
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

WESTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 
 

 

MARINKA PESCHMANN, 

 

Plaintiff, 

 

vs. 

 

BLOGTALKRADIO, INC., CINCHCAST, 

INC., STEPHEN QUAYLE, DOUGLAS 

HAGMANN and DOES 1-20, 

 

Defendants. 

 

 

Civil Action No.  17-cv-00259(SPB)(RAL) 

 

 

 

DEFENDANTS STEPHEN QUAYLE 

AND DOUGLAS HAGMANN’S 

OPPOSTION TO PLAINTIFF’S 

MOTION SEEKING APPOINTMENT 

OF A NEW MEDIATOR 

 

For the reasons set forth below, we must reluctantly and respectfully request that 

the Court waive the mediation requirement in this matter.  Plaintiff pro se Marinka Peschmann’s 

motion [Docket No. 162] claims Mediator Charles Glasser’s prepared questions to her (all counsel 

received questions in advance of the mediation) in were biased and “included questions no neutral 

would have come up with on their own or ever asked.”  Any suggestion that Mr. Glasser was fed 

or even suggested questions by me is outrageous and completely false, but it is line with similarly 

offensive allegations contained in a letter copied to counsel from Ms. Peschmann purportedly 

“terminating” Mr. Glasser, the Court-appointed mediator in this case (letter attached as Exhibit 

A).   

Aside from acknowledging that Mr. Glasser did complement me during our initial 

call (I would suspect in an effort to engender trust), the balance of Plaintiff’s letter (and the Motion) 

is replete with her usual combination of misrepresentations, misunderstandings of the law and 

process and outright falsehoods.  It is clear that Ms. Peschmann misguidedly believes that her case 

is valued in the millions of dollars and on that basis there is no way that settlement is remotely 

possible at this point. Even the suggestion to her that she may have outlandishly high expectations 

Case 1:17-cv-00259-SPB-RAL   Document 166   Filed 11/27/19   Page 1 of 27



2 

 

engenders the type of hostility the letter represents.  

Contrary to the outrageous insinuations set forth in her Motion or her letter to Mr. 

Glasser, I not only had nothing to do with whatever questions were asked of her, but neither 

counsel has seen any version of them.  The letter then ludicrously and frivolous suggests that Mr. 

Glasser and I, with perhaps Mr. Agresti, conspired against her in violation of a federal criminal 

statute!  She also mistakenly believes that a neutral cannot ask her questions that hadn’t been 

disclosed via discovery in order to better understand the case.  

The idea that this was a “set-up” of some sort is erroneous and insulting. Ms. 

Peschmann knew explicitly from the outset that Mr. Glasser was a friend whom I had worked with 

in the past and she chose him because of his connection to conservative media (See email chain in 

Exhibit B and attachment).  However, the letter to Mr. Glasser continues her usual mantra of 

patting herself on the back for continuing this case to fight “fake news” and trumpeting how 

lucrative it will be in the end for herself.  She does not understand the process, does not understand 

defamation law1 and suffers the same paranoia that she accuses the defendants of suffering, 

evidenced by the fact that much of what she writes to counsel, like Exhibit A, drips with sarcasm 

and veiled threats.   

While recognizing the goals of ADR and this Court’s program, we truly believe that at this 

point any attempt to mediate this matter is a complete waste of time, money and resources; we see 

nothing in Plaintiff’s line of sight except vengeance and dollar signs and we should get on with 

discovery.  Obviously we are prepared to follow the Court’s directives. However, if required to 

                                                 

1  For example, Ms. Peschmann’s continual citing of 42 Pa. C.S. §8343(b), which requires 

defendants to bear the burden in a defense of truth, mischaracterizes the issues and law in this case 

(many of the alleged defamatory statements are impossible to be proven true or false). Because 

Ms. Peschmann is undisputedly a limited purpose public figure, she must show the falsity of the 

statements at issue in order to prevail in a suit for defamation.  See Phila. Newspapers v. Hepps, 

475 U.S. 767, 775 (1986).  Not to mention that Ms. Peschmann ignores the burdens imposed on 

plaintiffs contained in 42 Pa. C.S. §8343(a).  
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proceed, we would insist that costs be shared equally. 

McCUSKER, ANSELMI, ROSEN & CARVELLI, P.C. 

210 Park Ave., Suite 301 

Florham Park, New Jersey 07932 

(T) (973) 635-6300 

(F) (973) 635-6363 

Attorneys for Defendant Stephen Quayle 

 

By: __/s/ Bruce S. Rosen________________ 

     Bruce S. Rosen (admitted pro hac) 

 

    MARSH SPAEDER BAUR SPAEDER & SCHAAF, LLP 

    300 State Street, Suite 300 

    Erie, Pennsylvania 16507 

    (T) 814 456-5301 

    Attorneys for Defendant Douglas Hagmann  

 

    By: ___/s/ Michael A. Agresti_______________ 

     Michael A. Agresti 

 

Dated: November 13, 2019 
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Charles J. Glasser, Jr., Esq., LLC 
53 Valley Way, West Orange, NJ 07052     
+1(973) 666-6270, charlesglasseresq@gmail.com 
 
Re: Notice of Termination of Mr. Glasser’s services, Case No. 1:17-cv-00259-SPB-RAL  
 
Dear Mr. Glasser,  
 
I have reviewed your questions you sent me.  Unfortunately, in the brief time we have known each other, 
you have demonstrated that you are not capable of being a neutral in this case, your friend, Bruce Rosen’s 
case.  Thus, this letter is my notice of termination of your services as a neutral/mediator in the above 
referenced action – effective immediately.   
 
You have asked me questions which are inappropriate for a mediator. Some of the information you are 
seeking is a part of my disclosures which I cannot share as the Parties have not exchanged our disclosures 
yet.  Moreover, you were hired to be a neutral, not a part of defense counsel or to act like a judge.  
 
In your questions to me, why did you, as a mediator, a purported “neutral,” suggest that I am liar when 
you asked me whether or not I filed FOIAs?  Mr. Glasser, in your role as a neutral, you improperly 
accused me of being a liar based on what exactly?   
 
That appears to be a Bruce Rosen stunt and not appropriate conduct for a neutral. I did notice how much 
time you spent singing Bruce’s praises during our call when you weren’t talking down to me. Do all top 
litigators file exhibits with open pop up ads, and fake “Plaintiff threw the first punch arguments” or just 
Mr. Rosen?”  
 
Based on my experience good lawyers with integrity, try to limit liability and unnecessary costs for their 
clients. That did not happen here.  I was surprised when Bruce (and by extension Michael) did not try to 
settle with me before I filed SAC, given our conversation with the Honorable Susan P. Baxter, who 
reviews exhibits.  
 
 I would have thought a neutral might want to ask something about the fact that Defendants’ “news” has 
finally caught the attention of the authorities, while being represented by Mr. Rosen, as it goes to damages 
and interests.  But not you. Clearly, your questions were not designed to give you the best possible picture 
of the interests of all the Parties.  
 
Is it this perhaps? 18 U.S.C. § 371—CONSPIRACY TO DEFRAUD THE UNITED STATES located at: 
https://www.justice.gov/jm/criminal-resource-manual-923-18-usc-371-conspiracy-defraud-us.   
 
Thus, I am glad I blew the whistle on Defendants’ and their cohorts “news.” Only time will tell what legal 
issues might face them (and me, had I been complicit) in the future with their “news.” If memory serves 
me correctly, it was one of the Cosby civil cases which led to his indictment in Pennsylvania.   
 
The damages are high in this case and include, special, general, compensatory, punitive, exemplary, and 
presumed damages. You would not know that based on your questions. As Bruce and Michael know there 
are parallels of my case with this Pennsylvania case. “Judge adds $5M to Mike McQueary's $7M verdict 
against Penn State,’ Associated Press. 
 
While I am not a lawyer, I have been in mediation and am familiar with a proper, professional and very 
helpful neutral for all parties. You have demonstrated that is not you.  Moreover, a neutral does not need 
top heavy billable hours either on a such a straight forward case as is this one.  It was ridiculous that you 
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and Bruce claimed otherwise.  There are two pieces of paper which need to be mediated. One from 
Magistrate Judge Lanzillo’s Report & Recommendations, and  another from the Honorable Susan P 
Baxter’s Order. Two pages. Two Counts. Defamation per se and False Light 
 
Since you have demonstrated that you are not capable of being a neutral in a Bruce Rosen case,  there is 
no need for you to continue any further. Clearly, you have never been a neutral before.  
 
Mr. Glasser, I will pay you for my portion of the time you have reasonably put in, thus far, which cannot 
be much given (aside from this termination notice and email date confirmations per your request) I have 
never sent you anything, and you mainly talked about yourself and Bruce during our call. I think 
reasonable people can agree that scheduling a date and talking process (Skype) takes less than fifteen 
minutes. Your questions to me do not reflect that you have read the “voluminous” pleadings, (minus the 
Counts which are no longer in play), which is what a neutral typically does. Your questions read like 
Bruce wrote them for you.  
 
Bruce and Michael will receive my disclosures soon enough and we can take it from there without you.  
 
For the foregoing reasons I am terminating your services as the mediator/neutral in the above referenced 
case – effective immediately.   
 
Please send me your one and final invoice for my portion for your non-neutral services via email by end 
of the business day.  
 
Thank you.  
 
All best to you, Mr. Glasser.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
/s/Marinka Peschmann 
Marinka Peschmann   cc:  Bruce S Rosen, esq. 
Plaintiff pro se          Michael Agresti, esq.  
Email: marinkapm@aol.com 
Tele: 646-929-4132 
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