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CERIIFICAIE OF INTEREST FOR LIhIDAA. NASH

Pursuant to Federal Circuit Rule a7.a@) and Federal Rule of Appellate Frocedure

26.1 Petitioner LindaA. Nash certifies the following:

1. The full name of the party represented by the undersigned is LindaA. Nash

2. There are no other real parties in interest represented by the undersigned.

3. This case involves the deprivation of rights to a present a defense and Jury Trial

before ownership in a parcel of privately ownedAmerican Soil can be taken.

4. This Petitioner has an undivided 50%o ownership in this parcel of home and land

Nothing involved in this case or court proceeding nor in any state case can adversely

effect the co-owner's undividable 50o/o ownership interest in the same parcel of

American Soil.

DAIED: Septemberl9, 2024

Linda A. Nash Petitioner
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RELIEF SOUGHT

Petitioner respectfully requests this court to grant ttris Writ of Mandamus and direct the

Appellate court to remand this case back to the District Court for a 
..Tfial by Jur5fl' as

part of this Petitionet's core righs under the Sttr, 7th, and 14th Amendments that have

not been afforded to her by either the state or federal district courts.

QIJESfiON PRESENTED

Can the Federal District Court dismiss this 42 USC 1983 civil rights daim and this

Petitioner's right to trid by jury, by invoking the Rooker-Feldman Doctine, based on the

Petitioner's evidence of the state court's appellate opinion, which admits to being

inconsistent with the original complaing inconsistent with state and federal laws, and

denied the rights of the defendants to prcsent a defense before ruling against them?

JI,]RISDICTION STATEMENT

This court has jurisdiction to issue the petitioners' request for this Writ of Mandamus

under 28 USC 1651(a) and Supreme Court Rule 20.3(a). This is supportd by this court's

recent rulings in SEC v. Jarkesy on June 28,2A24, and Sheet v County of El Dorado Ca.,

Case No. 22-1074,Apn112,2024, as directed under the landmark case of Cooper v.

Aaron 358 U.S. 1 (1958), which affirms this court's jurisdiction over all civit

Constitutionally protected citizens rights induding but not limited to this Petitioner's

right to a Trial a by Jury of her peers.

{



ISSI.]ES OF THE CASE

1. This Petitioner filed a Verified Complaint for Breach of Contract and Breach of

Specific Performance by Government Officials Acting Outside of Their Corporate Oath

of Office and Corporate Bond on October 19, 2023. This Complaint was also a Demand

for a Jury Trial and involved federal smniles 42 USC 1983: 18 USC 241 and 18 USC

242.

2. This Petitioner has filed several motions with the District Court regarding judicial

procedures and requirements to advance this case. October 2023 until the present, in the

11 months this case has been before the bench this Petitioner has never been granted a

Motions Hearing even though none of the Defendants have either responded or objected

to any of the Petitioner's Motions.

3. On August 26,2024,10 months after the original filing of this case, Disuict Court

Judge CarI Nichols ordered ttris case dismissed and dosed the case having never held a

Motions hearing or ruled on any of the Plaintiff 's open Motions. This makes the

dismissal of this case premature and invalid based on the following unanswere{

undispute4 factual procedural open motions: Appendix 1 (District Court Docket)

Date

rot24t23

Lzl4t23

LtL8t24

Docket #

4

10

16

Motion Title

Motion For Specific Performance

Motion For Equal Tbeamrent Under The Law
(Motion for CM/ECF PassworQ

Motion To Compel



4t26t24 20

6n7t24 2L

9t9t24 25

Motion For Default Judgment

Motion And Demand Under 28 USC 1603, 1606, L6O7 ,1608
(Moflon for Order That the CourtAddress its Jurisdiction)

Motion to Reopen Case and Motion For Reconsideration

(Motion for Re considerations re 24 Order on Motion for
Miscellaneous Relief, etc.)

See :U.S. Supreme Court ruling in Biven u Six Unknown Named Agents 409 F. 2d7LB

(April 10, L969): Scheuer v. Rhodes 416 U.S. 232 (1974): Thompson v. Clark Case No.

20-659 (April 4,2022): SEC v. Jarkesy Case No. 22-859 (June 27,2024): Sheeu v.

County of El Dorado Ca. Case No. 22-1.074 (Apnl L2,2024): United States v. Beggerly

524 U.S. 38 (June 8, 1998): Appendix 2 (Federal District Court Order) Docket #24

4. The District Court's Order was based on two assumptions that were not a pan of

the Petitioners pleadings and the alleged Rooker-Feldman docuine which does not apply

in this case as the state court judgment was not based on the law or the merits of the

state case. The Judgmentwas mandated by the state appellate court after an incomplete

Thial, the Plaintiff's case was dismissed before the Defendants were allowed to present

their side. The state appellate court reversed the nial court ruling and without remand

directed a mandate in favor of the state {laintiff.

FACTS NECESSARY TO TJNDERSIAT.ID PETITION

On Ooober 19,2023, Plaintiff Linda Nash filed a Complaint with the Federal

District Court for the Distict of Columbia against the United States of America

Coryoration, The State of Florida Corporation, Seminole County Florida Corporations,



and Bank of America Incorporated, along with unnamed John and Jane Does for basic

deprivations of specific constinrtionally protected rights as the State of Florida and

Seminole County have placed a Federal agency on title in the county public land records

system.

All named Federal Court Defendants were properly serviced and two of the

Defendants responded to ttris complaint while nro did not

It was after this Petitioner filed a Motion for a Default judgment to be entered

against ttre United States and Seminole County Florida Corporations for failure to

respond to this complaint, and her second Motion requesting a Motions Hearing on Fair

Treatnent and Honest Service, that the District Court ordered the case dismissed and

closed,

The District Court order of August 26,2024, reasoned ttrat ttre Plaintiff had other

motives for filing this case outside of her pleadings and ttrat the Rookerfeldman

Docrrine prevents this Petitioner/Plaintiff from bringrng this suit to Federal Court.

While the Disftict Court advised its final order was appealable that would by

judicial structure prevent the issues from being heard by a Jury, which is what this

Petitioner is seeking. This govemment holds itself out to be devoted to servicing ttre

public that pays for government service and this Petitioner is one of the people this

govemment serves. See U.S. v. Lee 106 U.S. 1!16 (1882) which states;

"Under our system the people, who are there called subjects, are the
sovereign. Their rights, whether collertive or individual, are not bound to
give way to a sentiment of loyalty to the person of the monarch. The citizen



herr knows no person, however near to those in power, or however powerful
himself, to whom he need yield the rights which the law secures to him when

it is wdl administered. When he, in one of the courts of competent
jurisdictioq has established his right to propefty, [106 U"S. 196, 2091 there is

no reason why deference to any person. nattual or artificial. not even the

United States. should prevent him from using the means which the law gives

him for the protection and enforcement of that right."

This Supreme Court ruling went on to say:

"While by the constitution the judicial departrnent is recognized as one of the

three great branches .rmong which all the powers and functions of the

government are distribute{ it is inherently the weakest of them all.

Dependent as its courts are for the enforcement of their judgments upon

officers appointed by the executive, and removable at his pleasure, with no

patronage and no control of purse or sword their power and influence rests

soldy upon the public sense of the necessity for the existence of a tribunal to
which all may appeal for the assertion and protection of rights guarantied by
the constitution and by the laws of the lan( and on the confidence reposed in
the soundness of their decisions and the purity of their motives."

Almost 100 years later in Scheuer v Rhodes 416 U S 232(1974) the court held:

'1. The Eleventh Amendment does not in some circumstances bar an action
for damages against a state official charged with depriving a person of a

federal right under color of state law, and the District Court actd
prematurely, and hence erroneously, in dismissing the complaints as it did
without affording petitioners any opportunity by subsequent proof to

establish their claims. Pp.416 U. S. 235-238.

2. The immunity of officers of the executive branch of a state government for
their acts is not absolute, but qualified, and of varying degree, depending

upon the scope of discretion and
Page 416 U. S.233

responsibilities of the particular office and the circumstances existing at the

time the challenged action was taken. Pp. 416 U. S. 238-249.

47 | F.zd 430, reversed and remanded."

The District Court's, August 26,2024, order also determined that the Rooker-

Feldman scenario prevents this Petitioner from going forward with her deprivations of



rights case however, fraud and deprivation of rights are exceptions to the Rooker-

Feldman Docftine.

On September L5,201,4, Tfial was hdd in the state court. After the Plaintiff had

rested their side of the case and the Ttial court judge stopped the trial and made a

determination that due to several violations of law and requirements, the state Plaintiff

committed they had not proven standing and thereby the court dismissed the case. The

state coun Plaintiff then appealed that decision. Appendix 3 (State Tfial Court Ruling)

induded in Petitioners Verffied Complaint as Exhibit # 2, pages {${$.

On May 6, 201-6 the state appellate cout opinion overtumed the trial court's

decision, finding that violations of state and federal laws and regulations did not prevent

the court from ruling in favor of the state Plaintiff. The court also determined that they

had the right to waive this Petitioner'Vstate court Defendant's right to present a defense

before ruling against her and mandated a judgment be entered in favor of the state court

Plaintiff. Appendix 4 (StateAppellate Court Mandate) induded in the Verified

Complaint as Exhibit #3, pages 50-56

The state court's judgment was not only premature but it was not based on a

completed fiial, nor on the Federal or State Laws, nor on the merits of the case. It was

based on a mandated requirement from a higher court which the lower court was

compelled to follow.

This Petitioners has filed various motions, regarding judicial procedures as is her

right to file in the Anide III Federal District Court. She was granted the right to proceed

d



in forma pauperis however all of her procedural motions have gone unheard for months,

especially those requesting a motions hearings. Then wittrout so much as one hearing the

Disuict court's dismiss this case. Due process has never been effecnrally granted to this

Petition.

This Petitioner is not asking this court to involve itself in the issues of the case

before the District Court only that this Petition be gfanted the opportunity to have the

issues of deprivation of righs heard by a jury of her peers. Who better to make that

detemrination then people with the same rights, as the Judiciary is not the best objective

judge of it's own powes and limitations. [n a corporate setting the boss is the best judge

of employees performance, however in the 'nV'e The People's" contact with our

govenrment, We The People reserved or ourselves the right to eshblish justice and we

do so through rial by jury. See Rodney Class v. United States case 16424 (February

21, 2018); and Scheuer v. Rhodes 416 U.S. 22 (19741

The Federal Court Law ReviewArtide Volume 5 Issue 2 (2011) fitld "fre Fraud

Exception to Rooker-Feldman Doctrine advises the Judiciary:

"B. Ihe Fraud Exception to Res Judicata The Fourth Circuit was entirely
correct that there can be an exception to rrcs judicata based upon fraud, deception,

accident, or mistake.Ihe United States Supreme Court has stated for at least

ninety ye.rrs that only oin the absence of fraud or collusion' does a judgment from
a court wift jurisdiction operate as nes judicata."

The Article goes on to state:

"The Florida Supreme Court, for urample, defines qrtrinsic fraud as:

[Tlhe prevention of an unsuccessfrrl patry [froml presenting his case, by
fraud or deception practiced by his a&ersary; keeping the opponent away



from court; falsety promising a compmmise; ignorance of the adversary

about the existence of the zuit or the acts of the plaintiff; fraudulmt
representation of a party without his consent and connivance in his defeat;

and so on 40

Exninsic frau( as its name implie, is fraud outside the workings of the case,

fraud that stereotypicatty prevents a party from fully putting on her case or
being heard by the court'

It is ttris "Extinsic' fraud that prevents the Federal District Court from dismissing

this case under the alleged Rooker-Feldman Docuine. This exuinsic fraud can be found

within the written opinion if the StateAppellate Court.. This ruling acknowledges that

the State's Plaintiff violated the laws of the State of Florida and federal regulations. It

also states (on page #5): 'However; the failure to perfom a condition precedent was

not raised in Nash's af,firmative defenses. As a result the defense is waived"' Due to

the Trial court having been abruptly halted by the judge before the defense had been

heard. This mandate in favor of the state court's Plaintiff deprived the defending

homeowner's an opporEnity to have their defense heard before judgment was passed.

Clearly this Petition has the riglrt to seek a decision from a Jury of her peers as to the

interpretation of authority that the Florida Appellate Court has made regarding this

homeowners right to defend her home and land before the State of Florida's and

Seminole County Judicial Officers can remove thefu name from the title to her property

in the public land records.

See United State Supreme Court Ruling in: Ihomps{rn v. Clark Case No. 2(F

659: United States v. James Good Real Property Case No. 92-1180 @ecernber 13,



199S): Soldatr v. Cook County 506 U.S. 56 (19!12): Lebron v. National Railroad

Passmger Corp. Case No. 93-1525 (February 21, 19!15) .

The state court Defendant, who is also this Petitioner and the Plaintiff in the

current Federal District Court case, had a well prepared affirmative defense that has

never been allowed to be presented in a court of law before the a mandated judgment

awarded a win to ttre opposing party that admitted to violations of law. It is ttre opinion

of the Federal District Court that this exrinsic fraud does not render the Rooker-

Feldman docrine inapplicable and therefore is judicially discretionary.

Ihe United State Corporation and the Seminole County Elorida Corporation

failed to respond to this complaint. One of the non-responsive defendants signed and

filed a Certificate of Title in the public record naming an agent of the other non-

responsive defendant as the alleged current title holder of this Petitionem and her co-

owners property, clearly an issue nggding to be heard by a jury as govemment, like the

Judiciary, is not the best objective judge of it own limitations to power.

This Petitioner filed the state appellate court mandate for the lower to enter a

judgment as Exhibit 3 (pages 50 -57) of her original complaint. The Federal Distict

Court, as anArtide III court, has an obligation to read the state appellate court opinion

before determining ttrat Rooker-Feldman applied in this case.

This case exemplifies, like this Nation, the suuggle for controlling pourer between

corporate govemment and constitutional government of the people and whidr is the

more powerful and shall therefore prevail.



We the people still have the 4ft, 5'h 7'h and l-46 Amendments and therefore anyone

facing charges that threaten to take their core rights to life, liberty or Epery has a right

to "Due Process" which includes the right to defend themselves in a cout of law, present

their side of the issues, and the right to trial by jury. Rooker-Feldman can not be

misused as a convenience by the court to administratively circumvent constitutionally

proteoed rights of the people in favor of protecting financial institutions, government

entities and governmental officials. This high court has repeatedly warned lower courts

of that as it did in the Eroron Mobile Corp. v. Saudi Basic Indus. Corp. 544 U.S. 280,

284 (2005), Lebron v. National Railroad Passenger Corp. 5113 U.S. 374 (1995), and

Stop The Beach Renourishment Inc. v Florida EPA Case No. 08-1151 (2010)

See this court's ruling in Cooper v. Aaron 358 U.S. I (1958) which states:

1. This Court cannot countenance a daim by the Governor and Legislature of
a State that there is no duty on state officials to obey federal court orders
resting on this Court's considered interpr€tation of the United States

Constitution in Brown u Board of Educarton

8. The interpretation of the FourteenthAmendment enunciated by this Court
in the Brown case is the supreme law of the lan{ and Art. VI of the

Constitution makes it of binding effect on the States "any Thing in the

Constitution or Laws of any State to the Contrary notrArithstanding." P. 358

u. s. 18.

9. No state legislator or executive or judicial officer can war against the
Constinrtion without violating his solemn oath to support iL P. 358 U. S. 18.



REASON WITY WRIT SHOI.]LD BE ISSI]ED

This Petitioner requests this honorable court to grant her this Writ of Mandamus

and for this this court to find: (1) The Rooker-Feldman Docrine does not apply to this

Deprivation of Rights and Specific Performance case; (2) For the Disuict Cotut to

reopen this case and that the Petitioner receive fair treament and honest service from the

courl'(3) That the issues involved be allowed to be presented to a jury; (a) Ajury be

allornred to rule on the issues and merits of this case. See Lynch v. Household Finance

Corp. 538 (1972).

Attested to under penalty of
perjury

Respectfully submitted



CERTIFICAIE OF SERYICE

I, LindaA. Nash, hereby certify that t have served a mre and correct copy of the foregoing to

the United States Solicitor General, Elizabeth Prelogar, via priority mail at 950 PennsylvaniaAve NW

Washington DC 20530-000L and all Defendants counsel of record via their email addresses provided

below in the Service List on.

November 5,2024.

Winter Park, Fl. 32792
(lindanashl- 5 7@ gmail.com)

SERVICE LIST:

United States of America Corporation

Roger Handberg US Attomey
ro ger-handberg@usdoj . gov

State of Florida Corporation

Florida State Attorney Caitlin Wilcox
Caitiin.Wiicox@myfloridalegal. com

Seminole County Florida Corporation

John Knutton
j knutton@seminoleclerk. org

Bank of America Inc.

Andrew Kemp-Gerstel

akg@lgplaw.com

USPS Tracking #9L14 9022 0078 9063 4700 59

A. Nash Plaintiff
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cause: 42:1983 Civil Rights Ad Nafiile of suit ,+40 civit Righ: Ofur
Itrisdictiffi F&alQmim

LINDAA- NASH bY IINDAA- NASE
2136LieRd"
WfurterPart, YL327Y2
fft4t8-9266'
EmaiL t indanashl 5 7@gmaitcom

PRO SE

v.

IINII|HI $"TAIES OT AMEnI T
CI}BP,IHC

$IAIE OFFII)BIIDA bY Bhh A. Gotr
CONFORATIOF{ OFFICEOFTTMfiTORNEY

GENERAL
Civil LitigatimCeuhal
3507 E. Froffige Road

Suite lfl)
Tarya, FL 33fl)7
813-s774512
Fa:<: tl3-281-1859
Emai} Blain"em@Eyfl oridalegalc om

LFAD ATTOENEY

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTrcED

DefcrdrEt

SEDIINOI.E GOI'NTY TIORIDA
C1ORHDRAII(N

Dchtld
BANKOF AMEilUCA,NI-INC" rW#by AtrrrKtry€ird

IJEH.ER, GOI,E [tEZ & H(mLr(ElDo
lof4 '8 9nEl2v24'5:2itPMt/



District of Columbia live databoe httpc:/lecf.dcd,uscourts.gov/cgi$io/DktRpt.pl?953406688E15H3-..-

44 West Flagler Street

Courthouse Tower

Suite 2500

Miami, FL 33130

305-379-0400

Fax: 305-379-9626

Email: akg@lgplaw.com

LEAD ATTORNEY

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Defendant

JA}IE AIYD JOHN IX)ES
Additional; to be joined as ogents of the

corporate defendants as well as bonded

represenlotives

Date Filed # Docket Tert

rut9ao23 t_ COMPL{NT again{t AIl Defe,ndmts ( Filing fce $ 4O1 receip number 205808) witr
Jury Demd fited by LINDA A NASH. (Attachmerts: # E;ftibit, # Exhib,it, #

Exhibit, # E:fiibit, # Bfribitxmg) (Additioml attuh€,n(s) # qlOD4l2O23:

# Civil Cover SH) (mg)- (Ent€red: rcn4n0B)

10fi9D023 Summons (O Issued as to All Defendants- (mg) (Ent€x,ed: l0n4f2023)

1011912023 2 NOTICE OF REI-ATED CASE b,y LINDA A NASH. (mg) (Entered:10124t2O23)

rolt9t2023 -) JURY DEMAND by LINDA A NASH (mg) ModiEed er,ent on 10f26f2023 (me).

@ntered: l024l2tr23)

rcr24DO23 I MOTION for Specffic Performmce by LINDA A. NASH. (Attachrents: # I Exhibit)
(mg) (Entsed : fiD6f2023)

tot30/2023 f MOTION fc I,eaw b Prroceed in forma paryeris ty TINDA A I{ASI{ (me} @ffi
ruuAw23)

1v2T2023 MINUTE ORDER The Motionforkave to Prroced informapuryeris is

GRANTED. So ORDERED by Jradge Cart J- Ni&ols onNovember 222U23. Qe."tn2)
(Entereit nD2nVB)

flDznV)3 e NOTICE ofAppearace by BlainA Goffonbehalf of STAIEOF FLORIDA

CORPORATION (Goft Blain) (Enterd: tlDTnOB)

nnTDv)3 7 First MOTION to Dismiss by STAIE OF FLORIDA CORPORATION. (Attrchtrents: #

Exhibit Docket MDFL 6:19-cv-885XGotr, Blain) (Entered: ll27l2023)

ttf29DO23 E NOTICE of Apearance by Adew Kemp{rersel on behalf ofBANK OF AMERICA,

NA, INC- $enopCustet, Aoelcw) (Entcne& fiDgnOB)

rU29DO23 I I{OTION to Dimiss Corylohtby BAI{K OF AMERICA' NA, INC.. (Attachmens:

# EftibirtA$# ExhibitB,# ExhibitC)GempCesel,Andrcn) (Enteted:

fiBnu8)

2of 4 ts 9118/2024,5:24 PM



tuMDo23 t0 MOTION for CM/ECF Password, MOTION ftrE>rtensimof T'rme to File Response/

Repty as to First MOTION to Disriss, MOTIONIo Dismiss Conrylointby LINDA
A. NASIL (Attachmffi: # E:fribitXmg) (Effiree IAO5DO23)

taztDo23 LI Memorandum in opposifion to re Motion to Dismiss, Motion to Dimiss filed by

LINDA A NASIL (zdp) Gnteree 7222D023')

Dn6n023 t2 RETURN OF SERVICE/AFFIDAVIT of Sr.rmmons and ComplaintExecuted. BANK

OF AMERICA" N.A., INC. served onll/82023, answerdue |7D9DA23; SEMINOLE

COLJNTYFLORIDA CORPORATION served onllD1DO23, answer ilrc lVl8DO23;

STAIE OF FLORIDACOR.PORATION servod onl1I6f2U23, answer dlrellDJ20z3
(mg) (Enterod : 12/29 D023)

tu2612023 r3 Surrrmous Rshlrncd Urcxecuted as to UNTIED STAIES OF AITIERICA CORP. INC-

(mg) (Ent€red l2lzlgDff)i)

D|26DA23 tn
t4+ Memorandum in opposition to re Motion to Dismiss" Motion to Dismiss fil€d by

LINDAA NASH. (Attachments: # Exhibitxmg) @ntere& DngnLX)

ta26no23 l5 RULE 26al STAIEMENT. (mg) (Eotered: 12129/2O23)

ouo8rw24 MINUTE ORDER The Court constrr.les the motion as a motion for m extension of
time to respond to the motions to dismiss and a motion for a CIv{IECF password, It is

ORDERED that the motion for a CMIECF password is GRAIITED. It is firth€r
ORDERED that the motion for m elftension of time is grated nunc prc ttre, rnaking

the December 26,2023 filing timely. So ORDERED by Judge Cad J- Nichols on

January 8, 2024. flcra) (Ent€red : 0l /08/'2024)

oufinoz4 16 MOTION to Compel by LINDA A. NASU. (mg) @ntered: Olt22D024)

0112212024 17 DECLARATION by LINDA A. NASH. (mg) @ntered:Olf25l2024\

Mn7no24 _18 kIOTION to Thke Judicial Notice by LINDA A. NASH. (Attachnents: # I Exhibit)
(zdp) (Entercd Mn7nO24)

rM12312024 19 SUPPLEMENXAL MEMORAI.IDUMIo re Motionto Tiake fudicial Ndice filedby
LINDA A. NASH. (Atuhmeuts: # Exhibitxzdp) Modified link 8d tuket terrt on

4f6ntr24 (z&). (Etrered: MD4I2U24)

MD6r2tr)4 10 MOTION fu Deftuttldgment as to by LINDA A. NASIL (zdp) (Entersd:

Mnor2i24)

MltTDA4 ZL MOTION fc Orrder Thd fre Court Addness ie Juridiction by LINDA A NASH. (z&)
(EdEne* WZinV24)

o7l0t2024 22 MOTION for Hearing by LINDA A NASH. (Affached.s: # ExhibitXzdp) (Effierce

oTtBna4)

07lt7l2u)4 L7 MOTION to Tiake Judicial Notice by LINDA A. NASH. (zdp) (Entered 07119D024)

08n6t2024 a4 ORDER dismissing case for lrck ofjuidictim" Sigped by Jrdge Cal I Nichols on

August 26, 2U24- 0ccjn2) (Entered: 08f26f2024)

09rcg12024 25 MOTION for Reconsideration re Order on Motion for Miscellaneous Reliet Order

on Motion to Dismiss,, Orrder on Motion to Compel, Order on h4otion to thke Jtrdicial

Notice, Order on Motion &r Default Judgmenl Onder on Motion for Order, Order on

Motion for Heaing,, MOTION to Reopen Case by LINDA A- NASH. (zap) ffi{'.
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IIhIITED STATES DISTRICT COI'R,T
FOR TIIE DISTRICI OF COLTJMBH

LINDAA. NASH,

PlaintilJ

ITNITED STATES OF AMERICA CORP..

et al.,

Civil Actiou No- l:23<v-03134 (CJN)

Defendants.

In Novmober 201l, Bmk of Arcrica filed a foreclosure cmplaint against Lfuda Nash in

fu EigbMrh Jrdicial Circuit Corrt of ftorida. Th case went to trial and Bmk of Amica lost,

ht m 4peal, Flqfotrr's Fiflh Disnict Cffit of Ameal rcrcrsert ThE se lrial cffit lh ffiEd

jdgnrent in lhe bmk's frvor. NaS res@ by fiting a federal lawsrit in the Miffie District of

Florida which tre court dismisserl for kk of srfiject mffi jurisdiction. fu Nash v- State,}Ol9

\tIL 13400383 (M.D. Fls- 2019). The Eleveoft Circuit affime4 rcasoning thatNash's lawsuit,

rrhich brurglrt ffiimi<mal challenges b flre shtc court's fqrclmre suiL was burEd ty fte

Rooker-Felfrnanfurinc. keNoshv- Fifth Dist- Cowtof AryIt, E(f F. Am'x 870' 873 (l lfr

cn.zan}

Nash tren bruryht lffrs pro se cmrphim againsn Bmt of Amsica d varius

govcr ffits. The ourqilaim fu rd ckady lary ontr a legal dr€Gry. WH it dcs malsc ckar,

howwer, is urhat reliefNash seeks: an 
*injumtion for estoppd of state cpurt proceedings bas€d oa

violations ofl her rigls ad m qportmity to lweive a He,ral fial *on 
the issrcs reganding her

I of3 a'3 9lDnO24,2:32Pld.
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lawful ownerdrip of thisprivatrty ownedparcel of American Soil andhomewittrmgovanunent

interftrienca" Soe Cffipl-, ECT No- l, $ 2, I -

Ttrc Ro*s-Fetdnan drcuine lneven8 corts ftrom heuing suits 'trougfut by slat+court

loaers complaining of iqiuies causd by shtc.cmrt judgm€nb rcnderd befue the distictcourt

pocaedings um€noed d inyiting district cort rwiery ard rEirtim of those judgEcnts."

Eson Mdil @- v- S@di Bertu lanlao,- Cory-,%U-S, 2E0,2t4 (2005).

This case frlls squarely witfu,Roeer-Feldna. Nashrcceived anrmfrvorable statc coutrt

judgnent ad fu hougbt eis fed€ral lawsrit m challenge trat judgrent Morcover, she

challenges tte Ste cout jrdgmt on tte groud trat it was obtained t*ing forgBd &cun€ots-

an qnment rtrat sk rotnmldges fu state tial court aLEady desicd SaeCoryL at 6-7- This

lawsdt i$ &€refore litde mue Oren 6 atterqrt to ameal fte state court's illing to a fedeml district

courL Se llattq v. U.S. B4*NaL lssh,698 F. St+p. 2d 94, lm (D.D.C.2010) (*Although

[the plaintitrs] quiet title claim is mt styled as an appeal ftom frc forecloeirre actim, it is cl€ar

frun fu C@rylafut drx [his] claim is kcd entirely qr the alhpd ;ryopriety of the

fueclm€.")- ThcU.S-Sryrme Cowtcanhearruchrycals,se 28U.S-C-$ lST,butrtoo*er-

Fel&aan prcs€nts disrictouts fim doitrg ihe same.

Nash has also fild a pwroply of odrer Edions moving dE Cflrt to, eoong otr€r 6ings,

enter dcfault judgmsot md -r$rcr $r€$tions &out its &cue to the Cmiffifrm- Becms fte

Corrt disnisses this case forlack ofjurisdiaim, it furies Eroaeurotims as moot.

itis hs€by

ORDERED rh* tte Motios to Dismiss" ECF Nus. 7 ud 9, are GRAITIIED; and it is

ffi€r

2

.)1
2 of3 9lDnO24,2:32PM
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ORDERED that thc lllotitrn firr Spr'citic Pcrtbnnancc. \lo(irrn to ('ont1^-l- lV{otion tbl'

l)et-auh .ttrdgnrcrrt- Llotion lirr Ordcr flrat tltc (ourr Adclrcss its Jurisdictiou- tr'ltttirttr tirr Hcaring.

an<l lVlotions to Takc.ludicial Ntrticc. E(-F \tr.. +- 16. ll{- ilnd l() l-3. trc DE\lED: and it is hrrther

ORDERED that the case is DISIIISSED rr itlrttut Prciudicc.

This is a tinal appcalablc order.

Thc Clerk is dirccted lo tenrlinate tlrc cast.

DATE: August l(;- l0l-t

trnitcd Srrtcs Districl Jxirre

3 of3 9,19,202-1, 2:32 PM



APPENDIX 3



t r!.

I

I
t_
I
I
I

i'r'

IN TT{E CiRCUIT COURT OF TIIE BIGHTEM{TH JUDTCIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND FOR

. BANKOF AMERICA, N.A., SUCCESSOR

BY MERGER TO BAC HOME T,OANS CASE NO. 59-2011-CA-0043S9

SERYICING, LP, EKA COUNTRYLDE DMSiON 14-K

HOh,{E LOANS SER\IICING, i.B

Plaintifd,

vs.

LINDAA. NASH, et al.,

Ddendmt.
,I

F'INAL JUDGMENT

THIS ACTION carne on for Trial on September 15,2014- All parties appeared and

announced to the Court that they were ready for Trial. Plaintiffpreseuted its case in ftll. After
Plairtiffcompletedpresentation of its case, and Defendant compieted closs examination of
Plaintiffls sole wituess who was Plaintiffs representative, Chad Anderson, the Court onnounced

that it was prepateci to enter a Finai Judgment based upon the evidence presented by Flaintffi
- consisting of the following: a). Exhibit 1- Note, b). Exhibit 2- Mortgagq c). Exhibit 3- Notice of

Intent to Acceler:atg *d 4). Exhibit 4- Payment History and Defendants cross exara.ination and

presentation of its Exhibit 1, the Assignment of ltlortgage, without the necessity of Defendant

presenting its witness and testirnony,

The Courts finds as follorvs:

1, The Mortgage dated L[ay 24,2005 was execuied by the Borrower, linda A. Nash,

payable to the alleged Lender, America's Wholesale Lender, u,hich was recited to be a New
York Corporation. The Mortgage recited that: "tlre Note stttes that Borrower owes Lender

$58,500.00" i

2" Ihe Note was in the amount of$58,500.00, reciting that the alleged Lbnder "is
Arnerica's Wholesale tr,ender".

3. The Note bears an endorsement -in-blank on page 3 thereof as follows: '!ay to the

order of (__ 
-i 

without recourse" and undemeath that statement, the Note purported to

be endolsed hy "Courhywide Home Loans, Inc;, a New York Corporation doing business as

America's lVholesale f .ender. "

4. the Plaintiffs sole witness testified that the Assigument of Mortgage presented as

{N,NiID\/
ty: \\l U [J



' 5. Plaintiffswitreseacknowledgedthatheknewofmotrcrdocumentsptrryortingto
tsansfa ariy intercst in the Note, or &e Mortgage, ufrich u,ere in existence relative to any transfer

' of ormerihip iirterest in thq Note, or the Mortgage, $,hic,h Plaiilitrsougfrt to forecloso in this

aotion-'

6. On cross examination, Plaintiffs wituess coofirmed that he krBw of no evidence

of transfer of thc owuerslrip intercst in tbs Note, ot[er fhaa fu blank endosemeat on lnge 3
' 

ftereo{ sigped on behalf oiCorirrtrywide Home Loans,Inc., DBAAiedca's Wholesale Lende'r.

7. Plaintitrs witness te$ified that he wbs aumre tliat America's Wholemle Iender unas

.uotincorpmafedinfteyeq2m5ufistrthsNoteadMortgagcurcresigne4andtlutnosuch'
corporation ums subsequent$ formed by oither Cormtrywide llomc Loans, m Bank ofAmerica,

or any of their rehbd corporate entities or agen$. Plaintiffs vrih€ss also confinned tba, h was

awari that Arnerica's $Ihilesale lender did not ever have a Lender's licimse in the StaE of

Flori(la and did not have ailhority to do business in Florida, Es a l.Ietp York Corpor,ation, under

Florida Stat# 607.1506.

8. Plaintiffs wi&ess also testified that he lias no knowledge ofthe existence of any

drclment transferiog auy inierest in the subjecf Mortgage Noile or Mortgagp from fte Lcnder to

Fanniql{ae, who is allegd iothePlaintiffs Complaintto havebeon6e owne.r ofthe Note at the

time the Mo4gage Foreclosure Cornplaint rvas filed.

9.. TheCourtfindsthat:

a) America's Wholesale knder, a New York Cupordio4 the 
*Lemdd,

specifically named in the mortgagg did not fiIe this action, did not appear at

Trial aDd did not Assign any of the inaest in fu mprtgoge.

b.) The Note and Mortgage ue rroid becarde ths aUsggd l.endero America's

\t&olesale Lader, $tated to be a New York Corporation, was not in fact

incorporailed in tle year 2005 or subseqrmfln rit any timq by either

Countywide lIome Loeos, or Bank ofAmedca, or auy of tbir rolated

corporde entities or ageirts.

c.) Amedca'sWhleate I,dr, stated to be a corporation.I&tho laum of
. New Yort, the alleged Irnder in this cas, was not liceused as amortgage

leuder in Florida in&e year 2fr)5, or 6ereafor, aod fu allegpdmortgage loan

is thsdore, invalidand void-

e2



d.) America's Wholesaletender' stated ' 
didnot a

'. have authority to do business in FIor 506 and 
1'

the alleged mortgage loan is therefore invglid and void'

' 
e) plaintiffand irs predecessors in interest had io 

-ri-eht 
t9 recerll pafment oa the

mortgage loan Gcar:se flirE loan unas invalid and thereforevoidbecause the

corporate mortgagec named therein, was non existent, and no valid mortgage

losn was ever feld by Pl,aintiffor its predecessors in interest' '

f.)Theu&ichptlrpo{4Pl*-f"'inte.rastin
this ervicing LP' EKA Couatgn'ideHome

Iren-s S€ryicing, LP, as assi

RegisHions SYstems, Ilc-
Lender had oo authoritY lo
bocause MERS wasnotthe

nomiaee for America's Wholesale lader, an alleged New Yo*. Corporation

which was a non+xistrent Corporation Said purprM assignnent was

without arutority, and therefore invalid"

s')

(I\ffiRS) had no ovmership interest in the xoortgagp and was merdy named as

a nominee fot ttre nopexistent corlnrate mortgagee"

10. Basod upon tbe foregoing, the Plaintiff, Bank of Aurericq NA, has no standing to

bring this action m" pfuirtifflr*no leeal dghtto attempt toclaim or*nsrshiF ofth subjeot

NotJand Mortgage, or arry riglt as servicer, for r omc other uknorrnr entitS and is without any

rtgage,or to colkct on thc Mortgage Note,

never fonmed as a Corporation by Plaintiff

mortgage palT nents by the Plaintiffand its

to."-*Iairiany legal riglt to receive and usa or disburse firB firads therefrom on belralf of any.

olryner of tha Note and Mortgage, or atry otbsr paffy.

. I t. Deftodaft is thelefore entitled to recoyer from Ptaintiff, all funds reflected on

plaintifs Er&ibit 4 uihich ptainriffs witness testified reflectsd the paynent history of monies

subject note and

anddidnothawthe

12. Deferdant is also entitled to rmver from Plaintiff, all costs snd attorney's feas

incurred by Defcndant in this action pursuaut to the tsms and oonditions of .the subiect Mortgage

Note and Mo4gqg" upon uftich Plsinfitr based this actior, and purwant to tre hrms of Florida

Statute 57.I 05, as the prevailing Pnty.

av



f$, fo'r

13. The Courf find.s that the principal anrl iaterest paidby Defendant to Plaintifd or i1.s ?
predecessors in interest, in the amomrt of $55,680.28, as shown on Plaintiffls Exhibit 4,

presented at Irial, is recoveratrle by Defendant fron:. Plaintiffand Defendaut is entitled to

Judgment against Plaintiffin that ainount of $55,680.28, plus interest on the amount of each

respectiye payment at the statutory rate for each year in question from'the year 2005 through the

date of Defendant's last payment in October, 2010, in the amount of $8,206.87 and continuing to

. the date of this lrina1 Judgrnent. Defendant has presented to this Couri, a cornputalion of the

amoxn$ of said payments and the interest due thereon flom the date of each respective paFnent

to September 3A,2A74 in the aggregate arnouat of $20,000.44 with per diem at the rate of $8.86

per day thbreafter. Judgment is therefore entered for Defendant and agailst Plaintiffin tlrc

amounf of $55,680.28, plus interest in the amount of $20,000.44 tfuough September' 30,201.4 fot

a total arnount of $7 5,68A.72.

L4. The amolnt of Defeldarrt's recovery of costs and affomey's fees for vvhich Defefldant

is Bntitled, shall be determined by this Court at a-I{earing separate &om the Trial, and a

Supplementai Final Judgment shall be entered for such amount against Plaintiff and infavcr of
Defendant.

15. lhe Court does hereby ietain jurisdiction of this case to enter Supplementai Finai

Judgments ot Orders as this Court may deem appropriate.

DONE and ORDERED in chambers at Sanford, Serninole County, Fiorida, ttxs I ifulaay

ot 
-fr*hvb+-----,zat+.

qiffi+ Judge
Srzr tor

Copies furnished to:

John G. Pierce, Esquire, 800 N. Ferncre.ek Ave, Orlando, FL 32803

Ryan M. Sciortino, Esquire, 3815 S. Conway Road, Suite E, Orlando, FL3?812

Judicial AssUA'tlomey
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H THE OFTRPTCfl.ET(I=ATPE/EI OFT}E STATE S FLOffET}A

FIFTI{tffiTHCT

iST FhlAI- T.FIT[. TIiE EXP{RES TO
fU.E HOIrcil RH REfEARS.G^|iID
T}ISFCETITXI T}IEREOF F FILED

BAI{K OF ATEftEA, I{I., ETC..

Case Nc 5D14-j5i'l

Appetlees

Qrl*nlfledtlrr6, Ato

AppeC filn Ure Ciru.fr Cq{t
furSlt*ubCqrry.
Ril.rtJ. Phtc, Jr-. Sd*r-[dog.

il{yJ. ilffir, dti$srffiz
etuhsnh.lln*frfmet
Jotn G. Pft:te d FH€ ,

RtC. tlffir tbrAme0ea

Silrf,r TimoBry lleryrrurr Obrfrir. pm
l* l/h. tu ffeCe, Hotrmmao
gprrmC.

PERGTRIAT.

H( Gil f,tne*r, tl.A {€ar*fl, a a.peulsg by Era'rEr !o EAC }tofiE LoaE

sruk*tgr t P scll cartn'il lhrtr Lilr sgri*tg [p, rmrb tp tielom*ts frrc

jr4nr* ffi ibtu*lrllc 6n tffi Lk$ A t#r, rrffirg $s n* efl,

1 of7
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mortpoD, ordc{toEe r$nd d * rmrtqa Fy{nEril!, md aaileee.rrysfuss b

tWu hbtrurre.

h z(xE l&dr eEcuEd e Fruflilsory r& sec|red by a m€qs in trryor of

^frflHhr's tfilhdareh Lards fA$tr1- Carf}ri,ida Hsil6 tslq lnc-, 'a l{er Yo*

Corpofrftrr Doe6 R.u*E ae Arnaica's Whotssa l.ards.'$frGaqrrenily Srdors€d

tle rte h Uddq ild [ffiR5, ffi noft*Im frr AWI- asgignod Ere mstsge tE AAC

llilE LoarE Ssntigt lf. hnruly krffm a Ccs&yrth lUrE l-offi Senft:irgi Lp

fEAgr- Ft AXO. 8iC sil a nofie d&h{ b ltErh- Uftft ih€fi hH io cua rhe

(H!dt Bsrlq flrceGor br meqsr b Eftc, lilad a mortgflE ffsdos{rre cortg6trt

eFfot€tftsr. d.gfrtg ffi* eolffiom emadsnt H bst p.rftild- @*E dfp

ortffi trstrye ard ilC. eelqr[m fidtp, and gol{fsrsril d moreqe rcre

sEE*tEd blb cpmfgfrt. lhtl flsd m gwrand ffim$va dafure. eFte first

&d( # rfr tffi sigdit? b fu,€doue u{ tral tt8 noE *d nurgga EE ]rn,E[d

bmEG bffi doomilE grd t! hdgrermnt dekp#d A$fl- as bdr a mrpqdon

and a ffiitu ngtr6-

Fffitrre e ffi, fie tic cd.Ft oa*d a fiml jusnnrd in fttor (f t{dr, firdng

u,ld M( rfid lil tm ffig b ffiE lhs dslim erd &d fiE rffi srd nstag8 He
u*l bsne llfltil- trrr not ltoeor# dsr Or. loan wr il&, rc rd a fisned

morEEgelsxitr kl Fui.h, .nd ffi not tr$E adtrorily b do hrrerre in Ftort!.- Ttte

tid court oen ffild Ery* tE t*ry b tHr d a.rft thd *E trd p*t ur ilE rEb

sdnstmpardafr@efrc.

a cnr,&l elesntrlt ir *ry ntru+ rktdoeue roceou b ul"t tsE Fsrty

g€CfiiS fura&uG niltildsffi m.t ft lrl effiE b frrrdeo.- libl-ean v Jp

"_t

4'' ,;'
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79 So.3d 1711, 173 (Fb. 4$ BCA rc12) (tuirts frat,

io *t&h ttilrfrrg, ptffi firtrd rhfl il h*t or ouned nG d t*rp urffi ms

flcd} UfiS rqilm 8?tt.itlll, Fhri.b SrEc e$1), a pslst arffi to anfore tre

rd.ffid ffi on a ftorttes b il€ hdrhr dtho 16, c ns+ffiin po|lfiohfi

dftcnohuftot*trort$ilrdl ho*k, or8 Falonndin pooqs.dm sftr rGtrho

'e qffed h efrrce udtr srl*xt S73.3G1, Flq*ts StsE bE ThrE, TSIE pa$, iltot

lmEB tf rffi and raorta0p ffl qraitn *a *rd6 b Eng End nair*ein e

ftn€#trt.d[on-' 78So. & 41. E4 (Fh- trr DCII

fr14 - lf tte rG dor nd tEmc the flailffi o Urc pcyan, hr nob flud Ser a lpacad

irrhrxllrort h fstrdtr ffiTrr enkirsrqmmt ggg Rins v. Arrona Loryr

S6r,E. LLC- 3650- 3tlf,Ie *Bffla4*rDCAAOiO)-

'A tid @rro da€iEbr $ lo *refis e gaty k s.ti!f,Ed rre ctrnllrE

rES*wrH* lr rgt bilad (h raE_- 73 So. 3d St,

118 {Fh" al1 r}- }lb sreh.e Hto tiilt ourt €mld h ffitg ffi Bgil( dH mt haw

ffilg b briry o*l 5Efidr. nmmg b fE trfilhrffiEd Erlendry n:q,n chld

lr*i!on, elclor€ry ,3s*I6on e..o(ifrs$fi g*{ruhoue iln&#r lh6*&
kdr ffi f,r rccords, Banft, r snflics fid ru€ed lrs hl*, h*l *EyB srroed te
b{rr }b ilgfiEFod ,luYL * tr. stFs ffir *ro cqrtrnrirn * fre dlfnel hpn

rsriear- t{a ladifpd ttst AUI,L *c t hutirE3c srfry or . otginal8 rsna under

corIfinxe'sld til colltnio" e I{s yslr oorporatirn Bs doi6 u.reirE8 ffi

AIlfi- llr Atttlcrran ffied trd ca*yutde rsyirxd f* loan tml csrrngrsnsf

usl Api rr,7Uil9., *rao ib rsflo fiqad b gAc- h *& zoi{, Eftc meilucd ke

3
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Bafdc ITtr. tste o*kne $ffi Etil &€ hgt w fleytr trgliffirad. sd Sanh m a

ror.ft d thr meqsr rffii EAC, ts, rmdiU b lomdoce.

lfl frE fiisl ruftrns€ tE liel fi{t & tufid fid AiAIL ry* nd lisrsed or

afiodad lo & hritm h Fffia- Tllbw nd fehsd r sr drnrative ffircg, ad

rrc $soJd a{ilgD €strffilE H At,tfr- or Co.utsynidc H nd fermd a a

nrsdgqa lsdsr Er AIE. E1fi itAiltL E rG$*td b ffiin a kffie aad did rd lb

rc, rfircip&rr1r rffiru k srrcft a $.ltrftn rtxAl irdrb, flrcg ofis!. a fre or

rw*rrd.t s0 i*9{,@8, a*.N4 Ftr- S.r (e5}. Theffissbcurpryufture

lksrsfrE ru$rit€nst mld 'lrt dtsd fE iafdry or ensrwbffiy d xt, firor$nge

loen - . - .' g 49{-fiID2. Fl* Sbt @tE}- Lllrl*he, *rils reclirn trf-1501{t}, Fbrih

ffi.tEe @6r. prdfins a b€agn spoafiitrr mora rsHng UEfiEG in fur*te uffiI

it ouEns a ert@ d atmoffy trlm rlc Oceartas* of StrilE actritcc lrdrdiIts

! t/vhi}e rt is rlIllarfrrl tu arry porson b act as a rnortgage brd€r rn FliDrida wttrrout
e curr€nt adjw licans€. ses G€ction 494.0025{1), Florida Sbtrites (20(}5). tfiere are
excepliors br

(a) A bank, bank hoHing cotrlpany. trrrst company, savngs
and loan association, savings bank, sedit ufilon, oi
insurance company if tfre insurance crynpany rs duly
lrcensed in fiis state

(b) Any person actrB in a fiduciary capacity conEned by
autrrcritY of any cor.lrt

(c) A wtrolly owt€d bank holding oompeny zubsidiary or a
ufroily owned ltarrings and loen asgociation holcling cfinpany
subsrdiary thal ie approved or erffied by th€ Departn€nt of
Housing and Urben Devdopnrent, fte Veterens
Admlnis8Eum, fia Governnent Natbnal MorEage
Associatisr, lhe FaderEl Natonal Mortgage Asscciation or
the Fedsral Homs Lo€n Mo@aS€ Corporaton

$ 494 006(1)(a)-(c). Fla Stat. (ZOO5)
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'tcfr*tirU s aq&iqg hffirlrs, rnor€ogia. erd seqr*y irffi in rpgl or

psmnC propsly| alsleori6 or drecfftO da6ts tr ffimet morp6 md searity

inBlsb in pmparfy G.tro llr &Dls' fu not corElit# fffi#E estot61 $

dII.1fl!1(48D, ftI" Fla- Stst. {AE}. Tho. ersr srrnirg Altlil-rCorrfiyrride *ae a

hrEagn m4trCtsr, ftdEd nd rr6d bohh a csliFcap darfiol&y h sda b cr€# tr

el6re I llilrt]rlp ffrfr-

ftE dry Er*tfing bxn consae t{.drt ffir ffiA}lft- w e 6tii6qs nams

frr Camhndda, if Corfyrirh fttbd b rq*rbtr trst nrnp. A pdtoa nrry rd 6Eag6

in hdna rtr e'ffi&xl twn6 LUde a Ers rsrp k rcgfuilEred lrift tre tlivisbn of

Cspmone d tr Daprytne* d h. S ffi-0q3). Fla SEIL e0051 if a hsirrc

ffi b oofr{ry, il ryd arry flrccasso.E 6 s*rB may nd mdrfiEfn eny sdiofl. 8rrt, s

proea&U in ry csft l[$ ffi-o{ffr} }lrE, tlsE b noadrtence io arget thar

CqrfyuU ffi fB EgHAtfrrL ar g f,t$qrc nflila, il4 lFyql ro. rdr a lhilre b

llg!'tsftu ndbEttE dfry of ary coaract d€a.!. morteoo, laf,ity ineat

ht. or d d lrdt bu*ra std dae ngt FG,ail udr burilac lturr ffiig any

dlrn" *dt u goeefrlg h ry csttdttis stste' !il. s s65.m€xb). 
.

TtE tiet Eout .ho ilotmd ftat e ccrffon precgdeflt due lblcdElr€ lEd rEt

b.m md bscera llse *u rE ,ffi d trc drh$ ffir- lhmar, thc faikxr o

psrfutt a ofi16*m fr.Hrt E rd r&d h lwlb #nratiue &ftne*- As a

ra{. trr d#ua b udrrurl Fb- R. civ- p- l.tist(h]. Ewr had it bgr propdty

,d!ad. ilwmdk

fmffig to ttr- Arfirryf tr ddalt k *ee rrEilad b t{adr er tH

driltF*d rfiri*q gtfrga TIE Eigt oqrt: srcfrr*n fict Bsrdr m ltq*rsd b

5
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rratt#sh prod tf ffiEry in ffibr to ettlHiEh &d it nrd d r€Slired csnfillrs

psle.lsH h hfuire w r{sphcad. l{sB, tle r}oti sfiEhs fifi

luFNa ffip k ro$.rhss a tstbrErrt mdto4 sV
rdftE ilE tmHta d€n b rrp rfider ffii ffr uA b€glrrffi
ry ffirf,mry il u bf raaf,ng il bf frlil de rlrf,lt to ffr dfie
ftoper! Atul ibG ord a dttrEiladdrEs il I ghc tE
il*t{o6eraldedryffi#8.

Ttrrs. trt& tE t&. rdi(a rry be meile l b fie prryty #s tr to e rffiant

dra, il dc{rru. Bsd( ffi ro- The H tut tra ts{H ruy nd haue b*rt

r€cEid birdanert

Em* dlo sgre t!fr tE !*il EH,ri sr€d try grrnlilrg rg ffi Ndl,g

ptc*te, tpmc$t, by frmreritililg [rG rG and morfiqe and orrkirq BEnk b

rd.r$d r*r rnorlglgE Fqymerfi rtlsr ilsdt rss mq.ffi fi*s r€gd-'Atid cqJrt

is u,lEffiitl.Ei!ffi*rn b sprd rddtrrCw rd rcq$d in fic plEdVqF or tk! by

conssd.' trrHloltl* tffi. com- v- Pdi, ts so. id gt4,9#t {Fte.4fir [}cA2{xg.

fur*re, :eiudgrrsrtnhmdr grartb rrrdffi arrsrb tre ptxftgs B yr*r-- gank of

N-Y^.fHUr v. Rarsg. 1A So. 3d 30{, 3[E Fe. 3d DCA Alg]; g lft,ffe v_ SeeTedr

corlBfr- |fttr. 8a so- ?rt1a7, l2ls Fe. Gr IlcA ?f,1?l. Fr.*{rr, $s{frlg r#, rrffir

E rdr* rsrEsd by mroctt S6d*Es, nr tled ty oorwn, h a dotdion of

d-e proocc* EclI 188 so- 3.t d ga5{G. pleg*rm a.ilicieil b iild(e a cq.uts

irriffi4 ffidino b tr ruhc d cii# gmoerfirs, krcfiEc a cclrptairt, p€frition,

csstrUa*q cludaiw1 and a fiird+uty conryAfft fu. R. CIu- p. 1.1@{a}.

Itlbrgr€GlH&GtH oolctsr€d rysuillru r#tntrc qffie tp sspG d
he phamrTu" ileCt eflegEd br her trffi erd ctrrrrnslfirrs defursaa 0ldme n@ arrd

mortsrgB ffi lrhffi. hn m rs$EC ftr trynH{ re phd-

6

6 of7
'),/ag-

I l9 l0:-t- l:-16 P\'l



pDFjsviewer hryeliefdorl@pf?fl'rti8ltl7-3.--

ease 1,23-cv-$3134-CJl'J Dncunrent 1-3 Frled l-fi/1"9123 Page 7 of 7

For fi@ reesffir. rG rrxuro ltn idgnsf in fnpr d il.ct and ltmrrd br

dy didgrtutf h htr d Brdg. Ik dro rssre ttr ffid d errfr h h

,n ol dtHr

NA'EilSEDlld REMffEED.

ORFEaG-R, BEreER fid ffiUfffI8. lL. rsur.
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