IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS
COUNTY DEPARTMENT, LAW DIVISION

LEONARD COLDWELL,
Plaintiff,
v.
OMRI SHABAT, JASON MICHAEL JONES
Defendants.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Case No. 2014–L–001337

Judge Lynn M. Egan

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT’S MOTION FOR SANCTIONS
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NOW COMES defendant JASON MICHAEL JONES (hereinafter “Jones”), pro se, and
respectfully requests that the Court consider the following arguments in support of Jones’ motion
to sanction Plaintiff Leonard Coldwell (hereinafter “Plaintiff”) and his attorney Dennis J.
Kellogg for filing a frivolous and unreasonable pleading for the purpose of harassment, pursuant
to Illinois Supreme Court Rule 137.
FACTUAL BACKGROUND
Defendant Jones, a non-practicing Illinois attorney, is an online activist and victim
advocate who publishes the fraud-exposing parody website saltydroid.info (hereinafter
“SaltyDroid”). In August and September 2012, while a resident of Illinois, Jones published a
series of articles exposing Plaintiff’s lack of proper medical credentialing (attached as Exhibit
A), and revealing his secret history of flagrant sexual predation (attached as Exhibit B).
Plaintiff failed to answer any factual queries posited to him by Jones, and other than
making repeated public and private statements regarding his intention to use the legal system to
bankrupt Jones and leave him to “eat dog droppings” (attached as Exhibit C), made no attempt to
formally respond to the allegations set forth by Jones in the SaltyDroid articles. Plaintiff did not
request a retraction, nor did he point to any factual inaccuracies or misstatements made by Jones.
In February through April 2013, Omri Shabat, a citizen and resident of Israel, authored
several articles regarding Plaintiff (attached to Plaintiff’s Complaint as Exhibits A–D) and
published them to glancingweb.com, a website which is owned and operated by Mr. Shabat, and
is registered under his legal name and address. Each of the four articles cited in Plaintiff’s
Complaint have an Omri Shabat byline, and none mention Jones or SaltyDroid directly.
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The present suit was brought by Plaintiff in February 2014, naming Jones, by this time an
Ohio resident, as the defendant, but citing exclusively the alleged defamatory content contained
on Omri Shabat’s glancingweb.com. Plaintiff then used the filed complaint as a platform from
which to boast about his ability to use the legal system, not for the recovery of damages suffered,
but for the illegitimate purpose of destroying the lives and finances of those who would dare to
criticize him and his unlawful, morally repugnant acts (attached Exhibits C–H).
ARGUMENT
The legal system should not be a weapon wielded by wrongdoers in the face of wellmeaning whistle-blowers, stifling important discussion about matters of public concern, though
too often, that is exactly how our system is used. There can be few better examples of suits
interposed for improper purposes than the present frivolous and unreasonable Complaint brought
by Plaintiff.
“The purpose of sanctions under Rule 137 is to prevent the filing of false or frivolous
lawsuits.” Krautsack v Anderson, 329 Ill.App.3d 666, 683, 768 N.E.2d 133, 148 (1st Dist. 2002).
Illinois Supreme Court Rule 137 provides, in pertinent part:
[T]o the best of [the signatory’s] knowledge, information, and belief formed after
reasonable inquiry it is well grounded in fact and is warranted by existing law or a
good-faith argument for the extension, modification, or reversal of existing law,
and that it is not interposed for any improper purpose, such as to harass or to
cause unnecessary delay or needless increase in the cost of litigation.
Plaintiff’s Complaint at Law for Defamation Per Se fails to satisfy any of the requirements of
Rule 137. It is not well grounded in fact; it is not warranted by existing law; and it was
interposed in bad faith purely for the purpose of harassment. The Court should impose sanctions
on the Plaintiff and on his attorney Dennis J. Kellogg.
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1. Plaintiff’s pleading is not well grounded in fact
Plaintiff’s pleading is not “well grounded” in fact. In fact, it is not factual at all. It
blatantly misstates the fundamental aspects of the case, including:
i.

Jason Michael Jones and Omri Shabat are two separate and distinct people. There is no
reasonable basis to claim otherwise and Plaintiff has pled no facts to substantiate his claim
that they are one and the same. Attorneys are obligated to investigate the facts underlying a
pleading before filing it. In re Schneider, 298 Ill.App.3d 103, 108-09, 697 N.E.2d 1161,
1165 (1st Dist. 1998). One phone call, or email, is all the “investigation” that would have
been required to reveal the truth in this instance.

ii.

Jones does not publish glancingweb.com, and has never written anything for
glancingweb.com. Plaintiff claims otherwise without basis.

iii.

Neither Jones nor Omri Shabat is a current resident of Illinois. Plaintiff and his attorney
may have had reason to believe that Jones, a former Chicago resident, was still residing
within the state. But that belief would not obviate the obligation to conduct a reasonable
inquiry. “We have held that, even where the initiating party `honestly believed' his or her
case was well grounded in fact or law," it is still unreasonable to file the suit if its falsity
could have been uncovered through reasonable inquiry.” Whitmer v Munson 335 Ill.App.
3d 501, 512, 781 N.E.2d 618, 631 (1st Dist. 2002)
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iv.

Assuming, arguendo, that Plaintiff had stated a claim for which relief may be granted, then
Plaintiff’s assertion within his Complaint at Law for Defamation Per Se that he is “board
certified in the United States as Dr. of Naturopathic Medicine (NMD),” or that he is a
“clinician,” would be at central issue to determining whether some of the alleged
defamatory statements were actionable or privileged. Jones has repeatedly, and long
predating the present action, requested substantiation of those “board certified” claims to
no avail. If facts exist to support those claims, they should have been pled with specificity.
If such facts do not exist, Plaintiff’s malfeasance is manifest.

v.

Ten days after Plaintiff filed the present suit in this court, he began publicly boasting of its
existence to followers of his Facebook account (attached as Exhibit D). During the course
of that boasting, Plaintiff, rather crudely, signaled his actual knowledge that Jones and
Shabat are two distinct individuals: “I will have a cool video done about all the back
grounds of the slut, the gay, the mental retard and the gay Jew and the fake wanna be
lawyer.” Plaintiff refers to Mr. Shabat repeatedly as the “gay Jew,” and to Jones as the
“fake wanna be lawyer.”
Pleading allegations that could easily have been revealed as false upon reasonable inquiry

is sanctionable. Sterdjevich v RMK Corp., 343 Ill.App.3d 1, 21, 796 N.E.2d 1146, 1162 (1st Dist.
2003). There was no reasonable inquiry in this case, and Plaintiff and his attorney should be
sanctioned on that ground alone. But as the appeals court stated in Whitmer v Munson, when
holding that the trial court had abused its discretion in failing to grant Munson’s motion for
sanctions: “Whitmer initiated a lawsuit based on facts that he had to have known were false. If it
could be unreasonable to file a suit based on an ‘honest belief,’ then it certainly would be
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unreasonable to file a suit with proven knowledge that the allegations pled are false.” See
Whitmer, 781 N.E.2d 618 at 631.
2. Plaintiff’s pleading is not warranted by existing law
Illinois courts have long held that sanctions are appropriate in cases where a complaint is
filed based upon claims that are barred by the statute of limitations. Wren v. Feeney, 176 Ill.App.
3d 364, 365, 531 N.E.2d 155, 155-56 (3rd Dist. 1988). All of the contentious statements
published by Jones on SaltyDroid regarding Plaintiff’s complete lack of professional
qualifications; his fraudulent business practices; or those statements revealing Plaintiff’s
proclivity for what, in a just society, might be described as serial rape, fall well outside the one
year statute of limitations provided for claims of defamation by 735 ILCS 5/13-201.
In a further sign of the careless and frivolous manner in which this complaint was filed by
Plaintiff and his attorney Dennis J. Kellogg, Plaintiff actually pleaded his status as a “public
figure” in his complaint, thereby raising his own burden of proof in the case to that of actual
malice. Gertz v. Robert Welch, Inc., 418 U.S. 323 (1974). New York Times Co. v. Sullivan, 376
U.S. 254 (1964). After heightening his own burden, Plaintiff then proceeds to plead not a single
fact that would tend to show that Jones acted with the requisite “reckless disregard” for the truth.
In failing to plead sufficient facts to support each of the required elements of his claim, Plaintiff
brings a sanctionable pleading that is objectively unwarranted by existing law.
3. Plaintiff’s pleading interposed for an improper purpose
For proof of Plaintiff’s improper purpose in bringing the present complaint, we need look
no further than the Plaintiff’s own public speech during the pendency of this frivolous action:
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i.

“So funny he is begging my lawyer for mercy as I understand his email showing
how scared he is.” (See Exhibit E, attached.)

ii.

“[A]ll of them will not just give me everything they own via civil suet - they all
will go to federal prison.” (See Exhibit D, attached.)

iii.

“I am taking bets: I bet Jason the Droid will never ever post anything like his
former posts about me again! Any takers? I heard he is hiding at his cheap home
sh..g his pants and biting his finger nails and wishes he would never messed with
me. One down a few more to go.” (See Exhibit F, attached.)

iv.

“I will finish everybody that messed with you and when my lawyers have him on
the ground, they will make sure they finish him lawfully up. Everybody ever
messing with me should know that I never ever lost a fight in my life and see what
it says on my website: ‘I will not start the fight -- but I will finish it.’ One done a
few more to go.” (See Exhibit G, attached.)

Add the preceding public posts to the following statements made to Jones via an email
dated February 27th, 2014, and the harassing purpose behind Plaintiff’s frivolous filing becomes
abundantly clear. (See Exhibit H, attached.)
a.

“And in the 3 Civil cases against you: ( do you think Dr C is the ONLY one suing
you, sister? Wrong!) Proven losses in amounts you will never even accumulate in
your lifetime will make you work for Dr C for the rest of you miserable life.”

b.

“We will have so much fun collecting and taking every dime you have and ever
will have via the court system. NOW you are in OUR world of games!”
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c.

“Let us know when the posts are gone because sister, every time someone links to
them its a new case and crime as our lawyers stated. Happy drowning in your own
feces.”

d.

“Oh honey puff - we and our lawyers will have such a field day with you in court.
( and jail) Nothing will be left - Look at Trudeau he messed with us and see what
happened? Watch what our lawyers do after you lost it all in court and are off to
jail.”
CONCLUSION

Much judicial ink is spilled opining about the possible “chilling effect” that a given piece
of legislation, or legal precedent, might have on the marketplace of ideas. But as the speech
function of the fourth estate has become increasingly diffuse, with modern technologies
removing most of the traditional barriers to publishing and public participation, the vanguard in
the fight for the free exchange of ideas has moved from the newsroom to the living room. It is
the constant threat of frivolous, and prohibitively expensive, litigation that is of principal concern
for the individual citizen journalist without access to media lawyer representation.
Plaintiff does not plan, and does not need, to litigate his frivolous and factually inaccurate
claims to their conclusion. Had he wanted a legal fight with Jones, he could have filed this claim
in a timely fashion. Rather, Plaintiff wants to create the illusion that he is willing to sue a
notoriously uncompromising activist, to send a message to other would-be whistle-blowers, and
to the victims of his sexual manipulation, that there may be dire consequences for their truthful
speech. The Court should not allow Plaintiff, nor his attorney, to use the judicial system for this

8

sorry game against the public interest. Leonard Coldwell and Dennis J. Kellogg should be
sanctioned.
“Plaintiffs must understand that using the legal system for sport or harassment carries a
price.” Marvel of Illinois, Inc. v Marvel Contaminant Control Industries, Inc., 318 Ill.App.3d
856, 868 744 N.E.2d 312, 322 (2d Dist. 2001).

Respectfully submitted,

______________________________________
Jason Michael Jones, Esq.
89 W. Town St.
Columbus, OH 43215
saltydroid@gmail.com
(312) 237-0275
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Exhibit A

Exhibit A

Exhibit B

Exhibit B

Leonard Coldwell v. Jason Michael Jones
Case No. 2014 L 001337
Facebook screen capture -- December 2012

Exhibit C

Leonard Coldwell v. Jason Michael Jones
Case No. 2014 L 001337
Facebook screen capture -- February 2014

Exhibit D

Leonard Coldwell v. Jason Michael Jones
Case No. 2014 L 001337
Facebook screen capture -- February 2014

Exhibit E

Leonard Coldwell v. Jason Michael Jones
Case No. 2014 L 001337
Facebook screen capture -- February 2014

Exhibit F

Leonard Coldwell v. Jason Michael Jones
Case No. 2014 L 001337
Facebook screen capture -- February 2014

Exhibit G

Leonard Coldwell v. Jason Michael Jones
Case No. 2014 L 001337
Email to SaltyDroid from ibmsvip@gmail.com

Exhibit H

