Lauren L. Scheffers Written Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

Date: April 17, 2012

To: Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee
¢/o Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts

Street Address: 3101 Old Jacksonville Road

City, State, Zip: Springfield, IL 62704

From: Lauren L. Scheffers

Strest. Address. 1305 Mamingstar C1..

City, State, Zip: Naperville, IL 60564

Home Phone: G30-365-3401 (o mressages)

Cell Phone: 630-212-5651 (no messages)

E-Mail: LaurenScheffers@yahoo.com

Signature

Confirmation #: 2301 0370 0001 1704 5167

WRITTEN SUBMISSION TO
SUPREM E COURT MORTGAGE FORECLOSURE COMMITTEE
UNDER MISPRISION OF FELONY

I am submittin g this Written Submission as required by the U.S. Code, Title 18, Crimes
and Criminal Procedure (Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 111. Pleadings and Motions, Rule 11,
Section 4: Misprision of felony:

Whoever, havirg knowledge of the actual commission of a felony cognizable by a court of
the United Star'es, conceals and does not as soon as possible make known the same to
some judge or other person in civil or military authority under the United States, shall be

fined under this title or imprisoned not more than three years, or both.
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Lauren L. Scheffers Written Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

I. PUBLIC ACT (G96-1551, AN ACT CONCERNING CRIMINAL LAW

1. I have personal knowledge/witnessing of the felonies relative to the ongoing criminal
financial enterprises in  the foreclosure courts of the 12" Judicial Circuit Court of Will County
and the 18™ Judicial Cii -cuit Court of DuPage County, as presided over by Judge Richard
Siegel/Judge Rossi/Juds 2e O’Leary in Will County and Judge Robert Gibson/Appointed,
Associate Judge Cerne in DuPage County.

2. Under Public Acs.096-1.551 AN ACT, CONCERNING CRIMINAL TAW with.an,
effective date of July 1, 2011 (see Key Exhibit 19.a inclusive), the felonies meet the definitions
of organizers and acces sories to “ongoing financial criminal enterprise”™.

3. I have reportced my personal knowledge of the ongoing felonies, as well as tax fraud, to

the many following aut horities and individuals:

a. Thom as P. James. Consumer Counsel, Consumer Fraud Bureau, Illinois

Attorney * General (see Group Exhibit 1.2 inclusive, Group Exhibit 5.3 inclusive,

and Growp Exhibit 17.3 as a subset of my research findings for more than 1.5

years),

NOTE: Please see the many e-mail addresses on the CC: list. All of those

entities/individuals have been apprised of the felonies being committed in the

foreclosure courtroom of the 12™ Judicial Civeuit Couct.

b. Multipole District Court judges in Will County, including Chief Judge Kinney,

Judge O "Leary, Judge Siegel, and Judge Rossi,

¢. Meltipple Dsiried Court fudges in DuPage County, imalading Judge Wikeator,

Associaite Judge Cerne, and Judge Gibson,

d. The IIRS for tax fraud,

e. The Tl Tino1s Department of Revenue for tax Iraud,

f. The Ill inois Secretary of State that neither of the Plaintiffs in my Will County or

DuPage County foreclosure case is licensed to do business in the State of Illinois,

g. The Jiustices and Clerk of the 3" Appellate Court (see Group Exhibit 6

inclusive 2)

h. The Jiustices and Clerk of the 2" Appellate Court.

i. Each i11dividual Justice of the Illinois Supreme Court by USPS Priority Mail

with sigr ature-required proof of delivery (see Group Exhibit 4.1.b and Group

Exhibit £3.1.5)

j- The Clerk of the Illinois Supreme Court,

k. A Juclicial Complaint requesting investigation of Judge Siegel for Commission

of a Clas s "1 reiony on Féoruary 2%, ZUTZ It just served on April 12, 207,

again by USPS Priority Mail with signature-required proof of delivery (see Group

Exhibit 1.1 inclusive),

1. The L epartment of Justice,

m. Will County Sheriff Kaupus,

n. Will County State’s Attorney Glasgow,

o. Will C ‘ounty Board,

p. Will C ounty Chief Executive,

g. Will County Circuit Court Clerk, Pamela McGuire, and

r. Will C ‘ounty Recorder of Deeds Karen Stukel.

Page 2



Lauren L. Scheffers Written Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

4. Per the Onlin.e Docket (see Key Exhibit 12) of the 12" Judicial Circuit Court of Will
County, I have submitted many Notices of Filing since July of 2011 to make my ongoing reports
part of the public record:.

a. Repor ts of Treason by the Justices of the Illinois Supreme Court (see Group
Exhibit < +.1.b inclusive and Group Exhibit 5.1.b inclusive), and

b. Repoti o Wil Comny Jaalge Sivga' s Commissior o ¢ Class ! Ralary o
February 29, 2012 per the Report of Proceedings and his Order of Personal
Deficiency (see Group Exhibit 1.1 inclusive).

NOTE: As specified i n the Notices of Filing, courtesy copies have been given to Chief
Judge Kinney, Judge (O’Leary, Judge Siegel, and Judge Rossi, so all four have been
apprised of the felonie's being committed in the foreclosure courtroom of the 12" Judicial

Circuit Court.

5. I have also re:ported attorneys for Pierce & Associates; Dykema Gossett; and Deutsch,
Levy, & Engel v »ith extensive supporting documentation to the IARDC, only to have the
office staff retur m refusal to investigate form letters.

NOTE: With this written submission, I am now reporting my personal knowledge of the
felonies being committed on a daily basis in the 12" Judicial Circuit Court of Will County
and the 18" Judicial Circuit Court of DuPage County to the Illinois Supreme Court
Mortgage Foreclosure- Committee.
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Lauren L. Scheffers Wiitten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

I1. CREDENTIALS

1. My credentizils: I am a non-attorney, but [ was a former CPA/auditor with Touche
Ross LA (post-Equity I ‘unding) and a long-term Business Analyst/Quality Assurance-System
Tester in Information T echnology, starting with Arthur Andersen Consulting in 1980 (pre-
Enron).

2. I became an independent IT consultant around 1985.

3. My last clieni as an independent, senior consultant was the Federal Reserve of Chicago
in Q4 of 2007 before A merican IT professionals were replaced with cheap legal/illegal alien
workers, a primary cau:se of the foreclosure crisis in Illinois and across the country.

4. I had previously been a consultant at JPMorgan Chase in Chicago, Bank One, Harris
Bank, Continental Bank_and the very stringent. pharmacentical indnsfry at. Ahhott/Baxter. Lahs..

5. I also have ar 1 M.B.A. from UCLA with dual majors, Computer Information System
and Marketing/Finance .

6. Based on tho se many years as a financial auditor and as an IT quality assurance
analyst/tester, 1'have ‘be-en required to keep documentation m support of any problems 1 reported.

7. In each of my’ two criminal foreclosure cases, I paid for more than 400 pages of
Reports of Proceedings at $3.15 or $3.70 per page. The public records in each case are in the
thousands of pages. Judge Rossi has more than 13 3-ring binders of courtesy copies in Will
County and has refused to return the binders to me.

NOTE: I believe my ¢ ‘redentials and my entire work history, as well as the extensive
somnetent evidenee T Lhave suhmitted under Section 1 109 Certification would gualify me as
an expert witness reg: irding the ongoing criminal financial enterprise in the foreclosure
courts of Will County and DuPage County.
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Lauren L. Scheffers W1 itten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

[Il. FOUNDATIONAL ILLINOIS LAW

1. As always, I have submitted foundational Illinois Supreme Court Rules, Code of Civil
Procedure, laws (see K«zy Exhibit 19 inclusive):

a.

b.

C.

d.

I

Public A.ct 096-1551, AN ACT concerning criminal law, effective July 1, 2011

(see Key’ Exhibit 19.a)

Rule 63, Canon 3 (see Key Exhibit 19.b)

Rule 8.4, Misconduct (see Key Exhibit 19.c)

ILCS 735 31 109, Cada of Cixil Pracednre  re. Verification. hy Certification. (see

Key Ext-ibit 19.d.1))
ILCS 73 5 5/Art. I1. Pt. 10, Code of Civil Procedure, re: Summary Judgment (see

Key Extubne 19.d.2))

ILCS 765-5/0.01, Illinois Conveyances Act (see Key Exhibit 19.d.3))

ILCS 7235 5/Art. XV, lllinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law (see Key Exhibit
19.d.4))

ILCS 81 0 5/Article 3, Uniform Commercial Code, re: Negotiable Securities and
Part 3. I ‘nforcement of Instruments (see Key Exhibit 19.d.5))

ILCS 7235 5/Art. 11, Pt. 6 Code of Civil Procedure, re: Pleading (see Key Exhibit

19.d.6))
Illinois Financial Crime Law (see Key Exhibit 19.¢)

NOTE: It app :ars that, as of July 1, 2011, Public Act 096-1551 above has

superseded this; Illinois Financial Crime Law of 1961.
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Lauren L. Scheffers W ritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

IV. SECURITIZATION

1. Subsequent to the implementation of Public Act 84-1462, effective July 1, 1987, that
included the Illinois M ortgage Foreclosure Law, ILCS 735 5/Art. XV, (see Key Exhibit 19.d.4)),
a major change occurre:d in the real estate markets in the 1990s.

2. That change is now referred to as “securitization”.

3. An excellent “Do — Did” schematic (see Key Exhibit 20) was created by James
McGuire that documen ts the drastic changes that occurred with a comparison of current
procedures, “Do”, vs. pirior procedures, “Did”.

4. In non-legalese, I use the following analogy to explain the Mortgage-Backed Securities
of my Will County case and the Mortgage Electronic Registration System of my DuPage County
case:

a. The o riginal lenders per the Mortgage and Note closing papers property-owners
signed e ndorsed the Note to “blank™, thereby converting the Note to bearer paper.
b. Anyone who had access to a Note with an endorsement to blank could sell the
Note.

[) When I refinanced three mortgages in 2003 with Town &
Conntry/Amerignest. as the ariginal lender per the Will
(County/DuPage County property records, all three Notes were
¢:ndorsed to blank.

¢ e irifamous subprime, R fonders, sual as Amanquest and Courtry wide,
immedi:ately sold those Notes into the equivalent of “mutual funds” where
investor s purchased shares of such a mutual fund to receive monthly or quarterly
mvestmeznt income based on mortgage nterest and gains on the sales of the
property .

d. There are two major, but different, types of “mutual funds™:

1) Mortgage Electronic Registration System and
2) Mortgage-Backed Security trusts.

NOTE: The alleged Deutsche Bank National Trust 2004-R1 has over 1.5
**billion* dollars in a single trust of the 25 or so Ameriquest trusts per the
$SEC site.

5. There are now several critical problems relative to those subprime, toxic Notes:
a. Millions have gone into default or into strategic/intentional default.
b. Large: percentages of residential and commercial properties are now
“underw ater”, where the amounts due are greater than the current market value of
the prop crties.
& Ihe cloain of title from the original lender to the foreclosure Plaintiffs does not
exist in - the county property records in Illinois for properties that have been
securitiz ‘ed into Mortgage-Backed Security trusts or tracked in the Mortgage
‘Ertoun © Regsndtion Syswrn, fe1duy doodimg die property ties of reary/mhost
propertic 's in Illinois.
d. Who 1 etained the servicers as payment processing companies, if not the
mortgagee?
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Lauren L. Scheffers W ritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

5. There are ncvw several critical problems relative to those subprime, toxic Notes
(con’t.):
e. As deocumented in the “Do — Did” analysis (see Key Exhibit 20), the original
Mortga;zes were intentionally destroyed:
1) In my two cases, Judge Rossi in Will County and Judge Gibson in
DuPage Counsy granted Plainsiff Motions for Summary Judgment when
-originals of the two Mortgages were never produced in open court, in
+violation of the Tllinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law requirement that the
orginels Of e Tt m supputt of e divgtions m e Conplerith
' nust be produced in open court.
f. When /with whom/under what authority did servicers sign Pooling and
Servict ng Agreements (PSA)7
g. If the >re is no Mortgagee of record, who authorized the many changes in
service: rs since 2003 in my two cases?
h. If the re is no legally enforceable Mortgagee of record in the property records.
then whio were the servicers collecting payments for? With the subsequent
distribu tion to investors, were property-owners victim of Consumer Fraud in
making mortgage payments to servicers at all?
QUESTION: Didn’t the servicers receive fraudulent payments just like
other maortgage scam businesses under criminal investigation?
i. More importantly, if the Pooling and Servicing Agreement requires the
servicei-s to advance to the investors mortgage interest when the Mortgagor
fails to mrade dlre paymrend, faso ¢ tire PS4 reqaired e servivery ¢o be CO-
SIGNERS, so the NOTE/MORTGAGE IS NOT IN DEFAULT AT ALL?
j- CRITICAL As a matter of Illinois law, that securitization meant that
mortga ge defaults could not elect to enforce those securitized Notes under the
Illinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law (see Key Exhibit 19.d.4)), because the
securiti es are in Mortgage-Backed Security trusts, not land trusts, and
mortg:ages are not real estate installment contracts.
1) See the Petition for a Certificate of Importance relative to that issue
that was allegedly denied by the 3™ Appellate Court (see Group
IExhibit 6 inclusive) and
-2) See the Motion to Vacate Void Orders due to Lack of Jurisdiction
] Pursuant to Section 2-619 that was allegedly denied by the Illinois
Supreme Court (see Group Exhibit 5 inclusive).
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Lauren L. Scheffers W ritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

V. FRAUD UPON THE COURT

1. T have reporied to all levels of the judiciary system and to the Illinois Secretary of State
that the Plaintiffs in my two cases are not licensed to do business in the State of Illinois.
Therefore, they are deried access as Plaintiffs to the Illinois judicial system.

2. Per the Onli:ne Docket (see Key Exhibit 12) of the 12" Judicial Circuit Court of Will
County:
a.. The ("aomnlaint was filed an_ Angust. 262009
b. Yet, 1there has been no order to set up a Case Management conference in
prepara tion for a trial.

3. On Septembeer 16, 2009, after the Complaint had been filed on August 26, 2009, 1
received a collection l:stter from Pierce & Associates (see Key Exhibit 13):

a. Pierce & Associates was hired by the servicer, American Home Mortgage

Servicirg, Inc., *not* by the Plaintiff.

b. The t otal amount of the debt due is $186,795.82
1) Per the Complains filed on Angust 26, 2009, less than 3 weeks
previously, the amount due was $170,963.25
2) Per the September 10, 2010 Affidavit (see Key Exhibit 5), the amount
e wes HLUD 4TS
3) Per the January 20, 2011 Affidavit (see Key Exhibit 6), the amount due
was $210,601.10.
4) Per the July 20, ZUI [ Sheritt”s Report of Sale and Distribution of July
20, 2011 (see Group Exhibit 17.1), there was a deficiency of $74.973.96
(with fraudulent "post judgment advances of $6,515.35 included in that
calculation) after the foreclosure sale of $152,000, for a total of amount
due of $226,973.96.

QUESTITTION: No supporting documents for any of the drastically different

amoun ts due were submitted to the Court, from $170,963.25 to on August

26,2009 to the calculated amount due of $226,973.96 per the Dunn, Martin

Sherifi”s package (see Group Exhibit 17.1) with a “rohasigned” Sherift

Kaupus “signature” by ink stamp. How can they not be considered

Consur ner Fraud?

4. On Novemter 13, 2009, I filed my Answer and Counter-Complaint (see Group Exhibit
7 inclusive) with exte:1sive supporting Exhibits submitted under Section 1 109 Certification.

5. On Novembizr 9, 2009, I filed the Defendant’s Motion for Quiet Title (see Group
Exhibit 8 inclusive).

6. On December 24, 2009, 1 served Defendant’s First Request for Production (see Group
Exhibit 9.1).
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Lauren L. Scheffers W ritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

7. On February’ 26, 2010, I received Plaintiff’s Response to Defendant’s First Request for
Production (see Key E xhibit 14/Group Exhibit 9.2):
a. My f irst request for production (see Group Exhibit 9.1) was the original Note
and the original Mortgage, as well as the original Assignment (see Key Exhibit
21).
b. The I ’laintiff’s Response stated:
1) "Trustee states that it is searching for an original of the mortgage and
will produce it to Scheffers upon locating it. Investigation continues."
2), "Tmstee sfates that it is searching for an original, of the nofe and will,
produce it to Scheffers upon locating it. Investigation continues."
3) "Trustee states that it is searching for an original of the assignment and
will produce (it to Scireffers uport locationg ft. fnvestigation comimaes. "

8. On March 3 , 2010, I filed the Defendant/Counter-Plaintiff Motion to Dismiss
Complaint to Foreclos = Mortgage for Lack of Legal Standing (see Group Exhibit 11 inclusive).

9. On March 165, 2010, Plaintiff’s alleged counsel filed Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant’s
Motion to Dismiss Af firmative Defenses and Counter-Complaint Pursuant to 735 ILCS Section
2-619.1 (see Group E xhibit 10 inclusive).

10. On May 13, 2010, Judge Siegel signed the Order (see Group Exhibit 11.4) that stated:
a. “Defizndant’s Motion to Dismiss is denied.”
b. “The: Court finds that Plaintiff has legal standing”:
1) Per the Plaintiff’s Response to Defendant’s First Request for Production
(see Key Exhibit 14/Group Exhibit 9.2), the Plaintiff’s alleged counsel
admitted in nleadings and during the May 13,2010 hearing that:.
a) "Trustee states that it is searching for an original of the
mortgage and will produce it to Scheffers upon locating it.
firvestigation contimues" as though there is more dhat gne original
of the mortgage.
b) "Trustee states that it is searching for an original of the
assignment and will produce it to Scheffers upon locating it.
Investigation continues" as thought there is more than one original
of the note.
¢) "Trustee states that it is searching for an original of the
assignment and will produce it to Scheffers upon locating it.
Investigation continues" as though there is more than one original
of the assignment.

11. On June 11, 2010, I submitted my first Motion fo Compel Production (see Group
Exhibit 9.3).

12. On August 12,2019, Fodge Siegeh signed an Otder (3ee Koy Babibit 15 and Group
Exhibit 9.4) that violat ed my right to due process by denying routine discovery of items required
for judgment under the* Illinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law.

a. “Defendant’s Motion denied for reasons stated on the record.”
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Lauren L. Scheffers W ritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

[3. On Augusi: 12, 2010, Judge Siegel’s Order (see Group Exhibit 1.5 and Group Exhibit
9.4) clearly violated juidicial discretion according to the Code of Civil Procedure relative to
Pleadings (see Key Ex<hibit 19.d.6)) , when the order went on to state:
a. “All filings by Defendant Scheffers related to affirmative defenses,
counte rclaims, or related defense matters must be submitted to the Court for
writter1 approval regarding whether Plaintiff must respond or whether the
filings will be stricken without hearing or further briefings.”

14. On Septenaber 8, 2010, [ submitted the Defendant Mation for Summary Judgment.
(see Group Exhibit 12 inclusive).

15. On October- 5., 201 0, Plairnttfis d‘lllic‘gml oSl &G f"l.t‘c‘fllllj’ flad & Matian to Strike
Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment (see Group Exhibit 12.2). The primary grounds for
that Motion was Judge Siegel’s August 12, 2010 Court Order (see Group Exhibit 12.2.d) clearly
violated judicial discre fion according to the Tode of Tvil Procedure relative to Pleadings (see
Key Exhibit 19.d.6)).

16. On October 28, 2010, I filed the Defendant Response to Plaintiff Motion to Strike
Defendant Motion for Summary Judgment (see Group Exhibit 12.3) and Defendant Combined
Response to Plaintiff Motion for Order of Default, Motion for Judgment for Foreclosure and

Sale, and Motion for S.ummary Judgment (see Group Exhibit 12.4)

a. Per t he Exhibits submitted under Section 1 109 Certification, Plaintiff’s
alleged ronnsel had submitted a2 Notice of Motion and 3 Mofions:

1) Notice of Motion

2) Motion for Order of Default

3) Motion for Judgment for Foredhosure and Sale

4). Motion for Summary Judgment (see Group Exhibit 12.4.f.4)).
b. None: of those Exhibits (see Group Exhibit 12.4.f inclusive) were ever
recorded with the Court as part of the public record.

17. On Novem ber 12, 2010, I filed the Defendant Motion for Sanctions (see Group
Exhibit 1.4 inclusive).

18. On Novemioser 22, 2010, Judge Siegel recused himself from my case under Rule 63

(see Group Exhibit 1.5).
a. By d oing so, Judge Siegel avoided ruling on the Defendant Motion for

Sanctions (see Group Exhibhit 1 4) filed on Naovemher 12,2010,

19. After Judge- Siegel’s recusal on November 22, 2010 (see Group Exhibit 1.5), newly
elected Judge Rossi witlh o prior real estate/securities background was assigred o iy case.

20. On January 21, 2011, Plaintiff’s alleged counsel filed its Response to Defendant’s
Motion for Sactions <s 1c> (see Group Exhibit 1.6).
NOTE: That Defend: ant Motion for Sanctions was never ruled upon by either Judge Siege
due to his recusal or I yy Judge Rossi.
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Lauren L. Scheffers W/ritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

Z1.On February 7, 2011, I tiled the Jetendant Keply in Support ot Jetendant Motion for
Sanctions (see Group Exhibit 1.7).

22. On Februairy 22, 2011, I served Defendant’s Second Request for Production (see
Group Exhibit 14.1),

23. On March 22, 2011, Judge Rossi mailed a Memorandum and Orde4 (see Group
Exhibit 12.7z) that I received on March 26, 2011 for a status hearing just days later on April 4,
2011 hearing:

a. “Plai ntiff’s motion to strike the motion for summary judgment of Defendant is
denied. ™

b. “Det endant’s motion 1o strike the motion for summary jindgmens of Plaintiff is
denied.”

c. “Dei’endant’s motion for sanctions is denied.”

d. “Deferdeni s mafiem fon sumimiery judgnernt s dnied”

e. “Pla intiff’s motion for summary judgment is denied.”

f. “Matter is set for status on April 4, 2011 at 9:00 AM in Room 401:

24. On April 4, 2011, Judge Rossi signed an Order (see Group Exhibit 12.8):

a. “Plaintiff’s Motion for Summary Judgment is granted.”

b. ”PLauintiff is to send copy of its Motion for Summary Judgment to

Defenclant.”
NOTE 1: Jud ge Rossi sabotaged me by suddenly granting [Plaintiff] Motion for
Summary Jucigment at a status call to set a trial date, when the unrecorded
Plaintiff’s Motion for Summary Judgment had just been denied on March 22, 2011.
NOTE 2: The original Mortgage and the original Assignment to support the
Complaint al{ egations were never produaced in open court as reguired by the Winois
Mortgage For-eclosure Law.

Z5. On April 5, 201 [, Plerce & Associates sent a letter to Judge Rossi (see Group Exhibit

12.9) with a copy of it:s [Plaintiff] Motion for Summary Judgment (see Group Exhibit 12.10):

a. Gra nted the day before, when denied on March 22, 2011

b. Neveer filed nor previously served upon the Defendant
NOTE: The [Plainti ff] Motion for Summary Judgment that was granted by Judge Rossi
on April 4, 2001 Ord er (see Group Exhibit 12.8) was totally different than the [Plaintiff]
Motion for Summary Judgment (see Group Exhibit 12.4.f.4)) that was never recorded in
2010.

26. On May 7, 2011, 1 filed the Defendant Motion to Vacate Judgment for Foreclosure

and Sale (see Group E xhibit 13.1 inclusive):
a. Inchided as Group Exhibit D.3 was the Alleged Corporate resolution by

Citi Residential Lending Inc. of November 20, 2008 (see Key Exhibit 22).
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Lauren L. Scheffers V /ritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

27. The List ot Exhibits (see Group Exnibit [3.1.e) submitted under Section I' [0Y
Certification in support of the Defendant Motion to Vacate Judgment for Foreclosure and Sale
(see Group Exhibit 13 inclusive) clearly document that the entire Complaint, pleadings. and
hearings violate the P laintiff’s several Cease and Desist Orders (see Key Exhibit 24, Key Exhibit
25, Key Exhibit 26, aind Key Exhibit 27.)

a. To n otify the Plaintiff that its servicer, American Home Mortgage Servicing,
Inc. an d the two law firms it had retained were in total violation of those Cease
and D :sist Orders, I have served the Plaintiff at ATTN: David Co, Director,
Deantsihe Rank National Trust, in Santa Ana, CA.

b. That is why the office staff of the Clerk of the Supreme Court of Illinois have
copied an out-of-state Respondent with two different “Notification Letters™ (see
Group Exiibit 4.1.0 and Group Extibit 5.1.5).

28. On May 8 . 2011, I filed a second Motion for Sanctions, the Motion for Sanctions
Agdinst Pierce & Associates Pursuant to Rule 137 (see Group Exhibit 1.8 inclusive).

29. On May 9, 2011, I submitted my second Motion to Compel Production (see Group
Exhibit 14.3) based u pon the Second Request for Production (see Group Exhibit 14.1) with no
reply at all from Plainitiff’s counsel.

30. On June 177, 2011 I filed the Motion for Temporary Restraining Order and/or
Preliminary Injunctior (see Group Exhibit 15 inclusive).

31. On June 2:2, 2011, Judge Rossi signed an Order (see Group Exhibit 1.10, Group
Exhibit 13.2, Group Fixhibit 14.4, and Group Exhibit 15.2) that denied all Defendant motions
with no briefing scheclules to require a Response from Plaintiff’s alleged counsel to either the
Defendant’s Motion t«> Compel Production (see Group Exhibit 14 inclusive) or to the Motion for
Sanctions Against Pie rce & Associates Pursuant to Rule 137 (see Group Exhibit 1.8 inclusive):

a. “Def. endant’s matian fo vacate indement of fareclasure and sale is denied ™

b. “De fendant’s motion for temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction
isdenied.”

¢. “Defendant’s motion 1o Compeh Produtiion 2 s denied.”

NOTE : That denial is yet another violation of my right to due process under
the Co nstitution.

d. “Defendant’s Motion for Sanctions Against Pierce & Associates is denied.”
NOTIZ: With this denial, Judge Rossi clearly condoned the Rule 137
violations.

32. On July 1, 2011, I filed the Notice of Appeal (see Group Exhibit 16 inclusive).

33. On July 201, 2011, while the case was under appeal, I personally witnessed the
>riminal sale of my hc >me by Dunn, Martin et al per the Sheriff’s Report of Sale and Distribution
‘see Group Exhibit 177.1).

34. On July 28 , 2011 Dunn, Martin recorded the Sheriff’s Certificate of Sale (see Group

Exhibit 17.2) in the W 'ill County property records, when the July 20, 2011 sale has never to this
date been submitted tc» the Court with a Motion for Approval of the Sale and Distribution.
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Lauren L. Scheffers W/ritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

35. On Februawry 28, 2012, I reported Dunn, Martin to Thomas P. James, Consumer
Counsel, Consumer F raud Bureau, Illinois Attorney General re: SCHEFFERS/UPDATE 1 OF
3 DUNN MARTIN-SSCHEFFERS/PIERCE/DYKEMA CONSUMER FRAUD (see Group
Exhibit 17.3).

NOTE: Update 2 of 3 and Update 3 of 3 were Dunn, Martin Sheriff’s Reports of Sale and
Distribution with equally frandulent deficiency judgment calenlations that include
fraudulent “post jucd |gment advances” in the many thousands of dollars.

o, O 2epith & 200, L werh el '@ Themtee R . fanies, Cursanet ‘Coasth, Coursunei
Fraud Bureau, Illinois Attorney General re: WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL
COMMITTED CLA SS 1 FELONY ON 02/29/12 (see Group Exhibit 1.2 inclusive).

37. On April 12, 2012, I sent the Judicial Inquiry Board (see Group Exhibit 1.1 inclusive)
a Request for an Immediate Investigation of Judge Richard J. Siegel for Commission of a
Class 1 Felony and #or Multiple Violations of the Judicial Code of Conduct with signature —
required confirmation of delivery (see Group Exhibit 1.1.d).
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Lauren L. Scheffers Wr-itten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

VIi. FEEDBACK - GENERAL

1. The member:s invited to be on the Mortgage Foreclosure Committee included

foreclosure judges who se rulings may be under appeal:
a. My Pe:tition for Leave to Appeal as a Matter of Right, Case 113039, from the
18" Judi cial Circuit Court of DuPage County. is based on Judge Gibson’s
erroneous Order granting Plaintiff Motion for Summary Judgment.
b. Three different law firms have scheduled/rescheduled that property for a
foreclosire sale 810 times since March. 13,2011 It was now rescheduled, yet
again, fr om May 1, 2012 to May 31, 2012 with Pierce & Associates as the alleged
seller.
c. On March 20, 2012, Judge Gibson was voted out of office. It appears that the
only rec ourse foreclosure defendants have is to vote the foreclosure judges, the
Appellate Court Justices, and the Supreme Court Justices out of office.

2. The only not ice I have received of the regarding the April 27, 2012 meeting where
the Mortgage Foreclossure Committee is Seeking Comment on Proposals to Improve
Foreclosure Proceedirigs (see Key Exhibit 2) was via a Google Alert. I have yet to be able to
find a single news artic le by any mainstream media or alternative media, even when I personally
submitted news tips to the Chicago Tribune, the Chicago Sun Times, the Daily Herald, and to the
Channel 2 News Investigators, Dave Savini and Pam Zekman.

3. Based on that Google alert, I downloaded the relevant PDFs and attached them to an
e-mail dated April 10, 2812 ¢o Thoias P. Jarmes, Corsurmar Coursel, Comsuirmer Frawd Buread,
Illinois Attorney General re: ILLINOIS SUPREME COURT SEEKING COMMENTS ON
PROPOSALS TO IMPROVE FORECLOSURE PROCEEDINGS, April 4, 2012 (see Key
Exhibit 7).

4. Based on my court hearings that have been ongoing since 2009 in the 18" Judicial
Circuit Court and the 12" Judicial Circuit Court, my appeals to the 3" Appellate Court and to the
2" Appellate Court, and my Petitions for Leave to Appeal as a Matter of Right for Case 1130313
(see Group Exhibit 3 iriclusive) and for Case 113069, my reactions to the foreclosure
proceeding “improvenaents” is that they were laughable and worthy of a sitcom for the TV.

5. The only prokalem is that Ilinais hameowners are having their homes criminally sold in
violation of every foundational Illinois law that already exists (see Key Exhibit 19 inclusive).

6. Even a cursory review of the entire Fraud Upon the Court documentation, incruding
the actual commission o f a Class 1 Felony by Judge Siegel on February 29, 2012 as reported to
the Judicial Inquiry Boa:ird on April 12, 2012 (see Group Exhibit 1.1 inclusive) and to Thomas P.
James, Consumer Cournsel, Consumer Fraud Bureau, Illinois Attorney General (see Group
Exhibit 1.2 inclusive) should make it blatantly obvious that the RULE OF LAW DOES NOT

EXIST IN THE ILLINOIS JUDICIARY SYSTEM.

6. QUESTION: Do the proposed “improvements™ to foreclosure proceedings meet recent
federal requirements of the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau re: Service Providers as of
April 13, 2012 (see Key Exhibit 1)?
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VIIL. FEEDBACK — SUPREME COURT/APPELLATE COURT RULINGS

1. On January 7", 2011, the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court ruled on the U.S. Bank
National Associates, tri istee [FN1] vs. Antonio IBANEZ (see Key Exhibit 8) and was widely
reported by the foreclossure fraud bloggers.

2. On page five of that ruling the Justices cited the May 21, 2008 Bayview Loan
Servicing, L.L.C vs. Je ffrey Eden Nelson ruling of the Appellate Court of Illinois, Fifth District,
No. 5-06-0664 (see Ke:y Exhibit 9).

3. Yet, on April 6, 2012, that same Appellate Court of Illinois, Fifth District, No. 5-10-
0483 (see Key Exhibit 10) ruled that fareclasure Defendants cannot anneal any fareclosures for
any reason unless a final order to approve the sale of their homes has been granted, even if the
sale was based on fraud, which means that no Order can ever be considered “final”.

4. The April 6, 2012 ruling (see Key Exhibit 10) is basically saying that no foreclosure
defendants can appeal vintil after the criminal sale of home is approved by the court.

5. The analogy I use is that I had a car loan with Company ABC for which I could
no longer afford to m:ake the payments. However, instead of Company ABC repossessing
the vehicle, the known gang members (the “banksters”) down the street are stealing the
car.

6. When [ call 1311 fo repart the oscnrrenee of the theft. the gang members show the
police a photocopy of the car title, and the police (the judges/justices) helped direct traffic,
so the gang members could steal the car safely.

Page 15



Lauren L. Scheffers W ritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

VIII. FEEDBACK — (LACK OF) JUDICTAL INTEGRITY

1. On November 2, 2011, I filed the Petition for Leave to Appeal Pursuant to Rule 315 or
Appeal as a Matter of IRight (see Group Exhibit 3 inclusive.).

2. On January 25, 2012, I received a “Notification Letter” (see Group Exhibit 3.2):

a. “The Supreme Court today DENIED the petition for leave to appeal or appeal

as a ma tter of right in the above entitled cause.”

h.Na @.rder with “wet ink signature”™ of a Supreme Caurt Justice was included.
NOTE: With ithe denial of my Petition for Leave to Appeal as a Matter of Right, the
Supreme Cour-t Justices violated my right to due process and committed TREASON
agaimse dre Co ayditadion.

3. On Decembe:r 15, 2012, | filed the Motion for Service of Orders Signed by Supreme
Court and Appellate Court Justices (see Group Exhibit 4 inclusive).

4. Per the Proof "of Service (see Group Exhibit 4.1.b), that Motion was served:
a. By delivery confirmation to the Plaintiff, ATTN: David Co, Director,
Deutsche Bank National Trust, in Santa Ana, CA
b. By dzlivery confirmation to Denis Pierce, Robert Deisinger, and Shaun
Callahai at Pierce & Associates,
c. By de livery confirmation to Patrick Stanton and Amy Jonker of Dykema
Gaossett |
d. By si gnature-required delivery confirmation to the Clerk of the Supreme Court
of Illinc s,
. By Syzreiveae-ieguiied delivery confimmation o tach Fustiee of e Supreme
Court,
f. By sig:nature-required delivery confirmation to Mr. Gist Fleshman, as Clerk of
the Illiriois Appeliate Court, Third District,
g. By si gnature-required delivery confirmation to Mr. Robert J. Mangan, as Clerk
of the I'linois Appellate Court, Second District, and
h. By si;znature-required delivery confirmation of the Criminal Enforcement
Division of the Illinois Attorney General.

5. On January 6, 2012, I received a “Notification Letter” (see Group Exhibit 4.2):

a. “Toclay the following order was entered in the captioned case: Motion by
petitioner, pro se, for service of signed orders by Supreme Court and Appellate
Court Juistices, Motion Denied. Order entered by the court.”
b. No order with “wet ink signature” of a Supreme Court Justice was included.
c. The o ffice staff of the Clerk of the Sunreme Court copied all narfies in that
Proof of Service (see Group Exhibit 4.1.b) without questioning:

1) Why the Plaintiff has an out-of-state address, or

2 Wiy reither of fhe two rarw firms filed am Appearance, o

*3) Why Lisa Madigan/Criminal Enforcement Division was involved.
NOTE: The office staff of the Clerk of the Supreme Court sent competent
evidence to the Criminal Enforcement Division that the Justices of the
Suprenie Court are committing TREASON by not signing orders.
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6. Un March 6 , 2012, I filed the Motion to Vacate Void Orders due to Lack of’
Jurisdiction Pursuant t o Section 2-619 (see Group Exhibit 5 inclusive) that included two

Exhibits:

a. On F ebruary 2, 2012, the Illinois Attorney General filed a Complaint, Case
12CHO0.3602, The People of the State of Illinois, Plaintiff, v. Nationwide Title
Clearing, Inc., a Florida corporation, Defendants (see Group Exhibit 2.1).
b. Previously, on May 25, 2011, a Subpoena had been issued to Nationwide Title
Clearing, Inc (see Group Exhibit 2.2). It was not until February 22, 2012 that I
was ablle to access that Subpoena. via 2 Freedam, of Information request.
c. The I :xhibits included in support of the Subpoena were:
1) Exhibit A, relative to ILSC Case 113313 (see Group Exhibit 2.2.c)
frrcroides die sarme currrpeern evidenee § fave submrited unaer Sectiorn
1 109 certification to Judge Siegel and Judge Rossi in the 12" Judicial
Circuit Court and to the Justices of the 3" Appellate Court and
2) Exhibit B, relative to 1LSC Case 113039 (see Group Exhibit 2.2.d) of
includes the same competent evidence I have submitted to under Section
1 109 certification to Associate Judge Cerne and to Judge Gibson in the
18" Judicial Circuit Court and to the Justices of the 2" Appellate Court.

7. Per the Proof of Service (see Group Exhibit 5.1.b). that Motion was served:

a. By dielivery confirmation to the Plaintiff, ATTN: David Co, Director,
Deutscihe Bank National Trust, in Santa Ana, CA,

b. By d-clivery confirmation to Denis Pierce, Robert Deisinger, and Shaun
Callahein at Pierce & Associates,

c. By d elivery confirmation to Patrick Stanton and Amy Jonker of Dykema
Gossett ,

d. By si gnature-required delivery confirmation to the Clerk of the Supreme Court
of Illincois,

e. By si gnature-required delivery confirmation to each Justice of the Supreme
Court,

f. By si gnature-required delivery confirmation to Mr. Gist Fleshman, as Clerk of
the Illin ois Appellate Court, Third District,

g. By si gnature-required delivery confirmation to Mr. Robert J. Mangan, as Clerk
of the Il.linois Appellate Court, Second Disfrics, and

h. By signature-required delivery confirmation of the Criminal Enforcement
Divisio n of the Illinois Attorney General.

8. On March 2(), 2012, I received a “Notification Letter” (see Group Exhibit 5.2):

a. “Mo tion by petitioner, pro se, to Vacate void orders due to lack of jurisdiction
Pursuan t to Section 2-619. Motion denied.”
b. No order with “wet ink signature” of a Supreme Court Justice was included.
c. The office staff of the Clerk of the Supreme Court copied all parties in that
Proof o f Service (see Group Exhibit 5.1.b) without questioning:
1) Why the Plaintiff has an out-of-state address, or
:2) Why neither of the two law firms filed an Appearance, or
. 3) Why Lisa Madigan/Criminal Enforcement Division was involved,
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NOTE.: The office staff of the Clerk of the Supreme Court sent competent
evidenice to the Criminal Enforcement Division that the Justices of the
Supreme Court are committing TREASON by not signing orders.

9. On Decemb er 23, 2012, after I, as a non-attorney, had submitted a Motion to Correct,

Chief Justice Kilbride of the Supreme Court of Illinois allegedly corrected the referenced Order
(see Key Exhibit 11):

a. The “Notification Letter” states, “Motion for Leave to Proceed in forma

pauper is permitting the applicant to sue or defend without payment of fees, costs

ar char-ges is herehy allowed., nune pra tine to Navemher 15,2011.7

b. Yet, Chief Justice Kilbride and the Justices of the Supreme Court continued to

violate that Order by failing to address how I could submit future filings without

payiiny dhe cosis and exprerises, particuiany’ oopy cosis at Fadtr, ik and paper

costs a t Staples, and service costs at USPS.

c. I nov ¥ need to file yet another motion, a Motion for Reimbursement for the

many h undreds of dollars 1 have spent relative to ILST Case 113313 and 1LSC

Case 113039.

d. [use the word “allegedly” because no Justice of the Supreme Court or Justice

of the 3" or 2" Appellate Courts has ever signed an Order (see Group Exhibit 4

inclusive)

e. QUIESTION: How does a non-attorney know Illinois law better than the

Chief Jlustice of the Supreme Court of Illinois?

10, Per the Rerart of Proceedings for September 7, 2012 (see Growp Exhibit 1.3)
William McAlister ap parently forged Judge O’Leary’s signature on the Order, when Judge
O’Leary was presidingz over the foreclosure courtroom in Judge Siegel’s absence. I believe that
Fudge Rosst commerned on ne record rer U wedk doutt someone Torgimg rudge RossT s
signature on the Order .

11. Per a previ ous Report of Proceedings for November 16, 2010 (see Key Exhibit 16),
Judge Siegel had a dis.cussion with Scott Guido of Pierce & Associates about the many
foreclosures that had t>een put on hold.

12. On Novem ber 22, 2010, Judge Siegel recused himself from my case under Rule 63
(see Group Exhibit 1.55).

13. On February 29, 2012, Judge Siegel actively committed a Class 1 Felony:
a. On April 5, 2012, I sent e-mails to Thomas P. James, Consumer Counsel,
Consuwner Fraud Bureau, Illinois Attorney General re: WILL COUNTY JUDGE
SIEGE L COMMITTED CLASS 1 FELONY ON 02/29/12 (see Group Exhibit
1.2 incl usive).
b. On A.pril 12, 2012_ 1 sent the Jndicial Inguiry Board (see Group Exhibit 1.1
inclusive) a Request for an Immediate Investigation of Judge Richard J.
Siegel for Commission of a Class 1 Felony and for Multiple Violations of the
Judicial Code of Conduaet with signaiure —teguined confinmeiion of delivery (see
Group I=xhibit 1.1.d).
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IX. VIO LATION OF MY RIGHT TO DUE PROCESS/TREASON

1. Judge Siegel denied the first Defendant Motion to Compel Production (see Group
Exhibit 9 inclusive) o1 a routine discovery request, to produce the original Note, the original
Mortgage, and the ori;zinal Assignment from the lender to the Plaintiff. Judge Siegel blatantly
violated my right to dvae process as TREASON against the Constitution.

2. Judge Rossi denied the second Defendant Motion to Compel Production (see Group
Exhibit 14 inclusive) of another routine discover request. ta produce evidence that Plaintiff s two
separate law firms we re actually hired by the Plaintiff, not by the servicer on behalf ot he
Plaintiff. Judge Rossi blatantly violated my right to due process as TREASON against the
Consttution.

3. With its allezged Order denying my Petition for Leave to Appeal Pursuant to Rule 315
or Appeal as a Matter of Right (see Group Exhibit 3 inclusive), the Justices of the Supreme Court
blatantly violated my iright to due process as TREASON against the Constitution, as well.

4. Violation o f the oaths of office by the Justices of the Supreme Court is acting
without subject matt er jurisdictions, as a trespasser of the law, Von Kettler et.al. v.
Johnson, 57 Ill. 109 ( 1870), Elliott v. Peirsol, 1 Pet. 328, 340, 26 U.S. 328, 340 (1828); In re
TIP-PA-HANS Enteirprises, Inc., 27 B.R. 780, 783 (1983), and acted in treason, U.S. v. Will,
449 U.S. 200, 216, 10 1 S.Ct. 471, 66 L.Ed.2d 392, 406 (1980), Cohens v. Virginia, 19 U.S. (6
Wheat) 264, 404, 5 L..Ed 257 (1821).

NOTE: Per the subscription I have had for many months to the Petitions for Leave
to Appeal Dispositioms PDF files, it apprars that the Justices of the Supreme Court are
blatantly violated the: rights of many Petitioners to due process as TREASON against the
Constitution.
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X. FEEDBACK - PROPOSAL 1/AFFIDAVITS
1. How will the foreclosure proceedings be “improved™ with either proposed affidavit?

2. The two prop osed Affidavits version 1 (see Key Exhibit 3) and version 2 (see Key
Exhibit 4) reference wil lingness of the Affiant to testify in a trial.
a. QUE!STION: Has a single foreclosure case gone to trial in Illinois? If not,

why not:?

3. Twa differen t affidavits were sithmitted ta hudge Rossi.hy, Shaun.Callabhan.of Pierce &
Associates, one as of Sc:ptember 1, 2010 (see Key Exhibit 5) and a different one as of January
20, 2011 (see Key Exhi bit 6):

a. The a‘4ifan’ i ar dnfrmony rodha-sigmarand iy “Eake” akanges:

b. In addition, the Affiant obviously has no personal knowledge that the Note in
this casc was discharged in a Chapter 7 Bankruptcy on May 5, 2009, so any
addition: 1l mortgage nterest 1s a violation of Tederal bankruptcy laws, as well as a
violatior of federal and state debt collection laws.

4. Per the existi ng Illinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law (see Key Exhibit 19.d.4)). the
judge is required to submit a Certificate of Personal Knowledge of the Affiant.
a. Every foreclosure Order without such judicial certificates is VOID.

5. If the foreclossure judges had followed the Illinois laws that they swore to uphold, the
“robo-signing” issue wounld have heen ingnplicable fo Illinois  The fwo Affidavits of Prove-Lip
in my Will County Case (see Key Exhibit 5 and Key Exhibit 6), would/should never have been
accepted by the Court.

6. Also, according to the Illinois Conveyances Act, property records require that the
notary be licensed by th.e Illinois Secretary of State, so the proposed Version 1 Affidavit violates
[llinois law, which the I' Viortgage Foreclosure Committee members should have known.
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XT. FEEDBACK - PROPOSED AFFIDAVIT 2 FOOTNOTE

1. It was also “ironic™ to see the footnote on proposed Affidavit 2 (see Key Exhibit 4) that
1s not on proposed Afficlavit 1 (see Key Exhibit 3):

"This affidavit p rovides a_form for establishing only the amounts due and owing on the
borrower's loar. It is not intended to relieve the foreclosing party from establishing
other evidentiary requirements in connection with proving the allegations contained in
its complaint as apprepriate, including but not limited to the party's right to enforce the
instrument of ir vdebtedness if applicable"

2. What does th ¢ Mortgage Foreclosure Cormuittee consider “evidentiary requirerernts™?
a. Production of the original note and the original mortgage in open court is
already required by the Illinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law, yet no original
mortgagez was produced 1n either of my cases.

b. Proof of a valid chain of title relative to the right to enforce a security is already
required by the Illinois Commercial Code and the Illinois Conveyances Act.
c. The S tatute of Frauds requires “wet ink™ signatures on contracts.

3. It is the footn ote that is the critical failure in the foreclosure courts in Illinois and the
entire country.

4. Any changes in foreclosure proceedings must address the “footnote”, particularly
in relation to the more than 65 million securitized Notes registered in the Mortgage
Electronic Registration System and the Notes in the Mortgage-Backed Security trusts have
permanently clouded in the property recards in [llinais and across the conntry.
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Xil. WEEDBACK — PROPOSAL ZIPAYMENT HISTORY

1. Each and eve ry penny specified in an Affidavit of Prove-Up is money taken from the

Mortgagor.

a. If ther e is a surplus after the foreclosure sale, each penny of the Affidavit of

Prove-U p decreases the amount of the surplus.
b. If the foreclosure sale does not cover all amounts due (e.g., property is “under

water”). each penny of the Affidavit of Prove-Up increases the amount of the
persona! deficiency.

2. QUESTION:: How can a Judgment for Foreclosure and Sale be granted with NO
COMPETENET EVILMENCE suhmitted fo the Court sunnarting the amounnts due,
particularly with defz ult judgments?

a. On February 29, 2012, Judge Siegel explicitly committed a Class 1 Felony (see
Group E-shibit ' ) ndliustre wd Srroup sl ' L nc st witth e Wides
granting a Personal Deficiency of $231,200 with NO EVIDENCE, NOT EVEN
AN AFF IDAVIT OF PROVE-UP, submitted for the Order that granted the
Judgmes 1t tor Foreclosure and Sale.
b. Two dlifferent Affidavits of Prove-Up were submitted to Judge Rossi by Shaun
Callahar of Pierce & Associates, one as of September 1, 2010 (see Key Exhibit 5)
and a dif ferent one as of January 20, 2011 (see Key Exhibit 6):

1 ) The affiant is an infamous robo-signer and his “title” changes.

2 ) In addition, the Affiant obviously has no personal knowledge that the

M Note in this case was discharged in a Chapter 7 Bankruptcy on May 5,

21009, so any additional mortgage interest is a violation of federal
ankmintey laws.,as well as a.vinlatinn. of federal and. state. deht_collectinn.

l: 1ws.
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XTI FEEDBACTK — PROPOSAL 3/CHAIN OF (FRAUDULENT) ASSIGNMENTS

1. On February- 2, 2012, the Illinois Attorney General filed a Complaint, Case
12CHO03602, The Peojole of the State of Illinois, Plaintiff, v. Nationwide Title Clearing, Inc.,
a Florida corporation:, Defendants (see Group Exhibit 2.1).

2. Previously, on May 25, 2011, a Subpoena had been issued to Nationwide Title
Clearing, Inc (see Group Exhibit 2.2). It was not until February 22, 2012 that I was able to
access that Subpoena wvia a Freedom of Information request.

3. The Exhibits included in support of the Subpoena were:
a. Exhilhit A, relative to JLSC Case 113313 (see Group Exhihif 2.2.¢) includes
the samie competent evidence I have submitted under Section 1 109 certification
to Judge Siegel and Judge Rossi in the 12" Judicial Circuit Court and to the
Justices of e 3 Appeliate Court and
b. Exhilbit B, relative to ILSC Case 113039 (see Group Exhibit 2.2.d) includes
the sam = competent evidence I have submitted to under Section 1 109
certification to Associate Judge Cerne and to judge Gibson in the 18" Judicial
Circuit Court and to the Justices of the 2" Appellate Court.

4. In addition, I have submitted competent evidence from the Will County and DuPage
County property recorcls to Thomas P. James, Consumer Counsel, Consumer Fraud Bureau,
Illinois Attorney Gener-al that Plaintiff attorneys are fabricating/ recording fraudulent

assignments in the Illinois property records:
a. Jill R ein, Managing Partner at Pierce & Associates, as "Certifying Officer" for
the Mo:tgage Electronic Registration System
b. Willicxm McAlister of Codilis & Associates, as “Signator” for the Mortgage
Electroniic Registration System

5. QUESTIONMN: What kind of competent evidence is required relevant to

assignments recorded in the Illinois property records?
a. Woulld the Court grant an Order for Foreclosure and Sale to Santa Claus

based o' n upon a “humorous” assignment (see Key Exhibit 23)?

b. Why are any of the fraudulent assignments any more valid, when the
Illinois Recarders af Deeds are required fo aceent anyvihine suhmitted with
no verification, whatsoever?

6. QUESTION : Wruw vun Wendaetwry Wreliction 've requntd, ' Y Peintéfiis @
even required to prov e legal standing to agree to any loan modifications, principal
reductions, or refinan ces:

a. If the: Plaintitls Know they do not have legally enforceable standing,
if/'when the Mortgagors sign loan modifications, principal reductions, or
refinan ces, FRAUDULENT DOCUMENTATION has been replaced with

legally € nforceable documentation.
b. Do thi : legal fees associated with those Mandatory Mediation meetings get
billed to the Mortgagor?
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6. QUESTIUMN: FHow can Mandatory Mediation be required, if the Plaintifis are not
even required to prove legal standing to agree to any loan modifications, principal
reductions, or refina nces (con’t.):

c. If the: Mortgagor makes the requisite monthly payments for a “trial”
modification, but a final modification is denied, then the Mortgagor effectively
has bee n conned out of all of those monies that will be needed for moving costs
upon ar 1 Order for Possession after the Plaintiff forecloses, anyway.
d. It ap pears that Mandatory Mediation meetings are a “win-win” for the
Rlaintil. 1s.

NOTE:: In the 12" Judicial Circuit Court of Will County, those mandatory
mediat ions are not digitally recorded and there is no Order signed by the
presiding jadge, so drere iy mo widmess (o any “alfeged” agreemends mraade by
the Plaintiff’s counsel.

7. When I calle-d a Title Search company to ask about “Sheriff’s Certificate of Sale™ vs.
“Sheriff’s Deed”, I me ntioned that Illinois attorneys were fabricating assignments. The person
casually mentioned, “()h, there are a lot of those.”

8. Again, Illinois attorneys are violating the Code of Professional Standards:
a. Violation of conflict of interest by acting on behalf of both the Assignor and the
Assignee
b. How do they have signing authority for the Assignor
c¢. Com mission of a Class X Felony against a financial institution under
Public At 096-15351, AN ACT CONCERNING CRIMINAL LAW see Key
Exhibi t 19.a inclusive) for intentionally assigning a Note in default to a
financial institution.

8. Per media re ports, reputable Title Insurance companies will no longer insure titles for
any properties ithat have been foreclosed in Florida.
a. QUE STION: Will only disreputable Title Insurance companies, as now
being s pecified to Mortgagors to use by foreclosure Plaintiffs, insure my two
properties?
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XiV. FEE DBACK — PROPOSAL 6/DEFENDANT NOTIFICATIONS

1. Regarding s ubmission of any Motions to Vacate, based on my cases, it would appear to

be a total waste of the little money foreclosure defendants have:
a. On May 7, 2011, I filed the Defendant Motion to Vacate Judgment for
Foreclcsure and Sale (see Group Exhibit 13.1 inclusive).
b. On Jlune 22, 2011, Judge Rossi signed an Order denying the Motion to Vacate
Judgment for Foreclosure and Sale (see Group Exhibit 13.2)
c. On IMarch. 6, 2012, 1 filed. the Motion to Vacate Void Qrders due to Lack of
Jurisdic:tion Pursuant to Section 2-619 with the Supreme Court of Illinois (see
Group |Exhibit 5 inclusive)
d. Ot Mfaret 28, 2012, 1 recerved a “Nutrifeation Leter” drat stated “Mottom
Denied ”, but no such order was included (see Group Exhibit 5.2).

2. Perits April 6,2012 ruling in case No. 5-10-04¥3 (see Key Exhibit 10), the same
Appellate Court of Tlli nois, Fifth District, No. 5-10-0483 ruled that foreclosure Defendants
cannot appeal any fore:closures for any reason unless a final order to approve the sale of their
homes has been grantzd, even if the sale was based on fraud, which means that no Order can ever

be considered “final”.

3. The Backgrc »und and Analysis in that No. 5-10-0483 ruling (see Key Exhibit 10)
clearly document that 1 the Defendant-Appellant did everything that Proposal 6 recommends (see
Key Exhibit 2), but the : Appellate Court, Fifth District cited a 1989 Supreme Court ruling to
dismiss the Appeal. T hat ruling is basically saying that no foreclosure defendants can appeal

until after the criminial sale of home is approved by the court.

4. Yet, that ruli ng clearly violates the same Appellate Court’s prior Bayview ruling No.
5-06-0664 on May 21, 2008 (see Key Exhibit 9) relative to a Summary Judgment, which is not a
final order.

5. QUESTIOIN: Why would any judge admit prior judicial error by vacating his
own prior order?
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XV. FEEDB ACK — PROPOSAL 9/PLAINTIFF ATTORNEY AFFIDAVIT

1. Rule 137 already applies to the Plaintiff alleged attorneys:
a. Per nay entire Fraud Upon the Court section relative to Will County,
particu!larly the two Motions for Sanctions (see Group Exhibit 1.4 inclusive) and
Group Exhibit 1.8 inclusive), the attorneys from Pierce & Associates (Denis
Pierce. Robert Deisinger, and Shaun Callahan) and the attorneys from Dykema
Gossett (Patrick Stanton and Amy Jonker) committed blatant Fraud Upon the
Court.
b. Robert J. Emanuel, as a principal attorney for Deutsch, Levy & Engel, but then
as a priincipal attorney for Much, Shelist et al, also blatantly violated Rule 137.

2. I have subm itted competent evidence from the Will County and DuPage County
property records to Thomas P. James, Consumer Counsel, Consumer Fraud Bureau, Illinois
Attorney General that Plaintiff attorneys are fabricating/ recording fraudulent assignments in the

Illinois property recorcls:
a. Jill R ein, Managing Partner at Pierce & Associates, as "Certifying Officer" for

the Moutgage Flectranic Regisfrafion Sysfem
b. Will iam McAlister of Codilis & Associates, as “Signator” for the Mortgage
Electro nic Registration System

3. Will such re« commended attorney “affidavits” require Section 1 109 Certification/
penalty of perjury?

4. QUESTIOIN: How can independent law firms, Pierce & Associates/Dykema
Gossett in Will Counity and Pierce & Associates/Deutsch, Levy & Engel/Much Shelist in
DuPage County allegedly represent the same Plaintiff client, with no Motions to Withdraw
filed by Pierce & Ass ociates in either case?
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XVI. FEEDBACK - NO ENFORCEMENT

1. In the proposals to “improve” foreclosure proceedings (see Key Exhibit 2), there is no
mention of enforceme nt.

2. The Plaintif: {s have already violated HARP, HAMP, and a multitude of Consent Orders
from federal regulator-y agencies with impunity.

3. Just like the: Ameriapest. Seftlement.of. lannary, 23,2004, the alleged. Natinnal.
Mortgage Settlement «>f 2012 effectively has changed nothing relative to criminal foreclosure
processes like the crim 1inal sale of my Naperville home on July 20, 2011.

4. In fact, neither the National Mortgage Settlement nor the Independent Foreclosure
Review process covers either of my two foreclosures:
a. The foreclosure Complaint for my primary residence was not filed by the
service r, American Home Mortgage Servicing, Inc. Even if it were, that servicer
is not i1cluded as a servicer in the “National Mortgage Settlement”.
b. The foreclasure Complains for my Aurora property is nof my nrimary
residerice.

5. QUESTIOMN:. Werw dases 2 rdeerd judage eave purosliciiom vl Yatec ordmsuic

fraud? If the federal courts have jurisdiction, then why aren’t the State Attorneys General
filing federal rackete ering/RICO or Ponzi scheme Complaints?
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XVIi. CONCLUSION

1. Even a cur sory review of this submission with its several hundred pages of
Exhibits that have bizen previously submitted under Section 1 109 Certification clearly
documents a GROS{5 MISCARRIAGE OF JUSTICE relative to the CRIMINAL SALE OF

MY HOME.

2. It is also blatantly obvious that the RULE OF LAW DOES NOT EXIST AT ANY
LEVEL OF THE IL.LINOIS JUDICIARY SYSTEM.

3. It is also bl:atantly obvious that there is ZERO INTEGRITY at any level of the
Illinois Judiciary Sysitem, by attorneys or by judges/Justices.

4. The propos:als (see Key Exhibit 2) to “improve” foreclosure procedures will not change
3 thing:

a. They totally fail to address any accountability for Plaintiff foreclosure attorneys
for the Commission of a Class X Felony against a financial institution under
Public Act 096-1551, AN ACT CONCERNING CRIMINAL LAW see Key
Exhibii 192 inclusive) far intentianally assionine a Nate in defauls fo 2
financial institution.
b. The y totally fail to address any accountability for foreclosure judges who are
accessOries 10 ongoing crirminal enterprises, like Judge Siegel’s explicit
commi ssion of a Class 1 Felony as reported to the Judicial Inquiry Board on April
12, 201t 2.
c. They totally fail to address the criminal toreclosures [ike mine where Fraud
Upon the Court was committed at every step in the foreclosure process.
d. Per the pleadings, Amy Jonker of Dykema, Gossett, one of the two
“allegc:d” law firms representing the Plaintiff, could not even keep track of
which Deutsche Bank National Trust this was in, R2004-R1 or R2004-R2.
NOTE : The April 12, 2012 submission to the Judicial Inquiry Board was a
prerecquisite to this “term paper” Written Submission to Supreme Court
Mortgage Foreclosure Committee under Misprision of Felony.

5. By my Defe ndant/Appellant Certifications under Section 1 109 Certification, I verified
everything I submitteci in both of my foreclosure cases from the District Courts to the Appellate

Courts, and to the Illirois Supreme Court:
a. Yet. the Plaintiff’s alleged law firms never verified a thing.

b. No attorney or law firm filed an Appearance in either Case 113313 or Case
113039 with the Supreme Caourt. of [llinois, becanse doing so would be petjury,
since thie several law firms were hired by the servicers in both cases, not directly
by the |Plaintiffs.
6. The foreclosure impriovermeands moadad are ¢ anforoe die ilinots Mordgage Foreclasure
Law that notes securitized into Mortgage-Backed Security trusts and registered in the Mortgage
Electronic Registration System cannot elect to enforce those securities under the Illinois
Mortgage Foreclosure Law AT ALL (see Group Exhibit b inclusive):
a. Any/ all foreclosures based on securitized notes are VOID, even if chain of title
were ve erified.
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7. The “Do — Lid™ changes (see Key Exhibit 2U) violate the [Tiinois Conveyances Act, the
I1linois Mortgage Foreclosure Law, and the Illinois Statute of Frauds.

8. Per my Rec juest for an Immediate Investigation of Judge Richard J. Siegel for
Commission of a Cla ss 1 Felony and for Multiple Violations of the Judicial Code of
Conduct (see Group Exhibit 1.1 inclusive) served upon the Judicial Inquiry Board on April
12, 2012, all prior fo reclosure rulings by Judge Siegel on behalf of Plaintiffs are now
suspect, as well.

8. The “forecl osure mill” law firms in my two cases (Pierce & Associates; Dykema,
Gossett; Deutsch, L:vy & Engel; Much, Shelist et al; and Dunn, Martin et al) and in other
cases I have research.ed and reported (Codilis & Associates and Freedman, Anselmo et al)
gualify as organizer:s of an ongoing criminal financial enterprises.

9. All indges/!istices and the. many, attarnevs wha have. failed ta renart.the.
judges/Justices and ati torneys for investigation have become accessories to the felonies.

10. The many jaulsesblavitioes kavie ol vinlntad dhair ewdly of oififoe and' dave
committed TREASON against the Constitution. As a direct result, all judicial immunity is
waived.

11. Any Judge . Justice, or attorney who reads this submission, with copies of the
extensive documentat on which has been submitted under Section 1 109 certification to the
District Courts. to the i Appellate Courts, and to the Supreme Court of Illinois is required to
take action on this carefully documented competent evidence by:

a. Rul:z 63 for judges/justices and
b. Rule 8 4.as aftarnevs..

12. CRITICA L: Both the 12™ and the 18™ Judicial Circuit Courts digitally record
afl foreclosure heariwgy.

13. Per those digital recordings, as well as the Plaintiff filings/pleadings, provide
extensive evidence ft at the Toreclosure courtrooms of the 12™ and fhe 18" Judicial Tircuit
Courts meet the defi aition of ongoing criminal financial enterprises.

14. With two [llinois governors in a row who have been convicted of corruption and are
now in prison, I have requested that the Illinois Attorney General investigate the many District
Court judges, the gupar Appellate Court Justices, and each of the Illinois Supreme Court Justices
for TREASON agains it the Constitution for violating my right to Due Process under the
Constitution.

Respectfully submitted,

. [ P
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Lauren L. Scheffers
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