by Scheuer, judiciaries with no
immunity, clerks of the courts and plaintiffs in both of these cases.

1l

THE PRSIDING JUSTICE OF THE APPELLATE COURT HAS MOTIVATION TO SEE KRAMER
FALSELY DEEMED A VEXATIOUS LITIGANT, SHE FRAMED KRAMER FOR LIBEL

1. This case is now on appeal, Case No. D062764. On January 15, 2013, and in the capacity as

presiding justice, Justice Judith McConnell accepted jurisdiction over the case by issuing a ruling that the time

for Kramer to file an opening brief could be extended to late February, 2013.7

701.15.13 McConnell granted extension w/o jurisdiction http:/freepdfhosting.com/77f5a3975b.pdf
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2. In her ruling, Justice McConnell ignored the evidence that the Remittitur from the prior case was
fraudulent and criminal; and that Kramer asked for an undetermined extension which would allow the appellate
court time to determine if it has subject matter jurisdiction without first recalling and rescinding the fraudulent
and criminal legal document. To quote from Kramer's 2nd request for extension that was granted to be extended
by McConnell w/o addressing the evidence of the criminal Remittitur and the result damage to Kramer from it.
(SEE more in Kramer’s Declaration). (Attached hereto as Exhibit 4, is page 6-8 of Kramer’s February 11, 2013

Second Request®.) In relevant part it states,

14. | cannot file an appellate brief until this court corrects past errors and establishes if it has
jurisdiction to hear the appeal. That is not in opposing counsel’s control, nor does he have
the ability to stipulate to this. Because of falsification of court documents by and concealed
by this court, it is this appellate court which is “the judicial machinery can not perform in the
usual manner its impartial task of adjudging cases that are presented for adjudication

kkkkkkkkkkkk

“As the Presiding Judge of the Fourth District Division One Appellate Court and author of the
fraudulent November 2006 anti-SLAPP opinion in which you framed me for libel with actual
malice; it is your legal responsibility to undo this tangled web that keeps growing and
entangling more people.

a.) You have left your clerk, Mr. Kelly, in a position that | could file criminal charges against
him for falsifying a remittitur under the seal of the State of California. (Mr. Kelly knows | do not
want to do it, but may have to.)

b.) Your peers concealed in their 2010 appellate opinion that you framed me and suppressed
the evidence Kelman committed perjury to establish malice. You have left them open for
justified complaints of judicial ethics violations in a matter involving billions of dollars
nationwide in litigations, claims handling practices and cost shifting onto the taxpayer for the
burden of cost of environmental injury.

c.) Judge Nugent lost his courtroom of many years while trying to unlawfully shield you for
framing me for libel with actual malice and shield that your peers concealed it and concealed
a falsified judgment, parties/entities to the litigation.

d.) I went to jail in March of 2012 for refusing to be coerced by Judge Nugent, Scheuer and
Kelman into sign a false confession of being guilty of libel with actual malice which would
have absolved their and your unlawful, collusive misconduct defrauding the public of billions
of dollars by framing a whistle blower for libel in an anti-SLAPP opinion.

8 EXH 4, 01.11.13 2nd Request For Undetermined Extension http:/freepdfhosting.com/7d11c5b3a8.pdf
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e.) | have a permanent injunction against me by a court with no subject matter jurisdiction for
a sentence | never ever wrote, “Dr. Kelman altered his under oath statements on the witness
stand” when he testified in an Oregon lawsuit.” to conceal how you framed me for libel for the
sentence, “Upon viewing documents presented by the Hayne's attorney of Kelman’s prior
testimony from a case in Arizona, Dr. Kelman altered his under oath statements on the
witness stand.”

f.) Judge Nugent, whose court had no subject matter jurisdiction because the sole foundation
to case is the void judgment from the prior case, falsified the Sheriff Department record and
libeled me to conceal he incarcerated me for refusing to sign a false confession “Retraction of
Sharon Kramer” — not for violating an (unlawful) contempt order under C.C.P.1208(b) that he
was provided evidence | could not comply with under C.C.P.1219(b). This makes him
vulnerable to having criminal charges filed against him with no judicial immunity for the
unlawful incarceration, bodily harm, emotional distress, libeling and falsification of public
record to conceal it.

g.) | have a fraudulent lien on my property with costs accruing from three weeks before costs
were even submitted by Scheuer and Kelman because the judgment from the prior case,
foundation to this one, was changed without the clerk of the court dating the change.

h.) | have been sanctioned $3000 by a court with no subject matter jurisdiction for refusing to
publish a false confession of libel on the internet for a sentence | never even wrote, with a
threat of more incarceration if | do not do it.

i.) Scheuer and Kelman are now trying to have me deemed a “vexatious litigant” to stop me
from filing suit for the collusive misconduct and resultant damage. If | was vexatious, | would
have sued for all of this long ago. | have never filed a COMPLAINT in my life.

j.) Your sister in the Lawyers’ Club, the local District Attorney who has made many political
enemies, is just beginning to catch grief for shielding corruption in your court giving her unfair
advantage in this county when prosecuting its citizens — and aiding the billions in fraud to
continue over the mold issue and in California workman’s compensation cases by shielding
you and your cohorts.

k.) The longer you let this criminal situation go, the more people become entangled in this
web you have spun. Lives continue to be devastated, nationwide, from the scientific fraud you
aided Kelman, the five additional owners of Veritox and affiliates of the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce to be able to continue to use to sell doubt of causation in courtrooms, nationwide,
by framing me for libel with actual malice in a Strategic Litigation Against Public
Participation over how the scientific fraud became policy and what parties/entities
were involved in the deadly, deceptive mass marketing of scientific fraud for profit.

l.) You do have the legal authority and ability, plus moral and legal obligation to extend time
for you to undo this massive mess you have caused by framing me for libel in the November
2006 anti-SLAPP opinion.”
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3. Quoting from page 6, lines 4-10 of Scheuer’s Vexatious Litigant Motion, “The key question is whether
the post-judgment proceedings in this trial court would have any effect on the effectiveness of the appeal. ‘If so,
the proceedings are stayed; if not, the proceedings are permitted.” Varian Medical Systems v. Delfina, supra, 35

Cal.4t at 188; Young [sic v.] Tri-City Healthcare, supra, 2010 Cal.App.4th at 49.”

4. If this court were to grant the unfounded and unlawful Vexatious Litigant Motion, then Justice Judith
McConnell would be able to slither her way out of having to address the criminal Remittitur and whether the
Appellate Court has subject matter jurisdiction to hear the appeal because of prior fraud upon the court. Kramer
would not be able to afford to file the appeal because of the C.C.P 391.7 prefiling order. Therefore, according to

case law cited by Scheuer, granting of this Motion would be unlawful and have a tremendous “effect on the

effectiveness of the appeal” because Kramer would not even be able to file the appeal or make McConnell

acknowledge she has no jurisdiction because of fraud upon the court by appellate officers of the court in the

founding case. Justice McConnell would be unlawfully removed of answering the legal question of jurisdiction
and the abuse of Kramer would continue to be used to defraud the public. The criminal acts of the courts
themselves in these cases would go unpunished.

5. Additionally, if McConnell failed to grow a conscience and her Lawyer Club sister, Bonnie Dumanis,
will not prosecute; Kramer could never file to recall and rescind the fraudulent 2006 anti-SLAPP Remittitur and
the 2010 feigned review Remittitur. This preclusion for Kramer would occur even though there is no statute of

limitation for the damages caused by these frauds upon the court. “its [Recall & Rescind] significant function is

to permit the court to set aside an erroneous judgment on appeal obtained by improper means. In practical

effect, therefore, the motion or petition to recall the remittitur may operate as a belated petition for rehearing on

special grounds, without any time limitations.” (9 Witkin, Cal. Procedure (4th ed.1997) Appeal, § 733, pp. 762-

763.) “Paterno asks for her attorney fees in preparing this writ petition. Under subdivision (c) of the anti-SLAPP
statute, successful litigants who prevail on a special motion to strike are entitled to attorney fees as a matter of
right “to compensate . . . for the expense of responding to a SLAPP suit.” (Wanland v. Law Offices of Mastagni,
Holstedt & Chiurazzi (2006) 141 Cal.App.4th 15, 22 [45 Cal.Rptr.3d 633].) The trial court should consider
Paterno’s request for attorney fees in connection with Paterno’s special motion to strike....Paterno is awarded
her costs in this proceeding. Paterno v. Superior Court (2008) 163 Cal.App.4th 1342, 1357-1358.
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IV.

THE SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR COURT RECORDED A FRAUDULENT ABSTRACT OF
JUDGMENTON DECEMBER 31, 2008 ; ON JANUARY 20, 2009, SCHEUER & KELMAN
RECORDED A FRAUDULENT LIEN ON KRAMER’S PROPERTY. UNDER G.C.6203(b), KRAMER
HAS UNTIL JULY 2015 TO FILE SUIT.

Code of Civil Procedure 685.010.(a) states “Interest accrues at the rate of 10 percent per annum on the
principal amount of a money judgment remaining unsatisfied.” C.C.P 685.020.(a) states “..interest commences
to accrue on a money judgment on the date of entry of the judgment.

1. On December 22, 2008 Scheuer submitted the judgment document from the foundational case to this

one as it appeared on December 22, 2008 to the court for Abstract of Judgment. On December 31, 2008, the
San Diego Superior Court issued an Abstract of Judgment based on the submission by Scheuer . The Abstract

states that interest accrues commencing on September 24, 2008 based on an alleged judgment entered on that

3. Judgmant creeitor fname and addrmss) Bruce Kelman 6 [ Origingl absteact recardod in this county:

date. clo Veritox, Inc., 18372 Redmond-Fall City Rd 2. Date:
Redmond, Washington 98052 b Irvstrumnent My
D December 22, 2008
Keith Schever, Esg. [ .
- (TPPE CR PRIHT MAUE) CRHATLE OF APPLICANT 0 ATTCRNEY)
B. Tobsl amaunt of judgmnt e erlaned or s i 0. ] a0 [] exoeusonfon [ sttachmant tian

37,253 .65 I8 endorsed on tha jucigment sa Toflows:
7 lgment cradiln aod gehiors ame ksbed on this aagimct B Amaunt $
8. a Judgmont sniered on jdale): September 24, 2008 0, In frvor of (Revos and sotiwas):
. Ramewl enbemd on joals)’
g ] his judgenent & an st GRS, 11. A sigy of erforcament has
& mot baen ondened by the Coust
b [ tesan ardared by the court efiactive untl
(et
12 a mlmmhtmhkamwwmnr
the jutgment ertered in s action,

b [] A cenifisd copy of the jucgment is stiached.

s

S| o wr_ 00N o0 Doy

Farme Acrand for Wisting L ABSTRACT OF JUuDgMENT—CIVIL  WINGE 0 O Pape 13
Asttel Coured of Cabfora \\\Mlﬂﬁ e
BT, TN S

il [P Sy 1. Tney

2. No such judgment was entered by the Court on September 24, 2008. Abstract is criminal G.C.6203(a)

Keamsr, and coste in tha amcunt of 8___ ., Wwhd that

| #laintite GlobalTen, Ing. recewvmr _nothing in this potion.
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3. Scheuer then took the fraudulent Abstract and recorded a fraudulent Lien on Kramer’s property on

January 20, 2009, on behalf of Kelman and with interest accruing from September 24, 2008.
C#¥  2000- 0024903

.lmmm MIWHMMHIMHH"IIWH[H i}

AN 20 2000 4,18 P
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HETL M

IR Scheuer, Eug; '_;.-g 3
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AN MEGD CUUNTY BECORGER S
DAV L. B ER, mn.mwnzfupnu.:r:lf
1505

FEEE:
PAGES:

R

4. Scheuer did not even submit Kelman'’s interest accruing costs until October 14, 2008 (Received Oct.

0 Adma frafiy Wigy, "u|_a|r.-" af
wisrina Cal Fey, O ggaoa

16%). This is three weeks after they are stated as being awarded by judgment on the fraudulent Abstract
recorded by the Court and fraudulent interest accruing Lien recorded by Kelman and Scheuer. (Attached hereto
collectively as Exhibit 5 is i.) His Abstract/Lien stating interest accruing costs awarded on September 24, 2008,
ii.) The proposed judgment stating no costs yet awarded on Sept 24, 2008, and iii.) Schemer’s submission of

costs on Oct 142008 9)

| am the atfarney, agent, or party who claims these costs. To the best of my knowiedge and belief this memerandum of costs i comed
il thege Costs were necessarily mourmed in this casa.

bate: October |4, 2008 (J}ﬁ‘&ﬂ/
Keith Seheuer, Esq. > K :

{Progf of sersce on rewerse)

P Ao e R MEMORANDUM OF COSTS (SUMMARY) %ﬁ' R TR

A Covinee o8 Calkermen
MEDID e Jury T OSEGH

5. The trial court and Scheuer knew the judgment was not entered on September 24, 2008 when they
recorded the fraudulent Abstract and then Lien based on the Abstract. The court would not have been able to
hear Kramer's motions to strike costs, for a new trial and for a judgment not withstanding the verdict on date of

December 12, 2008. Under C.C.P 663.a(b) it would have been two weeks to late to be heard.

? EXH 5, 12.31.08 Abstract & 01.20.09 Lien & 10.24.08 http://freepdfhosting.com/d342893f8a.pdf
& 9.24.08 Signed Proposed Judgment http:/freepdfhosting.com/29a6e9fce9.pdf & Scheuer 10.14.08
Submission of costs.http://freepdfhosting.com/031aae61ae.pdf
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6. Tellingly, in the September 2010 appellate opinion there is no stated date of entry of judgment

to be found in the document (SEE Vexation Litigant Motion exh 1)

7. Kramer knew Scheuer had commingled is clients’ costs and on October 14, 2008 had submitted costs
incurred by trial loser GlobalTox as being those of Kelman’s. So did the Appellate Court when rendering their
September 2010 opinion. The appellate court stated (paraphrased) because Kramer did not bring this up in the
trial court in December of 2008, it was A OK that a California licensed attorney commingled his clients’ costs
and submitted costs incurred by a losing client as being those of another client.

8. Kramer became aware there was a Lien on her property via an email sent to her from Scheuer on July

14, 2009 informing her they had recorded a lien.

1 & message dated T/ 1472000 13:11:23 P.M, Pacific Davlight
Time, Kecheuer wirites:

Mrs. Kramar—

In response (o your postscript, please ba advised that GlobalTox will pay
the costs that were awarded to you &s Soon as you pay the costs that
wiere awarded to Dr. Kelman, plus inferest, With respect 1o vour veilad
threat to file a ben against GlobalTox, obviously you may da so if you
overcome the applicable legal hurdies. We recorded a judgment lien

against your property several months ago.

Keith Scheusr

SCHELUER & GILLETT

4640 Admiralty Way, Suite 402
Marina Ded Rey, CA 90252
Tal.: {310} 577-1170

Fax: {310) 301-0035

9. Kramer did not discover until July of 2011 that the fraudulent cost submission by Scheuer also
accrued interest from September 24, 2008, a date that is three weeks before Scheuer even submitted costs on
October 14, 2008. Kramer did not even know what an Abstract of Judgment was prior to the summer of 2011.
She became of aware of the fraudulent judgment date of interest accruing costs via a credit report. She
subsequently went to the county to obtain a copy which also showed the fraudulent Abstract of Judgment issue

by the court. Kramer has until July 2015 to sue the San Diego Superior Court, Scheuer and Kelman for

recording the criminally fraudulent Abstract of Judgment under C.C.P. 6203(b).

10. Granting Scheuer’s Vexatious Litigant Motion would make it impossible for her to sue him, Kelman

and the San Diego Superior Court, in properia persona, for their criminal acts under G.C.6200(a)(c), 6203(a) of
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recording the fraudulent Abstract and fraudulent interest accruing Lien. This further illuminates the criminal
motivation for California licensed attorney, Scheuer’s, Vexatious Litigant Motion.
v

THE SOLE FOUNDATION TO THIS CASE, T_H.E JUDGMENT FROM THE PRIOR CASE, IS
FRAUDULENT, ANTEDATED & VOID TO BE USED FOR ANY PURPOSE.

1. The court issued a fraudulent Abstract and Scheuer recorded a fraudulent Lien that stated judgment

was entered on September 24, 2008, based on a submission by Scheuer on December 22, 2008. Yet, when

submitted as the sole foundational document to this case by Scheuer on November 4, 2010, the judgment

contradictorily appears on its face that judgment awarding Kelman'’s costs was entered on December 18, 2008,

four days before it was submitted for Abstract by Scheuer. on December 22, 2008 stating judgment was entered

awarding costs on September 24, 2008.

2. The Void Judgment was amended on October 28, 2011, one year after this case began and one year
after the Appellate Court had falsely stated on page one of their September 2010 opinion that a judgment and
awarding of costs to Kramer had been entered. (SEE Vexatious Litigant Motion, Exh 1, pg 1 the September

2010 Appellate Opinion) The opinion states,

“The jury found that Kramer did not libel GlobalTox and judgment against GlobalTox was entered. The trial court
awarded Kramer $2,545.28 in costs against GlobalTox.”

3. But the ROA was falsified in the lower court on December 23, 2008 to match the actual Void
Judgment on Record and making it appear that Kelman and GlobalTox prevailed in trial — just like the Void
Judgment.

‘ROA# 268 12/23/2010 Judgment was entered as follows: Judgment entered for GLOBALTOX INC: KELMAN
BRUCE J and against KRAMER, SHARON"

(Attached hereto collectively as Exhibit 6 is the 31 page of Judgment as submitted as the sole foundation case
November 4, 2010; and the 3 page of the judgment as amended one year, October 28, 20111%) Valid

judgments do not get amended after appeal, and invalid judgments cannot be lawfully used as a

foundation for a case, amended one year after commencement of a case, under C.C.P. 664.

10 Exh 6. 11.04.10 Judgment as foundation to case page 3 http:/freepdfhosting.com/359¢2df09d.pdf
10.28.11 Judgment Amended http:/freepdfhosting.com/53b48859a4.pdf
16

REPLY TO UNLAWFUL & C.C.P 1005(b) UNTIMELY SERVED PLAINTIFF’s “NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION TO DESIGNATE
SHARON KRAMER AS A VEXATIOUS LITIGANT, ETC, AND DECLARATION UNDER DURESS OF SHARON KRAMER




O© 0 9 O N B~ W N

N N N N N N N N N o e e e e e e e
0 I &N A WD = O O 0NN R W NN~ O

MOaitihd, sk,
; Eramer, and costs in the amount of uliﬁﬁﬁ b€ \9 and THsr
g Plaintiff GlchalTox, Inc. recover ot hing in this
4
5 Pated: f/ﬂ,%ﬁg
fi® Superior Court
[i] . LISA C. sCHALL
7)| ocrsezm Daefendovd Frawmer s
: S M Prevadling
8 ]ﬂmchi & 4 f[uﬁhfeﬁ 'f"bﬂﬁﬁr [ne 4 e udiment
SN shadl Weitide, Cosks of 45,18 i faved oF
:ﬂ il‘f’f_mmrrf_ ﬁmm s i de 4‘ et f{ﬂrﬁjf’e"
1
Global bx, tae. 7o o
12 ;4}‘c:"icé“mﬁ
13

4. Going back to the prior case in 2008. On December 22, 2008, Kramer timely submitted a Motion for
Reconsideration after the December 12, 2008 Oral Argument. This is the same day that Scheuer submitted the
judgment, that on that day appeared judgment was entered awarding costs to Kelman on September 24, 2008.

5. On January 7, 2009, the Court refused to hear Kramer's timely filed December 22, 2008 Motion base
on the false premise that an amended Judgment had been entered on December 18, 2008 which allegedly
caused loss of jurisdiction. This forced Kramer to have to file an appeal right back in the Appellate court that had
framed her for libel w/actual malice in the 2006 anti-SLAPP opinion and had concealed parties to the appeal,
Bryan Hardin. (They also suppressed the evidence that Kelman committed perjury to establish false theme for

malice and that Scheuer had suborned it.) The January 7, 2009 refusal to hear Kramer’s motion states:
thia Court lacks jurisdictien to rule on the motiens. The court

loses jurisdiction to rule on & pending motion for recensideration

after entry of judgment. ADRI Ins. Co. w. Bup.Ct. (1593) 78 CA4th

176, 18L. The Amended Judgment was antar’pd| in this case on December

i
¥
i

18, 2008,

IT I3 S0 ORDERED. \
Date: Ilr/-;_l :l-" o9 /
! / /¥I0EL 'M. PRESSMAN

JEPGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT
Frd
R 4 DESIGNATE
SHARON KRAMER AS A VEXATIOUS LITIGANT, ETC, AND DECLARATION UNDER DURESS OF SHARON KRAMER
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6. Which is it? Judgment was entered on December 18" or amended on December 18?
Answer: Neither. The Judgment is Void on its face. According to the CCMS ROA, nothing occurred in the case

on December 18, 2008. As taken from the Register of Action, ROA:

ROA #212 12/15/2008 Miscellaneous Minute Order Finalized

[Note: Sequential entry numbers. Nothing occurred in the case on 12/18/2008]
ROA #213 12/19/2008 Proof of Service filed by KRAMER, SHARON Refers to:
ROA #214 12/22/2008 Motion for Reconsideration filed by KRAMER, SHARON

7. The Judgment was ante-dated, is a fraudulent legal document and is Void to be used for any purpose.
On September 24, 2008, the trial judge signed the proposed judgment as submitted by Scheuer. Kramer was
not noticed. Upon receipt of Kelman’s costs on October 16, 2008, which included commingled costs incurred by
GlobalTox, the Clerk of the Court filled in the dollar amount of $7,252.65 without dating or initialing the change,
making it appear cost were awarded on September 24, 2008. On December 22, 2008, Scheuer submitted it
back to the Court and a fraudulent Abstract was recorded by the Court on December 31, 2008. Scheuer then
took the fraudulent Abstract and recorded a fraudulent Lien on Kramer's property on January 20, 2009.

Sometime on or after December 22, 2008 when Scheuer submitted for Abstract and Kramer filed her Motion

for Reconsideration, “MGarland 12/18/08” was added next to the dollar by the same clerk, Michael Garland,
who had filled in a dollar amount w/o initialing and dating in October of 2008. The lower court then claimed loss

of jurisdiction based on the fraudulent “MGarland 12/18/08” being added on or after December 22, 2008.

The ROA establishes nothing occurred in the case on December 18, 2008 as does the Abstract of Judgment
which was submitted on December 22, 2008 still appearing that September 24, 2008 was the date of entry of
judgment. The appellate court falsely inferred in their September 2010 opinion that the judgment stated Kramer
was recognized on the judgment document as a trial prevailing party awarded costs. But the ROA was falsified
in the lower court on December 23, 2008 to match the actual Void Judgment on Record and making it appear
that Kelman and GlobalTox prevailed in trial — just like the Void Judgment. One year after this case began on
November 4, 2010 with the Void Judgment being the foundation to the case and the appellate court releasing
jurisdiction by a criminal Remittitur, the judgment was amended on October 28, 2011 to state Kramer was a

prevailing party entirtled to costs. Judge Thomas P. Nugent ignored all of this evidence while feigning he had
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subject matter jurisdiction over the case to try to harass Kramer into silence of the intrinsic fraud upon the court
by plaintiffs, clerks and officers of the court — aiding to defraud the public.

8. Because the sole foundation of this case is fraudulent and void, this court has no subject matter
jurisdiction and thus, no judicial immunity should it choose to falsely deem Kramer to be a “Vexatious Litigant”;
while knowingly precluding Kramer from being able to file suit, including criminal charges against clerks of the
court, et.al., for falsification of court documents and certificates. While Kramer has four years to file suit for a
fraudulent lien upon becoming aware of it in July of 2011, there is no statute of limitations on fraud and
conspiracy to defraud the public via collusive, malicious litigations. The damage to Kramer and the public from
the unlawful and criminal acts committed in these cases has been colossal.

VL.

A JUDGE WHO ACTS WITHOUT JURISDICTION ALSO HAS NO JUDICIAL IMMUNITY FOR
DAMAGE CAUSED BY UNLAWFUL AND MALICIOUS ACTS;

1. “[T]he scope of the judge’s jurisdiction must be construed broadly where the issue is the immunity of

the judge. A judge will not be deprived of immunity because the action he took was in error, was done
maliciously, or was in excess of his authority; rather, he will be subject to liability only when he has acted in the

clear absence of all jurisdictions.” Stump v. Sparkman, 435 US at 356-57

VI,
JUDGE NUGENT INCARCERATED A U.S. CITIZEN W/O GROUNDS OR JURISDICTION FOR
REFUSING TO BE COERCED INTO PERJURY: ORDERED THE SHERIFF DEPARTMENT RECORD
FALSIFIED TO CONCEAL THIS CRIMINAL ACT OF THE COURT

1.In a January 19, 2012 Civil Contempt of Court order, Judge Nugent ordered that Kramer must retract

the truth of the fraud on the court in these cases, from two internet sites, or go to jalil, in violation of the
Constitution and C.C.P.1208(b).

2. On February 10, 2012, Judge Nugent was made aware that Kramer could not comply with the
unlawful order, even if she wanted to. Website owners submitted affidavits stating under oath that no
retractions would be published by Kramer on their websites. At that point, Kramer could not be incarcerated for
violating an order with which she could not comply under C.C.P.1219(a). if indirect civil contempt is the charge,

the purpose of lawful coercion is to coerce compliance with a lawful order by imprisoning the contemner until
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performance of an act he or she has the power to perform. CCP §1219(a) “The ‘coercive’ imprisonment must
end when the contemner no longer has the power to comply.”(Attached hereto as Exhibit 7, is Kramer's page 1,
February 10, 2012, NOTICE TO COURT, INABILITY TO COMPLY WITH UNLAWFUL ORDER
& JUDGMENT OF JANUARY 19, 2012

3. On February 10, 2012, Scheuer submitted a proposed false confession of being guilty of libel for
Kramer to sign which included an apology to a party she prevailed over in trial, Veritox, and stated she did not
believe Kelman committed perjury — when every judge to oversee this case since 2005, knows Kelman did
commit perjury to establish false theme for malice and they all suppress the direct and uncontroverted evidence.
They also suppressed the evidence that Scheuer repeatedly suborned the perjury to establish malice.

4. The Proposed “Retraction of Sharon Kramer” that she refused to sign under penalty of perjury states,

‘.1 do not believe Dr. Kelman committed perjury. | apologize to Dr. Kelman and his
colleagues at Veritox for all statements | have made, that stated or implied otherwise. |
sincerely regret any harm or damage | may have caused. | declare under penalty of perjury
under the laws of the State of California the foregoing is true and correct. Executed
February 10, 2012”

5. On March 9, 2012, Nugent ordered Kramer had to report to the Los Colinas Women’s Detention
Center on March 12, 2012 for refusing to sign the false confession under penalty of perjury, On March 9t he
had a female sheriff deputy positioned behind Kramer and was threatening her she would be hauled
immediately off to jail if she did not agree to go on March 12, 2012. The March 9, 2012 Minute Order states as

the reason Kramer was sent to jail was for refusing to sign “proposed retraction order”:

“APPEARANCES .
ITH SCHELER, counsel, presant for Plaintiffi{s}.
EKEarcn Kramer, self represented Defendant, preigtdm
Atty Tracey S. Sang appears telephonically for defen 2
Parties are present as indicated above.
Ms. Kramer re: proposed
: ies supra are present in court. Court addresses . it
mm1 el Gr%iﬂ Eﬂg ﬁgﬁr inﬂicmas that she will not sign the pmdﬂ@ﬁ"nﬁ%“n iy
o ontempt and sentences her to five consecutive days custody and dire repo
Eras Cglinas Detention Fadility at 9:00 am, March 12, 2012.

denies Atty Scheuer's request that Ms. Kramer be remanded to the custody

of the Sheriff

1:53 Court
fudhm

1:59 pm Courl is adjourned.

" Exh 7 2.10.12 NOTICE TO COURT, INABILITY TO COMPLY WITH UNLAWFUL ORDER &
JUDGMENT OF JANUARY19, 2012; http://freepdfhosting.com/93eb88bf73.pdf
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6. While incarcerated (and made ill from the experience), Kramer's false Civil Contempt morphed into
a Criminal Contempt and she was given a false criminal record under P.C.166. Upon becoming aware of this
via a private sector website, she demanded the criminal record be removed by Nugent. It took her five ExParte
Motions and still Nugent would even show his face to her, and took six months for the Sheriff Dept to remove
the false criminal record in December of 2012. The Sheriff Department Record and an FBI Record Kramer now
has, have been edited to a libelously false Civil Contempt Record for refusing to be coerced to commit criminal
perjury by Nugent, Scheuer and Kelman and sent jail for the refusal.

7. On April 5, 2012, Nugent had a Minute Order hand couriered to the Sheriff Department. He falsified
the public record to conceal that Kramer was incarcerated for refusing to sign the false confession crafted by
Scheuer; and libelously made it appear Kramer was lawfully jailed under C.C.P.1218(a) for violating the Civil

Contempt Order of January 19, 2012. He even attached the Civil Contempt Order as false exhibit.

BILLETUNIY MWD DOOSAN BOLIE GRS O SES G LAELE LT RF WIS R LY I LA ST Fe | RS

contemplt proceading,”

The judgment of contempt enterad here under Cal. Code of Civil Procedure § 1218(a) constitules neithes
a misdamaanar rnar a felony conviction and Defandant’s record should be corrected forthwith

Dated: April 5 2012 ﬁ%}
— THOK ;

Judge of this lip

axriar Cowrt

8. Nugent falsely incarcerated Kramer, caused her bodily harm and emotional distress and was
terrorizing her by threatening to do it again via a April 10, 2012 Contempt Complaint filed by Scheuer. This
newest terrorizing was for Kramer placing the direct evidence of the unlawful acts surrounding the incarceration
of Kramer on the Internet in lawful accordance with C.C.P1208(b). By this time, Kramer had had enough
terrorizing by Scheuer, Kelman and the courts to try to shut her up of them framing her for libel with actual
malice in the prior case and falsifying court document to defraud the public. She refused to put herself in
physical harms way again by a Machiavellian judge who repeatedly violated Kramer’s Constitutional and civil
rights. She basically ignored the unlawful Contempt hearing and final case hearing in June other than to beg
him to stop harassing her. She filed a Motion for Nugent to be disqualified in May, which he, himself denied

while suppressing the evidence of his criminal acts. (Attached hereto collectively as Exhibit 8, is i.) the March 9,
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2012 Minute Order and the April 5, 2012 Minute Order sent to the Sheriff Department hand signed by Judge
Nugent, and the December 2012 false Sheriff Dept and FBI record Kramer now has to conceal why she was
jailed.12)

9. On July 2, 2012, Judge Nugent ordered Kramer must publish a false confession for the sentence
she never wrote on yet another website, pay $3000 to the court in sanctions for putting the evidence on the Net
of the unlawful incarceration in lawful accordance with C.C.P.1208(b); pay Kelman around $8000 for refusing to
participate in the latest unlawful contempt proceedings (on top of the $19K+ Nugent awarded on January 19,
2012 w/no explanation); and never write of these cases again — or back to jail. (SEE Vexatious Litigant Motion
exhibit 2) The court also knew Kramer was dealing with a 91 year old mother who had fallen and broken her
elbow requiring surgery and rehabilitation during this time; and that Kramer was still sick from the incarceration.

10. Shortly after he was permitted to do the wrap up by Michael Roddy and company; Nugent lost his
courtroom with no explanation given; and this judge came up to bat with no subject matter jurisdiction.

11. Under C.C.P. 6203(a)(b)(c) Kramer has until April 8, 2016 to sue Nugent for libelously falsifying the
Sheriff Department Record on April 5, 2012 to conceal he incarcerated her for refusing to commit perjury and
sign a false confession.

12. If Kramer were falsely deemed a Vexatious Litigant by this Court subject to prefiling order,

she would be unlawfully precluded from suing Judge Nugent for his criminal acts without subject

matter jurisdiction and thus no judicial immunity. She has until October of 2016 to sue the San Diego

Superior Court for the $3000 in fraudulent sanctions. Kramer has yet to file her complaint against Nugent with
the California Commission on Judicial Performance, of which McConnell is the past chair and still a member of

the “Independent State Agency” whose function is to police ethics in the judicial branch.

12.03.09.12 Minute Order http://freepdfhosting.com/f5bb4e6477.pdf
04.05.12 Fraudulent Minute Order To Sheriff http://freepdfhosting.com/531eb17f9f.pdf
12.20.12 Libelously False Sheriff & FBI Record http://freepdfhosting.com/4b8ab34d84.pdf
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Vil
SCHEUER LIED WHEN HE SAID KRAMER HAS WON NO MOTIONS -- TO TRY TO CONCEAL THE
JUDGMENT IS VOID & THE PERMANENT INJUCTION IS UNLAWFUL

1. On page 12, line 19-21 of the Vexatious Litigant Motion, Scheuer wrote, “Not surprisingly, Kramer has
lost everyone one of these motions, but her perfect losing streak does not deter her”.

2. While it is true Judge Nugent made more insane rulings the deeper he got entangled in the deception,
on October 28, 2011, Judge Earl Maas Ill amended the Void Judgment after appeal in the prior case to state
Kramer was a trial prevailing party entitled to cost upon Kramer’s, September 2011 MOTION TO AWARD
COSTS TO TRIAL PREVAILING PARTY SHARON KRAMER.

3. Scheuer lost this motion by attempting to make some of the same arguments he has made in this
Motion about courts’ inability to correct past wrongs. He would prefer that this court, like Nugent, pretend that
this amended judgement does not exist and that the judgment as it appeared on November 4, 2010 with the
antedated “MGarland 12/18/08” is a valid, judgment document — which only awards costs to Kelman.

4. Which is it? Did Scheuer record a fraudulent lien on Kramer’s property w/interest accruing from

stated date of judgment of September 24, 2008? —or- Did Scheuer submit a known falsified and void

judgment as the sole foundation of this case with stated entry of judgment being December 18, 2008?

5._.Scheuer lied in his Vexatious Litigant Motion that Kramer has a “perfect losing streak”. No surprise
there. He has a 30 year perfect streak of litigating by these means. “The presentation of such matter, if
designedly done, is certainly to be discouraged. One might mistake it for an attempt to inflame the court against

a party to the action.” Roston v. Edwards (1982) 127 Cal.App.3d 842 [179 Cal.Rptr. 830,] Keith Scheuer

attorney for Edwards.

IX
THIS COURT DOES NOT HAVE JURISDICTION TO RULE THE VOID JUDGEMENTS FROM THE
TWO CASES ARE VALID

1. Kramer has been dealing with Scheuer for eight years. He is sneaky. Every motion of Kramer’s that

he wants this court to deem her vexatious for filing, has to do with the direct evidence of the Void Judgment and
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lack of subject matter jurisdiction of the prior court and this court in this case because of it. (SEE Vexatious
Litigant Motion page 10) He is trying to get this court to backdoor rule that the judgments from Kelman &
GlobalTox v. Kramer and this case are valid legal judgments.

2. On December 7, 2012, this court ruled it could not hear Kramer’s “Motion for Reconsideration to
Vacate Void Coram Non Judice Judgment and Order for Civil Contempt and Permanent Injunction in Criminal
Violation of C.C.P.1209(b)” So this court made a ruling it had lost jurisdiction while ignoring the evidence it
never had jurisdiction to make a ruling — other than to dismiss the case.

3. If this court cannot hear a motion regarding its lack of jurisdiction; it also cannot claim to have
jurisdiction to deem a litigant vexatious for providing direct evidence the judgment is void on its face and the
court lacks jurisdiction to rule on anything — other than to dismiss the case. "Obviously a judgment, though final
and on the merits, has no binding force and is subject to collateral attack if it is wholly void for lack of jurisdiction
of the subject matter or person, and perhaps for excess of jurisdiction, or where it is obtained by extrinsic fraud.”
[Citations.]" 7 Witkin, Cal. Procedure, supra, Judgment, § 286, p. 828.). “Once challenged, jurisdiction cannot
be 'assumed', it must be proved to exist.” [Stuck v. Medical Examiners, 94 Ca2d 751.211 P2s 389]

4. When the matter is on appeal, C.C.P. 916(a) states, “...the trial court may proceed upon any other
matter embraced in the action and not affected by the judgment or order.” (Emphasis added.) Deeming a
litigant vexatious for repeatedly providing direct evidence that judgments are void, w/o first proving jurisdiction in
the face of direct and uncontrovered evidence of void judgments, is not a ruling this court can lawfully make
while ignoring the evidence it lacks subject matter jurisdiction.

X
CONCLUSION

This court is autonomous and knows that this case should be dismissed for the intrinsic fraud upon the

court yielding eight years of harassment for Kramer over the words, “altered his under oath statements” for
daring to speak the truth of Kelman’s scientific fraud on U.S. courts. The presiding judge of this court has taken
a sworn oath to uphold the Constitution to protect those who come before this court; and to make findings
based on evidence in accordance with law -- not based on known prior improvidently entered orders by prior
courts relying on false statements and spun evidence by a slick, well connected attorney.
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The judgment from Kelman & GlobalTox v. Kramer is undeniably void. The judgment from this case by
Judge Nugent is criminally insane. He ordered Kramer to commit public perjury and publish a false confession

on the Internet of being guilty of libel for a sentence Kramer never wrote, “Dr. Kelman altered his under oath

statements’ when he testified in a trial in Oregon” and never write of these cases again — or go to jail again.

DISMISS THE CASE!!

Knowing what this court now knows, it would be a willfully malicious and collusively criminal act against
Kramer for this court to grant this rushed to be filed, Vexatious Litigant Motion, or even to allow this case to
continue for one more day.

Scheuer and Kelman brought this motion before this court. If this court cannot rule for lack of subject
matter jurisdiction, it must dismiss the case. “We reject Nicholas's efforts to transform one of the initial trial
judge's prior sealing orders into a juridical black hole from which no light can ever escape... Erecting a
jurisdictional barrier would effectively prevent the court from exercising custody and control over its own files”.
In the Marriage of Nichols, 186 Cal.App.4th 1566 (2010) 1573.

Mr. Scheuer’s actions epitomize a sleazy attorney with no less that a 30 year history of litigating by
these unethical means and which courts of law are to protect people from — not aid them to continue. Kramer
has been victimized long enough. “Once the attorney realizes that he or she has misled the court, even
innocently, he or she has an affirmative duty to immediately inform the court and to request that it set aside any
orders based upon such misrepresentation; also counsel should not attempt to benefit from such improvidently

entered orders.” Datig v. Dove Books, 73 Cal.App.4!h, 964, (1999). Canon of Judicial Ethics state, 3D(2)

states “Whenever a judge has personal knowledge that a lawyer has violated any provision of the Rules

of Professional Conduct, the judge shall take appropriate corrective action”.

Everyday this case, now on appeal, is allowed to continue, it impacts the health and safety of California
and U.S. citizens who are environmentally disabled by biocontaminants in water damaged buildings. Eight years
of harassment of their advocate, Kramer, by the courts, Kelman, Veritox and Scheuer to make an honest person
appear to be a malicious liar for stating and providing direct evidence that the environmentally disabled are

being harmed by Kelman and Veritox, is unconscionable.
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This case impacts future accommodations made for disabled in public and private sector policies.
When it is acknowledged these litigations have been Strategic Litigation Against Public Participation carried out
by criminal means; the scientific fraud on U.S. courts and in policies will immediately cease. Policies will
immediately change. As such, this Reply will also be served on the Solicitor General of the California Attorney
General's office under laws that govern Unruh violations.

It will also be served on District Attorney, Bonnie Dumanis, who is willfully shielding mass corruption in
the local courts in these cases. She knows her lack of action to prosecute for falsification of court documents
and public records by clerks of the court and judges w/o jurisdiction & immunity, is aiding to defraud the
taxpayer in financially motivated discrimination of the environmentally disabled - including workers comp insurer
fraud in this county. She knows this is being aided to continue by her known friends and political allies, Justice
Judith McConnell and Justice Richard Huffman. Kramer helped D.A. Dumanis’s office investigate a workers’
comp insurer fraud case in Poway involving Kelman’s (non)science before they knew of this litigation. After
becoming aware of this litigation, Kramer is on tape in the D.A.’s office explaining McConnell's and Huffman’s
role in aiding the workers comp insurer fraud to continue via these malicious cases meant for the sole purpose
to discredit Kramer by falsely making her appear to be a malicious liar for exposing how the science fraud was
mass marketed. There is much documentation to prove it.

This court, like the prior trial court, has no subject matter jurisdiction to even hear this Motion because of
intrinsic fraud upon the court in this case and the foundational case of Kelman & GlobalTox v. Kramer. Even if it
did have jurisdiction, Scheuer’s Vexatious Litigant Motion was untimely filed leaving Kramer who knows nothing
about vexatious people who abuse the courts in reckless disregard of the truth, except for Scheuer and Kelman,
unable to file a proper reply brief to defend herself.

The granting of this Motion would preclude Kramer's ability to sue many entities involved in the cases
for, at the very least, criminal falsification of court records under G.C.6200(a)(c); 6203(a)(b)(c) and 68150(d). It
would greatly have an “effect on the effectiveness of the appeal” because Kramer would be unable to force
Justice McConnell to acknowledge she has no jurisdiction to hear the appeal because of fraud upon the court
by herself and others; and must order the case dismissed, while recalling and rescinding prior fraudulent
Remittiturs of 2010 and the anti-SLAPP of 2006 — if this court does not dismiss the case first.
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Granting this unlawful motion filed with criminal intent by Scheuer and Kelman, would leave Kramer
unable to sue Kelman and Scheuer in lawful accordance with C.C.P. 6203(b) for placing a fraudulent Lien on
her property; with the fraudulent Lien also proving they know the judgment document from Kelman & GlobalTox
v. Kramer as submitted by them as the sole foundation to this case on November 4, 2010, is fraudulent and void

to be used for any purpose.

January 23, 2013

Sharon Kramer, U.S. Citizen Under Duress

DECLARATION UNDER DURESS OF SHARON KRAMER

|, Sharon Kramer, declare under penalty of perjury and if called to witness in this action could and
would testify to the following facts, which are within my own personal knowledge and are supported by direct
evidence from the cases of Kelman & GlobalTox v. Kramer Case No. GIN044539 and Kelman v. Kramer Case
No. 37-2010-00061530-CU-DF-NC.

California licensed attorney, Keith Scheuer, made numerous known perjurious statements under
penalty of perjury in his December 28, 2012 Declaration submitted to this court. (Attached hereto as Exhibit 9,
is Scheuer’s December 28, 2012 Declaration's)

Perjured Statement #1

Page 17, lines 12-14, Scheuer wrote, “Judge Nugent also granted Dr. Kelman'’s request for a

permanent injunction prohibiting Kramer from republishing the libel”. Scheuer is well aware that | never

published libel in the first place — he and the courts collusively framed me, then gagged me for a different
sentence.

1. This is a key false statement made under penalty of perjury by Scheuer. It goes to the heart

of these malicious litigations to conceal his role in framing me for libel for an entirely different sentence than the

one | am is permanently enjoined from “republishing” that | never published.

13 Exh 9, 12.28.12 Declaration of Keith Scheuer http://freepdfhosting.com/767bddb5ad.pdf
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2. Judge Nugent granted a permanent injunction unlawfully prohibiting me from “republishing” a

sentence not even in my March 2005 writing, “Dr. Kelman altered his under oath statements on the witness

stand’ when he testified in an Oregon lawsuit.”

3. The sentence in my writing for which the courts and Scheuer framed me for libel is, “Upon viewing

documents presented by the Hayne’s attorney of Kelman'’s prior testimony from a case in Arizona, Dr. Kelman

altered his under oath statements on the witness stand.”

4. The key difference between the two sentences is the omission of ““Upon viewing documents

presented by the Hayne's attorney of Kelman'’s prior testimony from a case in Arizona”

5. According to the November 2006 anti-SLAPP opinion, Kelman changed his under oath testimony
once confronted with a prior testimony from another case, Kilian, and acknowledged he was paid by the
Manhattan Institute to write a lay translation (for the U.S. Chamber of Commerce), exactly how | had written it.
(Attached hereto collectively as Exhibit 10; page 10 of the November 2006 anti-SLAPP opinion written by
Justice Judith McConnell & my March 2005 writing?4).

6. The appellate court and Scheuer deceptively took the words of the plaintiff attorney, Kelly Vance,
who was questioning Kelman on February 18, 2005 in the Oregon Haynes trial and falsely made them appear
they were the words in my writing to make my writing appear to make a false accusation that it did not make, i.e.
that | accused Kelman of getting caught lying about being paid to make edits to the ACOEM Mold Statement.
To quote from the opinion:

‘A short while later, Kelman explained how the Manhattan Institute paper was an entirely
separate project — the writing of a lay translation of the ACOEM paper — and he readily
admitted he was paid by the Manhattan Institute to write the lay translation. This testimony
supports a conclusion Kelman did not deny he had been paid by the Manhattan Institute to
write a paper, but only denied being paid by the Manhattan Institute to make revisions in the
paper issued by ACOEM. He admitted being paid by the Manhattan Institute to write a lay
translation. The fact that Kelman did not clarify that he received payment from the Manhattan
Institute until after being confronted with the Kilian testimony could be viewed by a
reasonable jury as resulting from poor phrasing of the question rather than an attempt to
deny payment. In sum, Kelman and GlobalTox presented sufficient evidence to satisfy a prima
facie showing that the statement in the press release was false.”

14 Exh 10, 11.16.06 Page 10 of Appellate anti-SLAPP opinion written by Justice Judith McConnell
http://freepdfhosting.com/373de3e344 .pdf
& 3.09.05 Kramer’s March 2005 writing_http:/freepdfhosting.com/5236773327 .pdf
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7. From my writing stating the exact same thing as Justice McConnell in the anti-SLAPP opinion.
Kelman changed his testimony after being confronted with Kilian to admit payment from the Manhattan Institute

to write a version of the ACOEM Mold Statement for the U.S. Chamber of Commerce.

Dr. Bruce Kelman of GlobalTox,Inc, a Washington based environmental risk management
company, testified as an expert witness for the defense, as he does in mold cases throughout
the country. Upon viewing documents presented by the Hayne's attorney of Kelman's prior
testimony from a case in Arizona, Dr. Kelman altered his under oath statements on the witness
stand. He admitted the Manhattan Institute, a national political think-tank, paid GlobalTox
$40,000 to write a position paper regarding the potential health risks of toxic mold exposure.
Although much medical research finds otherwise, the controversial piece claims that it is not
plausible the types of illnesses experienced by the Haynes family and reported by thousands
from across the US, could be caused by "toxic mold" exposure in homes, schools or office
buildings.

In 2003, with the involvement of the US Chamber of Commerce and ex-developer, US
Congressman Gary Miller (R-CA), the GlobalTox paper was disseminated to the real estate,
mortgage and building industries'associations. A version of the Manhattan Institute
commissioned piece may also be found as a position statement on the website of a United
States medical policy-writing body, the American College of Occupational and Environmental
Medicine.

8. Scheuer’s briefs willfully misled the court, who inturn were willfully misled, to take the words of Vance
when questioning Kelman and attribute them to my writing to make the false finding of libel. (Attached hereto as
Exhibit 11, is the suppressed evidence from my Reply Brief, pages 4-7 in the September 10, 2010 Appellate

Opinion concealing that Scheuer aided them to frame me for libel in the anti-SLAPP opinion.'®)

“Just like was done when defeating Appellant's C.C.P. 425.16 motion in 2006, Respondent’s
Brief knowingly and falsely attributes the actions of Calvin “Kelly” (Vance), the attorney
who was questioning Respondent on February 18, 2005 in the Haynes trial in Oregon, to
be the words of Appellant’s Press Release. Unlike Vance’s confusing the questions of who
paid whom for what, Appellant’s Press Release is 100% accurate that there were two policy
papers involved. It is 100% accurate of who paid whom for what. One would see that IF they
read the Press Release to the end. (Opening Brief, P.31-33)...“Respondent’s Brief [Scheuer’s]
builds his case on known false inference and steering this Court’s eyes to imply “altered his
under oath statements” was a false accusation of perjury caused by a malicious failure to
investigate. i.) (Respondent’ Brief, Page 7) describing the actions of Vance: “During the
Haynes ftrial, the Haynes’s counsel, Calvin ‘Kelly’ Vance, insinuated that Dr. Kelman had
accepted money from The Manhattan Institute and in return had skewed the content of the

15 Exh 11, 10.05.09 Kramer Reply Brief pg 4-7 http://freepdfhosting.com/15201034d0.pdf
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ACOEM scientific study.” ii.) (Respondent’ Brief, Page 6) steering this Court’s eyes to only
two sentences in Appellant’ Press Release: “In her press release, Appellant stated: ‘Upon
viewing documents presented by the Haynes [sic] attorney of Kelman’s prior testimony from a
case in Arizona, Dr. Kelman altered his under oath statements on the witness stand. He
admitted The Manhattan Institute, a national political think-tank, paid GlobalTox $40,000 to
write a position paper regarding the potential health risks of toxic mold exposure.” ....While
Vance got it wrong “revisions in that statement” by not being clear for the jury which
paper he was discussing, Appellant got it right in_her press release “a version of the
Manhattan Institute commissioned piece may also be found...American College of
Occupational and Environmental Medicine”

9. In both the anti-SLAPP and the 2010 appellate opinion, they omitted 14 key lines from the middle of
the transcript in the reciting of Kelman’s testimony in question. This completely changed the color of the
testimony and concealed Kelman and the defense attorney, Mr. Keckle were trying to shut down the line of
questioning regarding the relationship between the two papers, the ACOEM Mold Statement and the U.S.
Chamber’s. Only after the Kilian transcript was permitted in, was the true relationship of the two papers forced
to be discussed in front of the Oregon jury.

Perjured Statement #2

Page 17 Line 7-9, “ Undeterred, she continued to disobey the preliminary injunction by

republishing the defamation”. | could not “republish defamation” even if | wanted to, because | never

published it in the first place.
The preliminary injunction originally sought by Scheuer and Kelman on November 4, 2010 does not

even contain the sentence for which | was unlawfully enjoined from “republishing”. “Dr. Kelman altered his under

oath statements on the witness stand” when he testified in an Oregon lawsuit.” (Attached hereto as Exhibit 12 is

Kelman’s and Scheuer's November 4, 2010 COMPLAINT proposed injunction, showing the real words they

wanted me stopped from writing.6)

Perjured Statement #3

Page 17, Line 10-11, “Accordingly, on July 2, 2012, Judge Nugent again held her in contempt,

and imposed a fine of $3000.”

16Exh 12, 11.04.10 Original Proposed Injunction http:/freepdfhosting.com/6dc9904408.pdf
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1. This is a false statement. Judge Nugent fined me $3000 because | refused to commit perjury and
publish a false confession on the Internet of being guilty of libel for a sentence | never wrote, “Dr. Kelman

altered his under oath statements on the witness stand’ when he testified in an Oregon lawsuit.” (SEE Vexatious

Litigant Motion exhibit 2)

2. The court did not “on July 2, 2012, Judge Nugent again held her in contempt, and imposed a fine of
$3000. for republishing defamation.” He held me in contempt for putting the direct evidence on the Internet that
he incarcerated me for refusing to be coerced to sign a false confession crafted by Scheuer; then falsified the
Sheriff Department record to conceal what they had collusively done; and that | refused to commit criminal
perjury on the Internet by publishing a false confession of being guilty of libel for a sentence | never even wrote,

“Dr. Kelman altered his under oath statements on the witness stand’ when he testified in an Oregon lawsuit.”

3. The three posts that Nugent and Scheuer wanted off the Internet and | was sanctioned $3000 for

refusing to remove them under threat of more incarceration and with the first one not even mine, are:
AL March 19, 2012 post” on AIHA chatboard is titled, “Let’s discoss the jailing

of Sharon Kramer for confempt of couri over her refusal to keep guiel about one of the

author®s pasi statement concerning the ACOEM paper.”™ Ordered by this Court with no

subject nutter jurisdiction on August 31, 2002, a $100L00 fine for the post “Ca March 18, 2002

on the online discussion board of the American Industrial Hygiene Association”,

B.} The March 27, 2412 ;-_u:._qa' on ContemptOfCourtFor Me is tided, “March 13

~While Mrs. Kramer was unlawfully imcarcerated and heing given a false criminal record

in the County of San Diego, California; Mr. Kelman was rendering an “Expert Toxicologist |

Opinion on_behalf of the County of Orange, l{,'uiifurnia_..."'"" Ordered by this Courl with no
jurisdiction on August 31, 2012, a $1000.00 fine for the post “en March 27, 2012 on the biog

ContempiOfCourtFor Me”

C.) The Apnl 2, 2012 pm-["" on ComtemptOourtFor. Me is “Kelman v. Kramer

3" Request For ExParie ~ Re: Court, Remove March 26, 2012 Libelous Sheriflf Dept

Record™ Ordered by this Couri with no subject matter jurisdiction on August 31, 20012 a

100000 fine for the post an “Agedd 2, 2002 on the blog ComtemptifCourtFor. Me™
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Perjured Statement #4

Page 17, Line 18 -22, “‘However, Kramer has continued her open defiance of the Court’s authority by

repeatedly republishing the defamation.” See all of above. | never published defamation and therefore could

not republish it.

Perjured Statement #5

Page 17, Line 12-14 “Judge Nugent also granted Dr. Kelman’s request for permanent injunction

prohibiting Kramer from republishing the libel.” Again, | provably did not publish libel. | could not “republish libel”

even if | wanted to. Judge Nugent issued a permanent injunction for a sentence | never wrote while knowingly

harassing me for refusing silence of being framed for libel over a matter impacting public health.

Perjured Statement #6

Page 18, Line6-8 “..she has insisted she has the right to publish libel, despite the injuction to the

contrary” | never published libel . The courts and Scheuer framed me to make my writing appear to have made
a libelously false accusation that it did not make. There is no injunction for any sentence in my March 2005
writing. The injunction is for a sentence | never wrote to harass me to stop writing of how the courts and
Scheuer framed me for a different sentence, while lives are devastated daily because of it.

Perjured Statement #7

Page 19, Line 14-18 “Notably, in several of these motions and applications, Kramer quotes verbatum

the defamatory languange that resulted in this libel judgment against her.” That is a lie. | have never published

‘defamatory language”. What resulted in this libel judgment against me is unethical collusive misconduct by
Scheuer and Judge Nugent trying to stop me from writing of other collusive misconduct by the plaintiffs, court
clerks and other officers of the courts.

Perjured Statement #8

Page 19 Line 19-22 - “After filing each motion, she posts it and the defamatory languange on her

ContemptOfCourtFor.Me blog and elsewhere on the Internet, thereby republishing libel in violation of the

preliminary and permanent injunctions.” | post the direct evidence of the collusive misconduct of these cases

and the relentless harassment . | do it in lawful accordance of C.C.P.1208(b). | put the court rulings out,
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Scheuer's motions and my motions in the hopes that someone will make the courts, Scheuer and Kelman stop

harassing me. | never published libel. My sentence “Upon viewing documents presented by the Hayne’s

attorney of Kelman’s prior testimony from a case in Arizona, Dr. Kelman altered his under oath

statements on the witness stand.” is 100% correct and is supported as such by the anti-SLAPP opinion

written by Justice McConnell which states, “...Kelman did not clarify that he received payment from the

Manhattan Institute until after being confronted with the Kilian testimony” | have never published libel and

therefore could not “republish libel”.

Perjured Statement #9

Page 20 Line 1-7 ‘I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California

that the foregoing is true and correct” signed by Keith Scheuer.

Threat Of Unlawful Harassment By Scheuer Forever

Page 17, Line 20-23_“When her pending appeal is denied, Plaintiff will apply for an Order to Show

Cause why she should not be held in contempt for flouting the permanent injunction”

Keith Scheuer has no respect for the law or the license he has been provided by the State of
California. He has no qualms about repeatedly committing criminal perjury under oath. Somebody PLEASE
stop this man from the relentless harassment of me aided to continue by the courts themselves. | have never
published defamation. | will not be silenced of the mass corruption in these two cases and all the lives that
continue to be devastated because of it — including mine and my husband'’s.

After eight years of malicious litigation no one can even state what is incorrect, let alone libelous, in my

March 2005 writing including the sentence, “Upon viewing documents presented by the Hayne’s attorney of

Kelman’s prior testimony from a case in Arizona, Dr. Kelman altered his under oath statements on the

witness stand.”
| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and

correct and executed by me this 23 day of January 2013 in Escondido, California.

Sharon Kramer U.S. Citizen Under Duress
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