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IN THE FIFTH CIRCUIT COURT FOR DAVIDSON COUNTY, TENNESSEE 
AT NASHVILLE 

 

 
DS ONE, LLC, d/b/a    § 
THE DOG SPOT EAST NASHVILLE, § 
      § 
 Plaintiff,    §  Case No. 18C362 
      §   
v.      §  JURY DEMANDED 
      §   
JAMIE BYER [SIC] and    §  Judge Joseph P. Binkley 
BARI HARDIN,    §   
      § 
      §   
 Defendants.    § 
 

 
DEFENDANT BARI HARDIN’S MOTION TO TRANSFER PURSUANT TO 

LOCAL RULES 3.04 AND 3.05 
 

 
I.  Introduction 

 Comes now Defendant Bari Hardin, by and through undersigned counsel of record, 

and respectfully moves this Court to transfer the instant case to the Eighth Circuit 

pursuant to Twentieth Judicial District Local Rules 3.04 and 3.05.  The instant action 

concerns a directly related case that is currently pending before the Eighth Circuit.  

Accordingly, a transfer is appropriate under both rules.  See id. 

Specifically, the instant case involves identical issues that are currently pending 

before the Eighth Circuit in Davidson County Case 17C1425, DS Three LLC, d/b/a The 

Dog Spot West Nashville v. Elizabeth Davis.  If the Plaintiff in the instant action is able 

to overcome a Motion to Dismiss, the two cases will also require overlapping and 

duplicative discovery.  Accordingly, this Court is empowered to order a sua sponte 

transfer of the action pursuant to Local Rule 3.04.  See id. (“The Presiding Judge may 
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transfer a case from one court to another or from one division to another.  The Judges 

and Chancellors of the 20th Judicial District may transfer cases among themselves by 

mutual consent except in cases of recusal. It is not necessary that the parties or their 

counsel consent to such a transfer.”).  Further, “absent exceptional circumstances, the 

transfer must be assigned to the court with the oldest pending related or companion 

case”—in this instance, the Eighth Circuit—pursuant to Local Rule 3.05.  Id. 

 
II.  Argument 

 The Plaintiff, a “doggy daycare” that does business as “The Dog Spot,” has filed the 

instant $2,000,000.00 libel lawsuit against Defendants Bari Hardin and Jamie Byer [sic] 

regarding a handful of critical comments that the Defendants posted on Facebook 

concerning the death of dogs in The Dog Spot’s care.  (See Doc. #1.)  The instant action 

also comes on the heels of a related prior action with overlapping subject matter that the 

Plaintiff filed in Davidson County Case 17C1425—a $2,000,000.00 libel lawsuit that The 

Dog Spot filed over a critical Yelp! review concerning injuries to a dog in The Dog Spot’s 

care.  See Davidson County Case 17C1425, Doc. #15—Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint.  

Notably, Davidson County Case 17C1425 is currently pending before the Eighth Circuit. 

 
A.  Overlapping Claims 

  Both this case and Davidson County Case 17C1425 assert virtually identical causes 

of action against people who dared to exercise their constitutionally protected right to 

criticize The Dog Spot online.1  One cause of action alleged in the instant case—the 

Plaintiff’s “civil conspiracy” claim—even appears to have been copied and pasted verbatim 

from Case 17C1425, with changes made only to the Parties’ names: a fact that accounts for 

                                                   
1 Multiple causes of action that the Plaintiff alleged in Case 17C1425 were summarily dismissed for failure 
to state a claim.  See Davidson County Case 17C1425, Doc. #18. 
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why the genders described in the Plaintiff’s Complaint in the instant case are inaccurate.  

Compare Doc. #1, p.  13, with Davidson County Case 17C1425, Doc. #1, p. 10. 

 Further, both this case and Davidson County Case 17C1425 present multiple 

identical issues.  Those issues include, but are not limited to, the following: 

(1)  Whether, in prosecuting a defamation action, The Dog Spot qualifies as a public 

figure or a limited purpose public figure as a consequence of, inter alia, extensive local 

media coverage about the Plaintiff regarding the high-profile death of a dog in The Dog 

Spot’s care.  See, e.g., Exhibit A. 

(2)  Whether the Plaintiff is even capable of having its reputation harmed by online 

reviews discussing the safety of dogs in The Dog Spot’s care, given:  

(a) The widespread media attention and overwhelming number of public, 

critical complaints that have been registered about The Dog Spot online regarding 

the death of dogs in its care and injuries to dogs in its care.  See, e.g., id.; 

Collective Exhibit B (dozens of public reviews referencing dog deaths and 

serious dog injuries).  See also Exhibit C (Cari Wade Gervin, The Dog Spot Sues 

Two East Nashville Facebook Group Members for Libel, THE NASHVILLE SCENE 

(Feb. 27, 2018), https://www.nashvillescene.com/news/pith-in-the-

wind/article/20993408/the-dog-spot-sues-two-east-nashville-facebook-group-

members-for-libel (“there are a number of posts on Yelp that describe really 

horrific alleged experiences — and we should warn you, don't click through if 

reading about dogs getting hurt upsets you. (The posts about a dog dying are from 

Waldrop and her husband Matthew, but the other posts are not, and some of them 

are gruesome.”))).  

 (b) The fact that The Dog Spot’s claimed “reputation” is premised in part 
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upon multiple fake reviews posted by The Dog Spot’s owners, in which they posed 

as new, happy customers of their own establishment.  See Exhibit C (“The Bakers 

have also posted positive reviews of their own businesses, under their own names, 

but pretending to be new customers who have just discovered The Dog Spot.”);  

(c) The fact that The Dog Spot’s claimed “reputation” is premised in part 

upon having genuine negative customer reviews removed or deleted following 

litigation threats.  See, e.g., Exhibit B, p. 1 (“My 5lb dog was mauled to death by 

an extremely large dog at this location on March 18 while we were boarding her 

here for a weekend trip. . .  I have written a review before and they successfully had 

it removed from this site claiming that it was not my story.”); Exhibit C (“After 

Hall's death made headlines, there was predictably a social media backlash, which 

resulted in a lot of negative posts, which the Bakers or their staff then deleted . . . . 

And pressure to delete bad reviews isn't new for the Bakers either. In a series of 

Facebook messages, Chad Baker threatened the administrators of the East 

Nashville Facebook group with legal action unless they deleted the posts”); 

Exhibit D (noting dozens of deleted negative reviews); Exhibit E (J. Steen, The 

Dog Spot Shuts Down Social Media Reviews, Posts, & Entire Facebook Page; 

Baker Twins (DogSpot Owners) Harass Neighbors & Tenants, EAST NASHVILLE 

NEWS (Apr. 28, 2017), https://eastnashville.news/2017/04/the-dog-spot-shuts-

down-social-media-reviews-posts-baker-twins-dogspot-owners-harass-

neighbors-tenants/). 

(3)  The measure of damages, if any, that the Plaintiff has suffered, and the 

Plaintiff’s efforts to mitigate any such damages.  See Case 17C1425, Doc. #20—

Defendant’s Answer, p. 10, ¶ 4. 
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(4) Whether the Plaintiff has unclean hands.  Id at ¶ 5.  And: 

(5) The Plaintiff’s comparative fault.  Id. at ¶ 6. 

 
B.  Overlapping Discovery 

Moreover, the instant case will involve substantial overlapping discovery with 

Davidson County Case 17C1425.  For example, given that a key component of the instant 

case is how many dogs have died in The Dog Spot’s care (see Doc. #1), Defendant Hardin 

will be interested in, inter alia, The Dog Spot’s eventual response to defense Interrogatory 

#21 in Davidson County Case 17C1425, which directs The Dog Spot to: “Identify all 

customers or prospective customers who made any statements to you about 

the death of a dog at any of The Dog Spot facilities in 2017.”  See Exhibit F.   

The Dog Spot publicly maintains that other than the one Chihuahua that was 

mauled to death in The Dog Spot’s care, it has not had “any major incident.”  See Exhibit 

A.  But see Collective Exhibit B (customers describing many, many major incidents).  

Notwithstanding this publicly asserted position, however, in litigation in which honesty 

is required, The Dog Spot has refused to answer interrogatories on the subject.  For 

example, in Davidson County Case 17C1425, The Dog Spot has objected to answering 

defense Interrogatory #21 in part on the basis that identifying all of the customers who 

made statements to The Dog Spot about the death of dogs in its care in 2017 alone would 

be “unduly burdensome.”  See Exhibit F.  Once provided, however, that discovery will be 

directly relevant to the instant case and may well be outcome-determinative. 

 
C.  Transfers Under Local Rules 3.04 and 3.05 

Local Rule 3.04 provides that:  

The Presiding Judge may transfer a case from one court to another or from 
one division to another.  The Judges and Chancellors of the 20th Judicial 
District may transfer cases among themselves by mutual consent except in 
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cases of recusal.  It is not necessary that the parties or their counsel consent 
to such a transfer. 

Id. 
 
 Similarly, Local Rule 3.05 provides that: 
 

A party requesting a transfer of a case will obtain a transfer order from the 
court to which the case is assigned.  If a motion to transfer is prompted by 
a pending related case, absent exceptional circumstances, the transfer 
must be assigned to the court with the oldest pending related or 
companion case. 
 

Id. (emphasis added). 
 

 
For the reasons stated above, Davidson County Case 17C1425 constitutes “a 

pending related case” with substantially overlapping issues as those presented in the 

instant action.  See Section II-A, supra.  The two cases will also require duplicative, 

overlapping discovery.  See Section II-B, supra.  Accordingly, even without the consent of 

“the parties or their counsel,” this Court is empowered to order a sua sponte transfer of 

this action pursuant to Local Rule 3.04.  See id.  Further, pursuant to Local Rule 3.05, this 

case “must be assigned to the court with the oldest pending related or companion case”—

in this instance, the Eighth Circuit.  Id. 

 
III.  Conclusion 

 For the foregoing reasons, because the instant case is related to pending Davidson 

County Case 17C1425, this case should be transferred to the Eighth Circuit pursuant to 

Local Rule 3.04 and Local Rule 3.05. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
       

By:      __________________________                                      
       Daniel A. Horwitz, BPR #032176 
       1803 Broadway, Suite #531 
       Nashville, TN  37203 
       daniel.a.horwitz@gmail.com 
       (615) 739-2888 
        
       Counsel for Defendant Bari Hardin 

 
 
 

NOTICE OF HEARING ON MOTION 
 
 A hearing on the above motion will be held on 16th day of March, 2018, at 9:00 AM 
CST at the Davidson County Courthouse, 1 Public Square, Nashville, TN.  Failure to 
appear or respond to this motion may result in this motion being granted.   

 
 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
  

I hereby certify that on this 2nd day of March, 2018, a copy of the foregoing was 
mailed, postage prepaid, and/or transmitted by e-mail to the following: 

 
Kara L. Everett 
206D Main Street North 
P.O. Box 192 
Carthage, TN 37030 
(615) 588-1605 
kara.everett@yahoo.com 
 
Jamie Bayer 
1200 Greenland Avenue 
Nashville, TN 37216 
 
 

By:     __________________________                                      
           Daniel A. Horwitz, Esq. 
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR DAV IDSON COUNTY, TENNESSEE

AT NASHVILLE

DS Three, LLC )

d/b/a The Dog Spot West Nashville, )

)
Plaintiff, )

) No. 17C1425

V. )

) JURY DEMAND

Elizabeth McKoy Davis and )

John Doe, )

)

Defendants. )

PLAINTIFF DS THREE, LLC, d/b/a THE DOG SPOT’S ANSWER TO DEFENDANT 

ELIZABETH DAVIS’S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES, REQUESTS FOR 

PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS AND THINGS,

AND REQUEST TO ADMIT TO PLAINTIFF

COMES NOW, Plaintiff DS Three, LLC, d/b/a The Dog Spot West Nashville, by and 

through counsel, and hereby submits its responses to the First Set of Interrogatories, Requests for 

Production of Documents and Things, and Request to Admit to Plaintiff propounded to Plaintiff, 

pursuant to Rules 26, 33, and 34 and 36 of the Teimessee Rules of Civil Procedure, and responds 

as follows:

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

The responses of the Plaintiff, Plaintiff DS Thi'ee, LLC, d/b/a The Dog Spot West 

Nashville, (hereinafter referred to as “Plaintiff’ or “The Dog Spot West Nashville”) 

contained herein are made specifically subject to the general objections stated below and any 

specific objection contained within each response to the independently numbered 

inten'ogatory and request. Discovery in this matter is still ongoing. Therefore, the responses 

of Plaintiff are based on that information known at present. The Plaintiff specifically 

reserves the right to change, amend, or supplement any answer or response contained herein
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as discovery continues. The fact that a specific objection is contained in an individual 

answer shall not constitute a waiver of any general objections set forth below.

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

This Plaintiff incorporates the following objections by reference into each specific 

answer and response set forth below.

1. This Plaintiff objects to each and eveiy Interrogatory and Production Request to the 

extent that it calls for information subject to and/or protected by the attorney-client 

privilege, work-product doctrine, right to privacy, or any other right or privilege 

afforded by law, either State or federal.

2. This Plaintiff objects to each and every Interrogatoiy and Production Request to the 

extent that it seeks information or documents that are equally available to the 

Defendants, a matter of public record, or the subject of prior disclosure.

3. This Plaintiff objects to each and every Interrogatoiy and Production Request to the 

extent that it seeks information or documents that are not relevant or reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

4. This Plaintiff objects to each and every InteiTogatory and Production Request to the 

extent that it is not ripe as discovery is still ongoing and calls for information 

equally available to Defendants.

5. This Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement or amend its answers and responses 

set forth herein as information becomes available in accordance with the Tennessee 

Rules of Civil Procedure.
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INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY NO. 1. Identify each person with whom you consulted, upon 

whom you relied, or who otherwise constituted a source of information for you in connection with 

the preparation of your answers to these discovery requests. With respect to each person identified, 

describe the information provided.

RESPONSE:

Objection. The Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, speculative, unduly burdensome, cumulative and not reasonably calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this interrogatory requests 

information that is not relevant to the claims alleged in the Complaint and/or 

Amended Complaint. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent 

it calls for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or 

the work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection. Plaintiffs answers were 

made by member/manager, Gary Chad Baker, by and through the assistance of his 

attorney of record, Kara Everett.

INTERROGATORY NO. 2. Identify each person whom you believe has knowledge 

of any facts pertaining to the issues being litigated in this case, stating the name, address, telephone 

number, and email address of each person so identified, with a summary of the facts of which 

knowledge is claimed.

RESPONSE.

Objection. The Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, speculative, unduly burdensome, cumulative and not reasonably calculated to
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lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this interrogatory requests 

information that is not relevant to the claims alleged in the Complaint and/or 

Amended Complaint. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent 

it calls for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or 

the work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection. Plaintiff answers as 

follows:

Gary Chad Baker, 1013 Gallatin Ave, Nashville, TN 37206, 615-208-9900

Elizabeth Davis, (eontaet information known to Defendant’s counsel)

Teresa, TDS West Nashville, 5001 Alabama Ave, Nashville, TN 37209 

615-334-0000

Heather Anderson, TDS West Nashville, 5001 Alabama Ave, Nashville, TN 37209 

615-334-0000

Elizabeth Claussen Maners a/k/a Montie Maners, 104 Keyway Drive, Nashville, TN 37205

Chungt-Hsuan Yu, D.V.M., Banfield Pet Hospital West Nashville, 6622 Charlotte Pike, 

Nashville, Tennessee 37209, 615-353-3800

Lori Schwartzmiller, lls8209@,hotmail.com

INTERROGATORY NO. 3. Identify all communications between or among The Dog 

Spot’s employees and/or management referring or related to Julia Sugarbaker, Elizabeth Davis, 

and/or Ms. Davis’s Yelp! or Facebook post. For each communication, include the identity of the 

person(s) who participated; the method/form of each communication; the date on which each 

communication occurred; and the substance of each communication.

RESPONSE:

Objection. The Plaintiff objeets to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, speculative, unduly burdensome, cumulative and not reasonably calculated to
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lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this interrogatory requests 

information that is not relevant to the claims alleged in the Complaint and/or 

Amended Complaint. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent 

it calls for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or 

the work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection. Plaintiff answers as 

follows:

(1) Teresa, employee of The Dog Spot West Nashville, see attached email dated April 

15,2017 at 12:34 p.m.

(2) Heather Anderson, employee of The Dog Spot West Nashville, see attached email 

dated April 15,2017 at 11:15 a.m.

Plaintiff reserves the right to amend its answer upon further investigation and 

discoverable information.

INTERROGATORY NO. 4. Identify all communications between The Dog Spot and 

any third parties referring or related to Julia Sugarbaker, Elizabeth Davis, and/or Ms. Davis’ s Yelp! 

or Facebook post. For each communication, include the identity of the person(s) who participated; 

the method/form of each communication; the date on which each communication occurred; and 

the substance of each communication.

RESPONSE:

Objection. The Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, speculative, unduly burdensome, cumulative and not reasonably calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this interrogatory requests 

information that is not relevant to the claims alleged in the Complaint and/or
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Amended Complaint. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent 

it calls for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or 

the work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection, Plaintiff answers as 

follows:

The Dog Spot West Nashville is in the process of reviewing and downloading 

its Facebook and/or Yelp! page history for appropriate response to this Interrogatory 

which will be supplemented upon receipt.

Plaintiff reserves the right to amend its answer upon further investigation and 

discovery.

INTERROGATORY NO. 5. Identify all communications between The Dog Spot and 

Ms. Davis related to Julia Sugarbaker and/or Ms. Davis’s Yelp! or Facebook post. For each 

communication, include the identity of the person(s) who participated; the method/form of each 

communication; the date on which each communication occurred; and the substance of each 

communication., or with Ms. Davis,

RESPONSE:

Objection. The Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, speculative, unduly burdensome, cumulative and not reasonably calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this interrogatory requests 

information that is not relevant to the claims alleged in the Complaint and/or 

Amended Complaint. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent 

it calls for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or 

the work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in
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anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection, Plaintiff answers as 

follows:

The Dog Spot West Nashville is in the process of reviewing and downloading 

its Facebook and/or Yelp! page history for appropriate response to this Interrogatory 

which will be supplemented upon receipt.

Plaintiff reserves the right to amend its answer upon further investigation and 

discovery.

INTERROGATORY NO. 6. Please list and provide information and details regarding 

any individual who emailed, texted, wrote, or verbally told The Dog Spot that he or she would 

refrain from using The Dog Spot or any of its serviees (or use those serviees less often) specifically 

due to any statement made by Elizabeth Davis (including an online post). Also, please provide 

any documentation supporting these conversations or correspondence.

RESPONSE:

Objection. The Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, speculative, unduly burdensome, eumulative and not reasonably ealculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidenee. Further, this interrogatory requests 

information that is not relevant to the claims alleged in the Complaint and/or 

Amended Complaint. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent 

it calls for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or 

the work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection. Plaintiff answers as 

follows:
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The Dog Spot West Nashville is in the process of reviewing and downloading 

its Facebook and/or Yelp! page history for appropriate response to this Interrogatory 

which will be supplemented upon receipt.

Plaintiff reserves the right to amend its answer upon further investigation and 

discovery.

INTERROGATORY NO. 7. Identify all person who have made any eommunications 

to the Dog Spot regarding any statement made by Ms. Davis regarding the Dog Spot, ineluding 

any online post by Ms. Davis regarding the Dog Spot. Describe any such communications in 

detail. Also, please provide any documentation supporting such communications.

RESPONSE:

Objection. The Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, speculative, unduly burdensome, cumulative and not reasonably calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this interrogatory requests 

information that is not relevant to the claims alleged in the Complaint and/or 

Amended Complaint. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent 

it calls for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or 

the work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection. Plaintiff answers as 

follows:

The Dog Spot West Nashville is in the process of reviewing and downloading 

its Facebook and/or Yelp! page history for appropriate response to this Interrogatory 

which will be supplemented upon receipt.
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Plaintiff reserves the right to amend its answer upon further investigation and 

discovery.

INTERROGATORY NO. 8. Please describe The Dog Spot’s policies and procedures as 

to maintaining its business Facebook account and its policies and procedures related to 

editing or taking down reviews.

RESPONSE:

Objection. The Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, speculative, unduly burdensome, cumulative and not reasonably calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this interrogatory requests 

information that is not relevant to the claims alleged in the Complaint and/or 

Amended Complaint. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent 

it calls for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or 

the work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection. Plaintiff answers as 

follows:

The Dog Spot West Nashville is in the process of reviewing and downloading 

its Facebook and/or Yelp! page history for appropriate response to this Interrogatory 

which will be supplemented upon receipt.

Plaintiff reserves the right to amend its answer upon further investigation and 

discovery.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 9. Please provide the date, time, and supportive

documentation showing when The Dog Spot removed Elizabeth Davis’s review from its 

business Facebook page.

RESPONSE:

Objection. The Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, speculative, unduly burdensome, cumulative and not reasonably calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this interrogatory requests 

information that is not relevant to the claims alleged in the Complaint and/or 

Amended Complaint. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent 

it calls for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or 

the work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection. Plaintiff answers as 

follows:

The Dog Spot West Nashville has been unable to remove Ms. Davis’ post from 

Facebook and had to delete all reviews due to Ms. Davis’ single review. The Dog Spot 

West Nashville is in the process of reviewing and downloading its Facebook and/or 

Yelp! page history for appropriate response to this Interrogatory which will be 

supplemented upon receipt.

Plaintiff reserves the right to amend its answer upon further investigation and 

discovery.

INTERROGATORY NO. 10. Please identify the number of followers The Dog 

Spot and its related Facebook pages had as of April 14,2017.
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RESPONSE.

Objection. The Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, speculative, unduly burdensome, cumulative and not reasonably calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this interrogatory requests 

information that is not relevant to the claims alleged in the Complaint and/or 

Amended Complaint. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent 

it calls for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or 

the work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection. Plaintiff answers as 

follows:

The Dog Spot West Nashville is in the process of reviewing and downloading 

its Facebook and/or Yelp! page history for appropriate response to this Interrogatory 

which will be supplemented upon receipt.

Plaintiff reserves the right to amend its answer upon further investigation and 

discovery.

INTERROGATORY NO. 11. Please identify the number of followers The Dog Spot and 

its related Facebook pages had as of June 12, 2017.

RESPONSE:

Objection. The Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, speculative, unduly burdensome, cumulative and not reasonably calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this interrogatory requests 

information that is not relevant to the claims alleged in the Complaint and/or 

Amended Complaint. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent
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it calls for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or 

the work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection, Plaintiff answers as 

follows:

The Dog Spot West Nashville is in the process of reviewing and downloading 

its Facebook and/or Yelp! page history for appropriate response to this Interrogatory 

which will be supplemented upon receipt.

Plaintiff reserves the right to amend its answer upon further investigation and 

discovery.

INTERROGATORY NO. 12, Please identify any review, other than the one posted by 

Elizabeth Davis, that has been removed from The Dog Spot’s Facebook page.

RESPONSE:

Objection. The Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, speculative, unduly burdensome, cumulative and not reasonably calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this interrogatory requests 

information that is not relevant to the claims alleged in the Complaint and/or 

Amended Complaint. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent 

it calls for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or 

the work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection. Plaintiff answers as 

follows:
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The Dog Spot West Nashville is in the process of reviewing and downloading 

its Facebook and/or Yelp! page history for appropriate response to this Interrogatory 

which will be supplemented upon receipt.

Plaintiff reserves the right to amend its answer upon further investigation and 

discovery.

INTERROGATORY NO. 13. Please identify every fact supporting your contention that 

Ms. Davis’s online posts have caused money damages to The Dog Spot.

RESPONSE:

Objection. The Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, speculative, unduly burdensome, cumulative and not reasonably calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this interrogatory requests 

information that is not relevant to the claims alleged in the Complaint and/or 

Amended Complaint. Additionally, Plaintiff objects as this interrogatory requests 

Plaintiff to express a legal and/or expert opinion. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this 

interrogatory to the extent it calls for information protected by or subject to the 

attorney-client privilege and/or the work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls 

for any information created in anticipation of litigation.

INTERROGATORY NO. 14. Please identify the exact dollar amount The Dog Spot 

claims it has been damaged by Ms. Davis’s post and how you arrived at this ealculation. 

RESPONSE:

Objection. The Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, speculative, unduly burdensome, cumulative and not reasonably calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this interrogatory requests
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information that is not relevant to the claims alleged in the Complaint and/or 

Amended Complaint. Additionally, Plaintiff objects as this interrogatory requests 

Plaintiff to express a legal and/or expert opinion. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this 

interrogatory to the extent it calls for information protected by or subject to the 

attorney-client privilege and/or the work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls 

for any information created in anticipation of litigation.

INTERROGATORY NO. 15. Describe in detail every category of damages you claim in 

this lawsuit, the amount sought for each category, the basis for your claim that you are 

entitled for each such amount, and the methodology or formula used to calculate each such 

exact dollar amount.

RESPONSE:

Objection. The Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, speculative, unduly burdensome, cumulative and not reasonably calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this interrogatory requests 

information that is not relevant to the claims alleged in the Complaint and/or 

Amended Complaint. Additionally, Plaintiff objects as this interrogatory requests 

Plaintiff to express a legal and/or expert opinion. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this 

interrogatory to the extent it calls for information protected by or subject to the 

attorney-client privilege and/or the work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls 

for any information created in anticipation of litigation.

INTERROGATORY NO. 16. Identify all expert witness(es) retained by you, including 

(i) all opinions relevant to this case held by such expert witness, (ii) all past cases and 

opinions given by the expert witness, (iii) all past articles, publications, and seminars of
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the expert, (iv) all transcripts and expert reports of the expert, and (v) all communications 

with that expert.

RESPONSE:

No decision has been made as of this date with regard to expert witnesses. This 

Interrogatory response will be supplemented in accordance with the Tennessee Rules 

of Civil Procedure and Local Rules of Practice.

INTERROGATORY NO. 17. Identify every lawsuit to which you or any entity you 

managed or eontrolled, either solely or partially, has been named a party, and state the 

nature of the litigation, the court of proceeding, the docket number, and the outcome. 

RESPONSE:

Objection. The Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, unduly burdensome, cumulative and not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this interrogatory requests information 

that is not relevant to the claims alleged in the Complaint. Additionally, Plaintiff 

objects as this interrogatory requests Plaintiff to express a legal and/or expert 

opinion. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent it calls for 

information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the work- 

product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in 

anticipation of litigation.

INTERROGATORY NO. 18. Explain the search methods used to gather all of the 

documents requested in these discovery requests, including which servers, databases, or 

email accounts were searched or the methods used to retrieve analytics information from 

social media sites.
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RESPONSE:

Objection. The Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, unduly burdensome, cumulative and not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this interrogatory requests information 

that is not relevant to the claims alleged in the Complaint. Additionally, Plaintiff 

objects as this interrogatory requests Plaintiff to express a legal and/or expert 

opinion. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent it calls for 

information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the work- 

product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in 

anticipation of litigation.

INTERROGATORY NO. 19. For your Facebook page for the time period at issue, 

identify the number of page views and number of unique users to view the page. 

RESPONSE:

Objection. The Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, unduly burdensome, cumulative and not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this interrogatory requests information 

that is not relevant to the claims alleged in the Complaint. Additionally, Plaintiff 

objects as this interrogatory requests Plaintiff to express a legal and/or expert 

opinion. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent it calls for 

information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the work- 

product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection. Plaintiff answers as 

follows:
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The Dog Spot West Nashville is in the process of reviewing and downloading 

its Facebook and/or Yelp! page history for appropriate response to this Interrogatory 

which will be supplemented upon receipt.

Plaintiff reserves the right to amend its answer upon further investigation and 

discovery.

INTERROGATORY NO. 20. Identify all customers or prospective customers who you 

contend did not use your services because of Ms. Davis’s online posts.

RESPONSE:

Objection. The Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, unduly burdensome, cumulative and not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this interrogatory requests information 

that is not relevant to the claims alleged in the Complaint. Additionally, Plaintiff 

objects as this interrogatory requests Plaintiff to express a legal and/or expert 

opinion. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent it calls for 

information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the work- 

product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in 

anticipation of litigation.

INTERROGATORY NO. 21. Identify all customers or prospective customers who made 

any statements to you about the death of a dog at any of The Dog Spot facilities in 2017. 

RESPONSE:

Objection. The Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is vague, overly 

broad, unduly burdensome, cumulative and not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this interrogatory requests information
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that is not relevant to the elaims alleged in the Complaint. Additionally, Plaintiff 

objects as this interrogatory requests Plaintiff to express a legal and/or expert 

opinion. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent it calls for 

information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the work- 

product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in 

anticipation of litigation.
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REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS AND THINGS

REQUEST NO. 1. All documents and/or communications supporting, referred to, 

identified in, or in any way related to any of the foregoing responses to interrogatories. 

RESPONSE:

Objection. Plaintiff objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad, unduly 

burdensome and not limited in time or scope. Moreover, the request asks for 

information that is not relevant to the allegations in the Complaint and/or Amended 

Complaint because it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it calls 

for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the 

work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in the 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection, SEE ATTACHED. 

REQUEST NO. 2. All documents and/or commimications that refer, relate to, support, 

or contradiet the facts and/or allegations at issue in this cause of action.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Plaintiff objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad, unduly 

burdensome and not limited in time or scope. Moreover, the request asks for 

information that is not relevant to the allegations in the Complaint and/or Amended 

Complaint because it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it calls 

for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the 

work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in the 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection, SEE ATTACHED.
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REQUEST NO. 3. All documents and/or communications that you reviewed, 

referenced, or relied upon in connection with preparing or filing your complaint or any other 

pleadings and filings in this cause of action.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Plaintiff objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad, unduly 

burdensome and not limited in time or scope. Moreover, the request asks for 

information that is not relevant to the allegations in the Complaint and/or Amended 

Complaint because it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it calls 

for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the 

work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in the 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection, SEE ATTACHED. 

REQUEST NO. 4. All documents and/or communications that refer or relate to Ms. 

Jones and/or Julia Sugarbaker.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Plaintiff objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad, unduly 

burdensome and not limited in time or scope. Moreover, the request asks for 

information that is not relevant to the allegations in the Complaint and/or Amended 

Complaint because it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it calls 

for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the 

work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in the 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection, SEE ATTACHED.
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REQUEST NO, 5. Please produee the personnel file of the manager on duty on April

14, 2017 at The Dog Spot, West Nashville.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Plaintiff objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad, unduly 

burdensome and not limited in time or scope. Moreover, the request asks for 

information that is not relevant to the allegations in the Complaint and/or Amended 

Complaint because it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it calls 

for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the 

work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in the 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection, SEE ATTACHED. 

REQUEST NO. 6. Please produce any documentation or customer file for Julia 

Sugarbaker and/or Elizabeth Davis.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Plaintiff objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad, unduly 

burdensome and not limited in time or scope. Moreover, the request asks for 

information that is not relevant to the allegations in the Complaint and/or Amended 

Complaint because it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it calls 

for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the 

work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in the 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection, SEE ATTACHED.
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REQUEST NO. 7. All documents and/or communications relating to the April 14,2017

“incident” with Julia Sugarbaker and Elizabeth Davis.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Plaintiff objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad, unduly 

burdensome and not limited in time or scope. Moreover, the request asks for 

information that is not relevant to the allegations in the Complaint and/or Amended 

Complaint because it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it calls 

for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the 

work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in the 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection, SEE ATTACHED. 

REQUEST NO. 8. All documents and/or communications upon which The Dog Spot 

relies to contend that Ms. Davis’s post was false and/or malicious in some way or that she made 

the statements intentionally to illicit public hatred, contempt, ridicule and wrath.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Plaintiff objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad, unduly 

burdensome and not limited in time or scope. Moreover, the request asks for 

information that is not relevant to the allegations in the Complaint and/or Amended 

Complaint because it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it calls 

for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the 

work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in the 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection, SEE ATTACHED.
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REQUEST NO. 9. Any and all documents and/or communications that you contend

substantiate a claim for damages for the causes of action alleged in this lawsuit.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Plaintiff objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad, unduly 

burdensome and not limited in time or scope. Moreover, the request asks for 

information that is not relevant to the allegations in the Complaint and/or Amended 

Complaint because it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it calls 

for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the 

work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in the 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection. Plaintiff asserts response 

to this request is ongoing and will be produced in a supplemental response. 

REQUEST NO. 10. All documents sufficient to show the number of page views or 

unique users who viewed your Facebook page from January 2017 through the present, -with as 

much detail as possible as to the number of view or users per day or week.

RESPONSE.

Objection. Plaintiff objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad, unduly 

burdensome and not limited in time or scope. Moreover, the request asks for 

information that is not relevant to the allegations in the Complaint and/or Amended 

Complaint because it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it calls 

for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the 

work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in the
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anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection, Plaintiff asserts response 

to this request is ongoing and will be produced in a supplemental response. 

REQUEST NO. 11. All documents in which any customer or prospective customer 

mentioned Ms. Davis’s online posts to you.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Plaintiff objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad, unduly 

burdensome and not limited in time or scope. Moreover, the request asks for 

information that is not relevant to the allegations in the Complaint and/or Amended 

Complaint because it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it calls 

for information protected by or subject to the attorney-elient privilege and/or the 

work-product doctrine or to the extent that it ealls for any information created in the 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection. Plaintiff asserts response 

to this request is ongoing and will be produced in a supplemental response. 

REQUEST NO. 12. All documents in which you reference any statement to you by any 

customer or online customer regarding Ms. Davis’s online posts.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Plaintiff objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad, unduly 

burdensome and not limited in time or scope. Moreover, the request asks for 

information that is not relevant to the allegations in the Complaint and/or Amended 

Complaint because it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it calls 

for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the
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work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in the 

anticipation of litigation. Without waiving such objection, Plaintiff asserts response 

to this request is ongoing and will be produced in a supplemental response. 

REQUEST NO. 13. Your financial statements, both audited and un-audited, for past 

three years, including but not limited to profit and loss statements and balance sheets on a monthly 

basis.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Plaintiff objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad, unduly 

burdensome and not limited in time or scope. Moreover, the request asks for 

information that is not relevant to the allegations in the Complaint and/or Amended 

Complaint because it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it calls 

for information protected by or subject to the attorney-elient privilege and/or the 

work-produet doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in the 

anticipation of litigation.

REQUEST NO. 14. All documents given to any expert witness.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Plaintiff objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad, unduly 

burdensome and not limited in time or scope. Moreover, the request asks for 

information that is not relevant to the allegations in the Complaint and/or Amended 

Complaint beeause it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it calls 

for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the
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REQUEST NO. 15. Documents sufficient to show all customers that have used The Dog 

Spot in the past two years and any contact information for those persons.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Plaintiff objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad, unduly 

burdensome and not limited in time or scope. Moreover, the request asks for 

information that is not relevant to the allegations in the Complaint and/or Amended 

Complaint because it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it calls 

for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the 

work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in the 

anticipation of litigation.

REQUEST NO. 16. Documents sufficient to show your revenues associated with each 

customer that has used The Dog Spot in the past two years and if possible to identify the amoimts 

received from those customers on a weekly or monthly basis.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Plaintiff objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad, unduly 

burdensome and not limited in time or scope. Moreover, the request asks for 

information that is not relevant to the allegations in the Complaint and/or Amended 

Complaint because it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it calls 

for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the

work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in the

anticipation of litigation.
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REQUEST NO. 17. All documents related to any analysis of how the death of a dog(s) 

at any Dog Spot facility has impacted your business.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Plaintiff objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad, unduly 

burdensome and not limited in time or scope. Moreover, the request asks for 

information that is not relevant to the allegations in the Complaint and/or Amended 

Complaint because it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it calls 

for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the 

work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in the 

anticipation of litigation.

REQUEST NO. 18. All documents related to “investigation” alleged in paragraphs 51- 

52 of amended complaint.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Plaintiff objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad, unduly 

burdensome and not limited in time or scope. Moreover, the request asks for 

information that is not relevant to the allegations in the Complaint and/or Amended 

Complaint because it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Finally, the Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it calls 

for information protected by or subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or the

work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in the

anticipation of litigation.
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REQUESTS TO ADMIT

REQUEST TO ADMIT NO. 1. No one has ever told you that he or she viev^ed or heard 

any statements by Ms. Davis about The Dog Spot.

RESPONSE:

Denied as of the time of this Response. Plaintiff reserves the right to amend 

its answer upon additional discovery, investigation and/or receipt of fully 

downloaded Facebook and/or Yelp! accounts of both Plaintiff and Defendant 

Davis.

REQUEST TO ADMIT NO. 2. None of your customers have ever told you that he or 

she viewed or heard any statements by Ms. Davis about The Dog Spot.

RESPONSE:

Denied as of the time of this Response. Plaintiff reserves the right to amend 

its answer upon additional discovery, investigation and/or receipt of fully 

downloaded Facebook and/or Yelp! accounts of both Plaintiff and Defendant 

Davis.

REQUEST TO ADMIT NO. 3. None of your prospective customers have ever told 

you that he or she viewed or heard any statements by Ms. Davis about The Dog Spot. 

RESPONSE:

Denied as of the time of this Response. Plaintiff reserves the right to amend 

its answer upon additional discovery, investigation and/or receipt of fully

work-product doctrine or to the extent that it calls for any information created in the

anticipation of litigation.
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downloaded Facebook and/or Yelp! accounts of both Plaintiff and Defendant 

Davis.

REQUEST TO ADMIT NO. 4. No person has ever told you that he or she viewed Ms. 

Davis’s online posts about The Dog Spot.

RESPONSE:

Denied as of the time of this Response. Plaintiff reserves the right to amend 

its answer upon additional discovery, investigation and/or receipt of fully 

downloaded Facebook and/or Yelp! accounts of both Plaintiff and Defendant 

Davis.

REQUEST TO ADMIT NO. 5. None of your customers have ever told you that he or 

she viewed Ms. Davis’s online posts about The Dog Spot.

RESPONSE:

Denied as of the time of this Response. Plaintiff reserves the right to amend 

its answer upon additional discovery, investigation and/or receipt of fully 

downloaded Facebook and/or Yelp! accounts of both Plaintiff and Defendant 

Davis.

REQUEST TO ADMIT NO. 6. None of your prospective customers have ever told 

you that he or she viewed Ms. Davis’s online posts about The Dog Spot.

RESPONSE:

Denied as of the time of this Response. Plaintiff reserves the right to amend 

its answer upon additional discovery, investigation and/or receipt of fully 

downloaded Facebook and/or Yelp! accounts of both Plaintiff and Defendant 

Davis.
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REQUEST TO ADMIT NO. 7. None of your customers have ever told you that he or 

she would stop using The Dog Spot or any of its services due to Ms. Davis’s online posts about 

The Dog Spot.

RESPONSE:

Denied as of the time of this Response. Plaintiff reserves the right to amend 

its answer upon additional discovery, investigation and/or receipt of fully 

downloaded Facebook and/or Yelp! accounts of both Plaintiff and Defendant 

Davis.

REQUEST TO ADMIT NO. 8. None of your customers have ever told you that he or 

she would use The Dog Spot’s service less often due to Ms. Davis’s online posts about The Dog 

Spot.

RESPONSE:

Denied as of the time of this Response. Plaintiff reserves the right to amend 

its answer upon additional discovery, investigation and/or receipt of fully 

downloaded Facebook and/or Yelp! accounts of both Plaintiff and Defendant 

Davis.

REQUEST TO ADMIT NO. 9. At this time, you cannot identify a single prospective 

customer who chose not to use The Dog Spot’s services due to Ms. Davis’s online posts about The 

Dog Spot.

RESPONSE:

Denied as of the time of this Response. Plaintiff reserves the right to amend 

its answer upon additional discovery, investigation and/or receipt of fully
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downloaded Facebook and/or Yelp! accounts of both Plaintiff and 

Defendant Davis.

REQUEST TO ADMIT NO. 10. The Facebook post by Elizabeth Davis was posted on 

April 14, 2017 and was removed on April 28, 2017. FB post went up on X date and removed on 

Y date.

RESPONSE:

Objection to the portion of the “Request to Admit No. 10” that refers to “FB 

post went up on X date and was removed on Y date” as it appears to be a 

typographical error and is unanswerable. Plaintiff admits the Facebook post 

made by Elizabeth Davis was posted on April 14,2017. Plaintiff cannot admit 

or deny as to the specific date the Facebook post was removed but reserves the 

right to amend its answer upon verification of a specific date of removal, if it 

was removed at all.

REQUEST TO ADMIT NO. 11. The Yelp post by Elizabeth Davis was posted on 

April 14,2017 and removed by April 16, 2017.

RESPONSE:

Plaintiff admits the Yelp! Post by Elizabeth Davis was posted on April 14, 2017. 

Plaintiff cannot admit or deny as to the specific date the Yelp! post was removed but 

reserves the right to amend its answer upon verification of a specific date of removal, 

if it was removed at all.
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Respectfully submitted,

^ra Everett, #027212 

Attorney for Plaintiff 

206D Main Street North 

P.O. Box 192 

Carthage, TN 37030 

(615) 588-1605 

kara. everett@ yahoo. com

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Kara Everett, do hereby certify that a true and exact copy of the foregoing Answers has 

been forwarded by U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, on this the 8* day of January, 2018, to:

Ryan T. Holt 

Amy R. Mohan

SHERRARD ROE VOIGT & HARBISON, PLC

150 Third Avenue South, Suite 1100

Nashville, TN 37201

(615) 742-4200

rholt@srvhlaw.com

amohan@srvhlaw. com
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