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

Date: April 17,2012
To: Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee
c/o Administrative Office of the [llinois Courts
Street Address: 3101 Oid Jacksonville Road
City, State, Zip: Springfield, IL 62704
From: Lauren L. Scheffers
Strest. Addrass. 1305 Momingstar (1.
City, State, Zip: Naperville, [L. 60564
Home Phone: G33-305-3481 (o mressagesy
Cell Phone: 630-212-5651 (no messages)
E-Mail: LaurenScheffers@yahoo.com
Signature
Confirmation #: 2301 0370 0001 1704 5167
WRITTEN SUBMISSION TO

SUPREME 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 Proceduse (Federal Rules of Civi} Procedure, 111 Pleadings and Motions, Rule 11,
Section 4: Misprision of felony:

Whoever, having knowledge of the uciual commission of o felony cognizable by a court of
the United Starres, conceals and does not as soon as possible make known the same 1o
some judge or other person in civil or military authority under the United States, shall be
fined under this titfe 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 096-1551, 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 Cir-cuit Court of DuPage County, as presided over by Judge Richard
Siegel/Judge Rossi/Judyze O’Leary in Will County and Judge Robert Gibson/Appointed,
Associate Judge Ceme in DuPage County.

2. Under Public Act.Q96-1551, AN AT CONCERNING CRIMINAL TAMW  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. 1 have reporteed my personal knowledge of the ongoing felonies, as well as tax fraud, to

the many following aut horities and individuals:

a. Thomas 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 courtraom of the 12" Judicial Cirenit Court.

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

Judge O’ Leary, Judge Siegel, and Judge Rossi,

¢ Muliipnle Distriod Ot fadges i Dalage Coun'y;, imcladimg Jadge W inealon,

Associatte Judge Cerne, and Judge Gibson,

d. The IIRS for tax fraud,

e. The T inois Department of Revenue for tax fraud,

f. The Tlkinois 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 J.ustices and Clerk of the 3" Appellate Court (see Group Exhibit 6

inclusives)

h. The Justices and Clerk of the 2™ Appellate Court,

i. Each n1adividual 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. b

j- The Clerk of the lllinois Supreme Court,

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

of a Clas+s 1 Feromy un tépruary 2, 20 2 na 't Just served on Apri Wz, 200,

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

Exhibit 1i.1 inclusive),

|. The Department of Justice,

m. Will County Sheriff Kaupus,

n. Will County State’s Attorney Glasgow,

0. Will CCounty Board,

p- Will County Chief Executive,

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

r. Will € ‘ounty Recorder of Deeds Karen Stukel.
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Lauren L. Scheffers Written Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

4. Per the Online 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 [llinois Supreme Court (see Group
Exhibit <4.1.b inclusive and Group Exhibit 5.1.b inclusive), and

b. Reporv v ¥l Coumdgsalse Sivpa! s Commissivar of @ Class 1§ Falary or
February 29, 2012 per the Report of Proceedings and his Order of Personal
Deficiency (see Group Exhibit 1.1 inclusive).

NOTE: As specified iin 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 [ARDC, only to have the
office staff retur n refusal to investigate form letters.

NOTE: With this written submission, ] 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 Wrritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

Ii. CREDENTIALS

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

2. 1 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 [T professionals were replaced with cheap legal/illegal alien
workers, a primary causse of the foreclosure crisis in [llinois and across the country.

4. I had previously been a consultant at JPMorgan Chase in Chicago, Bank One, Harris
Bank, Continental Bank.and the. verv stoingent. pharmacenfical. indusiry at. Ahhatt/Baxter Lahs..

5.1 also have an1 M.B.A. from UCLA with dual majors, Computer Information System
snnd Marketing/Finamnce.

6. Based on tho se many years as a financial auditor and as an IT quality assurance
analysttester, 1’have ‘bezen required to keep documentation n 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 c:redentials and my entire work history, as well as the extensive
competens evidense I lhave suhmitted under Sectinn 1 19 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

M. FOUNDATIONAL [LLINOIS LAW

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

a.

b.

C.

d.

I

Public Asct 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.¢)

ILCS 725 51 109, Code of Cixdl, Procedire , te, Verification. by Cartification. (see
Key Ext-ibit 19.d.1))

ILCS 73 5 5/Art. IL Pt. 10, Code of Civil Procedure, re: Summary Judgment (see
Key Extichie 19.d4.20)

ILCS 76,5-5/0.01, Illinois Conveyances Act (see Key Exhibit 19.d.3))

ILCS 735 5/Art. XV, Illinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law (see Key Exhibit
19.4.4))

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

ILCS 775 5/Art. I, Pt. 6 Code of Civil Procedure, re: Pleading (see Key Exhibit
19.d.6))

Illinois !Financial Crime Law (sce 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 Commitiee

IV. SECURITIZATION

1. Subsequent to the implementation of Public Act 84-1462, effective July 1, 1987, that
included the Illinois Miortgage 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. prior procedures, “Did”.

4. In non-legalese, 1 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. Anyomne who had access to a Note with an endorsement to blank could sell the
Note.
1) When I refinanced three mortgages in 2003 with Town &
Country/Ameriguest as the aviginal lender per the Will
(County/DuPage County property records, all three Notes were
¢:ndorsed to blank.
¢ Tike innfarnous swlpnione, doaie lomakers, sl as Ammamqouest and Commrywids,
immedizately sold those Notes into the equivalent of “mutual funds™ where
investor s purchased shares of such a mutual fund to receive monthly or quarterly
1nvestment income based on mortgage interest 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 orties.
& Theelaain of title from the original lender to the foreclosure Plaintiffs does not
exist in “the county property records in Hlinois for properties that have been
securitiz'ed into Mortgage-Backed Security trusts or tracked in the Mortgage
"Petnun ' Aegoudoon Sysem, derduy dwuding e property ‘ilees Ul ey mrash
properti¢: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 now several critical problems relative to those subprime, toxic Notes
{con’t.):
e. As dvocumented in the “Do — Did” analysis (see Key Exhibit 20), the original
Mortga;ges were intentionally destroyed:
1) In my two cases, Judge Rossi in Will County and Judge Gibson in
. DuPage County granted Plaintiff Motions for Snmmary Judement whep
-originals of the two Mortgages were never produced in open court, in
v violation of the Illinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law requirement that the
“orgnrles Ui e Taiilite m suppon of Gie Aepgpiicns m e Cunipeiinh
rnust 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
servicerrs since 2003 in my two cases?
h. If the re is no legally enforceable Mortgagee of record in the property records,
then whwo 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 martgage scam businesses under eriminal investigation?
i. More importantly, if the Pooling and Servicing Agreement requires the
servicews to advance to the investors mortgage interest when the Mortgagor
fails to mrake ¢ire paymrent, fravr ¢ e PSA required dre servivers do e 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
mortgages are not real estate installment contracts.
1) See the Petition for a Certificate of Importance relative to that issue
that was allegedly denied hy the 3™ Appellate Court (see Group
1Exhibit 6 inclusive) and
22) See the Motion to Vacate Void Orders due to Lack of Jurisdiction
IPursuant to Section 2-619 that was allegedly denied by the IHlinois
“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. I have reportied to all levels of the judiciary system and to the Illinois Secretary of State
that the Plaintiffs in mry two cases are not licensed to do business in the State of Illinois.
Therefore, they are der1ied access as Plaintiffs to the Illinois judicial system.

2. Per the Onlime Docket (sce Key Exhibit 12) of the 12™ Judicial Circuit Court of Will
County:
a.. The (Comnlaint was filed an_Angnst 26, 2009
b. Yet, ithere has been no order to set up a Case Management conference in
prepara tion for a trial.

3. On Septembver 16, 2009, after the Complaint had been filed on August 26, 2009, 1
received a collection letter from Pierce & Associates (see Key Exhibit 13):
a. Piercie & Associates was hired by the servicer, American Home Mortgage
Serviciing, Inc., *not* by the Plaintiff.
b. The t:otal amount of the debt due is $186,795.82
1) Per the Campiains filed an 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
ek wers GLOD WA TS
3) Per the January 20, 2011 Affidavit (see Key Exhibit 6), the amount due
was $210,601.10.
4) Per the July 20, 201 [ Sheritf”s Keport of Saie 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.
QUESTTION: No supporting documents for any of the drastically different
amounts 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
Sheriff’s package (see Group Exhibit 17.1) with a “rohosigned” Sheriff
Kaupu:s “signature” by ink stamp. How can they not be considered
Consurner Fraud?

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

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

6. On December 24, 2009, I 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 Flaintiff’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."
) "Trustee states that it is searching for an ariginal of the note and will
produce it to Scheflers upon locating it. Investigation continues.”
3) "Trustee states that it is searching for an original of the assignment and
witl produce it (o Scieffers upon docatiag 6. fnvestnzation comtimues. "

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 1¢3, 2010, Plaintift’s alleged counsel filed Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant’s
Motion to Dismiss Affirmative Defenses and Counter-Complaint Pursuant to 735 ILCS Section
2-619.1 (see Group Exhibit 10 inclusive).

10. On May 13, 2010, Judge Siegel signed the Order (see Group Exhibit 11.4) that stated:
a. “Defiendant’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
admifted in pleadings and. during, the May 13, 2010 hearing that:
a) "Trustee states that it is searching for am original of the
mortgage and will produce it to Scheflers upon locating it.
firvestigation comtimies” as thaugh there is rore thart one argingl
of the mortgage.
b) "Trustee states that it is secarching 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 o Compel Production {see Group
Exhibit 9.3).

12. On August 12,2019, fudge Sepeh signed an Order (see Key Bxdnibit 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. “Defiendant’s Motion denied tor reasons stated on the record.”
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Lauren L. Scheffers Written Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

3. Un August: 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
writtera approval regarding whether Plaintiff must respond or whether the
filings will be stricken without hearing or further briefings.”

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

15. On Octobeir 5, 2018, Plaimtiffs allogad vournsel actually filad & Maotion & Surike
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-Tion according to the Code of Trvil Procedure relafive 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 Ssummary Judgment (see Group Exhibit 12.4)

a. Per t'he Exhibits submitted under Section 1 109 Certification, PlaintifPs
alleged roupsel had subhmitted 3 Notice of Mofion and 3 Motions:

1) Notice of Motion

2) Motion for Order of Default

1) Motion for Judgment for Forevdlosare and Sale

4). Motion for Summary Judgment (sece 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 pubfic record.

17. On November 12, 2010, 1 filed the Defendant Motion for Sanctions (see Group
Exhibit 1.4 inclusive).

18. On Novemiber 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 Exhihit 1 4) filed on Navember 12,2010

19. After Judge: Siegel’s recusal on November 22, 2010 (see Group Exhibit 1.5), newly
elected Judge Rossi with e prior real estate/securtties backgroand was assigred to my case.

20. On January 21, 2011, Plaintiff’s alleged counsel filed its Response to Defendant’s
Motion for Sactions <s.1c> {see Group Exhibit 1.5).
NOTE: That Defend: ant Motion for Sanctions was never ruled upon by either Judge Siege
due to his recusal or I )y Judge Rossi.
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Lauren L. Scheffers W/ritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

ZI.Un February 7, 201 [, I filed the Detendant Reply in Support of {Jeféndant Motion for
Sanctions (see Group Exhibit 1.7).

22. On Februaity 22, 2011, 1 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. “Plaintiff’s motion to strike the motion for summary judgment of Defendant is
denied. ”

b. “Det endans’s motinn to strike the matinn for summary judgroent of Plaintiff is
denied.”

¢. “Detiendant’s motion for sanctions is denied.”

d. “Deferdeati s naficm on sunmieny fudgnenh o enird”

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

f. “Martter 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. “Plaantiff’s Motion for Summary Judgment is granted.”

b. "Plaintiff is to send copy of its Motion for Summary Judgment to

Defendlant.”
NOTE 1: Jud:ge Rossi sabotaged me by suddenly granting [Plaintiff] Motion for
Summary Judgment at 2 status call to sef 2 tria) date, when the unrecorded
PlaintifP’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 alf epations were never produaced i vpen conrt as reguaired by the Wimois
Mortgage For-eclosure Law.

25. On Apnil 5, 201 [, Pierce & Associates sent a letter to Judge Rossi (see Group Fxhibit

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

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

b. Newvser 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. Inchaded 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 Vvritten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

27. The List ot Exfibits (see Group Exnibit {3.1.¢) submitted under Section [ (09
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 Pilaintiff’s several Cease and Desist Orders (see Key Exhibit 24, Key Exhibit
25, Key Exhibit 26, and 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 Desist Orders, I have served the Plaintiff at ATTN: David Co, Director,
Dentsyhe Bank National Trust, in Santa Ana, CA.

b. That. is why the office staff of the Clerk of the Supreme Court of lllinois have
copied an out-of-state Respondent with two different “Notification Letters™ (see
Groap Exiibit 4.1.6 and Group Exliclie 5.1.55.

28. On May 8., 2011, 1 filed a second Motion for Sanctions, the Motion for Sanctions
Against Pierce & Assciates 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 ujpon the Second Request for Production (see Group Exhibit 14.1) with no
reply at all from Plainitiff’s counsel.

30. On June 17,2011 1 filed the Motion for Temporary Restraining Order and/or
Preliminary Injunction (see Group Exhibit 15 inclusive).

31. On June 2:2, 2011, Judge Rosst signed an Order (see Group Exhibit 1.10, Group
Exhibit 13.2, Group Eixhibit 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. “Detandant’s otion to vacate udgment aof fareclasure and sale is denied ”

b. “Defendant’s motion for temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction
is denied.”

¢. “Desfendant’s mofion to Compeh Production 2 is 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.”

NOTE: With this denial, Judge Rossi clearly condoned the Rule 137
violations.

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

33. On July 204, 2011, while the case was under appeal, 1 personally witnessed the

>riminal sale of my h« >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 February 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 (sce Group
Exhibit 17.3).

NOTE: Update 2 of 3 and Update 3 of 3 were Dunn, Martin Sheriff’s Reports of Sale and
Distrihution with eqnally fraudulent deficiency judgment ealcnlations that include
fraudulent “post judigment advances” in the many thousands of dollars.

o Ot eprd 5 2000, L b el o Thiantes R . e, Cotsunen U, Crsarel
Fraud Bureau, lllinois Attorney General re: WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL
COMMITTED CLLA SS 1 FELONY ON 02/29/12 (sce 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 for 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 Wt-itten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

VI. 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" Judiicial 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
foreclosuze sale 8-10 times since Maxch 13,2011, Ut was now rescheduled, yet
again, from May 1, 2012 to May 31, 2012 with Pierce & Associates as the alleged
seller.
c. On Marcht 20, 2012, Judge Gibson was voted out of office. It appears that the
only recourse foreclosure defendants have is to vote the foreclosure judges, the
Appellate Court Justices, and the Supreme Court Justices out of office.

2. The only notice [ have received of the regarding the April 27, 2012 meeting where
the Mortgage Foreclossure Committee is Seeking Comment on Proposals to Improve
Foreclosure Proceedings (see Key Exhibit 2) was via a Google Alert. I have yet to be able to
find a single news article 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 Investigatars, Dave Savini and Pam Zekman.

3. Based on that Google alert, I downloaded the relevant PDFs and attached them to an
e-mail dated Apnl 10, 2812 & Thotras £, James, Comsarer Caarser, Comsema Frand Bureaxr,
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 inclusive) and for Case 113069, my reactions to the foreclosure
proceeding “improvennents” is that they were laughable and worthy of a sitcom for the TV,

5. The only protalem is that Iinads homeonmers 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 Fraod Upon fne Count documentzion, incroding
the actual commission c»f a Class 1 Felony by Judge Siegel on February 29, 2012 as reported to
the Judicial Inquiry Boawrd on April 12, 2012 (see Group Exhibit 1.1 inclusive) and to Thomas P.
James, Consumer Counsel, 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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VIL. FEEDBACK - SUPREME COURT/APPELLATE COURT RULINGS

1. On January 7, 201 1, the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court ruled on the U.S. Bank
National Associates, tru 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 K¢y Exhibit 9).

3. Yet, on April 6, 2012, that same Appellate Court of lllinois, Fifth District, No. 5-10-
0483 (see Key Exhibit 1) miled that foreclnsure Defendants cannnt 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 1intil 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 make 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 I call 211 so repart the ascarrense of the theft. the gang memhers 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.
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VIIL. fFEEDBACK —- (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 Right (see Group Exhibit 3 inclusive.).

2. On January 2*5, 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 maitter of right in the above entitled cause.”

h Na arrder with, “wet ink signature” of 2 Supreme Caourt 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
against tre Co nsditudion.

3. On Decembe:r 15, 2012, 1 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 delivery confirmation to Denis Pierce, Robert Deisinger, and Shaun
Callahan at Pierce & Associates,
c. By de‘livery confirmation to Patrick Stanton and Amy Jonker of Dykema
(Gnssetf |
d. By si gnature-required delivery confirmation to the Clerk of the Supreme Court
of Minc-is,
. Wy Speiatare-requited delivery confimnation o 2ath Justice of e Supreme
Court,
f. By sigmature-required delivery confirmation to Mr. Gist Fleshman, as Clerk of
the Illinois Appellate Court, Third District,
g. By si gnature-required delivery confirmation to Mr. Robert J. Mangan, as Clerk
of the Illinois Appellate Court, Second District, and
h. By siignature-required delivery confirmation of the Criminal Enforcement
Divisior of the Illinois Attorney General.

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

a. “Today 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 or-der with “wet ink signature” of a Supreme Court Justice was included.
¢. The o ffice staff of the Clerk of the Supreme Conrs copred al! parties in that
Proof of Service {see Group Exhibit 4.1.b) without questioning:

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

20y Wiy mediner of e two law firrs filed :m Appearanee, o1

33) 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
Supremne Court are committing TREASON by not signing orders.

Page 16



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

§. Un March 6, 2012, T filed the Motion to Vacate Void Orders due to Lack of
Jurisdiction Pursuant t 0 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 Lllinois, 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 1
was ablle 1o access that Subpaoena via a Freedom of lnformation 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)
frrcendey W sanme curmpetent evidemee [ iave subrittnd amder Sectron
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
Z) Exhibit B, relative to ILSC 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 Ceme 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 delivery confirmation to the Plaintiff, ATTN: David Co, Director,
Deutsclhe Bank National Trust, in Santa Ana, CA,

b. By d-clivery confirmation to Denis Pierce, Robert Deisinger, and Shaun
Callahan 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 Ilincrns,

¢. 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 [lilinpis Appellate Court, Second Distrct, and

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

8. On March 20), 2012, I received a “Notification Letter” (see Group Exhibit 5.2):

a. “Mortion by petitioner, pro se, to Vacate void orders due to lack of jurisdiction
Pursuanit 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 of 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 Divisinn was invoalved,
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NOTE.: The office stafY of the Cierk of the Supreme Court sent competent
evidence 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 berehy allowed,, nnoe pra o to November 13,2011

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

PAYOIE e Qosts amd SRpmses, paricaian'’y’ copy ousts & FadEr, 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 1have spent relative to TLSC Case 113313 and TLSC

Case 1113039

d. T 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. QUESTION: How does a non-attorney know Illinois law better than the

Chief Jlustice of the Supreme Court of Illinois?

10, Per the Repoort of Proceedings for Septexmber 7, 2012 (see Grouwp Exhilit 1.3),
William McAlister ap parently forged Judge O’Leary’s signature on the Order, when Judge
(’Leary was presidingz over the foreclosure courtroom in Judge Siegel’s absence. [ believe that
Todge Koss1 cummened vn Yoe record ket fma weedk douth sumeong Torgmg ruage Kosst' 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 been 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,
Consurner 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 Asprid 12, 202, 1 sent the Judicial Ingniry Board (see Gropp Exhibut 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 Condact with siprefivae —1equired confirmvetion of delivery (see
Group lExhibit 1.1.d).
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IX. VIOLATION OF MY RIGHT TO DUE PROCESS/TREASON

1. Judge Siegel denied the first Defendant Motion to Compel Production (see Group
Exhibit 9 inclusive) oif a routine discovery request, to produce the original Note, the original
Mortgage, and the orijzinal Assignment from the lender to the Plaintiff. Judge Siegel blatantly
violated my right to diae 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 were 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
Comstriudrnon.

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 Dispositiorrs PDF files, it appears 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 1VAFFIDAVITS
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. QUESSTION: Has a single foreclosure case gone to trial in Illinois? If not,
why nott?

1. Twao differen t_affidavits were submitted to ludge: Rassi.hy, Shaun.Callahan.of Pieree &
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'iffant is @t Anfameay ode-ngmar and s ke ” akansges:

b. In addition, the Affiant obviously has no personal knowledge that the Note in
this case was discharged in a Chapter 7 Bankruptcy on May 5, 2009, so any
addition::il mortgage interest is a violation of federal bankruptcy laws, as well as a
violatior- of federal and state debt collection laws.

4. Per the existing 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 inapplicahle fo Illinpds  The fwo Affidavits of Prove-Lip
in my Will County Cas< (see Key Exhibit 5 and Key Exhibit 6), would/should never have been
accepted by the Court.

6. Also, accordiing to the Illinois Conveyances Act, property records require that the
notary be licensed by thie Illinois Secretary of State, so the proposed Version 1 Affidavit violates
Illinois law, which the Mortgage Foreclosure Committee members should have known.
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XI. FE EDBACK - PROPOSED AFFIDAVIT 2 FOOTNOTE

1. It was also “i-ronic” to see the footnote on proposed Affidavit 2 (see Key Exhibit 4) that
is 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 loan. 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 appropriate, including but not limited ta the party's right to enfarce the
instrument of iradebtedness if applicable”

2. What does the Mortgage Foreclosure Commtittee consider “evidentiary requicenients”?
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
mortgage: was produced in 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 Hlinois 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 praperty recards in Ilinois and across the country.

Page 21



Lauren L. Scheffers Wr-itten Submission to Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

XIl. FEEDBACK — PROPUSAL ZIPAYMENT HISTORY

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

Mortgagor.

a. If there is a surplus afier 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

personal deficiency.

2. QUESTION:: How can a Judgment for Foreclosure and Sale be granted with NO
COMPETENET EVILYENCE sunhmitted fo the Coprt sunnarting the amounts dog,
particularly with default judgments?

a. On February 29, 2012, Judge Siegel explicitly committed a Class 1 Felony (see
Group E-shikit %\ ncliusiw wd Sroap ashilot | L acl st rdy withd e Oadra
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
Judgmer 1t tor Foreclosure and Sale.
b. Two clifferent Affidavits of Prove-Up were submitted to Judge Rossi by Shaun
Callahar of Picrce & Associates, one as of September 1, 2010 (see Key Exhibit 5)
and a dif Terent 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
Mote in this case was discharged in a Chapter 7 Bankruptcy on May 5,
2'009, so any additional mortgage interest is a violation of federal
bankpitey laws, as well_as a.vinlation. of federal. and state deht callection.

liaws.
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XIIT. FEEDBACK —~ PROPOSAL 3/CHAIN OF (FRAUDULENT) ASSIGNMENTS

1. On February- 2, 2012, the Illinois Attorney General filed a Complaint, Case
12CHO03602, The Peojple of the State of Illinois, Plaintiff, v. Nationwide Title Clearing, Inc.,
a Florida corporatiom, 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 via a Freedom of Information request.

3. The Exhibits: included in support of the Subpoena were:
a. Exhilhit A, relative to ILSC Case 113313 (see Goronp Exhihit 2.2 ¢) includes
the same 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 fhe 3 Appriiete 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 Ceme and to fudge Gibson in the [8™ fudiciafl
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 General that Plaintiff attomeys are fabricating/ recording fraudulent
assignments in the [llinois property records:

a. Jill Rein, Managing Partner at Pierce & Associates, as "Certifying Officer" for
the Mortgage Electronic Registration System

b. Willizam McAlister of Codilis & Associates, as “Signator” for the Mortgage
Electromic Registration System

5. QUESTION: What kind of competent evidence is required relevant to
assignments recorded in the Illinois property records?
a. Would the Court grant an Order for Foreclosure and Sale to Santa Claus
based 0/n upon a “humorous” assignment (see Key Exhibit 23)?
b. Why are any of the fraudulent assignments any more valid, when the
Illinois Rerarders of Deeds are reguired to acrent aoythine suhmitted with
no verification, whatsoever?

6. QUESTION": Tiow vun Wendetary Wndictinm ve 1vqoind, i A Podndifiis wre
even required to prov ¢ legal standing to agree to any loan modifications, principal
reductions, or refinan ces:

a. If the: Plaintifls know they do not have legally enforceabfe standing,
iff'when the Mortgagors sign loan modifications, principal reductions, or
refinances, FRAUDULENT DOCUMENTATION has been replaced with
legally ¢:nforceable documentation.

b. Do the.: legal fees associated with those Mandatory Mediation meetings get
billed to the Mortgagor?
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6. QUESTIOMN: How can Mandatory ¥ediation be required, if the Plamtifls are not
even required to pro-ve legal standing to agree to any loan medifications, principal
reductions, or refina:nces (con’t.):

c. If the: Mortgagor makes the requisite monthly payments for a “trial”
modific:ation, 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 ara Order for Possession after the Plaintiff forecloses, anyway.

d. It ap pears that Mandatory Mediation meetings are a “win-win” for the
Rlaintit. s,

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 judyge, sv drere & 0U wikmesy @ aay “affeged™ agrecmends orade by
the Plaintiff’s counsel.

7. When [ calle:d a Title Search company to ask about “Sheriff’s Certificate of Sale™ vs.
“Sheriff’s Deed”, 1 me ntioned that lllinois attorneys were fabricating assignments. The person
casually mentioned, “(Dh, there are a lot of those.”

8. Again, [llinois 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
¢. Com mission of a Class X Felony against a financial institution under
Public Act 096-1551, AN ACT CONCERNING CRIMINAL LAW see Key

Exhibit 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 fthat 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, 1 filed the Defendant Motion to Vacate Judgment for
Foreclcsure and Sale (see Group Exhibit 13.1 inclusive).
b. On Juune 22, 2011, Judge Rossi signed an Order denying the Motion to Vacate
Judgment for Foreclosure and Sale (see Group Exhibit 13.2)
c. On March 6, 2012, 1 filed the Mation to Vacate Vaid Qrders due ta Lack of
Jurisdic:tion Pursuant to Section 2-619 with the Supreme Court of Tllinois (see
Group IExhibit 5 inclusive)
d. O Avfarclr 26, 26002, T recerved @ “Noenifeation Cetter” drae statad “Yodron
Denied ”, but no such order was included (see Group Exhibit 5.2).

2. Perits April 6,2012 rufling in case No. 5-10-04%83 (see Key Exhibit 10}, the same
Appellate Court of 11li 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 Backgrcyund and Analysis in that No. 5-10-0483 ruling (see Key Exhibit 10)
clearly document that 1the 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. Tthat 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 ruliing 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. QUESTION: 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 rmy entire Fraud Upon the Court section relative to Will County,
particullarly 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. Robexrt J. Emanuel, as a principal attorney for Deutsch, Levy & Engel, but then
as a principal attorney for Much, Shelist et al, also blatantly violated Rule 137.

2. I have submitted 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 recorcis:

a. Jill R ein, Managing Partner at Pierce & Associates, as "Certifying Officer" for
the Movigage Flectronic Registration System

b. Williiam 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, QUESTION: How can independent law firms, Pierce & Associates/Dykema
Gossett in Will County 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 Plaintififs have already violated HARP, HAMP, and a multitude of Consent Orders
from federal regulatory agencies with impunity.

3. Just like the Amerignest. Settlement. of. lapnary 23,2004, the allegad Natinnal.
Mortgage Settlement (>f 2012 effectively has changed nothing relative to criminal foreclosure
processes like the crim1inal 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 iracluded as a servicer in the “National Mortgage Settlement”.
b. The foreclasire Complaint for oy Anrors property is oo oy primary
residence.

5. QUESTIOM: Wruw {ans u drerh judge torve jurstinkiom uva Yale fimwdosoe

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 cursory review of this submission with its several hundred pages of
Exhibits that have been previously submitted under Section 1 109 Certification clearly
documents a GROSS MISCARRIAGE OF JUSTICE relative to the CRIMINAL SALE OF
MY HOME.

2.1t is also blatantly obvious that the RULE OF LAW DOES NOT EXIST AT ANY
LEVEL OF THE IL.LINOIS JUDICTARY SYSTEM.

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

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

a. The-y 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
Exhibiis 199 inclusive) for intentionally assigninge a Nate in defanlf 402
financial institution.
b. They totally fail to address any accountability for foreclosure judges who are
4CCessuOITIEs 10 ONELIng criminal enterprises, ke Judge Stegel’s explicit
commi ssion of a Class 1 Felony as reported to the Judicial Inquiry Board on April
12,2012.
c¢. They totally fail to address the criminal foreclosures [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
prerequisite 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 submittecl in both of my foreclosure cases from the District Courts to the Appellate
Courts, and to the Illirvois 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 Court of Llinois, becanse doing so would be perjury,
since the several law firms were hired by the servicers in both cases, not directly
by the IPlaintitTs.

6. The foreclosure fmpraverents maadad are & arforve dhe (llinois Mortgage Foraalosure
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 lLaw AT Al {see Group Exhibit b Inclusive):

a. Any/ all foreclosures based on securitized notes are VOID, even if chain of title
were v :rified.
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7. The “Do — Uid™ changes (see Key Exnidit 2U) violate the (ITinots Conveyances Act, the
Illinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law, and the Illinois Statute of Frauds.

8. Per my Rec quest 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 foreclosure 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, Lixvy & Engel; Much, Shelist et al; and Dunn, Martin et al) and in other
cases I have researchred and reported (Codilis & Associates and Freedman, Anselmo et al)
gualify as organizers; of an ongoing criminal financial enterprises.

9. All indges/Imstices and the. many, attarneys wha have. failed ta renort.the,
judges/Justices and atitorneys for investigation have become accessories to the felonies.

10. The many javes Sasdines fave ol rinlidad dhair eudls oif oiffce simd davee
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 2"9/3™ Appellate Courts, and to the Supreme Court of Illinois is required to
take action on this carefully documented competent evidence by:

a. Rule 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
all foreclosure hearinngy.

13. Per those digital recordings, as well as the Plaintiff filings/pleadings, provide
extensive evidence fb:at fhe Toreclosure courtrooms of the 1Z™ and the 1¥™ Judicial Circuit
Courts meet the defi nition of ongoing criminal financial enterprises.

14. With two Tllinois govemors in a row who have been convicted of corruption and are
now in prison, I have requested that the Illinois Attomey General investigate the many District
Court judges, the 2™/3™ Appellate Court Justices, and each of the Illinois Supreme Court Justices

for TREASON agains:t the Constitution for violating my right to Due Process under the
Constitution.

Respectfully submitted,

o4

Lauren L. Scheffers
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LIST OF EXHIBITS

KEY EXHIBITS

A S o

10.
11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

2012/04/13, Co nsumer Financial Protection Bureau Re: Service Providers (3 pgs.)
2012/04/04, 111i nois Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee Proposals (2 pgs.)
2012/04/04, Af fidavit 1 (3 pgs.)

2012/04/04, Af Tidavit 2 (4 pgs.)

2010/05/01, At Tidavit in Case 09CH03797 (2 pgs.)

2LUAL20, AfTidavit in Case Q9CHAO3797 (2 pes.)

2012/04/10, E-1 nail to Thomas P. James, Consumer Counsel, Consumer Fraud Burcau,

1llinois Attorne'y General re: ILLINO1S SUPREME COURT SEEKING COMMENTS

ON PROPOSALS T& WRMPROVE FORECLOSURE PROCEEDINGS, April 4, 2012,

including March 23, 2011 e-mail re: SCHEFFERS/ILSC TREASONOUS *DENIAL*

OF Motion to Vacate Void Orders Pursuant to Section 2-619 (6 pgs.)

2011/01/07, Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court, U.S. Bank National Associates,

trustee [FN1] vis. Antonio IBANEZ (16 pgs.)

2008/05/21, Ap-pellate Court of Illinois, Fifth District, No. 5-06-0664, Bayview Loan

Servicing, L.L.C. v. Jeffrey Eden Nelson (6 pgs.)

a. A summary judgment is an appropriate remedy only if the pleadings, depositions,
and admiissions on file, together with any affidavits, show that there is no genuine
issue of material fact and that the movant is entitled to a judgment as a matter of
law. Pu rtill v. Hess, 1 1 1 111.2d 229, 240 (1986) (pg. 4).

b. Nothings in the fria) ronrt record indicates that Rayview holds the marteaos
or note that is the subject of this foreclosure action. (final pg.)

c. Additionally, because there was no basis for the entry of a summary
Jedgment in favor of Bayview, the court improperly entered the judgment of
foreclos:ure and order of sale. (final pg.)

2012/04/06, Ap pellate Court of Illinois, Fifth District, No. 5-10-0483 (3 pgs.)

2012/12/23, Chief Justice Kifbride of the Supreme Court of Illinois correction of order

per Motion to Correct submitted by non-attorney (2 pgs.)

2012/04/05, 12 Judicial Circuit Court Online Docket, Judicial Notice requested

(10 pgs.)

2009/09/16, Pie rce & Associates Collection Letter (2 pgs.)

a. Hired by American Home Mortgage Servicing, Inc., the servicer, not by the
Plaintift

b. The total amount of the debt due is $186,795.82 vs. $170,963.25 in the Complaint

2010/02/26, Plaintiff’s Response to Defendant’s First Request for Praduction

(6 pgs.)

2010/08/12, Ordder (1 pg.)

a. “All filiwgs by Pefardaat Sokoffers related do afficmative defemses,
counterclaims, or related defense matters must be submitted to the Court for
written approval regarding whether Plaintiff must respond or whether the
filings w/ill be stricken without hearing or Turther briefings.”
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Committee

KEY EXHIBITS (CON’T.)
16.  2010/11/16, Rexport of Proceedings, presiding Judge Siegel (11 pgs.)
17 2011/07/01, Nootice of Appeal (1 pg.)
18 2011/07/20, Sheeriff’s Report of Sale and Distribution (2 pgs.)
19.  Foundational Il linois legislation, Supreme Court Rules, Civil Statutes, and
Judicial/Attorniay Cindes of Professional Coanduoes
a. Public Act 096-1551, AN ACT concerning criminal law, effective July 1, 2011
(3 pgs.»
b. Rule 63 , Canon 3 (3 ps.y
c. Rule 8.44, Misconduct (2 pgs.)
d. List of I xhibits — Motion to Vacate (3 pgs.)

[) ILCS 735.5/1 109, Code of"Civil Procedure, re: Veritication by
Certification

2) ILCS 735 5/Art. 11. Pt. 10, Code of Civil Procedure, re: Summary
Judgment

3) IL.CS 765-5/0.01, Illinois Conveyances Act
4) KL.CS 735 5/Ant. XV, Illinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law
5) ILCS 810 5/Article 3, Uniform Commercial Code, re: Negotiable
Securities and Part 3. Enforcement of Instruments
6) JLCS 735 S/Act. I, Pt & Cade of Civil Procedure, te: Pleading,
€. Illinois IFinancial Crime Law (4 pgs.)
20. 2010, “Do - Did”, by James McGuire (1 pg.)
2. 20090115 Assigmarent of MortgageDeed (I pg.)
NOTE: Allege.d assignment was notarized after the Note was in default with an
effective date :after the Note was included in a Chapter 7 Bankruptcy filing on
January 38, 2UHY
22.  2008/11/20 Allleged corporate resolution by Citi Residential Lending Inc. regarding
signing authorit:y for assignments by Crystal Moore and Bryan Bly, both employees of
Nationwide Tit le Clearing, Inc., not of Citi Residential Lending (3 pgs.)
a. Bryan B3ly
b Crystal Moore
c. Only 2 Of 3 signatures
d. No titless of signatories
NOTE: Where did Towe & Conntry Credis anthorize Cisi Residensial 1 ending Ine. to bave
legal standing to assign the Note and the Mortgage
23.  07/09/10 Santa Claus Assignment as fabricated/published on the Intemet (1 pg.)
24.  2010/10/25 Dertstlhe Dark Re. Ceram Alepatons Repardimy Loan Servicer Forechosure
Practices (1 pg. )
a. “Specifi cally, the Trustee issued, on October 8, 2010, the attached memorandum
to all fo-an servicers tor U.S. residential mortgage backed securities trusts”
NOTE: The al leged trust is not a land trust as specified in Sec. 15-1106 of the Illinois
Mortgage Forweclosure Law
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Committee

KEY EXHIBITS (CON’T.)

25.

2010/10/08, Dczutsche Bank Re: Allegations Regarding Certain Servicing Foreclosure

Procedures (3 yogs.)

a. “We write to express the Trustee’s serious concem regarding allegations of
potentizi} defects in foreclosure practices, procedures and/or documentation used
by certzyin major Joan servicers and their agents” {pg. 1)

b. “Ceasc and desist from taking any unlawful or improper action with respect
to the servicing of Trust assets, including, but not limited to, making any
false or miskeading viatements in any Hling, notice, dovument or paper of any
kind” ( pg. 2)

c. “Cease and desist from executing any document on behalf of the Trustee or
on behalf of any Trust, under any power or attorney or otherwise, unfess and
until the Servicer and its agents have: (a) verified that all statements in such
document are true, complete and correct; and (b) determined that the
execution and filing of such documents are in full compliance with all
applica ble laws, rules and regulations, including all applicable rules of court”
(pg- 2)

NOTE: The January 10, 2011 Affidavit of Prove-Up document violates this Cease

and Desist order with its violation of the Chapter 7 Bankruptcy filing on January

30,2009

NOTE: The affiant apparently had no personal knowledge of the Chapter 7

Bankruptcy

d. “Cease and desist from executing any document in a manner that indicates
or suggrests that the signatory is an officer or employee of the Trustee” (pg. 2)

NOTE: The January 10,2011 Affidavit of Prove-Up document violates this Cease and
Desist order as “Agexit” for the Trustee

26.

2008/07/28 Dewtsche Bank Re: Advisory Concerning Servicing Issues Affecting
Securitized Housing Assets (4 pgs.)

NOTE: The akleged trust is not 3 langd trust as specified in See. 315-1106 of the Illinais
Mortgage Foreclosure Law

a. “(1) Foreclosure Procedures: Proof of “Ownership” of Loans (pg. 1)
1) “in oMPhreTe with all federal, siane, and foval rarws, Tales, regulaions
:and court procedures”™

NOTE: The Ililinois Conveyances Act controls the recording requirements relative

to real estate fiens

b. “In this regard, the Trustee is concerned that servicers make clear to their
servicimg personnel and other professionals, including legal counsel, retained by
servicer s, that securitization trusts typically become the owners of, and take
title to, mortgage loans at the time the securitization trusts are formed (pg. 2)

NOTE: The al leged Trust closed on February 6, 2004
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Committee

KEY EXHIBITS (CON’T.)

26.

27.

2008/07/28 Dezutsche Bank Re: Advisory Concerning Servicing Issues Affecting

Securitized H-ousing Assets (con’t.)

c. “In particular, servicing professionals must become sufficiently familiar with the
terms o-f the relevant securitization documents for each Trust for which they act to
explain. and, where necessary, prove those terms and the resulting ownership
interests to courts and government agencies” (pg. 2)

d. “In no event should servicer-retained foreclosure professionals, including
counsey, midrwh Yrind i, ‘malrodineg vvars, o i vinng Aoh Y
Trustee directly controls the foreclosure process or any related litigation
proces:s (pg. 2)

NOTE: The Complaint in this instant action [ists the Trust as Plaintift, not

American Ho me Mortgage Servicing, Inc., as servicer on behalf of the Trust

2007/08/30 Deutsche Bank Re: Complaint With Laws, Rules and Regulations in

Connection Wiith Foreclosures on Securitized Assets: Attentiveness to Certain

Community an.d Governmental Concerns: Proper Description of Legal Capacities (2 pgs.)

NOTE: The allleged trust is not a land trust as specified in Sec. 15-1106 of the Hlinois

Mortgage Foreclosure Law

a. “d) At all times properly identify your representative capacity, as servicer, and
DBNT(’s ar DBTCA’s capacity “as Trustee of [insert name of relevant Toast]” in
all noticzes, pleadings, correspondence or other documents relating to the mortgage
loans™ (pg. 2)

NOTE: The Cuompain¢ i ¢fis dmséare avtion hisés dre Trase as Pannai(¥ moe

American Home Mortgage Servicing, Inc., as servicer on behalf of the Trust
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Committee

GROUP EXHIBIT 1 - FRAUD UPON THE COURT
1. 2012/04/12, Jwdicial Inquiry Board

a.

b.
c

d.

Reque:st for an Immediate Investigation of Judge Richard J. Siegel for
Comm ission of a Class 1 Felony and for Multiple Violations of the Judicial
Code o-f Conduct (5 pgs.)

Judicial Coamplaint Form (4 pos )

List of Exhibits (3 pgs.)

2012/04/13, USPS Signature-Required Proof of Delivery (1 pg.)

2. 2012/04/05, Conpies of E-miails with primi-ouis of attached PRFS w0 Congomer Coansel,
IAG, Re: WIL L COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL COMMITTED CLASS 1 FELONY
ON 02/29/12

a.
b.
c.

d.
e.

Notice of Fifing, Apnl 5, 2012 ([ pg.)

Certification of Service (1 pg.)

2012/0-4/04 Letter to Judge Richard J. Siegel with Signature-Required

Confirnnation of Delivery of 2307 1770 0000 1052 1604 (1 pg.)

2012/0+3/04 List of Enclosures (2 pgs.)

2012/0.3/02 E-mails to Thomas P. James, Consumer Counsel, Consumer Fraud

Bureau, Illinois Attorney General

1) Re: SCHEFFERS 1 of 6/WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL
COMMITTED CLASS L FELONY ON 02/29/12 (4 pgs.)

2) Re: SCHEFFERS 2 of 6/WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL
COMMITTED CLASS 1 FELONY ON 02/29/12 (2 pgs.)

3 Re: SCHEFFERS 3 of &WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL
COMMITTED CLASS 1 FELONY ON 02/29/12 (1 pg.)

4) Re: SCHEFFERS 4 of 6/WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL
COMMITTED CLASS 1 FELUNY ON U2/29712 (3 pgs.)

5) Re: SCHEFFERS 5 of 6/WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL
COMMITTED CLASS 1 FELONY ON 02/29/12 (4 pgs.)

6) Re: SCHEFFERS 6 of 6/WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL
COMMITTED CLASS 1 FELONY ON (2/29/12 (2 pgs.)

3. 2011/09/07, Report of Proceedings, presiding Judge O’Leary’s signature forged by
William McAl ister of Codilis & Associates (3 pgs.)
4, 2010/11/12, M otion for Sanctions

a.

b.

C.

.

==

bl

Notice of Motion, November 12, 2010 (1 pg.)
Proof of Service (2 pgs.)

Defendlant Section 1 109 Certification (1 pg.)
Defend zra Motion fur Semevoms (13 pes.)
List of Exhibits (13 pgs.)

2010/11/22, Rezcusal Order by Judge Siegel under Rule 63 (3 pgs.)

6. 2011/01/21, Response to Defendant’s Motion tor Sactions <sic>

a.
b.

Notice of Filing/Proof of Service, January 21, 2011 (1 pg.)
Response to Defendant’s Motion for Sactions <sic> (2 pgs.)
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Committee

GROUP EXHIBIT 1 - FRAUD UPON THE COURT (CON’T.)

7.

9.

10.

2011/02/07, Defendant Reply in Support of Defendant Motion for Sanctions

a. Notice of Filing, February 7, 2011 (1 pg.)

b Proof ¢»f Service (2 pgs.)

c Defend:ant Section 1 109 Certification {1 pg.)

d Defend:ant Reply in Suppart of Defendant Motion for Sanctions (1] pgs.)

e List of Exhibits (10 pgs.)

2011/05/08, Motion for Sanctions Against Pierce & Associates Pursuant to Rule 137

a Notice of Movion, May 8, 291 (1 pe)

b Proof of Service (1 pg.)

c Defend:ant Section 1 109 Certification (1 pg.)

d. Motion for Sanctions Against Pierce & Associates Pursuant to Rule [37 (5 pgs.)
€. List of  Exhibits (4 pgs.)

Pierce & Associates Response to Defendant’s Motion for Sanctions Against Pierce &
Associates Pu rsuant to Rule 137 - NONE

2011/06/22, Order (1 pg.)

a. “Defenidant’s Motion for Sanctions Against Pierce & Associates is denied.”

GROUP EXHIBIT Z: - 1AG COMPLAINT 12CH03602 IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF
COOK COUNTY

1.

2012/02/02, C omplaint 12CH03602 in the Circuit Court of Cook County, Chancery

Division

a. The Pe:ople of the State of [llinois, Plaintiff, v. Nationwide Title Clearing,
Inc., a Florids eorporation, Defendangs

b. Filed February 2, 2012

c. Compi! aint for Injunctive and Other Relief for violations of the Consumer Fraud
and Detepfivve Business Practines At {"Congarmes Fraad A", 815 1LCS 5051
et seq ( 23 pgs.)

d. Exhibit s (6 pgs.)

201 0/095/25, Swbpoena Duces Tecum of the Attorney General of the State of [llinois, The

People of the State of Illinois Consumer Protection Division

a. Subpoezna Duces Tecum of the Attorney General of the State of 1llinois (1 pg.)

b. Rider t« Subpoena for Nationwide Title Clearing, Inc. with Interrogatories and
Reques:ts for Production (5 pgs.)

c. Exhibi t A, relative to ILSC Case 113313 (9 pgs.)

d. Exhibit B, relative to ILSC Case 113039 (2 pgs.)

€. Certified Mail (1 pg.)
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Committee

IL.LINOIS SUPREME COURT CASES 113313/113039

GROUP EXHIBIT 3 - CASE 113313, NOTICE OF FILING PETITION FOR LEAVE TO
APPEAL PURSUAMNT TO RULE 315 OR APPEAL AS A MATTER OF RIGHT
PURSUANT TO RU'LE 317
1. 2011/11/02, N atice of Filing Petition for Leave to Appeal Pursuans o Rule 315 ar Appeal
as a Matter of' Right Pursuant to Rule 317
Notice: of Filing, November 2, 2011 (2 pgs.)
Proof of Service (2 pe3)
Defenclant Section 1 109 Certification (1 pg.)
Notice of Filing Petition for Leave to Appeal Pursuant to Rule 315 or Appeal as a
Matter ot"Right Fursuant to Rule 37 {19 pgs.)
c. Separate Appendix (8 pgs.)
2. 2012/01/25, “Notification Letter” (1 pg.)
a. “The S upreme Court today DENIED the petition for leave to appeal or appeal as a
matter of right in the above entitled cause.”

RO oP

GROUP EXHIBIT 4 — CASE 113313, MOTION FOR SERVICE OF ORDERS SIGNED
BY SUPREME COURT AND APPELLATE COURT JUSTICES
1. 2012/12/15, Motion for Service of Orders Signed by Supreme Court and Appellate Court
Justices
a. Notice of Filing, December 15, 2012 (1 pg.)
b Proof o»f Service (4 pgs.)
c. Defencilant Section 1 109 Certification (1 pg.)
d Motior for Service of Orders Signed by Supreme Court and Appellate Court
lustice s (20 pes)
€. Separatie Appendix (7 pgs.)
2. 2012/01/06, “Motification Letter” (1 pg.)
d. “foday dre followimg araber was emiered ot G capiomad case: Koo by
petitionier, pro se, for service of signed orders by Supreme Court and Appellate
Court Justices, Motion Denied. Order entered by the court.”
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Lauren L. Scheffers: Written Submission to the Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure

Committee

GROUP EXHIBIT 5 - CASE 113313, MOTION TO VACATE VOID ORDERS DUE TO

LACK OF JURISDICTION PURSUANT TO SECTION 2-619

1. 2012/03/06, Motion to Vacate Void Orders due to Lack of Jurisdiction Pursuant to
Section 2-619

a.
b.
C.
d

e

2. 201200
a.

Notice of Filing, March 6, 2012 (1 pg.)

Proof oof Service (4 pgs.)

Defendant Section 1 109 Certification (1 pg.)

Motion to Vacate Void Orders due to Lack of Jurisdiction Pursuant to Section
2-619 (langs.)

Appencdix (2 pgs.)

3/20, “IMNotification Letter” (1 pg.)

“Motion by pelidiomer, pro se, (o Vacale vaid arders due &7 kol o farsaiodion
Pursuant to Section 2-619. Motion denied.”

3. 2012/03/26, F-mail to Consumer Counsel, 1AG Re: SCHEFFERS/ILSC TREAONOUS
*DENIAL* ('F Mofion to Vacate Void Orders Pursuant to Section 2-601Y

a.
b.
C.

Notice of Filing, March 26, 2012 (1 pg.)

Certificzation of Service (1 pg.)

2012/03/23, E-mails to Thomas P. James, Consumer Counsel, Consumer Fraud

Bureauy, 1llinois Attorney General Re: SCHEFFERS/ILSC TREAONOUS

*DENHTAL* OF Motion to Vacate Void Orders Pursuant to Section 2-619 (3 pgs.)

2012/0 3/20, “Notification Letter” (1 pg.)

1) “Motion by petitioner, pro se, to vacate void orders due to lack of
jurisdiction Pursuant to Section 2-619. Maotion denied.” (1 pg.)

THIRD APPELLATE COURT CASE 3-11/0476

GROUP EXHIBIT 6 — PETITION FOR CERTIFICATE OF IMPORTANCE
1. 2011/10/17, Pe:tition for Certificate of Importance

a.
b.
C.
d.

Notice of Filing, October 17, 2011 (1 pg.)
Certification of Service (1 pg.)

Defendant Section 1 109 Certification (1 pg.)
Petition far Certificate of lmpartance (13 pgs.)

2. 2011/11/10, “Motification Letter” (1 pg.)

a.

“The C ourt has this day entered in the above entitled cause the following order:
Appellarnt’s Petition for Certificate of Importance is DENIED.”
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Lauren L. Scheffers: "Written Submission to the Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure
Committee

12™ JUDICIAL CIRCUIT COURT CASE 09CH3797

GROUP EXHIBIT 7 — ANSWER AND COUNTER-COMPLAINT

1. 2009/11/13, Ainswer and Counter-Complaint
a. Defend ant Section 1 109 Certification (1 pg.)
& Answer and Couder-Complaint (28 pes. )
c Exhibiit Categories (4 pgs.)

GROUP EXAIBIT 8 —DEFENDANT I MUTIONTFOR YUTET TTILE
1. 2009/11/09, Di:fendant’s Motion for Quiet Title
a. Notice of Motion, November 9, 2009 (1 pg.)
b. Proof Of Service (1 pg.)
c. Defenclant’s Motion for Quiet Title (2 pgs.)
2. 2009/12/21, R esponse to Defendant’s Motion for Quiet Title
a. Notice of Filing/Proof of Service, December 21, 2009 (1 pg.)
b. Resporise to Defendant’s Motion for Quiet Title (3 pgs.)
3. 2010/01/14, D efendant/Counter-Plaintiff Reply to Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Response
to Motion for *Quiet Title (15 pgs.)
Notice of Filing, January 14, 2010 (2 pgs.)
Proef ChServre i\ peYy
Defendlant Section 1 109 Certification (1 pg.)
Defendlant/Counter-Plaintiff Reply to Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant Response to
Motion tor Quiet Title (5 pgs.)
€. List of " Exhibits (1 pg.)
4. 2009/11/24, Cnrder with briefing schedule (1 pg.)
5. 2009/11/28, O'rder (1 pg.)
a. “Moticyn for Quiet Title denied.”
b. “Plaint iff has 28 days to respond to Defendant’s Counterclaim and Affirmative
Defenses, as well as any pending discovery.”

SN

GROUP EXHIRBIT 9 — DEFENDANT MOQTION, TQ COMPEL. PRODLUICTION,
1. 2009/12/24, Drefendant’s First Request for Production (3 pgs.)
2. 2010/02/26, P laintiff’s Response to Defendant’s First Request for Production
a. Certifi cation of Service, February 26, 2018 (1 pg.}
b. Plainti ff’s Response to Defendant’s First Request for Production (5 pgs.)
3. 2010/06/11, Defendant Motion to Compel Production
Notice of Motion — Amended Date, June 11, 2010 {1 pg.)
Proof of Service (1 pg.)
Defenc lant Section 1 109 Certification (1 pg.)
Defendant Motion to Compel Production (4 pgs.)
List of” Exhibits (1 pg.)
4. 2010/08/12 Order (1 pg.)
a. “Defendant’s Motions denied for reasons stated on the record.”
NOTE: No suach reason stated in the Report of Proceedings.

o a6 op
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Lauren L. Scheffers: ~'Written Submission to the Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure
Committee

GROUP EXHIBIT 10 - PLAINTIFF/COUNTER-DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO
DISMISS AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES AND COUNTER- COMPLAINT PURSUANT TO
735 ILCS SECTION 2-619.1
1. 2010/03/16, P1 aintiff/Counter-Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss Affirmative Defenses and
Counter-Comp»laint Pursuant to 735 ILCS Section 2-619.1
a. Certification of Service, March 16, 2010 (1 pg.)
b. Plainti ff/Counter-Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss Affirmative Defenses and
Counter-Complaint Pursuant to 735 ILCS Section 2-619.1 (2 pgs.)
2. 2010/03/16, Merarandum in Support of Plantiff/ Counter-Defendant’s Mation ta
Dismiss Affirnnative Defenses and Counter-Complaint Pursuant to 735 ILCS Section

2-619.1
a. Certification af Servive, Marak 1§, 2008 ) pg.)
b. Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss

Affirm ative Defenses and Counter-Complaint Pursuant to 735 ILCS Section 2-
619.1 (14 pgs.)

3. 2010/04/15, Diefendant/Counter-Plaintiff Response to Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant’s
Motion to Disrniss Affirmative Defenses and Counter-Complaint Pursuant to 735 ILCS
Section 2-619. 1

Notice of Filing, April 15, 2010 (1 pg.)

Proof o f Service (1 pg.)

Defend ant Section 1 109 Certification (1 pg.)

Defend ant/Counter-Plaintiff Response to Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant’s Motion to

Dismiss Affirmative Defenses and Connter-Coamnlaint Pursuant $o 735 ILCS

Sectior: 2-619.1 (8 pgs.)

e. List of Exhibits (1 pg.)

4. WHYRSATY , T et s Repley ‘m Sapport v e Wididon w Drismiiss Affrmetive Deferses
and Counter-C omplaint Pursuant to 1LCS Section 2-619.1
a. Certific:ation of Service, May 7, 2010 (1 pg.)

b. Plainti#i”s Reply in Support of its Motion to Dismiss Aftirmative Defenses and
Counter-Complaint Pursuant to ILCS Section 2-619.1 (9 pgs.)
5. 2010/05/13 Order (1 pg.)
a. “Plaintiff’s Motion to Dismiss is granted.”

oo op
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Lauren L. Scheffers: Written Submission to the Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure
Committee

GROUP EXHIBIT 11 - DEFENDANT/COUNTER-PLAINTIFF MOTION TO DISMISS
COMPLAINT TO FORECLOSE MORTGAGE FOR LACK OF LEGAL STANDING
1. 2010/03/03, Defendant/Counter-Plaintiff Motion to Dismiss Complaint to Foreclose
Mortgage for }_ack of Legal Standing
Notice of Motion, March 3, 2010 (1 pg.)
Proof of Service (2 pgs.)
Notice of Motion — Amended Date, March 5, 2010 (1 pg.)
Proof of Service (1 pg.)
Defendtant Section 1 109 Certification () pg.)
Defend! ant/Counter-Plaintiff Motion to Dismiss Complaint to Foreclose Morigage
for Lac k of Legal Standing (12 pgs.)
£g. List of” Exhibits (3 pgs.)
2. 2010/04/15, Pilaintiff’s Response to Defendant Scheffer’s Motion to Dismiss Complaint
to Foreclose Mortgage for Lack of Legal Standing (10 pgs.)
a. Certific;ation of Service, April 15, 2010 (1 pg.)
b. Plainti#T"s Response to Defendant Scheffer’s <sic> Motion to Dismiss Complaint
to Fore close Mortgage for Lack of Legal Standing (10 pgs.)
3. 2010/05/05, Diefendant’s Reply to Plaintiff’s Response to Defendant Scheffer’s <sic>
Motion to Dis:miss Complaint to Foreclose Mortgage for Lack of Legal Standing
Natice of Filing,May 53,2010 (L ne),
Proof ¢»f Service (1 pg.)
Defendiant Section 1 109 Certification (1 pg.)
Defendlam’s Reply o PlaiméiFs Respumse to Deferndamt Saretffer’s <sie> Madom
to Disimmiss Complaint to Foreclose Mortgage for Lack of Legal Standing (10 pgs.)
e. General State re: No Waiver of Rights (2 pgs.)
f. List of Exhibits (9 pgs.)
4, 2010/05/13 Order (1 pg.)
a. “Defen dant’s Motion to Dismiss is denied.”
b. “The Court finds that Plaintiff has legal standing.”

S

ro o

GROUP EXHIBIT 12 - DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

1. 2010/09/08, Dczfendant Motion for Summary Judgment

Notice of Motion, September 8, 2010 (1 pg.)

Proof o f Service (1 pg.)

Defend:ant Section 1 109 Certification (1 pg.)

Defendlant Motion for Summary Judgment (15 pgs.)

Memar-andum. in_ Simpant. of Defendant. Mation_for Summary Indgment (13 ngs.),
List of Exhibits (18 pgs.)

mp e o
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Lauren L. Scheffers: Written Submission to the Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure
Committee

GROUP EXHIBIT 12 - DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
(CON’T.)
2. 2010/10/05, Moition to Strike Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment
Notice o f Filing/Certification of Service, October 5, 2010 (2 pgs.)
Motion t o Strike Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment (2 pgs.)
Exhihif £A: 20]0/05/13 Cowrt Qrder {1 ng.)
Exhibit 1B: 2010/08/12 Court Order
1) “*All filings by Defcndant Scheffers related to affirmative defenses,
© vorferYooms, v TYeded it ediers Tt 'oe solomifiteed 1o Yo
Court for written approval regarding whether Plaintiff must respond
o:r whether the filings will be stricken without hearing or further
Priefings.”™
3. 2010/10/18, Deifendant Response to Plaintiff Motion to Strike Defendant Motion for
Summary Judgrnent
Notice o f Filing, October 18, 2010 (1 pg.)
Proof of Service (1 pg.)
Defenda nt Section 1 109 Certification (1 pg.)
Defendant Response to Plaintiff Motion to Strike Defendant Motion for Summary
Judgment (4 pgs.)
e. List of Exhihits (2 peg.)
4, 2010/10/18, Det’endant Combined Response to Plaintiff Motion for Order of Default,
Motion for Judg ment for Foreclosure and Sale, and Motion for Summary Judgment
A Nuree o f Frlimg, Gotober 18, 20081 peg. )}
b. Proof of ‘Service (1 pg.)
c. Defenda nt Section 1 109 Certification (1 pg.)
d Detendant Combined Response to Plaintiff Mofion Tor Order ol Detault, Mofion
for Judgiment for Foreclosure and Sale, and Motion for Summary Judgment
(3 pgs.)
List of Exhibits (1)
Exhibit 1
1) Notice of Motion (1 pg.)
2) M fotion for Order of Default (1 pg.)
3) Motion for Judgment for Foreclosure and Sale (1 pg.)
4) Mation for Summary Judgment {1 no. )
NOTE: This Motion for Summary Judgment is different than the one served
upon the Defendant on April 5, 2011, the day after the Plaintiff Motion for
Suunnary Fadgmem wah ‘veen gramed vn Aprih 4, 201, woen 1 e wready
been denied on March 22, 2011.
5. 2010/10/19, [Plexintiff} Reply in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment
a. Notice ot Filing/Certificate ot Service October 20, 2010 (2 pgs.)
b. [Plaintifif} Reply in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment (4 pgs.)
NOTE: No Plaintiff Motion for Summary Judgment was filed with the Court

eEnh o

o op

So
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Lauren L. Scheffers: "Written Submission to the Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure
Committee

GROUP EXHIBIT 1 2 - DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
(CONT.)
6. 2010/10/23, D efendant Reply in Support of Defendant Motion for Summary Judgment
Pursuant to 73.5 ILCS 3/2-1005 — Corrected
Notice of Filing, October 23, 2010 (1 pg.)
Proof nof Service (1 ng.)
Defenclant Section 1 109 Certification (1 pg.)
Defenclant Reply in Support of Defendant Motion for Summary Judgment
Perseantc s O THAS YRS —ComataGBpgsy
€. List of Exhibits (2 pgs.)
7. 2011/03/22 Me2morandum and Order received March 26, 2011 for April 4, 2011 hearing
a. Cover letter (T pg.)
b. Memorandum and Order (12 pgs.)
c. 2011/03/28 Clerk entry relative to Memorandum and Order of March 22, 2011

ef e

1) Plaintiff’s motion to strike the motion for summary judgment of
Defendant is denied

2) Defendant’s motion to strike the motion for summary judgment of
Plaintiff is denied

3) Defendant’s motion for sanctions i1s denied

4), Defendant? s motion, for snmmary indgment.is denied.

5) Plaintiff’s motion for summary judgment is denied

6) Matter is set for status on April 4, 2011 at 9:00 AM in Room 401
8. 2011/04/04 Ovder (1 pg.}

a. “Plaintiff’s Motion for Summary Judgment is granted.”
b. "Plain tiff is to send copy of its Motion for Summary Judgment to
Defendlant.”

NOTE: The C ‘ourt suddenly granted Plaintiff Motion for Summary Judgment at a
status call to s:et a trial date on April 4, 2011, when the unrecorded Plaintiff’s
Motion for Suimmary Judgment had just been denied on March 22, 2011

9. 2011/04/0S Ceopy of Pierce & Associates letter to Judge Rossi (1 pg.)

10. 2011/04/05 M otion for Summary Judgment (1 pg.)
a. Grantc:d the day before, when denied on March 22, 2011
b. Never filed nor previously served upon the Defendant

GROUP EXHIBIT 13 - DEFENDANT MOTION TO VACATE JUDGMENT FOR
FORECLOSURE AND SALE

1. 2011/05/07, Drefendant Motion to Vacate Judgment for Foreclosure and Sale

a. Notice of Motion, May 7, 2011 (1 pg.)

b. Proof o»f Service (1 pg.)

c Defendiant Section 1 109 Certification (1 pg.)

d. Defenciant Motion to Vacate Judgment for Foreclosure and Sale (32 pgs.)
€. List of 'Exhibits (35 pgs.)

BAVIYY ‘}n\ﬂ"ll, Or1ira {\11 ]‘.%.‘}

a. “Defen:dant’s motion to vacate judgment of foreclosure and sale is denied.”
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Lauren L. Scheffers: Written Submission to the Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure
Committee

GROUP EXHIBIT 14 - DEFENDANT MOTION TO COMPEL PRODUCTION 2
1. 2011/02/22, Diefendant’s Second Request for Production

a. Proof of Service (2 pgs.)

b. Defendiant’s Second Request for Production (3 pgs.)
2. PlaintifP’s Re:sponse to Defendant’s Second Request for Production - NONE
A 2011/05/09, D efendant Motion to Compel Producsion 2

a. Notice of Motion, May 9, 2011 (1 pg.)
b. Proof oof Service (1 pg.)

2. Defreraddent Seiaom | WS Coriffrtion 4 1gY
d. Detenciant Motion to Compel Production 2 (4 pgs.)
e. List of Exhibits (3 pgs.)
4. 2011/06/22, Onrder (1 pg.)
a. “Defenndant’s motion to Compel Production 2 is denied.”

GROUP EXHIBIT 1 5-MOTION FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER

AND/ROR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION

1. 2011/06/17, Miotion for Temporary Restraining Order and/or Preliminary Injunction

a. Notice of Motion, June 17, 2011 (1 pg.)

b. Proof of Service (1 pg.)

c. Defendant Section 1 109 Certification (1 pg)

d. Motion: for Temporary Restraining Order and/or Preliminary Injunction (8 pgs.)

e. List of Exhibits (2 pgs.)

2011/06/22, Onda-({ pg.)

a. “Defendant’s motion for temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction is
denied.”

2.

GROUP EXHIBIT 1 6 - NOTICE OF APPEAL
l. 2011/07/01, Niotice of Appeal
a. Notice of Appeal, July 1, 2011 (1 pg.)
b. Proof of Service (1 pg.)
C. Defendant Section 1 109 Certification (1 pg.)
d. List of Exhibits (2 pgs.)

GROUP EXHIBIT t 7 - SHERIFF’S REPORT OF SALE AND DISTRIBUTION/

CERTIFICATE OF SALE

1. 2011/07/20, Sheriff’s Report of Sale and Distribution (2 pgs.)

2. 2011/07/28, Sheriffs Certificate of Sale (1 pg.)

3 2012/02/28, E--meil v Thores P. bames, Consarmer Cownael, Consumet Frand Buiea,
Illinois Attornezy General re: SCHEFFERS/UPDATE 1 OF 3 DUNN MARTIN-
SCHEFFERS /PIERCE/DYKEMA CONSUMER FRAUD (3 pgs.)
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CFPB Bullet in 2012-03
Date:  Aproal 13, 2012
Subject: Service Providers

The Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (“CFPB™) expects supervised banks and
nonbanks to ovesser thais nsiasss watioaships with sernge prondrs o 4 Tasnes that
ensutes comypliance with Federal consumer financial law, which is designed to protect the
interests of c onsumers and avoid consumer harm. The CFPB’s exercise of its
supervisory zind enforcement authority will closely reflect this odentation and emphasis.

This Bulletirx uses the following terms:
Supervised barmks avd wonbonks whess w he Wlowag canties voperrised by die CHER:

e Larg-e insured depository institutions, large insured credit unions, and their
affili.ates (12 U.S.C. § 5515); and

o  Certain non-depository consumer financial services companmies (12 U.S.C. §
5514).

Supervised serv ice providers relfers to (he following entifies supervised by the CFPB:

e  Serv ice providers to supervised banks and nonbanks (12 U.5.C. §§ 5515, 5514);
and

s  Service providers to a substantial number of small insured depository institutions
or small insured credit unions (12 US.C. § 5516).

Service provider ~is generally defined in section 1002(26) of the Dodd-Frank Act as “any
person that porovides a material service to a covered person in connection with the
offering or p: rovision by such covered person of a consumer financial product or
service.” (12 UISW § 3480 A A service proviakr may or may not de arfiitated witdh tle
person to wlich it provides services.

Federal consur wer finandial faw is defined in section 1002(14) of the Dodd-Frank Act
(12 US.C. §:3481(14).

A. Service .Provider Relationships

The CFPB recogaizes that the use of service providers is often an approprate business
decision for supervised banks and nonbanks. Supervised banks and nonbanks may
outsource cexrtain functons to service providers due to resource constraints, use service
providers to frevelop and market wAdraond prodatis O services, ot ey on ERptTse
from setvice providers that would not otherwise be available without significant
investment.



However, th e mere fact that a supervised bank or nonbank enters into a business
relationship with a service provider does not absolve the supervised bank or nonbank of
responsibilit v for complying with Federal consumer financial law to avoid consumer
harm. A service proviabr taris unrarmilar wim tle ibgar' requirements appicatit ro ule
products or services being offered, or that does not make efforts to implement those
requiremnents carefully and effectively, or that exhibits weak internal controls, can harm
consumers and. create patential lahilities foc hoth the service grovider and the eatitg with
which it has a business relationship. Depending on the circumstances, legal responsibility
may lie with the supervised bank or nonbank as well as with the supervised service
provider.

B. The CiFPB’s Supetvisory Authotity Over Service Providers

Title X auth orizes the CFPB to examine and obtain reports from supervised banks and
2enkanks bon empliarce wih Frdrml cenpunes fSpoacial. \ore wmd s orkes wlated
purposes an«1 also 10 exercise its enforcement anthonty when violations of the law are
identified. T itle X also grants the CFPB supervisory and enforcement authority over
supervised s arvice providers, which inciudes the authority to examine the operations of
service providers on site.,! The CFPB will exercise the full extent of its supervision
authority over supervised service providers, including its authonity to examine for
compliance with Title 2’s prohibition on unfair, deceptive, or abusive acts or practices.
The CFPB w.ll also exercise its enforcement authority against supervised service
providers as appropmate.?

C. The CF PBs Expectations

The CFPB =xpects supervised banks and nonbanks to have an effective process for
managing thie risks of service provider relationships. The CFPB will apply these
expectations consistently, regardless of whether it is a supervised bank or nonbank that
has the relati onship with a service provider.

To limit the potential for statutory or reguletosy viclations and related consumer harm,
supervised Iranks and nonbanks should take steps to ensure that their business
arrangements with service providers do not present unwarranted fsks to consumers.
These steps should include, but are not limited to:

* Con ducting thorough due diligence to verify that the service provider
undierstands and is capable of complying with Federal consumer financial law;

L See, e.g, subsections 1024(e), 1025(d), and 1026(e), and secdons 1053 and 1054 of the Dodd-
Frank Act, 12 U.S.C. §§ 5514(¢), 5515(d), 5516(e), 5563, and 5564.
2 See 12 U.S.C. §§ 5531(a), 5536.



* Req uesting and reviewing the service provider’s policies, procedutes, internal
conixols, and training matenals to ensure that the service providet conducts
appi-:oprate training and oversight of employees or agents that have consumer
conract or cumpiliney respurrsinlines;

¢ Including in the contract with the service provider clear expectations about
conapliance, as well as approprate and enforceabie consequences for violating
any <ompliance-wlated wyponshilities, wdlnding eogigog o o, decapline,
or aibusive acts or practices;

¢  Estaiblishing iaternal controls and on-goiag monitoring to determine whether the
serv ice provider is complving with Federal consumer financial law; and

® Taking prompt action to address fully any problems identified through the
momnitoring process, including terminating the relationship where appropriate.

For more inf-ormation pertaining to the responsibilides of a supervised bank or nonbank
that has busi ness arrangements with service providers, please review the CFPB’s
Supervision an d Examination Manual: Coppliance Managerment Review and Unfair, Deceptive, and
b Aoy or Fhaities:?

* htip:/ /fwrww consumerfinance.gov/wp-
content/them e b theme/] 5 rvision examination marual 11211.pdf atr 32 (CMR
1), 37 (CMR (3}, 4 (UDAAP 1), and 59 (UDAAP 6).



ILLINOIS SUPREME COURT
MORTGAGE FORECLOSURE COMMITTEE

On Aprit 11, 2011, the Winois Supreme Court created the Mortgage Foreclosure
Committee and cha: ged it with the task of investigating the procedures currentiy used throughout
Minois in mortgage  torrclosue procredings, svdying relevant Suprema Conrt, Rusles and bacal
rules that directly ¢:r indirectly affect such proceedings: analyzing the procedures adopied in
other states in res jonse to the unprecedented number of foreclosure filings nationwide;
reviewing legislativ. o pranosals nending e the Hlinnis Gaogral Assemhly thar may imnact the
present statutory sc! ieme for mortgage foreclosures: and ultimately recommending to this Cour
mortgage foreclosu e rules for statewide. To meet this charge. the Committee established
subcommittees. incl tiding a Practice and Procedures Subcommitiee.

The followir g nine discussions points are submitted by the Practice and Procedure
Subcommittee for cc » mment at public hearing:

1. The Com imittee recommends that the Supreme Court adopt a rule establishing a model
foreclosure prove up > affidavit. -
SRR

AT GERTHE FCATE

2. The Con 1 mittee sceks input on whether plaintiiTs be required to attach a payment

history to prove up ¢ ffidavits. * - umm——— . G
g g~ i IR MM § s o
e

3. The Com inittee recommends that the Supreme Court adopt a rule requiring that a copy

« of each assignment .t the mortgage being foreclosed be attached to the foreclosure complaint.

and that a copy of the note. as it currently exists. including afl endorsements and allonges. is

 attached to the forec I Jsure complaint. 7 )
! P L4 < i { Jda €

4. The Com:mittee recommends that the Supreme Court adopt a rule requiring that all
foreclosure sales be held within forty-five (45) davs of the expiration of the redemption period
unless extended by direction of the plaintiff or by court order,

5. The Com niittee recommends that the Supreme Court adopt a rule requiring that upon
entry of a judgment o f foreciosure and sale, plaintiff be required to send notice to all defendants.
including defendant:: in derauil. of'me roreclosure sate gare. time and focarion.

6. The Cornmittee rec«g%gnqgslth‘zﬁ*thégsupreme Court adopt a rule requiring court
clerks to send a noti cux 1o A defaohed bonuwers. Ve notice showd advise defaled bomowers
at: (1) the court h as entered a default order of foreclosure and sale: (2) the borrower may file a
motion lo vacate that order as soon as possible; (3) the borrower may redeem the properly from
Kveolaswe by papiirs ohe fota' amaunt due play S and costs, By @ specifle calandar deyy (4
referring the borrow. 2 r to local resources for legal assistance in preparing a motion to vacate; and
(5) advising the bo.rr-ower to act immediately. The court clerk should be required 10 send the
noticr of defanlt 1o b, e ranarty, address and. v any, secandary address af which. the harrower was
served with process ard to place proof of this service in the court file.




z
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Committee on Mor: ; 1age Foreclosure
Public Hearing
Practice and Proced: ire Issues

7. The Cor imittee recommends that the Supreme Court adopt a rule. or that the illinois
Code of Civil Proc ‘edure be amended to require that a special representative be appointed 1o
stand in the place o “deceased mortgagors in cases where no estate has been opened.

¥ The Ton umittee recommends that the Supreme Court adopt a ruie that In mstances
where the sale of a | oreclosed property generates a surplus over the amount owed to lien holders
as set forth in the judgment. the plaintifts’ attorney send a special notice to the morigagors
advising them of Wy 2 surpfus and enciosing a simpie 10rm (o 17fe with the court cierk ro claim e
surplus. and that a ny person claiming a surplus be required to appear in open court to be
examined under oat h and identified on the record as being the same person as the one authorized
U Urrn e s,

9. The Cor amittee seeks input on whether the Supreme Court adopt a rule requiring 4T
PEHS T anormies s o Al & separave afffdaet alemg Wik e prgve o addlei staning dhar shey :
had spoken to a spe cifically-named pma worked for their client’8na veriied. through that h
conversation, that tt e figures were correct and the foreclosure was justified.




IN THE «IRCUIT COURT OF THE JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

AND FOR COUNTY, ILLINOIS
«PLAINTIFF», )
Pla.intiff, ;
V3. 2 CASE NO.
«DEFENDANTS », ;
De fendamiva). )

AFFIDAVIT OF AMOUNTS DUE AND OWING

., am a of

, have authority to make this statement on its behalf,

and if catled to te:stify at the trial of the above entitled case, 1 would testify as to the following

facts.
1. _ failed to pay amounts due under the Note, and the amount due and
owing as of s
Pr incipat b
In terest 5
Pr o Rata MIP/PMI $
Esicrow Advance $
Late charges $
N SF Charges 3
Pr-operty Maintenance $
Pr-operty Inspections h
BPO $

(GROSS AMOUNT DUE $



2 Case#

Less/Plus balence in reserve accounts 5

NE:T AMOUNT DUE $
The foregoing am ount due is based on the undersigned’s review of the books and records with
respect to the [Defendant’s loan. In the ordinary and regular course of its business,

utilizes the Morigage Servicing Package provided by

Lender Processing Services, Inc. (the “Program”™) to process and store its customer information
and to calculate the amount due and owing on any note at any given time.

utilizes the Program in the ordinary and regular course of

its business to t-ack and maintain the amounts due and owing from the Borrower on the
mortgage loan at issue in this case. Based on my knowledge of

business practices, recording such information is a regular

practice of the regularly conducted business activities for
— g

the purpose of re ferring to the information at a later date, and the entries in those records were
made at the time: of the evcnts and conditions they descrbe, either by people with first hand
knowledge of tho:se events and conditions or from information provided by people with such first

hand knowledge, and that these practices are standard in the mortgage servicing industry. On

R performed a “Payoff Inquiry” using the Program
to determine the principal, interest, and other sums (other than attorney's fees and costs) due and
owing from Borr¢ower. 1 rely on the Program in my daily work activity. | have no knowledge of
a circumstance in which the Program supplied false data based on correct data input.

2. Seiid total amount due would be increased by $_ per day for interest

subsequent to, awnd in addition thereto under the terms of said Mortgage, the total amount due



3 Case#

will be increased tor any subsequent Court cosis 1o be taxed i this cause and for any swbsequent

necessary advancaments.

BY:
AFFIANT
Subscribed and svvorn to before me
this day of’ , 2011, by
, Notary Public
State of

My Commission expires;

Personally Known OR
Produced Identific ;ation

Type of Identifica tion Produced:




o INTHE €RCUIT COURT-OF THE — — - JUDICIAL €IREUFT -~~~ =~

/AND FOR COUNTY, ILLINOIS

«PLAINTIFF», )

Plaintiff, )

vs. )) NO.

«DEFENDANT(S)» . ;

Defendant(s). )]

AFFIDAVIT OF AMOUNTS DUE AND OWING

I, ,ama

of . T have authority to make this statement

on its behalf because

(identify whether you are a custodian of

records or a person ‘familiar with the business and its mode of operation. If you are a person
familiar with the bu siness and its mode of operation, explain how you are familiar with the
business and its mo«de of operation). If called to testify at the trial of this matter, I could
competently testify as to the facts contained in this affidavit.

[If the loan was previously serviced by another entity, the affidavit should provide as

follows: ___(name of the bank) acquired the servicing rights for the Defendant’s loan
on (date) from (name of the prior institution). At the time of this
transfer, the Defend.ant’s loan was (current, or state the amount by which the loan was in

default at the time of the transfer).]
The following amount due is based on my review of the payment history and

(identify the appropriate books, records, and/or




- other-documents-in faddition to the-payment history that the undersigned reviewed-and/or relied—- -

upon in drafting this. affidavit). A true and accurate copy of each document I relied upon is
attached to this afficlavit,

__ (nameofthe bank)uses _ _ (name of the computer program/software) to
automatically recorci and track mortgage payments. This type of tracking and accounting
program is recogniz 2d as standard in the industry. When a mortgage payment is received, the
following procedure : is used to process and apply the payment, and to create the attached

payment history: __ (Include the source of the information, method and

time of preparation «>f the record to establish that the computer program produces an accurate
payment history). T he payment history is made in the regular course of ’s (name of the

bank) business as thiese records are used for (i.e., explain why

the records amount to business records). In the case at bar, the entries reflecting the Defendant’s
payments wérc mad e in accordance with the procedure detailed above, and these entries were
made af or near the time that the payment was received. (name of the computer
program/software) :accurately records mortgage payments when properly operated. In the case at
bar, (name of the cc-mputer program/software) was properly operated to accurately record the

Defendant’s mortga.ge payments because (explain the

quality control chec :ks that were used to ensure accuracy).

Based on th ¢ foregoing, failed to pay amounts due
under the Note, and the amount due and owing as of , is:
Principa | $
Interest $

Pro Rata MIP/PMI $



Late cha rges 3
NSF Ch arges b
Property * Maintenance $
Property Inspections b
BPO $
GROSS AMOUNT DUE $

Tess/Plus balance in reserve accounts  §

NET ANMOUNT DUE §

AFFIANT STATES NOTHING MORE.!

BY:

AFFIANT
Subscribed and swom to before me this

day of _ , 20

by

Notary Public
State of lllinois

My Commission ex.pires: , 20

! This affidavit provsides a form for establishing only the amounts due and owing on the
borrower’s loan. It is not intended to relieve the foreclosing party from establishing other
cvidentiary require:ments in connection with proving the allegations contained in its complaint as
appropriate, includiing but not limited to the party’s right to enforce the instrument of
indebtedness if appl!icable.



Type of Identification Produced:




STATE OF ILLINCIS
LCOURKTY OF WIS,

IN TAE CIRCUIT COURTI FOR TBE 12Td JJDICIAL CIRCUIT
WILL COUNTY — CCLIZT ILLIZNOIS

DEUTSCHE BANK NATIO NAL TRIST COMPANY, )

2S5 TRUSTEE IN TRUST FOR THE BENEFIT COF

THE CERTIFICATE EQLDERS FOR AMERIQUEST

MORTGAGE SECURITIES TRUST 2004-RI, )

ASSZT-BACKED PASS-T HROUGH CERTIFICATES, }

5ERIES Z2004-R:2 1
H

PLAINRTIFY

V5
LAJUREN SCHEFTERS A/ K/A _AUREN LZE )
SCEEFFERS; UNKNOWN HEIRS AND LEGATEZS )
)

OF LAUREN SCHEXTERS, IF ANY; UNKNCWN
URNERY BND NUS HKETUL L UUATHMARNTD ; ]

—

DEFENDANTS )

ou’” b."“ AFFIDAVIT CF PRCVE-UP

'ﬁ

1 Kamiisid . -
Josep , being first duly sworn
on cath, deposes 4 Zys that he/she is a duly authcrized agenz for
Bl sdop A L heared i d S petReritod temEre it yit oo Sty —bhehed

He/She is familiar -with the books and reccrcs of Plaintiff and has
personally examined them; he/she is competent to testify if appeared in
court as a witress at a trial of this matier; anc he/she has personal
knowledge ot the tac:ts stated 1n this ATt:davit. This Ali:davit 15 made
pursuan:t to the Code: of Civil Procedure, 735 TILCS 5/15-1508 and 735 TLCS
5/2-1005, for purpo:ses of proving the Zacts and the amount due the
Plaintiff herein.

The vndersigne.d is familiar with the material allegations ccntained

in the Complaint for Foreclosure filed herein by Plaintiff and said

Liemmtilons axs fomuwe, Aana, enutact, .

The following .5 & summary of my examination of the Plaintiif's mass
of books ancd record:: with respect tc Defendants' lcan file, including but
not limited to a payment aisteory generated and maintaired in the regular
and crdinary course of business:

There is now di .e and owing to Plaintiff the following:

Principal Balar ce...... ... i ennns .5 170%62.23

Bccrued Intere st to Datey'...“ ........ $_.___26705.30___'~_x

BL?
=%/ ,n




Late Charaes L

ADVANCES BY PT A

Mortgage Insurance Premium.. .. ....... ... ... $

Freoperty MainzTenance. . ... ... ouuun .. 5

Feal Zstabte TeaXeS. . ..ttt i it i e ennes e o SR $z72.10 o
Hazarc TNSUTaLiCe . v v it i i e st e e o et be e e e e 5

Inspecticns ... ea .- b e e, 5 58.60 _
Broker's Price: Opinlon............ e e e, 5 ..300.00 7_27
Suspense Balance {Credif)............«c.co.... 5 { :_
OFTHER: c...B

Subtotal of Aclvences. . .. i i e e 3 $930.7C

01 - Y P 5_ 208064.76

DEGTSCHE 3ANK NATIONAL TRUST COMPANY, AS TRUSTEZ

IN TRUST

OF THF. CERTIFICATF HCLGFRS FOR AMERIQUEST MORTGAGE SECURITIZES TRUST 2004

Ri, ASSET-BACKED ‘r SS—"‘PROUCE C._.RliFIC-’AL:.S SELRIES
 F
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SLDSCIL‘EF and Sworn tc before me

this AT  day of iheglernber~

Councty

PIERCE & ASSOTIATES
ttorneys for Flaintiff

.Thirteenth Floor

1 North Dearborn
Chicago, Illirois 63607
Tel. {312) 346-29088

Fax (312} 34€6-14%57
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STATE OF ILLINOIS
COUNTY OF WILL

IN THE C"RCUIT COURT FQOR THE 1Z2TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
WILL COUNTY - JOLIET TLLINOIZ

DEUTSCHE BANK NATI ONAL TRUST COMPANY, )
AS TRUSTEE IN TRUS T FOR THE BENEFIT OF )
THE CERTIFICATE HO LDERS FDOR AMERTQUEST )
MCRTGAGE SECURITIES TRUST 2004-R1, )
ASSET-BACKED PASS--THROUGH CERTIFICATES, }
SERTES 2004-R1 )

PLAINTIFF INC. 0% CH 03797

I JUDGE
Judge Siegel

V5

LAUREN SCHEFFERS A./K/A LAUREN LEE

SCHEFFERS; UNKNOWN HEIRS AND LEGATEES ) tusw

TP LHUKERN DUABETER D, 1T HNVI; "OWVARURR Y “
OWNERS AND NON REC ORD CLAIMANTS ; )
)
DEFENDANTIS ) [
| “p *1 ATFIDAVIT OF PROVE-UPE
oy
e , being first duly sworn
on ocath, deposes and says at he/she is a duly authorized agent for

; Plaintiff herein end is authorized to make this Affidavit on its behalf.
He/She is familiar with the books and recerds of Plaintiff and has
| personally examined them; he/she is competent to testify if appeared in
Court as a witness at a wrial of this matter; and he/she has peisonzal
knowledge of the f.acts stated in this Affidavit. This Affidavit is made
} pursuant to the Cotde of Civil Procedure, 735 ILCS 5/15-1506 and 735 ILCS
| 5/2-1005, for purpcises of proving the facts and the amount due the
| Plaintiff herein.

The undersigned is familiar with the material allegations contailned

allegations are tri:e and correct.

The following is a summary of my examination of the Plaintiff's mass
' of books and records with respect to Defendants' loan file, including but
not limited to a payment history generated and maintained in the regular
i and ordinary course of business:

There is now ciue and owing to Plaintiff the following:

g Fraincipal BalanCe. .. ... :eue e nnoeaannneen S 170962.23___
|
| Accrued Inter=st to Datevmm. 9131.¢64
Late Charges Frior to Acceleration.......... 5 466.53 x

| th’" A® %M




ADVANCES BY PLAINTIFF :

Mortgage Ins urance Premium.................. 3

Property MalntenancCe. .. ... ... uvrmreonnnnn )

Real Estate TaXesS. ...ttt iainneneronsrannas £ YLz WU
Hazart INSUT INCE . . v v v et nn v mncnnonarnnraenenas S o
INSEeCLIONS i it e e e e s 68.60
Broker's Prl ce Opinion... “ .’.M___%OO.OOWQ
Suspense Bal.an¢e (Credit)................... ) { ) *
OTHER: I

Subtotal of AdVances. . ... ... ...t e, s 1004070
TOTAL., ... .. ... ... T T T 210601.:0__ _

wHELE B8 RnAGL AVIY P IMIN

JEUTSCHE BANK NATICNAL TRUST COMPANY, AS TRUSTEE IN TRUST FCR THE BENEFIT
| OF THE CERTIFICATE HOLDERS FQR AMERIQUEST MORTGAGE SECURITIES TRUST 2004-
l Ri, ASSET-BACKED PASS-THROUGH CERTIFICATES, SERIES 2004-R1 BY AMERICAN

HOME MORTGAGE SERVICING, INC., AS ATTQRNEY 1IN E‘AC'EQ e

y:
State of ‘:‘5 ricle
County of Dl&*/d [

Subscribed and Sworn to before
P A " s | JEQUIREQD
et N ytio~

V) Nota.ry Public l "

PIZRCE & ASSOCIATIES
Attorneys for Plai ntiff
PADS24974

MY COMMISSICN ¢ 00 wo5072

¢ EXPIRES:
RE: SCHEFFERS, LMURSN AERE oot ot oo
4000536807-FNF '
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James, Thomas P., 05:0: 3 PM 4!10!20(24LLINOIS SUPREME COURT SEEKING COMMENT ON PR(

To: "James, Thomas B <Tlames@aly siae s>
From: Lauren Scheff2 rs <LaurenScheffers @yahoo.com>
Subject: ILLINOIS SL.IPREME COURT SEEKING COMMENT ON PROPOSALS TO IMPROVE

FORECLOSURE PR ‘SCEEDINGS, April 4, 2312

Cc: "William McAliste: ' <bill. mcalister@il.cslegal.com>, "Codilis and Associates, P.C." <codilis-
ii@i.cslegal.com>, "k lex E. Schlaybaugh, Jr." <rschlaybaugh@dykema.com>,
pstanton@dykema.ccvm, ajonker@dykema.com, jdsughoty@dykema com,
countyboard@witicou: rityillinois.com, countyexec@willcountyillinois.corn, "Dunn, Martin, Miller &
Heathcock” <marmiki( @sbcgiobal.net>, “Morrie Much” <mmuch@muchshelist.com>, “"Robert J.
Emanuel" <remanuel/zmuchshelist com> "Termy L Engal’ <engel@diec com> "Pad M. Lewy"
<levy@dlec.com>, "Ji el A Stein" <stein@dlec.com>, Freedman Anselmo Lindberg
<foreclosures@fal-illir 1ois.com>, FAl-llinois <fal-illinois.com@domainsbyproxy.com>

Aftached: C:\Docume rits and Settings\LAUREN\DesktopMLSCFCProposalHearing120427 . pdf;
C:ADocuments and S:2 ttings\LAUREN\Des ktopLSC FC Proposals 120427 pdf, C:\Documents _&
and SRHInERM AURER O DeektanMl SF Oprapnrrd_2ffidaidtMi-120427 it O Dauments a0,
Settings\LAUREN\Des sktopMLSCFCProposed_affidavit-V2-120427 . pdf, C:\Documents and
Settings\LAUREN\De: sktop\Faber20100106CertofProve-Up.pdf,

Mr. James,

I received notice of the: Supreme Court orfillinois Press Kelkdse (see (e aaaced
ILSCFCProposalHear ing120427.pdf) about the April 27, 2012 hearing "seeking comment on
proposais to improve ' foreclos ure proceedings” via a Google Alert yesterday.

Note that no *property cowners* were involved with the meetings, although an unspecified Hlinois
Attorney General repre sentative aliegedly was.

After a full year, are th -2 9 proposais to "improve foreclosure proceedings” (see attached
ILSCFCProposals 120 -427 pdf) any improvement at all?

The primary issue [ rzaised in my appeals through two Appeilate Courts to the illinois
Supreme Court is th:e: jurisdiction issue as to whether a securitized loan can elect to
enforce that security under the lllinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law AT ALL, since
mortgage-backed se- curity trusts are not land trusts and mortgages are not real estate

installment contracts ;.
Yet, the 9 proposais (do not address securitized loans in that context AT ALL.

Even if the 9 proposal s were all implemented. where is the enforcement?

The Florida Supreme ' Zourt made similar changes to foreclosure proceedings, but the changes
are simply ignored by ithe Plaintiff counsel and by the judges.

Does the Hlinois Attormezy General representative who participated in the meetings know of the
lawsuit against Nation wvide Title Clearing and the fraudulent assignments in the lllinois property

records?
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The Exhibits used in tr & Mey 20, 207" schpoene wers Rorn 1y o RISTosure Lases A5
SUBMITTED IN PLEAIDJINGS IN BOTH CASES.

vk, Dol WM Conrky = nd DuPage Counly judges granted Plainkif Motions for Summary’
Judgment with "no ma' cerial issues of fact".

Note: Judge Rabert G hsan. of DuPage Loy, ane af thase imdted vy the Winois Supreme
Court to be a participz t ing committee member, was just easily voted out as a (foreclosure) judge
in the March 20, 2012 Hiinois primary election.

See the proposed affid avits, V1 and V2:
1. The first one, V1 {se e attached ILSCFCproposed_affidavit-V1-120427.pdf):
a. Does not require : an *llinois* notary (when i believe the lllinois Statute of Frauds requires
wet ink signatures whe: n reai estate is involved)
b. "If called to testify at the trial of the above entitled case”
2. The second one, Vz! (see attached ILSCFCProposed_affidavit-V2-as0427 pdf):
a. *Does* require ar 1 *llinois* notary
b. "If called to testify at the trial of the above entitled case”
c. Look at the *footn ote* of the 2nd ane:

"This affidavit pr. vides a form for establishing only the amounts due and owing on the
borrower's foan. It is not intended to relieve the foreclosing party from establishing
airer evraerndd -y requirenrentts it comrectiont widy grovirrg d're afegatiorrs cortaimes
in its complaint as appropriate, including but not limited to the party's right to
enforce the inst rument of indebtedness if applicable”

WHAT "TRIALS" - the jludges are granting Summary Judgments regardless of materiai issues of
fact relative to chain o™ ttile PER THE PROPERTY RECORDS.

Question: Has there e ver been a single foreclosure TRIAL in Illinois?

"Evidentiary requireme nts" - what are those?? Production of the original note and the original
mortgage in open court as required by the llinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law (no original
mortgage was produci x3 in either of my cases)? Proof of a valid chain of title relative to the right
to enforce as required ks the lllincis Commercial Code and the Mlinois Coriveyances Act (per the
Subpoena, thereis no «2ntorceabie chain ot fifie In either of my two cases)?

Mr. James, | previously' submitted to you the sole Certificate of Prove-Up in the James Faber
foreclosure case, U9C HUU4310 (see aftached FaberZUT00106CertofProve-Up.pat). it only
includes costs related to the foreclosure sale, no amounts related to the underlying debt as listed
in either of the proposexci affidavits, V1 and V2.

Yet, with no evidenti.zary submissions by William McAlister/Codilis & Associates, Judge
Siegel personally, wi th full knowledge, committed a Class 1 Felony with the February 29,
2UY2 Urder graning = Persond DeTiciency Judgment of $1%9,200, 1n addition 1o ne saie
proceeds of $112,00: for the property.

M. James, given the exx tensive competent evidence I have repeatedly submitted to you refative
to TREASON BY THE: JUSTICES OF THE ILLINOIS SUPREME COURT (see the March 23,
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2012 e-mail below thet dovartierts trase ey e-rreiles, dou Thed @ part th e pdthic et
with the 12th Judicial (Z ircuit Court of Will County), the Justices of the lllincis Supreme Court, the
3rd Appeliate Court, a ~1d the 2nd Appellate Court have made it perfectly clear that the current
Rule of Law is inalssen it in Ninois.

So, why would any "im provements" relative to foreclosure proceedings be foliowed by the Circuit
Cruts, the Agpdlale [ ourte .97 the Suprame Court in the State of llingis, aithor?

Mr. James, would an y/ "improvements” in the Supreme Court Rules or the lilinois Civil
Statutes have any is» past on hwige Slegels sdicial wisconductifelonions behaniox,
including allowing Ju 1dge Siegel's signature to be FORGED on court orders by William
McAlister/Codilis & # ssociates?

If the lllinois Attorne y- General gets a court order relative to Nationwide Title Clearing
for the $50,000 per i stance, shouldn’t such fraudulent assignments negate any
foreclosures, like nts hao, where those assignments broke the chain of title/holder in
due course?

IF NOT, WHY NOT?7

Thank you.

Lauren Scheffers

Date: Fri, 23 Mar 20” 22 15:50:05 -0500

To: "James, Thomas. P." <TJames@atg state.il us>

From: Lauren Schefiexrs <LaurenScheffers @yahoo.com>

Subject: SCHEFFEF 1S/ILSC TREASONOUS *DENIAL* OF Motion to Vacate Void Orders
Pursuant to Sectior 1 2-619 _

Cc: "Rex E. Schiaybey ugh. Jr." <rschlavbaugh@dykema.com>, pstanton@dykema.com,
ajonker@dykema.coi 11, jdougherty@dykema.com, "Codifis and Associates, P.C." <codilis-
il@il.cslegal.com>, ¢ o.untyboard@willcountyillinois.com, countyexec@willcountyiliinois.com,
"Dunn, Martin, Miller {3.. Heathcock" <marmil4@sbcglobal.net>, "Morrie Much™
<mmuch@muchshel ist.com>, "Robert J. Emanuel” <remanuel@muchshelist.com>, "Terry L.
Engel” <engel@dlec...com>"Paul M Lewy" <levy@dlec.com>, "Joel A Stein”
<stein@diec.com>, - reeiman Ans€imo Lindberg <toreciosuresi@fai-fiiinois.com=, FAHNOS
<fal-illinois.com@do mainsbyproxy.com>

M. James,

On March 12, 2012, | e-mailed you two e-mails with the subject: SCHEFFERS 1 of 2/ILSC
Maotion to Vacate Void  Qndeie Pugiant tp SR, -R19. Imede the Rlinuing talement, "M .
James, given the fac't ithat no Justice of the Supreme Court of lllincis or the 2nd/3rd Appeilate
Courts has ever signe d a single order, [ fully expect to just receive yet another "notification”
lefter that this Motion hras been denied. as well."
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Srdenti T, UYL, Yy ed-Rled, and served apor sach Justice of ¥ne lincis Supreme CSourt
individually with sign:ziture-required proofs of delivery {see attached
Motion2VacateVoidh©OFPOS pdf) the Motion to Vacate Void Orders Pursuant to Rule 2-619

{see attached Motior» 2VacateVoid. pdf).

Per the Appendix (se e attached Motion2VacateVoidAppendixTOC.pdf), the critical submissions
wae e Aatorwige  Tidle Cloaning Complaint and the Subpsons that weod my Sxhibils ac
submitted under Sec 'tion 1 109 Certification to the Circuit Courts, the Appellate Courts, and the
Supreme Court of lllirois. Yet, in both cases, Motions for Summary Judgment were granted
Wil TR YRR R ey RS of matereh faeh

As | predicted, in yes terday's USPS mail, | received yet another "notification letter” dated March
25 2012 {see altach-2d Motondiacals il SCLDaniaddst palf) allegaaly Fomr Caralyir Tak
Grosboll, Clerk of the: Supreme Court of lllinois, with the single word "DENIED" as the "order”
"allegedly” entered by the Court to my Motion to Vacate Void Orders Pursuant to Rule 2-

9.

Mr. James, over the | >ast several months, | have submitted to you scanned PDFs of the several
"alleged” Hlinois Suprsarte Court rulings d1at frave oty violated my ngins (o aue process
relative to my *two* w rongful, CRIMINAL foreclosures based on fraudulent property records. In
fact, there is no com petent evidence that any Justice has ever looked at my pleadings, before
office workers mailec' : "riofficetion eters” of nuions DENED.

With my Motion for Service of Orders Signed by Supreme Court and Appeliate Court
Justices, thar was a' so alegealy oenieg’, I'submitted’ to tie Jusidices o' e Supreme Court the
U.S. Supreme Court 1-uling:

Shouid a judge n 2 disqualiify mmseif, tnen the judge is in violation of the Due
Process Clause of { e U.5. Constitution. Uhited States v. Sciuto, 321 F.Z2a 822, 645
(7th Cir. 1996) ("The : right to a tribunal free from bias or prejudice is based, not on

section 144, but .an te Jue Frocess CYause. ).

The U.S. Supren:¢2 Court has also held that if a judge wars against the Constitution, or
if he acts without ju irisdiction, he has engaged in treason to the Constitution. f a
Susge acts aftar el 'azs hoaw auovnatically disqualifiod by kaw, $0a7 be is acding
without jurisdicti: 3n, and that suggests that he is then engaging in criminal acts of
treason, and may b «: enigaged int extortion and the irerference witlt fterstare
commerca,

Wr. James, frine Just ices of ine Supreme Court o Hinois are aciing witnout jurisdiciion, can tne
Hiinois Attorney Gene r-al investigate the Justices, just as they would any other "ordinary” Hlinois
residents?

Previous submissior iss to you, in descending chronological order (that are also filed in the public
record of the Will Co u nty Circuit Court for Case:2009CH3797):

1. As stated above, o 11 March 12, 2012, | e-mailed you two e-mails with the subject:
SCHEFFERS 1 of 2/I' LSC Motion to Vacate Void Orders Pursuant to Section Z-619.
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2 O Januay 28 20,42,V seniyou an e-mafl witn fne supject SCHEFFERS And et "Wore*
Blatant Treason by Il | inois Supreme Court Justices

2.-On danuary 12, 20712, { sevit you e ¢-mal with the subject: SCHEARERS Yel *More™ Biatant
Treason by llinois Si ipreme Court Justices with the January 6, 2012 "notification letter” related
to an alleged "order" that denied my Motion for Service of Orders Signed by Supreme Court and
Pppallale Cout. besh.cre 2pd 1he Saneny 10, 292 "nrkificalion, \eiter” wlriad o an 2leged
"order” that denied n1. y Motion to Extend Date of Final Mandate relative to my Aurora duplex,
Case 113039.

4. On January 9, 201 2, I sent you an e-mail with the subjectt SCHEFFERS More Blatant
Treason by lifinois St Jpreme Court Justices that inciuded a scan of a "piece of paper” with not
ayan @ mantion of 2 ustice nama Samaane daniad the datian for Sandce of Ordars Signed
with a "piece of pape » 1’ without even mention of the name of a Justice.

.00 Decpmben 7, W14 Learkyaid 2p -mailbwib he wdipel, SCHEFFERS LUIPRATE
Treason by lilincis St ipreme Court Justices, where | received two rulings, allegedly by Chief
Justice Kilbride of the 2 lllinois Supreme Court, where his honor:

1) Vacated a porti-cin of a previous ruling allegedly by his honor and
2) Corrected anot Hier order regarding indigent status, also aliegedly by his honor.

6. On Jecemper 77, 2TTT, I sentyou § e-maiis with subjects of “SCHEFFERS T or'g, Treason
by Hllinois Supreme C ourt Justices” to "SCHEFFERS 6 of 6, Treason by lilinois Supreme Court
Justices" due fo the « adensive competant suidencs ) had submitted as supparting Exhibits
urRen e reydste Shaetion 4 YU Cerifieion 5o e Haoton for Serdiee of Ordess Sgied
by Supreme Court :and Appellate Court Justices.

M uaTies, s ffave  paimiad ot previously, e ofiicg séaf of dne Slerk o e dilimas Supreame
Court SERVED THE CRIMINAL ENFORCEMENT DMSION OF THE ILLINOIS ATTORNEY
GENERAL the comr etent evidence of the blatant lreason of the Winois Suprame Cowrt
WertitRs.

Will this recent "noti™ Lalion el senh to Springfield get "ost’ in infesoffce miad ‘o the Chicage
office, as appears to have hanpened with the ather “nofification lefters” copied to the Criminal
Enforcement Divisiol 17

Mr. James, given the: fact that jurisdiction is the most fundamental legal requirement for any
ruling to not be VOID), the Justices of the Supreme Court and the Second/Third Appellate
Courts have consisie.ntly commitied reason against the Congtibution due 1o the Diakant refusal
to address a single c«ne of the multitude of jurisdictional issues, such as the
PlaintifffRespondent not even being licensed to do business in Hlinois.

Therefore, each/all ¢ f the Justices of all three Courts has/have committed treason against the
Constitution, a crimii:al oftense with no judicial Immunity.

in addition, the Justic «2s in all three Courts are accessories to the ongoing criminal enterprise of
roreciosure frau' i I inas.
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Aaditionally, all Justiv en 'mr el rnee Couar's 'rave wehed Rde: T 'oy Yaling '@ vefer ene eriice
issues to the lllinois Aftorney General, which is judicial misconduct, as well.

V. James, have been wailing for axacty this worthless "pisce of paper” that coudd have been
mailed by the cleaniirg crew BEFORE GOING TO THE MAINSTREAM AND ALTERNATIVE
MEDIVPUBLISHING: THIS TREASONACCESSORY TO FORECLOSURE FELONIES BY
THE LNOIS SUPFIEME COURT JISTICES ON THE IWTERNET

As | stated previous! 'y, please let Attorney General Lisa Madigan know that | have already
purchased the doma "in names s

ww w.Occupydudici alSystem.com and ww w.OccupyJudicialSystem.org (URLs broken up
intentionally).

It has been made pe rfectly clear that the Rule of Law does not exist in lllinois relative to criminal
foreclosures, based on fraudulent property records.

M. James, with two former lllinois governors in a row convicted of corruption, should the
Justices of the Supr:z:me Court be investigated, as well, for this blatant treason against the
Constitution and as =accessariss ko an anguing srimingl antapnise with the farsclosure mil e
firms?

Thank you.

Lauren Scheffers
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Reports. This prel iminary material will be removed from the Web site once the advance

sheets of the Offi -ial Reports are published. If you find a typographical error or other

formal error, plez 3¢ Twiify ‘e Reporer of Dedsions, Supieme Indiciel Cout, lobn

Adams Courthou. :e, 1 Pemberton Square, Sutte 2500, Boston, MA 02108-1750; (617)
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U.S. BANK NATIONAL ASSOCIATION, trustee [FNI) »5. Antonio IBANEZ {and &
consolidate 1 case [FN2] ). For ABFC 2005-OPT 1 Trust, ABFC Asset Backed
Cerihemes, Series 205-CPT 4. [FNY.

-, t 8 A ‘{“JE—A‘ ?<,‘

No. SJC-+«10694.»
October 7, 2010. - J 7,2011 !'.'t‘( ot 7”
ctober /. . =JJanuary /, . h - i i/ J L" //

Real Property, M. rigage, Ownership, Record title. Morigage, Real estate, Foreclosure,
Assqumrente. Horce, Forechosure of morigage.

CIVIL ACTIONS. commenced in the Land Court Department on September [6 and
October 30, 2008

Motions for entry of default judgment and to vacate judgment were heard'by Keirn C.
Long, 1.

The Supreme Jud: cial Court granted an application for direct appellate review.

R Bruce Allenswe srth (Phoebe S. Winder & Robert W. Sparkes, III, with him) for U.S.
Bapk Naginnal As saciaiion & apnther.

Paul R. Collier, It T (Mux W. Weinstein with him) {or Anlonio Ibanee.
(Gilenn F. Russell, Jr., for Mark A. LaRace & another.
The following sul »mitted briefs for amici curiae:

Martha Coakley, . Attornev General, & John M. Stephan, Assistant Attorney General, for
the Commonweai Lh

Kevin Costello, G ary Klein, Shennan Kavanagh & Stuart Rossman for National
Curosorern Laev o e & oiloens.

Blard P Grabamw & Baherst, I Morigrty. Jr,. for Real Estate Bar Association for
Massachusetts, In c.

bttp://www massrepo : ts.com/SICCases/ L

R



Marie MeDannell, piro se.

Present: Marshall, (C.J.. Ireland, Spina, Cordy, Botsford, & Gants, JJ.
[FN4]

GANTS, J.

After foreclosing or two» properties and purchasing the properties back at the foreclosure
sales, U.S. Bank N:tional Association (U.S.Bank), as trustee for the Structured Asset
Securities Corporat ion Mortgage Pass-Through Certificates, Series 2006-Z; and Wells
Fargn Bank N.A.{ Well s Fargn), as tmistee far ABEC 2005-QPT L Tmst ABEC Assen
Backed Certificates Ser ies 2005-OFT 1 {plaintiffs} filed separate complaints in the Land
Court asking a judg : to «Jeclare that they held clear title to the properties in fee simple.
We agree with dhe ) ualge that the plaintfs, wito sare mot the arigival imatgagees, fankad
to make the require d shoywing that they were the holders of the mortgages at the time of”
foreclosure. As a re sult. they did not demonstrate that the foreclosure sales were valid to

convey fifle to fhe s ubje.ct properties, and their requests for a declaration of clear title
were properly denic d. [F N5]

Procedural history On ] uly 5, 2007, U.S, Bank, as trustee, foreclosed on the mortgage of
Antonio Ibanez, and pur-chased the Ibanez property at the foreclosure sale. On the same
day, Wells Fargo, ¢s trusstee, foreclosed on the mortgage of Mark and Tammy L.aRace.
and purchased the I aRa ce property at that foreclosure sale.

In September and (i e3ob 2r of 2008, LLS. Rank and Wells Fargo hrought separate actions
in the Land Court under 3.L. c. 240, § 6. which authorizes actions "to guiet or establish
the title to land sity ated in the commonwealth or to remove a cloud from the titie thereto.”
The two complaints strw griv ‘’derticz) ik A0y a judgrreeh et e T, Y, i nterest
of the mortgagor (It .ane.z or the LaRaces) in the property was extingnished by the
foreclosure; (2) a de clar:ation that there was no cloud on title arising from publication of
the notice of’sale 1n the [3oston Globe; and (3} a deciaration tfat title was vested in the
plaintiff trustee in f ee siranle. 1.8 Bank and Wells Fargo each asserted in its complainy

that it had become 1 he holder of the respective mortgage through an assignment made
after the foreclosure: sal:.

In both cases. the m ortg: igors--lbanez and the LaRaces--did not initially answer the

complaints, and the plairstiffs moved for entry of default judgment. In their motions for

entry of default jud gmen.s, he plaintiiF addnessad Mo dssaas: (1) wibathar the Bastan

Glohe, in which. the: reqpuired, natices of the, forenlngire sales were published s a

newspaper of "gene ral ¢ irculation” in Springfield. the town where the foreclosed

properiies lay. See ¢3.L. c. 244, § 14 (requiring publication every week for three weeks in

newspaper published' it cown wivere foraalosed property fies, or af garera! oiromadionT o !
that town); and (2) whether the plaintiffs were legally entitled to foreclose on the f
properties where th e assignments of the mortgages to the plaintiffs were neither executed :
nor recorded in the :registry of deeds until after the foreclosure sales. JFN6] The two cases
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were heard togethers by tha Land, Count, alang with, 2.third case that rused. the came.
issues.

O Mavalh 28, 2004, fav Jpymant wies antared agantsd dhe platmttis. The fadlge ranlad Shat dhe
foreclosure sales w ere ‘invalid because, in violation of G.L. c. 244, § 14, the notices of the
foreclosure sales n:ame:d U.S. Bank (in the Ibanez foreclosure) and Wells Fargo (in the
Ldiae forediusore Y ws e tonigaes Toders wieat ey et moncye 'veen asyrgred e
mortgages. [FN7] T'he judge found, based on cach plaintiff's assertions in its complaint,
that the plaintiffs acqu red the morigages by assignment anly afier the foreclosure sales
and thus had no ini erest In the mortgages being roreciosed at tiie time o1’the pudlication
of the notices of saie o- at the time of the foreclosure sales.

[FN8]

The plaintiffs then mov«2d to vacate the judgments. At a hearing on the motions on Aprif
7. 2009. the plain-iffs conceded that each complaint alleged a postnotice.
postforeclosure sal 2 ass.ignment of the mortgage at issue, but they now represented to the
judge that documen is miight exist that could show a prenotice, preforeclosure sale
assignment of the n ortg sages. The judge granted the plaintiffs leave to produce such
documents, provide 3 th.cy were produced in the form they existed in at the time the
foreclosure sale we.s not iced and conducted. In response, the plaintiffs submitted
hundreds of pages f doocuments to the judge, which they claimed established that the
mortgages had been assigped tn them_ hefore the farecinsures. Many of these docniments
related to the creati« on oof the secuntized mortgage pools in which the Ibanez and LaRace
mortgages were put portedly included. [FN9]

The_ iudge denied t1e plaintiffs’ motions to vacate judgment on October 14, 2009,
concluding that the new ly submitted documents did not alter the conclusion that the
plaintiffs were not the h-olders of the respective mortgages at the time of foreclosure. We
granfed the parties’ annl icatinns for. direct apnellate review..

Factual backgroun..1 W. » discuss each morigage separately, describing when appropnate
schat the nlaintifs allege. 10 have hanrened and what the documents in the record
demonstrate. {[FN1 J]

Tha Borenac mentcgen . (O DRagmlRs 1, 2009, Antonie Ibanez ook ot a $103 504 loan.
for the purchase of >rop erty at 20 Crosby Street in Springfield, secured by a mortgage to
the lender, Rose M« rtga:ge, Inc. (Rose Mortgage). The mortgage was recorded the
following day. Sev.cral ciays fader, Rase Mortgage chacutad at assigmmant 65 iy
mortgage in blank. that is. an assignment that did not specify the name of the assignee.
[ENLL), The blank, <nans: in. the assignment. wias, a2 same paint. samped with. the name of
Option One Mortga ge C urpuraion {Option Ore) 26 4he aasigree, and (et 283gnment was
recorded on June 7. 200:6. Before the recording, on January 23, 2006, Option One
executed an assign-memt oi° tive fbamez arortgage o k.

According to U.S. Bank, Optton One assigned the Ibanez mortgage to Lehman Brothers
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identifying the Iba ncz loan as among the wodtgages that were assigned in the toast
agreement.

On April 17,2007 , U S Rank filed 2 complaint to foreclose on the Thanez soamigage in
the Land Court un des the Servicemembers Civil Relief Act (Servicemembers Act), which
restricts foreclosur es against active duty members of the uniformed services. See 50
U.S.C. Appendix § § SQL,SLL, S22 (2006 & Supp. 1 200%), [EML3Y In the comnphaimt,
U.S. Bank represer ite d that it was the "owner (or assignee) and holder” of the mortgage
iven by lhaver fo.- the property. A judgment dssved on hehalf of LLR Bank oo June 26
2007, declaring th: at tire arortgagor was mor emdiakad’ @ protecaion (fonr (Greclosure under
the Servicemembe 1s Act. In June, 2007, U.S. Bank also caused to be pubiished in the
Duvon Ve e muvice of the foreclosae sale requined by GL. o 244, § 14, The notiee
identified U.S. Bar ik s e "presem holder" of dne mongage.

At the foreclosure salc: on July S, 2U07, the fbanez property was purchased by U.S. Bank,
as trustee for the s zcu: ritizarion trust, for $94.33V, a value significantly less than the
outstanding debt a nd the estimated market value of the property. The foreclosure deed
(from U.S. Bank, t russtee, as the purported holder of the mortgage, to U.S. Bank, trustee,
as the purchaser) a nd the statutory foreclosure affidavit were recorded on May 23. 2008.
On September 2, 2 0043, more than one year after the sale, and more than five months after
recording of the sa le, ; American Home Mortgage Servicing, Inc., "as successor-in-
interest” to Option Orze, which was until then the record holder of the Ibanez mortgage,
exponted a wriften. assigpment. of thar martgage 0 U .S, Bank. as trnustee. far the
securitization trust [I-N14] This assignment was recorded on September 11, 2008.

The LaRace mortgupe. O May 19, 2005, Mark and Tamnary LaRace gave & imortgage {x
the property at 6 Broolibumn Street in Springfield to Option One as security fora
$103,200 loan; the: morrtgage was recorded that same day. On May 26, 2005, Option One
executed an assign ne nt of this mortgage in blank.

According to Well ; Fa:rgo. Option One later assigned the LaRace mortgage to Bank of
Americain a July 28. 22005, flow sale and servicing agreement. Bank of America then
assigned it to Asse t Ba cked Funding Corporation (ABFC) in an October 1. 2005.
mortgage loan pur chase agreement. Finally, ABFC pooled the mortgage with others and
assigned it to Well ;s Fargo, as trustee for the ABFC 2005-OPT 1 Trust, ABFC Asset-
Backed Certificate 3, Series 2005-OPT 1, pursuant to a pooling and servicing agreement
(PSA).

For ease of reference. t he chain of entities through which the LaRace morigage allegedly
passed before the furtalasure sl 'es.

Optior 1 O:ne Morntgage Corporation (oniginator and record holder)
Bank of America

A sset Backed Funding Corporation (depositor)

http://www.massrepoits.con /SICCases/

N




Wells Bangn, as tmigtes, fon the AREC UNS-QRT 1L AREC Asser-Rackad.
Certificates, Series 2005-OPT |

Wells Fargo did niot pagvide dhe jadge with & vopy’ of dhe fow sale and sarvicing
agreement, so the re is no document io the record reflecting an assignment of the LaRace
mortgage by Optior: One to Bank of America. The plaintiff did produce an unexecuted
copy of the mortg: ag ¢ Yoan purchase agreemer, winch was an exhibit to the PSA. The
mortgage loan pur chase agreement provides that Bank of America. as seller, "does
hereby agree 10 and . does hereby sell, assign, sef over, and athenuise convey o the
Purchaser [ABFC [, ~withour recourse, on the Closing Jare ... aif of'1ts nghr, titre and
interest in and to =2ac:h Mortgage Loan." The agreement makes reference to a schedule
listing the assigne ¥mortgage loans, but this schedule is not in the record, so there was no
document before t he judge showing that the LaRace mortgage was among the morigage
loans assigned to t he- ABFC.

Wells Fargo did p rowvide the judge with a copy of the PSA, which is an agreement
between the ABF(C ( as depositor), Option One (as servicer). and Wells Fargo (as trustee),
but this copy was do wnloaded from the Securities and Exchange Commission website
and was not signe 1. The PSA provides that the depositor "does hereby transfer, assign,
set over and other wi se convey to the Trustee, on behalf of the Trust ... all the right, title
and interest af the Dy epositor .. to and §o... each Marigape L oao identified an the
Mortgage Loan Sc:hedules,” and "does hereby deliver” to the trustee the original
mortgage note, an original mortgage assignment "in form and substance acceptabie for
Teernding, Wit he 1 docurrents perRining 1o each murigage.

The copy of the Pi3A . provided to the judge did not contain the loan schedules referenced
in the agreement Ins tead. Wells Fargo submitted a schedufe that it represented identified
the loans assigned in the PSA, which did not include property addresses. names of
mortgagors, or any n umber that corresponds to the loan number or servicing number on
tha LaBare martsgage. Wells Fargn cantends that. a_ lnan wish_the LaRace pragerty's zig
code and city is th e | .aRace mortgage loan because the payment history and loan amount
matches the LaRac:e loan.

On April 27, 2007 , Wells Fargo filed a complaint under the Servicemembers Act in the
Land Court to for xclose on the LaRace mortgage. The complaint represented Wells Fargo
as the "owner (or issignee) and hohder” of the Tootigaee given by the LaReces for the
property. A judgm en t issued on behalf of Wells Fargo on July 3, 2007, indicating that the
LaRaces were not be neficiaries of the Servicemembers Act and that foreclosure could
proceed 1 dccorabaces Wiy o aonmy of e mosser af saks i aoms, 2007 b Mo
caused to be publ shc:d in the Boston Globe the statutory notice of sale, identifying itself
as the "present holde r" of the mortgage.

At the foreclosure sa le on July 5, 2007, Wells Fargo, as trustee, purchased the LaRace
property for $120. 39 7.03, a value significantly below its estimated market value. Wells
Fargo did'not exec ut e a statutory torecfosure atfidavit or 1oreciosure deed unnil #ay 7,
2008. That same day., Option One, which was still the record holder of the LaRace
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NMRFEGR, VRta 4 an assignment of the mortgage to Welis Fargo as trustee; the
assignment was r« corded on May 12, 2008. Although executed ten months after the
foreclosure sale, t e assignment declared an effective date of April 18, 2007, a date that
preveatad’ dlve pedrdication of the notice of sale and the foreclosure sale.

Discussion. The pla)intaffs hronght actions under G L. 2. 240, § A, secking declarations.
that tne defendam mmorgagurs Tiles ted veen exiagadied wd et B painiffs wamm the
fee simple owner: ; o ['the foreclosed properties. As such, the plaintiffs bore the burden of
establistiimg their emvtamean' ar dke caliasough SdergfY dandw Fonmd, e v Buy-
Courte Edgartow n, .nc., 401 Mass. 26T, 269 (1987). Tu urexx s dardor, dhey” ware
required "not met 'ely’ to demonstrate better title ... than the defendants possess, but ... to
prove sufficient t: tle: to succeed in fhe] action." 1d. See NationsBanc Mige. Corp. v.
Eisenhauer, 49'M as s.App.Ct. 727,730 (ZUW). Tnere 1s no quesiun Ve fe1eich e
plaintiffs sought 1 eq vired them to establish the validity of the foreclosure sales on which
their claim to cle: ir tritle rested.

Massachusetts do €s not require a mortgage holder to obtain judicial authorization to
foreclose on a mo rtgzaged property. See G.L. c. 183, § 21; G.L. c. 244, § 14. With the
exception of the | im ited judicial procedure aimed at cerfitying fhat the mortgagoris nct a
beneficiary of the St rvicemembers Act, a marigage holder can foreclase ap a property, as
the plaintiffs did her 2, by exercise of the statutory power of sale, if such a power is
granted by the mort:gage itself, See Beaton v. Land Court, 367 Mass. 385, 390-39T, 393,
appeal dismissed, 42305, 306 (1975).

Where a mortgags > gzrants a mortgage holder the power of sale, as did both the Tbanez and
LaRace mortgage:s, 1t incfudes by reference the power of sale set out in G.L.. c. [83, § ZI,
and further reguliatecd by G.L. c. 244, §§ 11-17C. Under G.L. ¢. 183, § 21, after a
mortgagor defaults i n the performance of the underlying note, the mortgage holder may
sell the property a t 21 public auction and convey the property to the purchaser in fee
simple., "and such s: ale shall forever bar the mortgagor and all persons claiming under him
from all right and in terest in the mortgaged premises, whether at law or in equity.” Even
where there is a cispwte as to whether the mortgagor was in default or whether the party
claiming to be th. m:ortgage holder is the true mortgage holder, the foreclosure goes
forward unless the voortgagor files an action and obtaios a court arder enjoining the
foreclosure. [FN1 53| See Beaton v. Land Court, supra at 393.

Recognizing the subsstantial power that the statutory scheme affords to a mortgage holder
to foreclose without immediate judicial oversight, we adhere to the familiar rule that "one
who sells under 2 poswer [of sale) must follow strictly its terms. If he fails to do so there is
no valid executio1 1 Of the power, and the sale 1s wholly void.” Moore v. Dick, 187 Mass.
207,211 (1905). *see Roche v. Farnsworth, 106 Mass. 509, 513 (1871) (power of sale
contained in mort gage "must be executed in strict compliance with its terms”"). See also
McGreevey v. Charl’estown Five Cents Sav. Bank, 294 Mass. 480, 484 (1936). [FN16]

One of the terms of the power of sale thas must be strictly adbered to is the restriction on
who is entitled to foreclose. The "statutory power of sale” can be exercised by "the
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mortgagee or his «: xecutors. administrators. successors or assigps " G.L.c. 183§ 21.
Under G.1.. ¢. 244, § 14, "[t]he mortgagee or person having his estate in the land
mortgaged. or a p: : rson authorized by the power of sale, or the attomney duly authorized
by a writing unde r seal, or the Jegal guardian or conservator of such morigagee or person
acting in the nam: > of such mortgagee or person” is empowered to exercisc the statutory
nawer af sale. Anv: effat. 1o faeclnse hy a.party lacking, "yuisdiction, and anshoriny" 1o
carty out a foreclc oue wader these stavutes is void. Chace v. Morse, 180 Mass, 550, 541
(1905), citing Mo 1.re v. Dick, supra. See Davenport v. HSBC Bank USA, 275 Mich.App.
344, 347-348 (2047} (attemipt to foreclose by pacty that had not yet been assigned
aratgngeresmlsdr oo dafct trae goes © e very icart of defermdames addity oo
fareclose by adve-rt isement," and renders foreclosure sale void).

M rdntacd Yottt v Tetairerem e must 'oe smctty adinered 10 'm a foreciosure 'oy power
of sale is the notic ‘¢ requirement articulated in G.L. ¢. 244, § 14. That statute provides that
"no sale under suc:h: power shall be effectual to foreclose a mortgage, unless, previous to
such safe, " aavance: notice o1r'tie roreciosure salfe nas deen provided to the mortgagee, (0
other interested par ties. and by publication in a newspaper published in the town where
the mortgaged land lies ar of generml. cindatinn. in. that. town... [4. " The manper. in. which.
the notice ol fhe ¢ roposed sale shall be given is one ol fhe 1mportant terms ol the power,
and a strict compl i .nce with it is essential to the valid exercise of the power.” Moore v.
Dick, supra a1 2V2. See Chae o My, sopri ("witare & catair motice is presariad, &
sale without any notice, or upon a notice lacking the essential requirements of the written
power, would be void as a proceeding for foreclosure”). See also McGreevey v.
Charlestown Five enits Sav. Bank, supra. Because only a present holder of the mortgage
is authorized to fc m.close on the mortgaged property, and because the mortgagor is
entitled to know \ vl o is foreclosing and selling the property, the failure to identify the
holder of the mor tgi ige in the notice of sale may render the notice defective and the
foreclosure sale v ou.d. [FN17] See Roche v. Farnsworth, supra (mortgage sale void where
notice of sale ides itiified original mortgagee but not mortgage holder at time of notice and
sale). See also Bo #t omly v. Kabachnick, 13 Mass. App.Ct. 480, 483-484 (1982)
(foreclosure void w here holder of mortgage not identified in notice of sale).

For the plaintiffs to obtain the judicial declaration of clear title that they seek, they had to
prove their autho:it vy to foreclose under the power of sale and show their compliance with
the requirements or 1 which this authority rests. Here, the plaintiffs were not the original
mortgagees to wh o:m the power of sale was granted: rather, they claimed the authority to
foreclose as the e+ re ntual assignees of the original mortgagees. Under the plain language
of G.L.c. 183.§ )., and G.L. ¢. 244, § 14, the plaintiffs had the authornity 10 exercise the
power of sale contai ned in the Ibanez and LaRace mortgages only if they were the
assignees of the e rtgages at the time of the notice of sale and the subsequent foreclosure
sale. See fn re Sc/ 1 vare, Yo 5, Ay (vala ' Wees 20070 hayurimg e
mortgage after the : entry and foreclosure sale does not satisfy the Massachusetts statute™).
[FN18] See also J ey F-Ray Corp. v. Jacobson, 566 S0.2d 885, 886 (Fla.Dist.Ct. App.1990})
{per curiam) (fonzclsure action could not be based on assignment ot ' mortgage dated tour
months after com mencewens of foreclosure proceeding)
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The plaintiffs elai 11 that the securitization documents they submitted establish valid
assignments that 1 :ade them the holders of the Ibanez and LaRace mortgages before the
notice of sale and thie foreclosure sale. We turn, then, to the documentation submitted by
the plaintiffs to d: stemmine nbether it met the requicements of & yalid assigmmaan

Like a.cale af fan A, itself the assignment. of A morteage is a.conveyanes of an inferess. in,
land that requires a witinip 3irdiloy the grnten. SReG L. W58 Y, Safrra Panadh>
Religious, Educ. <& Charitable Ass'nv. Hale, 227 Mass. 175, 177 (1917). In a "title
theory state” like X rssaclusetss, & murtgagy &5 4 trarsier o kagarl iike ar & property
secure a debt. Sec: Fumemt’ iroestury Gruup, Lol Furtmersiip v. Sedecomen of ennis. 438
Mass. 1, 6 (2010 . Therefore, when a person borrows money to purchase a home and
gives the lender a mortgage, the homeowner-mortgagor retains only equitable title in the
home; the legal ti1 le: 1s neld 'by The morigagee. See ¥ee Jay Realty Trust Co. v. DiCroce,
360 Mass. 751. 733 (1972). quoting Dolliver v. St. Joseph Fire & Marine Ins. Co., 128
Mass. 3135, 316 (' 8830) (although "as to all the world except the mortgagee, a mortgagor
15 the owner o1't' ¢ rnortgaged [ands.” mortgagee Nas legal title to property}; Maglione v.
BancBoston Mg (Zorp., 29 Mass. App.Ct. 88, 90 (1990). Where, as here, mortgage loans
are pooled togethe :r in a trust and converted into morgage-backed securities, the
undertyng prom: isory notes serve as financial mstruments generating a potential income
stream for investa rs., but the mortgages securing these notes are stil) Jegal title 1o
someone’s home or farm and must be treated as such.

Focusing first on *¥r 2 Toarez morigage, U.S. Dank argoes that it was aasigmed e
mortgage under th e trust agreement described in the PPM, but it did not submit a copy of
this trust agreeme nt to the judge. The PPM, however, described the trust agreement as an
agreement to be e xeicuted 1n the future, so it only furnished evidence of"an 1ntent to assign
mortgages to U.S . B ank, not proof of their actual assignment. Even if there were an
executed trust ag) ‘ee ment with language of present assignment, U.S. Bank did not
produce the sched ulie of loans and mortgages that was an exhibit to that agreement, so it
failed to show tha t t he Ibanez mortgage was among the mortgages to be assigned by that
agreement. Finall v, even if there were an executed trust agreement with the required
schedule, U.S. Bink failed to furnish any evidence that the entity assigning the mortgage-
-Structured Asset Se-curities Corporation--ever held the mortgage to be assigned. The last
assignment of the: wwortgage on tecord was from Rose Madgage 10 Option Que;, nothing,
was submitted to :he judge indicating that Option One ever assigned the mortgage to
anyone belore the [oreclosure sale, [FN19] Thus_ based on the documents submitied to
the judge, Optior O e, nat U.S. Bank. was the mortgage halder at the time of the
foreclosure, and 1J.S . Bank did not have the authority to foreclose the mortgage.

Turning to the LaRzice mortgage, Wells Fargo elaims that, before it 1ssued the foreclosure
notice, it was assi; gn ed the [.aRace mortgage under the PSA. The PSA, in contrast with
UL.S. Bapk's PPM.. u ses the langnage af a gresent. assignmenr ("daes hecehy . assign!” and.
"does hereby deli ver ") rather than an intent to assign in the future. But the mortgage loan
schedule Wells F argio submitted failed to identify with adequate specificity the LaRace
.mnrieaee as noe af the margaees assigned io the PSA. Maoreover, Wells Fargo nrovided
the judge with no dcocument that reflected that the ABFC (depositor) held the LaRace
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morigage that it w :1s purporiedly assigning in the PSA. As with the Ibanez loan, the
record holder of tt e- LaRace loan was Option One, and nothing was submitted to the
_udge which demo nstrated that the L.aRace loan was ever assigned by Option One to
another entity bel are the publication of the notice and the sale.

Where 2. plaintitf filns a.camplaing. asking far a.drclamnion. of clear title afier A mortgage
foveclosure, 2 jands o s anbiflad e Wi fan paenk that, the. nerl o, kit wien the
mortgage holder at the time of the notice of sale and foreclosure. or was one of the parties
authorized to forevit s omder G.L. ¢. 187, § 21, amd GLL. ¢ 244, § 14, A plarmin drat

cannot make this arodest showing cannot justly proclaiim that it was unfaitly deitled a
declaration of cle.ir title. See In re SchAwartz, supra at 266 ("When HomEq [Servicing
Corporation] was r.:quired to prove its authority to conduct the sale, and despite having I L-
ke grven armpe opputiming ‘o o su, wisdc heprobueel ‘msreal was a’junidre i
documents and co n«>lusory statements, some of which are not supported by the
documents and inde ed even contradicted by them”). See also Bayview Loan Servicing,
LLC v Nelson SKZ2 (WApp.3d 1184, i 188 (2008 (reversing grant oI summary judgment
in favor of financ.all entity in foreclosure action, where there was "no evidence that [the
entity] ever obtain >d any legal interest in the subject property™).

NAT TR

We do not suggest. 1 hat an assignment youst be in recordable form at the time of the nofice
of sale or the sub:sec uent foreclosure sale, although recording is likely the better practice.
Where a pool ol inorigages is assigned to a securitized trust, the executed agreement that
assigns the pool o - nergeRs, With 2 Wiednle o e TRRIRA TR 'ware theh Yraa'ly
and specifically id ='ntifies the mortgage at issue as among those assigned. may suffice to
establish the truste e as the mortgage hoider. However, there must be proof that the
assignment was macfe by a party that itsefti held the mornigage. See in re Samuels, 413
B.R. 8, 20 (Bankr.D» Mass.2009). A foreclosing entity may provide a complete chain of
assignments linking: it to the record holder of the mortgage, or a single assignment from
the record holder «»t”the mortgage. See In re Parrish, 326 B.R. 708, 720 (Bankr.N.D.Ohio
2005) ("If the clairant acquired the note and mortgage from the original lender or from
another party who a cquired it from the original lender, the claimant can meet its burden
through evidence th:at traces the loan from the original lender to the claimant”). The key
in either case is th at the foreclosing entity must hold the mortgage at the time of the
nafice and salg in arder acoalely tn identify itself as the presens. halder in.the uotice and
in order to have th e authority to foreclose under the power of sale (or the foreclosing
enlity must be one Of the parties authorized to foreclose under G.L. ¢. 183, § 21. and G.L.
c. 244, § 14).

The judge did not err in concluding that the securitization documents submitted by the
ptaintiffs Tailed to (iemonstrate that they were the ‘holders of the Tbanez and L.aRace
mortgages, respec ti vely, at the time of the publication of the notices and the sales. The
judge, therefore, d id not err in rendering indgments against the glaintiffs and in denving,
the plaintiffs’ mot ior 1s to vacate the judgments. [FN20}

We now tum brie flv to three other argnments raised by the plaintitfs no anneal. Fiest. the
plaintiffs initially contended that the assignments in blank executed by Option One,
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identifying the ass i et net the assignes , oot anky "evidencel ] and confirm[_| the
assignments that ¢ ¢¢ urred by virtue of the securitization agreements,"” but "are effective
assignments in the ir own right.” But in their reply briefs they conceded that the
assigrirents i bl 2’ @i mov aaestiate @ lefl assignment of the marigages. Their
concession is approjpriate. We have long held that a conveyance of real property, such as
a mortgage, that dos:s nat. name the assignee conveys nathing, and. is voids, we do oot
regard an assignm =1 ol el o ek @ griag 'Reph SHR n 'and ta the hrazrr of the
assignment. See F 'crvin v. Morrissey, 327 Mass. 217, 219 (1951); Macurda v. Fuller, 225
Mass. 341, 344 (1 "5} Secaso G.L. ¢ 183, § 3.

Second, the plain’ it fs contend that, because they held the mortgage note, they had a
sufficient financia " interest in the mortgage to allow them to foreclose. In Massachusetts,
where a note has b e:en assigned but there 1s no writien assigronera of he moTiEage
underlying the not 2, the assignment of the note does not carry with it the assignment of
the mortgage. Bar ne's v. Boardman, 149 Mass. 106, 114 (1889). Rather, the holder of the
mortgage holds th ¢ mortgage in trust tor the purchaser or'the note, wilo My arr eyurtanle
right to obtain an assignment of the mortgage, which may be accomplished by filing an
action in court anc | obtaining an equitable order of assignment. /d ("In some jurisdictions
it is held that the r n¢_re transfer of the debt, without any assignment or even mention oI
the mortgage, camr ie s the martgage with jt, so as to enable the assignee to assert his title
in an action at lav /... . This doctrine has not prevailed in Massachusetts, and the tendency
of the decisions hezr-e has been, that in such cases the mortgagee would hoid the legal titie
o /e poac e b Artt, mdsthetohre 'ndten might veina wmveymat wy
bill in equity"). Se ¢: Young v. Miller, 6 Gray 152, 154 (1856). In the absence of a valid
written assignmen t of a mortgage or a court order of assignment, the mortgage hoider
remains unchange:d.. I'ii's common-faw principle was fater incorporated 1n the statute
enacted in 1912 e st:ablishing the statutory power of sale, which grants such a power to
"the mortgagee o1 kais executors, administrators, successors or assigns,” but not to a party
that is the equitab l¢: beneficiary of a mortgage held by another. G.L. c. 183, § 21, inserted
hy §t.1912. ¢. 502 . § 6.

Third, the plainti¥s initially argued that postsale assignments were sufficient to establish
their authority to foreclnse, and now argue that these assignments are sufficient when
taken in conjunctic:n with the evidence of a presale assignment. They argue that the use of
postsale assignme nts was customary in the industry, and point to Title Standard No. 58(3)
issued by the Real Fstate Rar Associatinn for Massachusetts, which declares: "A title is
not defective by rez san of ... [5lbe recording of an Assignment of Marigage exerused
either prior, or subs :quent, to foreclosure where said Mortgage has been foreclosed, of
record, by the Assigaas " IFNDI T To the 2xtent that the plaintiffs relv on this title
standard for the propoaition thed an emity that does tot hold a morigage may foretiose on
a property, and the: n cure the cloud on titie by a later assignment of a mortgage, their
reliance is misplac e beeanrse this proposition is contrary 1o G L. c 183, § 21 and G.L. c.
244, § 14. If the pfaantit3 did not have their assignments to the (banez and LaRace
mortgages at the 1 inne of the publication of the notices and the sales, they lacked authority
to foreclose unde: (&L, ¢ 187 § 21, amd (2 L. & 244, § 14, and their nahlisbed claims to
be the present holc liers of the mortgages were false. Nor may a postforeclosure assignment

htip://www.massrepc rts - .com/SJCCases/
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be treated as a pre -Farrdpsua assigment. vmply, by, declacing an, "effeive date that.
precedes the notice > of sale and foreclosure, as did Option One's assignment of the LaRace
morigage to Wells 1:’argo. Because an assignment of a mortgage is a transfer of legal title,
it beoomes effective. wivh respact &0 dhe powar of sale anly’ air he dramsiary & canned
become effective bezfore the transfer. See In re Schwartz, supra at 269.

Towevel, we to T 4 dnagee with Tl Serdend Yoo SHY ek, Wiere o wsS@imenh 6
confirmatory of an earlier, valid assignment made prior to the publication of notice and
execution of the sz | e, that confirmatory assignment may be executed and recorded after
the foreclosure, arid doing so will not make the ttle aerective. A vaiid assignment or'a
mortgage gives th-2 holder of that morigage the statutory power to sell after a default
regardless whethe r the assigpment. has heen recorded. See G L. c. 183, § 212 MacFarlans
v. Thompson, 241 Mass. 4806, 489 {1922). Where the earfier assignment is not in
recordabie form o1 9ears some defect, a writien assignment executed after foreclosure
that confirms the ca chior assigmment ey e properly rocarsad. See Bor v Gruves; 216
Mass. 440, 444-4-15 (1914). A confirmatory assignment, however, cannot confirm an
assignment that w as; not validly made earlier or backdate an assignment being made for
the first time. See .3 caplen v. Blanchard, 1¥7 Mass. 73, 76 {(190¥) {confirmatory deed
"creates no title” b a t "takes the place of the original deed, and is evidence of the making
of the former conv e yance as of the time when it was made"”). Where there is no prior
valid assignment, a.subsequent assignment by the mortgage holder to the note holder is
not a confirmatory/ assignment because there is no earlier written assignment to confirm.
In this case, based on the record before the judge, the plaintiffs failed to prove that they
obtained valid wri tten assignments of the Ibanez and LaRace mortgages before their
foreclosures, so th e postforeclosure assignments were not confirmatory of earlier valid
assignments.

Finally, we reject thwe plaintiffs’ request that our ruling be prospeclive in its application. A
prospective ruling i 3 onby apptopreie, in Hrited circonstances, ‘when we ke a
sigpificant change i nthe comman law. See Papadopoulos v. Target Corp.. 457 Mass.
368. 384 (2010) (r ¢ ting "normal rule of retroactivity™); Payton v. Abbott Labs, 386 Mass.
540, 565 (1982). ‘W'z have not done so here. The fegal principles and requirements we set
forth are well estz blished in owr case law apd owr statutes. All that has changed is the
plaintiffs' apparert *failure to abide by those principles and requirements in the rush to sell
mortgage-backed : wacurities.

Conclusion. For tt e reasons stated, we agree with the judge that the plaintiffs did not
demonstrate that t he'y were the holders of the Ibanez and LaRace mortgages at the time
that they foreclosead these proparties, and therefore failed to demonstrate that they
acqured fee simp Je. title tn these pranerties by purchasing theno, at the fareclasire sale.
Jeidgmeentss wormee .

CORDY, J. (conc urring, with whom Botsford, 1., joins).

I concur fully in tl 1 opinion of the court, and wrile separately only to underscore that

hitp://www.massrepeerts: .com/SJCCases/
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“Wieh 'R Surpraing, 2R ERR CERS 'S A bR Jatemeant. of pincinies. artindated by the
court regarding tit! <> law and the law of foreclosure in Massachusetts, but rather the utter
carelessness with 1 a/hich the plaintiff banks documented the titles to their assets. There is
no dispute that the: urmorigagurs of tee propertios i Guestion had aefaaiiad o sheir
obligattons, and thuat the mortgaged properties were subject to foreclosure. Before
commencing such wn.action., however,  the holder. of an.assigned mortgage needs to take
care to ensure that { its‘iegal paperwork 1s m vrlier. Alflragh Tie1e wis 1o appatth wWeath
unfairness here to : e mortgagors, that is not the point. Foreclosure is a powerful act with
significant consec w-xmees, amd VMassaofrisen's fow (s always raquicad arac (i proveed
strictly 1n accord “w 1th the statutes that govern IT. As the opinion of o coart o, swar
strict compliance is; necessary because Massachusetts is both a title theory State and
allows for extrajucTicial foreclosure.

The type of sophis t icated transactions leading up to the accumulation of the notes and
mortgages in ques.ti on in these cases and their securitization, and, ultimately the sale of
mortgaged-backel securities, are not barred nor even burdened by the requirements of”
Massachusetts lavv. The plaintiff banks, who brought these cases to clear the titles that
they acquired at th eir own foreclosure sales, have simply failed to prove that the
underlying assignr rzents of the mortgages that they allege (and would have) entitled them
to foreclose ever e x-isted in any lggally cagmizahle form hefore they exercised the power
of sale that accom p:anies those assignments. The court's opinion clearly states that such
assignments do nost need to be in recordable form or recorded before the foreclosure, but
Ty W hared Wt v e Witriaed.

What is more com prlicated, and not addressed in this opinion, because the issue was not
before us, is the eifi:zct of the conduct ot banks such as the plamntits here, on a bona fide
third-party purchz scr who may have relied on the foreclosure title of the bank and the
confirmative assigziement and affidavit of foreclosure recorded by the bank subsequent to
that foreclosure bu t prior to the purchase by the third party, especially where the party
whose property w: ¢ foreclosed was in fact in violation of the mortgage covenants, had
notice of the forec' (dsure, and took no action to contest it.

FN1. Far the Siructured Asset Securities Corporation Mortgage Pass-Through
Certificates, S:eries 2006-7,
FN2. Wells F :argo Bank, N.A., trustee, vs. Mark A. LaRace & another.

FIN3. The Appeals Court granted the plaintiffs' motion to consolidate these cases.

FN4. Chief Jiustice Marshall participated in the deliberation on this case prior to her
retirement.

FNS5. We ack rmowledge the amicus briefs filed by the Attomney General; the Real

http://www.massrepor t s.com/SJCCases/



Fotade Rex A pociadon for MWessechnaens, e, Mese MaDorsell, aaad the Metdonal
Consumer L: w Center, together with Darlene Manson, Germano DePina, Robert
Lane, Ann C »Jiley, Roberto Szumik. and Geraldo Dosanjos.

FN6. The ur certainty surrounding the first issue was the reason the plaintiffs sought
a declaration o thear e m vrder w Yrein B msurars for rae propRTRS. The
second issue 'was raised by the judge in the LaRace case at a January 5, 2009, case
management .conrference.

FN7. The jud' ge alse contliuded thet e Bosion Glote 'was 2 teewspapet of general
circulation in  Sprnngheid, so the foreclosures were not Tendered wvand on thed
ground becat 1 se notice was published in that newspaper.

FNS8. In the t hird case, LaSalle Bank National Association, trustee for the certificate
holders of B« :ar Stearns Asset Backed Securities 1, LLC Asset-Backed Certificates.
Series 2007- H'EZ vs. Freddy Rosario, the judge concluded that the morigage
foreclosure ™ vvas not rendered invalid by its failure to record the assignment
reflecting its s:tatus as holder of the mortgage prior to the foreclosure since it was, in
fact, the hold.c xr Hy assignmens af the 1ime of the Shrecinsure, 31 ufdily claimed mHar
status in the n.otice, and it could have produced proof of that status (the unrecorded
assignment) i1 asked.”

FN9. On June: 1. 2009, attorneys for the defendant mortgagors filed their appearance
I the cases ti or the first time,

TN10. The 1 alRace defendants allege that the documents submitted to the Judge
following the: palaintiffs’ motions to vacate judgment are not properly in the record
before us. The y also allege that several of these documents are not properly
authenticated . Because we atlirm the judgment on other grounds, we do not address
these concern :s, and assume that these documents are properly before us and were
adequately a1 thenticated.

EN1L. This sjoned wed wetarizad deounrat statess. "FORNN ATJIE RECEINED, the
undersigned ! -ereby grants. assigns and transfers to all beneficial

interest under that certain Mortgage dated December 1, 2005 executed by Antonio
Ibanez...."

FNI12. The St r uctured Asset Securities Corporation 1s a wholly owned direct
subsidiary of Lehman Commercial Paper Inc., which is in turn a wholly owned,
direct subsidi «iry of Lehman Brothers Holdings Inc.

http://www.massrepor s .com/SICCases/
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FN13. As im plemented in Massachusetts. a mortgage holder is required to go to
court to obta: n ajudgment declaring that the mortgagor is not a beneficiary of the
Servicemem 1 sers Act before proceeding to foreclosure. St.1943, c. 57, as amended
through St.1' 998_c. 142.

FN14. The L. and Court judge questioned whether American Home Mortgage
Servicing. In «_ was ip fact 3 successar in interest o Option One. Given our
affirmance ¢ fthe judgment on other grounds. we need not address this question.

FN135. An alt emative to foreciosure through the right of statutory sale is foreclosure
by entry, by ' which a mortgage holder who peaceably enters a property and remains
for three yeas. = after recaording 2 rertifivate ar memarandivn of entry forecloses the
mortgagor's ight of redemption. See (GLL. . 244, §§ 1. 2; doymer » Lonay San

Bank, 322 M ass. 46. 52-33 (1947). A

foreclosure b »y antry may provide a separare grownd o aclaim, of cleas title apant
frumn Yne fure Jrusae 'vy exeeuaun ik power Ul sdre, See, g, Urdviel
Michelson. 2 37 Mass. 227, 228-229 (1937). Because the plaintiffs do not claim clear
title based or  &venlosare by oy, we do o disoass i davelier

FNI16. We recognize that w momgage holdes must not only 20k in shriet comphianes
with its powe r of sale but must also "act in good faith and ... use reasonable
diligence to p:rotect the interests of the mortgagor,” and this responsibility is "more
exacting" wh ere the mortgage holder becomes the buyer at the foreclosure sale, as
occurred her: :. See Williams v. Resolution GGF Oy, 417 Mass. 377, 382-383 (1994).
quoting Sepp alo & Ako Coustr Ca v Petersen 373 Mass. 316 3201977}
Because the 1-sut ws tion ranstd 'y The deitideam mongagurs ot tne Judge, we ao
not consider  vhether the plainti(Ts breached this obligation.

FN17. The fc »ym of foreclosure notice provided in G.L. c. 244, § 14, calls for the
present hold. °r of the mortgage to identify itself and sign the notice. While the statute
permits othe: - ‘1orms 10 've ‘used and afiows tne statuory form 1o ‘ve "anered as
circuinstanc..2:- require." G.L. c. 244, § 14, we do not interpret this flexibility to
suggest that tlie present holder of the mortgage

need oot ides it rsedm the nonice

FNI8. The p./ mwmi¥ls were not autnorzed w Soretiose oy virne of z2ny 08 tne other
provisions of G.L. c. 244, § 14: they were not the guardian or conservator. or acting
in the name o f. a person so authorized; nor were they the attorney duly authorized by
a writing unc” er seal.

1 ol
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FN19. Ibanex ~ challenges the validity of this assignment to Option One. Because of
the failure ot "U).S, Bank to document any preforeclosure sale assignment or chain of
assignments by which it obtained the Ibanez mortgage from Option One, it is
unnceessary fo address the validity of the assignment fram Rose Madgagee to Ontion
One.

FN20. The p !aintiffs have not pressed the procedural question whether the judge
exceeded his authority in rendering judgment against them on their motions for
aefaunl fuder . aomt, and ne \lo ot address & hare.

ENOL . Title Sapdand Ve, SRy smed oy the Real, Botaia Ran Asepiakin frrn
Massachuset 's continues: "However. if the Assignment is not dated prior, or stated
to be cffectiv ¢ prior. to the commencement of a forcclosure, then a foreclosure sale
after April 14,3 20V greyp ke syt do okellange ar dlee

Bankruptey Zourt." eiting In re Schwartz. 366 B.R. 265 (Bankr.D.Mass.2007).

END OF DOCUM e
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Rule 23 order file d o NO. 5-06-0664
Mayv 21. 2008: ‘K‘

Motion to publish granted IN THE
June 16, 2008, n *’
E APPELLATE COURT OF ILLINOIS

FIFTH DISTRICTY
BAYVIEW LC+AN SERVICING. L.L.C.. B Appeal from the
) Circuit Court of
Plaintift-Appellee. ) White County.
)
v. } No. 03-CUH-30
)
JEFFREY EDE ‘N NELSON, )
}
Defend:int-A ppellant, )
)
and )
)
DENISE A. NE:LSON. NONRECORD )
CLAIMANTS, UNKNOWN TENANTS. )
and UNKNOW N GWNERS, i Honorable
) Paul W. Lamar,
Defendints. } Judge. presiding.
PRESID ING JUSTICE STEWART delivered the opinion of the court:
In this imortgage foreclosure action, the circuit court of White County entered a '

summary judgnnent in favor of the plaintiff, Bayview Loan Servicing, L.L.C. (Bayview). and

against the defe:ndant, Jeffrey Eden Nelson (Nelson). On November 21, 2006, the circuit

court denied Ne Ison's motion to reconsider the summary judgment. Nelson appeals from the

entry of a summary judgment and from the denial of his motion to reconsider. We reverse

. ——— PR e T S . iy ."":""ﬁ:'”““wm
and remand.
T ——
BACKGROUND

On November 22, 2004, Bayview filed a complaint to foreclose a mortgage against
Neison and the other defendants, who are not parties to this appeal. Although all of the

pleadings and prroceedings include ail of the defendants, we refer only to Nelson in this




opinion since h e is the only appellant. In the complaint, Bayview alleged that it was the
assignee of Old National Bank, to whom Nelson had executed and delivered a mortgage and
promissory note secured by a parcel of real estate. Bayview alleged that Nelson's payment

default entitled wio foreclonsr the morigage. Bayvirw atiached tothe ump'.w.mmwe.@f e
L

promissory not: and mortgage executed between Nelson and Old National Bank.
s A S bl i RS g W
N g A ———
On December 23, 2004, Nelson filed an answer to the complaint, admitting that

Bayview was the owner of the mortgage and note but denying that it was entitled to foreclose

the mortgage. (Jn March 16, 2005, Bayview filed a motion for a summary judgment. On

April 22, 2005, Nelson filed a mosion for Jeave 1o amend his answer, alleging thar the
e

, T
documents Ba':view had submitted to him in discovery contained new information that he

ol Twsiv“\‘—r B Yok ek o B

R v e Lo
d1d not have wh.en he filed his original answer. The court granted Nelson's motion, and on
s ﬂw»nﬂﬂm_-
g X A
> ¢:3 75, 2005. 1e ﬁled an amended answer to the complaint.

i wwmmmm L i T RN

ln the amended answer, Nelson denied that he executed a mortgage to Bayview. Hej

also filed four .Jfﬁ.:ma.twe defensc:s with the amended answer. ln his ficst three affirmative
e ot L g .+ " o LT T o— T Py A NG 1 SRS g el

defenses. he all :ged that Bayview was not a proper part; fo the Broceedmgs because it had
iR

L T e L APt el

/

Fd
refused to prov ide him with copies of any assignment t ) atlonai Bank, it had (
AT T i i ™ =T 'WM *

not recorded an y aSS|gnm ent of the mortgage between it and Old National Bank, and it had
T P s e = AR T Ta——— ]

not attached to its complamt a copy of any assignment. In the fourth affirmative defense,
o y AT TP _i"l"'"—!’:‘“"z.—"m“

Nelson alleged that the con;n_dathrom O!d National Bank
Iy

as required by the Code of Civil Procedure (735 ILCS 5/1-101 et seq. (West 2004}).
Mg . o 1 orone O o TR g

Bayview did ncot file a response to the aifimmﬂ&g NSEs.

On June 17, 2005, Bayview filed an amended motion for a summary judgment,

alleging that Melson's answer contained only general denials of the allegations in its
complaint and that, contrary to the allegations in Neison's affirative defenses. it had

provided him vvith a recorded copy of its assignment of the mortgage from Old National




Bank. Bayviewy alleged that it was not required to attach to its complaint a copy of the
mpe—— 5 ol S il 2T

assignment. but. it did attach a copy of an assignment to the amended motion for a summary

ST . AL b 5 A B st

judgment. The attached assignment is dated June 22, 2004, and assigns Old National Bank's
M

RTUI T AR SO RVUTINRUEY '@ Day Ve Tiaaandah Tading Onvap, 'R VIR Pararrsi).

In the ainended motion for a summary judgment, Bayview alleged that Nelson's
"repeated alleg.ations" that Bayview was unknown to him were inaccurate. In support of that
statement, Bayview attached two letters which it claimed notified Nelson "of the transfer of
servicing from OIld National Bank" to Bayview, The first ietter, dated August 6, 2004,
indicated that B-ayview had "scquired the servicing"” of Nelsor's loan from Old Natioaal! Bank
but that the tra:nsfer did "not affect the terms or conditions” of his loan documents, "other
than the terms directly related to the servicing” of the loan. The second letter, dated
September 9, 2 004, indicated that the Joan was in default. Bayview also alleged in the
amended motic+n that it was entitled to a summary judgment because Nelson's answers were
mere geoeral d enials withaut. facmal hasis ar swppart and. insnfficicnt. ta errate 2 matanial,
issue of fact.

Nelson ‘iled a response to the amended motion fora summ aryjudgment. alleging that,

T B e
in his amended answer, he had denied specific facts and that genuingssues of material fact %
g iyt e e AR e P thrrers, o an.

£ aleatr TS

existed, includiing issues raise is afﬁrmative defenses. He also argued that Bayview had
wu ugmswﬂ”“ﬂmm SR g 2EL z .

admitted his aft irmative defenses Jw v failing 1o re.gnmi In them.
AT I S it o i s s . ot 37 97 10 : T v
The par: ies appeared for a hearing on the amended motion for a summary judgment,
T e i ]
but there is no t+ anscrlpt of that hearing in the record. On March 3. 2006, the courtentered
e m——— s

———

a summary Jud‘ Zment, ﬁndmg that Bayview was the owner of the mortgage and note and

[ e -

e g

entitled to forezlosure.
vy 5 i ATk et -

On April 21 2006 Nelson f'led a motlon to recondemmary Z .

judgment. On August 8 2006 at the heanng on the motion to reconsider, judge Lamar
PR S i p—




granted the parti-es 28 days within which to file additional g}ggdinﬁs.

On Septczmber 5, 2006, Nelson filed a memorandum in support of his motion to
reconsider, alle:ging again that there were genuine issues of material fact precluding a +
SUTHTINTS fedTh i, ek o wiTamatioe dfiennses ad veen wdmriteed, wnd iod DEFEew was

not a proper part y to the lawsuit because ithad “never established by attachment or otherwise

» - - “‘dl
how it came int«) possession of the mortgage."

On Septe:mber 21, 2006, Bayview filed a response to Nelson's motion to reconsider
and supporting 1 nemorandum, again alleging that Nelson's general denials and affimative
defenses did not. preclude 2 summary judgment. Bayview argued that Nelson failed to raise
any substantive defense to the foreclosure action and that the court should deny the motion
to reconsider an d enter a judgment of foreclosure and sale.

On Septe-mber 22, 2006, Bayview filed a motion for the entry of a judgment of |
foreclosure and order of sale, alleging that it had previously filed an affidavit proving that t?
it. was the "haller of the mortgage and onte” and that, it nponenly siead hefors tha caurt.,
Nelson filed an answer to the motion for the entry of the judgment and an objection to a
hearing on that ‘motion prior to the ¢ourt's reconsideration of the summary judgment.

On Nove:mber 21, 2006, the parties appeared. and the court issued a docket order

denzinﬁ Nelson 's motion to reconsider and granting Bayview's motion for a judgmeni of %p‘

LT e o
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foreclosure and arder nf sale. This anneal followed.
pu - N a

ANALYSIS

Qur revic:w from a summary judgment order is de novo. Community Bank of Greater

_ 7 e,
Peoriav. Carter ,283 111. App. 3d 305, 508 (1996) (Community Bank summary judgment

is an appropriat.: remedy onty if the pleadings, depositions, and admissions on file, together *
¥

with any affidav.its, show that there is no genuine issue of material fact and that the movant

is entitied to a ju:dgment as a matter of law. Purtill v. Hess, 111 1il. 2d 229,240 (1986); 735




later pleadings. WWe disagree. The trial courtgranted Nelson leave to file an amended answer
based upon his a ssertions that he had ohtained new information of which he had not been

aware when he filed his original answer. Then, in the amended answer and all of his

S e e o

Mhsequem pleautimgs, Melson raised Whe fasee o whethes B LAk W WS -p'.'oper p'a.rw 'to k‘i\e o
ORI < 1« i lsi T P st S O £ s o e

Broceedings. No thing in the trial court record indicates that Baywew holds the mortgage or

note that is the s.abject of this foreclosure action. At the time the court entered the summary
—— —— —
judgmentagd Qemed Neison S motlon to recon51der the record indicated that the Partnershlp
i o )
was the only leg:al entity with the right to institute a mortgage foreclosure action against
T e 2. N IR R, SN T T MBS % L e i B S = R R PRI T ]
Nelsow for this prarsiclar parce) of real esiate. Therefove, there was no hasis for the ensry of
ISt o e AT ATIIN R R T D % A i —— ok

a summary judgnaent in favor of Bayview, a stranger to the mortgage. Addmonally, because

there was no bas:is for the entry of a summary judgment in favor of Bayvrew, the court

improperly en:gced the judgment of toreclosure and order of sale. Based upon our hoidmg,
e R LS

W v oy 4 e "““*'-'!»-""'O“—p

we need not addiress the parties’ additional arguments.

CONCILIISION.

o ‘M o es i e e i TR m‘*&“
- We revers ¢ the summary judgment and the judgment of foreclosure and order of sale ™ ?
T 1 g Y S O

entered in favor of Bayview and against Nelson.(Because none of the other defendants

participated in this appeal. we make no rulings with regard to them but indicate that, from
the record preser ited herein, it appears that the same principles apply to the nonappealing

defendants as ap plv to Nelson. We remand for further proceedings consistent with this
decision.

Reversed and remanded.

GOLDEN/HERSH and SPOMER, JJ.. concur.
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Dedision filed 04/06/12. The text of NO 5_1 0-0483 This order was filed under Suprt-_jme
this decision may be charmpss! s Lourd Rulp IR aned resy e e gited!
corrected prior to the filing o a IN TI'lE as precedent by any party except in
Petition for Rehearing or the the limied drcumstanoes allowed
disposition of the same. A?‘PELL AT-E COURT 0;1: ELmOT[S under Rule 23el} 1), J
FIFTH DISTRICT
AMTRUST BANK, ) Appeal from the
) Circuit Court of
Plaintiff-Ap pellee, ) St. Clair County.
)
v, ) No.09-CH-430
)
CHARLES E. LOWE, ) Honorable
) Andrew J. Gleeson,
Defendant-/\ppellant. ) Judge, presiding.

JUSTICE GrOLDENHERSH deflivered the judgment of the court.
Justices We Ich and Spomer concurred in the judgment.

ORDER
91  Held: Abse ntaspecial finding under Supreme Court Rule 304(a) (eff. Jan. 1, 2006),
a foveclssare judament is o & fael and apperlable fadgmon, and
defendant's appeal is dismissed.
92  Defendant, Charles E. Lave, appeals the cireuit court's arder of Iuly 29, 2014, that
denied defendant's motion to vacate the judgment against him in a foreclosure action. He
requests that this court reverse the circuit court order. For the following reasons, we dismiss
defendant's appeal.
13 BACKGROUND
94  On Septemb-er 4, 2007, defendant entered into a mortgage agreement with plaintiff.
On March 31, 2009, plaintiff filed a foreclosure action in the circuit court against defendant
claiming that he wais delinquent on his payments. After personal service was unsuccessful,

service was execute:d by publication.

5 Onlune 16, 2009, plaintifT filed a motion for summary judgment and a motion for

1



an order of a defavilt judgment. On June 18, 2009, the circuit court entered a judgment of
foreclosure that grianted both the motion for summary judgment and the motion for default
judgment. On February 4, 2010, the property in question was set for sale at an auction.
€6  OnFebruary 10,2010, defendant filed a motion to vacate the circuit court's judgment.
In the motion, he a.rgued that he was unaware of the hearings on the matter and that he had
been in forbearanc ¢ with the bank and making payments during that time. On February 12,
2010, plaintiff filed a motion for an order approving the report of sale and distribution.
17  Defendant's motion was continued twice. The record does not contain any transcripts
of the hearings. On February 18, 2010, the circuit court entered an order approving the
report of sale and dlistribution and confirming the sale and order of possession. On July 29,
2010, the court denied defendant's motion to vacate the judgment of foreclosure. Defendant
filed this timely appeal.

98 ANALYSIS

99  On appeal, defendant argues that the circuit court erred in denying his motion to
vacate the foreclosure judgment. He further argues that he was making payments and had
proof of those pavments that the circuit court would not consider. In response, plaintiff
argues that this cou.rt lacks jurisdiction to consider the claim, and in the altemative, plaintiff
argues that defend ant is not entitled to relief under section 2-1401 of the Code of Civil
Procedure (735 ILCS 5/2-1401 (West 2010})).

Y10 The Illinois Supreme Court has held that a foreclosure judgment of a mortgage is not
final and appealabl e until the circuit court enters an order approving the sale and directing
the distribution. Inz re Marriage of Verdung, 126 1ll. 2d 542, 555 (1989). "A judgment of
foreclosure is not f inal and appealable because it does not dispose of all the issues between
the parties and it does not terminate the litigation.” JP Morgan Chase Bankv. Fankhauser,

383 I1l. App. 3d 25-4, 260 (2008). "Unless the court makes a finding pursuant to Supreme



Court Rule 304(a) [(eff. Jan. 1, 2006)], that there is no just reason for delaying enforcement
or appeal, the judg ment of foreclosure is not appealable.” In re Marriage of Verdung, 126
I11. 2d at 555.

911 Here, defendant is appealing the circuit court's denial of his motion to vacate the

judgment of forecl-osure. This motion was filed on February 10, 2010, which was eight days
prior to the court's order approving the sale and distribution. Defendant's motion was not
amended to inclucle the vacatur of the orders that occurred after the filing of the motion.

Therefore, since th.e motion to vacate only included the judgment of foreclosure, then appeal

of the denial of su«ch motion would be limited to the same judgment.

Y12 However, a:s held by our supreme court, without a special finding under Rule 304(a),
a judgment of fore closure is not final and appealable. Here, the circuit court's order denying

the motion does not contain a special finding under Rule 304(a) stating that there is no just

reason for delayingz appeal. Moreover, defendant limited his notice of appeal to the circuit
court's order of Jul y 29, 2010, and does not mention anything about the other judgments of
sale or distributior.

913 Therefore, ‘we find that defendant's appeal was limited to the denial of his motion to

vacate the foreclos.ure judgment. Defendant’s appeal is dismissed pursuant to Rule 304(a),
and we cannot comssider the merits of the appeal.

114 CONCLUSION

15 Forthefore:going reasons, defendant's appeal is dismissed pursuant to Supreme Court

Rule 304(a).

916 Appeal disrnissed.
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‘Wdtice o Fling

Certifice’e 1 OF SERHIGE

Support n-g Document(s) REGARDING APPELLATE COURT PETITION FOR

Notice ¢ f Filing

Certificat ion of service -
Sunnorti 1, Dacument(s)-COPY OF LETTER TO JUDGE O'LEARY ‘@
Alntiae o Filing

Certifica 1 3n of service

Supportt g Document(s

Notice of Filing

Certificat ion of service /{ H
Copy OF REQLIEST FOR .LIDCIAL REVIEW OFF CLASS ¢ FELONY OF "LOAN FRALID” ) ?I#S
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Certificat ion of service

Supporti: 1g Document{s)-COPY OF NOTICE OF FILING & PETITION FOR
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01/31/2012 Notice 3¢ Filing i
013172012 Copy C*F E MAIL TO CONSUMER COUNSEL IAG FROM 1-20-12
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PIERCE & ASSCCIATES
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
Fohte WIVY
1 North Dearborn
Chicago, Illinocis 606062
{312} 346-39088

THIS FIRM I3 A DEBT COLLECTOR ATTEMPTING TO COLLECT A DEBT.
ANY INFORMATION WE OBTAIN WILL BE USED FOR THAT PURPOSE.

09//6)0%

LAUREN SCHEFFERS A/K/A LAUREN LEE SCHEFFERS; 1305 MORNING
STAR COURT; NZPERVILLE, IL 60564

LAUREN LEE SCHEFFERS; 1192 N PROSPECT AVE; CLAZRENDCN HILLS,
IL 5021 4

LEUREN LEE SCHEFFERS; 22300 LYNNFIELD CT; AURORA, IL 60504

RE: 1305 MORNING STARE COURT, NAPERVILLE, IL 60564

Servicer: AMERICAN BOME MCRTGAGE SERVICING, INC. AS SUCCESSOR
IN INTEREST TG OFT LON ONE
Loan ®: TV UL SBRHUT -FNF

Dear Mortgager (s )/ Borrcwer({s) : AM"J M M

This office has been hired by AMERICAN HOME MORTGAGE SERVICING, INC.
AS SUCCESSOR IN INTERDSwem:TICON ONE , the Servicer of the above

referenced MOYTYAT® LN LU TUNmMENCE 1UTEClosure proceedings.

Je are reguired by law to advise you of certain information as well
as vour rights pur:suant to the Fair Debt Collecfion Pracrices Ao,
This informatior 1w &5 Ffollows:

1.The total amount of the debt %!&Ge’pﬁg‘aggawdvmo’te!ﬁ:'qb ’;‘

the date of this letter, is $ 186,7%5.82. Because of interest, late ’~
charges, and cth=2r charges tMoseetflessigdsy from day to day, the

amcunt due on th= dlay you pay this amount may have increased. mw
Therefore, if you paxy Ohe amouwst SONOWIT above, 4 adjustmerne may be
necessary arter we recelve your check, In wilch event we will

inform you before ciepositing the check for collection. For further
information, write or call our cffice at {312)}346-9088 and ask for

fha nayati-reins Atlement department.. Any funds to pay the total

debt should be s:int in the form of certified funds, cashiers check

or money order t.3 Filerce & Associates, P.C., attention Payoff and
Reinstatement Dept. , 1 N. Dearbcrn, Sulte 1300, Chicago, Illinois,

60602,

2. The name of tChe roxxent Qredivox Lo whwom e devt 15 wwed U1S
DEUTSCHE BANK NA TIOARAL TRUGST CTOMPRNY , AS TRUSTEE W TRYUST TOR THE
BENEFIT OF THE CiZRT'IFICATE HCLDERS FCR AMERIQUEST MORTGAGE
SECURITIES TRUST 2(-04-R1, ASSET-BACKED PASS-THROUGH CeERTIFICATES.



SERIES 2004-R1.

3.Federal law gise o yuo Tioruy Geys ®lTEREL YO recelve Tnls letter
to dispute the y-alidity of the debt or any part cf it. TIf you
don't dispute it. within that period, our office will assume that

Jr's walid. IFf jow Do dispwhbe i by nobifiydog owr offine dn
writing, we will., as required by the law, obtain and mall to you

procf of the deist. &and if, within the same pericd, you request in
writing the name: and address of your original creditcr, if the
original creditc.r 1s diilerent from the current creditor, our
office will furr.ish that information tce. Please direct any
written communiciation to Pierce & Associates, P.C., Attention: Fair
Sebr CUerk, I N Segrdorn SO, Succw So0, JHuceEgw, SO0rnors gUsUL
2 . The law does 1wdt require our office to wait until the end of the
thirty-day perico«l before suing you to collect the debt or
commencing any firreclosure action. If, however, you reguest proof
of the debt or tl:ie name and address of the original creditor within
that thirty-day giericd that Legins with the receipt cof this letter,
the faw requires: our office to suspend cur erfforts (tirough
litigation or ofilerwise; to collect the debt until we mail the
reguested informeition to vou.

5.If this debt h:iis been discharged in a Chapter 7 Bankruptcy and
vou have not rea: firmed this debt, please be advised that you will
not be Ifcund per:s:onally liabkle for this debt. However, we will
still commence foreclosure proceedings against the real estate.

6.Pursuant to thuv2 Fair Debt Collection Practices Act, the firm of
Plerce & ASS0C1dfes 1% d4eened 1o he 2 Akt collechor and amy
information we re:ceive, will be used for that purpose.

Sincerely, e

{ f& ﬁ\//// .
E\ PAVAVANGY

¥,

Pierce & Associates, P.C.
Attorneys at Law

Cur Filef 924974
{(validate)



IN'T HE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE TWELFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUET
WILY COYNTY, JILLINQIS

DEUTSCRE 3ANK NATIONAL TRUST
COMPANY, AS TRUSTEE IN TRUST FOR
THE BENEFIT UV THE CERITFICATE
HOLDTRS FC. R AMERIQUEST MORTGAGE

SECURITIES " TRUST 2004-R1, ASSET- Case No.: 09 CH 3797
DACKED PAS S.THROLIGH CERTIFICATES
SERIES 2004-R1, Z
Plaintiff.
vs,

LAUREN SCF EFFERS A%KsA LAUREN LEE
SCHTFFERS, e#tal.,

Defendsants,

PLAINTIFF*S RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT'S
FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION

PlaintfY, Deuische Bank National Trust Company as ‘Lrustes in Frust for the Benefit of
the Cenificate Hoiders for Ameriquest Morigage Securities Trast 2004-Ri. Asset-Backed Pass-

Theough Certi Jeates, Series J004-R1 (*Trustee™) responds to defendant's first requent for

The [Lallowing general responses Ann oojeckons {(the “Generaj Objections™) are

production as fi Mlows:

incorporated by reference into Trustee s respomses:to each.of Scheffer's discovery reqacsts:

1 "To dee dest of s nowiledge, infarmation and deiief, formed afier reasonadic
inquiry, Trusi:e’s Responses to Plaintiff's Document Production Requests are compicte and
correct a5 of th-e time of this Response. In the event thar Trustee lemms that in some material

respect the uformation disclosed is jncotnplete of incorrect and if the additional or corrective




R ——
-igation conlinues.
o T

information has not otherwise been made known 1o the other parties during the discovery process
or in writing, T rustee will supplement this Response as required Rule 214,

2 Trustec expressly siates that (2) it is ot raising all objections to Scheffer’s
Docurnemt Prodiuction Requests that could be maised and (b) the [aihee 10 muise such ebjections
here is pot inte: wled to waive the mising of such ohicctions in the fiwe  Trustes abi ey
the right (0 1a isc at Eny hcering or wrial in thiz matter sl objections (including relevance
Qpticnely v v wmissom i any () Gocwmem probiuced, (6) wlonnation supplied or ()
whmission made .

3. inustee V.nbjccts m zany dzrscuom-, WEOM' or instructions comtained in
Scheffeer’s Docaument Production Regoests that seek to impose upon Trusiee’s obiigations in
cxcess of, or dif ferent from, those required by the 1linois Supieme Court Rules or under Hhnois
law, including aavy obligution o sipplement answers, or any discovery orders entered oy the
Courl.

Responwes 1o Beguests for ¥ redusction

I Tihe otiginal mortgage with handwritten signatares/initials by Defendant and
notunized at the bottom of cach page. {sic)

RESPOMSE: Trustee objects to Request for Production Number | on the grounds thet

Defendant/Coum ter-Plainiff Scheflers (FScheffers™) slready has an origimal of the mortgage with.

ey sigembure apd initints in her poaseasion that was provided (o het at the closing, that a copy is m&.

attached o the fo ealnsue somplaiat ae Sandn® 4, do s ar onjgieg’ i on e wigh ule %307

County Recorder of Deeds. Subjest to and without waiving the foregoing objection, ‘[rustee @t&
S
sudtes tha it'ss seirching for an originel of the mortgage and wiil produce it 1o Scheffers upon
P —————
locating it. Inves

A




2. T e ariginal Note with handwrillen signatures on the back of the Note, {sic]

RESPONSE: Trustee objeets 1o Request for Production Number 2 on the grounds that
Scheffers already has an original of the nole with her signature in her possession that was M E
provided to her vu the cloting, that a copy is attached 10 the fureciosure complaiot as Exhibit B,

an:l that en origi nat is on Gle with the Will County Recorder of Deeds. Subject to and without m ({

B A g
waiving the farcgoing objection, Trustee stazes that it is searching for an original of the note and

will produee it 1o+ Skl uporniraling e HRTIRNIRIL RRRRRIES,

. ——— *
' 3. T e or@mal Motion to Modify the Automatic Stay Order as submilled by Pierce

& Astociates [¥ied By uie Unied Rates B‘amtmptcy Court on Apni i'F, ARW by Diecoronic

Notice through ECF (sce included Exbibits E-2000/04/17.1-3C md E-2009/04/17.30, as

previvusly subrnitted with the Defendant’s Answer and Counter-Complaint as recotded on
November 13, 2009 under Section [ 106 certification), {sic],

IE RESPOM-SE: Trustec states in response to Request for Production Number 3 that no

i

“origingl” ir avideble ar this ir e alaraonically sentad avd Slad dacument fhar does oot bhear s !
hand-written sig nature, and that Scheffers alrcady has the Motion o Modily the Avtomazic Stay m ‘
Order in ber pos:session as it is attacbed as an extiibit to her Requests for Produciion and that it is |
A pubiicly aveiiaibic document thet Scheffers can obtain without making a request to Trustee.
1 4. The onginal sale or assigmment docwmentation, including the sale or assignment
: date (MM/DD™"YYY) prior to this Trust's closing date of February 6, 2004, of this Montgage
and Note by Tow-n & Counry Lending, ine. 10 toe T rusves Rgional “irav Cunrparry @ TToset
Trust for the Berefit of 1he Centificate Hoiders for Ametiquest Mortgage Securities Trust 2004-
Ri, Asset-Backe: d Pass-Through Ceriificates. Series 2004-R1, [sic]

RESPONSE: Trustee objects 1o Request for Production Number 4 on the grounds that m
Schetfers atready het a copy of the essigmment in her possessian as it is @tached 1 the Response

to Defendant’s M {otion for Quiet Title and the original is publicly availuble at the Wil) County M

Recorder of Dectls. Subject 10 and without waiving the foregoing objection, Trustee stutes that it




@

B D i A i

13 scarching for an originai of the assignment and will produce it to Scheffers upon locating it !

Investigation continues,

5. £+ copy of the portion of the Prospecius submified to the Sccurities Exchange
Commission fo:r this Ameriguest Morigage Securities Trust 2004-R1 that verifies thet this
mortgage and i ote were included, and if so, [sic]

RESP(sNSE: Trustee states in response to Request for Production Number 5 that the

document Sche Jfers requests is a publicly availabic document located on the Securities Exchange

Commission’s « vebsiie ar
Btip /hwwer.sec govicyi-tinbrowse-cdgarfcompany=ameriquest& march=& CTK =& filenum wM }&
=& Stae= & ou k=& SI0=Jrnumar=2ys buled Fled=tindConypmnisa@acions wptowapeny .

fi. A copy of the puriton of the Prospecius that indicates which Group of Statistical |
Forrgege Loan:s nhi morcgage ana’ note wore ciuasa’ (&.¢., Group I or Group 17, Fixea-raie or
Adjustable-rute} - relied itpon by the investors in this Trust.
RESPO NSE: Trustee objects to Request for Production Mumber 6 as irelevant because
the portion of th : Prospecius requested has ao relevance fo the cleims in this lawsuit and because

the Prospectus ic. pudibicty srailahle op dhe Secunlizs Exchagee Cormmisrion’s nehrie at

hitp:fwww.sec. goviegi-binbrowse- edgarfcompuny =ameriquestimatch=&C{K & filemmm (m tx

=& Siate=& Cowt wry=&SIC=&owner=excluded Find=Find+Companies&action—gelcompany.




Dewschie Bank Mational Trust Company us Trustes

in Trust 1or e Henetlt or'the Certiticate Holders
for Ameriquest Mortgage Securities Trast 2004-R1,
Assel-Backed Pass-Through Certificaies, Series &

&- Chicago, {Hinois 60606
{317} $76-1700 (phone}
{312) 876-1155 (fax)




“ERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1, Carxdace Mandel, a non-anomey, certify that T caused to be served troe and correct
copy-of the ahove Pimntiff Counter-Defendant’s Respoense 1o Defendant’s First Request for
Production o Docurments, sloag with the atached docuaieni(s) referred to therein, upon the
parties below, vie First Class United States Mail, in 2 postege prepaid envelope deposited in the
1.8, Mail Chu e at 10 § Wacker Drive, Suite 2300, Chicago, Minois, v ovemight-delivess

b L6, this s February 26, 2010. *

Ms. Lauten I.. Scheffers Mr. Richard Elstiger & Mr. Mike Kemock
1305 Mornin, yatar Court Pieree & Associutes
Nuperville, 11. 60564 12" Ploar

One North Dearborn:

Chicago; i1 60602

{

(AHCAGUBES] 5.t
IDNCAM - 15400028




ISTATE OF ILLINOIS)

)SS
jcounTy OF WILL )

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE TWELFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
WILL COUNTY, ILLINOIS

Oty B 1 Touitr

| < | CASE NO: //
| COURT ORDER
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{ Attorney or Party, if treptesented by Attomney
Name _g%j‘ ' R - v
f #_MBA1]H . o Dated: ,20_ 1Y
| Firm Name Y/ paure | (1065 f] Q
Attorney for ﬂ ' Entered v ay
| Address | [) ~ Judge

. PAMELA J MClGUIRE, CLERK OFTHE CIRCU!T COURT OF WILL C . |

White — Conrt Yellcw Plaintiff Pink - ‘Defendant ' ' _ : ITDRmsed(OHOG)'
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STATE ©OF T1LLINOIS }
) g5:
COUNTY OF W I L L )

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE TWELFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
WILL CCUNTY, ILLINCIS

SN I ’

Plaintiff, )
!
) Ay
) )]
I
1 )
|
Defendants. )

14

15

16

lg

i9

20

21

22

23

E:XCERPT QF PRQCEEDINGS had at the hearing of the

above- entitled cause, before the Honorable Richard J.

Siegel , Judge of the Circuilt Court of Will County,

Illino:ils, on the leth day of November, A.D., 2010*

PR 25ENT:

Wk ZTUTT TOITU,

Appeared on behalf of the Plaintiff; *

Do fen

= '
Appeared pro

DANIEL C. SUPPLE, CSR
Officiial Court Reporter
Will Ceoounty Court AnnexX
57 R. Jittawa S'T.
Joliet, Illincis 60432
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MR GUIDO: The only thing I can tell this Court and

everveo ne here is that, yes, certain lenders have placed
their files voluntarily on hold. That’'s item number

one. Item number two is, yes, the Attorney General has
made r equests of I believe 23 lenders to submit certain

docume ntation.

But then we go into number three. And that is,

-as not placed ¢Ars rrfe om fofd. [Tre
servic ing agent, _, has not placed this file on

hold. And I, as an officer of this Court, I again state

that nizither thg ag;gm; General or any other state or
#’
federal r_adgncy has put a hold on~

probab.ly the few legders riﬂht now that I actually take

the judgment or sale wr'ML

B0 WhAaTl we dark LrESeTTR0 with, L7 all nunesiy
and ca:idor, 1is a loan that is two and a half years in
the ho le for a substantial sum of money. And everything
I have heard to date says, well, maybe on an if, at some
point, maybe 30 days out, I might be able to dc
someth ing. The "Can I afford" rule comes in. I am not

seeing anything that remotely says this is do-able

anymore:, no matter how nice the house 1is. é"dl

._‘F
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“I'E COURT: When --

-ﬁ And I only agree with half of what
# ]
IEE&%&#L—;H‘E—-.

TEE CAURT- 0Okay . When dn yeur anticiparte this will

be coming back for approval?

MF:. GUIDO: Not until March of 2011.‘—

TE'E COURT: 211 right.

MR . GUIDO: As the Court is aware - -

THEE CUOURT: Jo you understand the way LNe rest or
this procedure works?

-— No, sir. “m%
the sel

TH E COURT:

fter the property 1is sold,

or -- sometimes it is the seller and the buzeri the same
person , thex buz tiﬁ B;gnﬁﬁix back. Well, it could be a
A

third ‘party that could buy it at auction. Or it could
VRE————:

be you, if you went to the auction, has to come to court
O

To nav e tne salie aperoveﬁ.
N

Now, because of the load that the Court has on

these cthings, I am being advised that this matter, 1f it

---------------n-.--

goeg rto sale fomorrow, won't be cominﬂ back to the Court
Samm—

before March.

MR . GUIDO: udge, just one caveat. The only way

=

this i s going to come back before March e third

party l>uys it. That’'s the only way it would come back
CAE— .




1 before this Court on a salie approval ‘nearinyg bpeiuvre

2 March 13, 2011, which is the date right now that, if I
3 was tc:ld to schedule the sale approval hearing tomorrow,

4 that, 1e the date T am handing out. That's where we are.

5 -- And in the big picture, if I am
A,
6 lookirig for two weeks to get my information straight i
—_‘—_h |
i

7 with t he Attorney General, March is such a small change

ey e
r‘!elr«! !s kocfrin‘g

of dis tance away. Please le
that cran be accomplished in two weeks. Tf the Attorney

TF!E COURT: But here 1s the point.

Genera 1 doesn’t have their investigation completed, they

nice, big wrapper, send it to one of the prosecuting

agenci es who would then have the authority to go and

stop t hese banks from proceeding. And you are talking

several months.

Now, your best 'pet, 1t would sesm Lo wme ~- and
18 then, after the March date, for the approval, you are
19 guarariteed at least 30 days before Lu would have to be
——
0 aur ot the propertv. So vou are talking about sometime
Unmmmeea——
21 in April unless -- As you said, there is a possibility

S -

22 if some other third party were to come 1n and bid on ic, !
a—
23 and tliose represent probably less than 1 percent of the
E——
24 sales now. EZ'““Lﬁ
—

4




particular case oy g;ggins instructions are

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

MR . GUIDO: Realistically, yes. &nd in this

compet itive. It is not a specified bid. This would be

if somamre shwite with thelr hidding at five-eighiy-twa

three- 1inety-one, the lender is taking this to

eight- fifty-four fifty-eight-ninety-two. So this is a

compet itive, o to 11 debt i o) be -- I
ﬂ'
never .say never

R

if someone bids $851,000 and takes 1it. I may be. I

i i rised

are you on your first notice of

MR . GUIDO: Second. Well, this is the first -- The

first notice was September 15th. I continued it out

beyond 60 in my final attempt. So we’'re it. We're it.

-_ But that continuance was because I

1 fTound no notice oI

didn't have notice of 1t. 1T mean,
———
it. I was searching for it. I didn’'t know.

THE CQOURT: Your lawzer didn’'t send you notice.
W -
s

THi; CCOURT: Your lawyer, by the way, 1is still

invelved in this case because he hasn‘t withdrawn.

G o [ ¢ill scek to square that with

My lawyer has dcne nothing but take

him wh:2n I go home.
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my moriey and &dangle some things 1n Iront of me which
---m-----ﬁ-%-----ﬁu------..-...

were --- you know, I clearly could have used those funds

e e,

tc work with my lender instead of put it in his pocket.

m

S0 it is what it is.
A A

THE CQURT: What is the Sheriff’s situation over
there 1f -- What I would like to do is get this other
lawye:r: in here.

ME.. GUIDO: Well --

I'FiE COURT: And [ am not talking about a Iong period
of tinwe. But is it possible, under the constraints of

notice , to put this out for one or two weeks?

MR . GUIDO: Whv don’'t we do this? The Court enters

an order continuing the sale to December 15th. Status
hearing on December 9th. We will see where we are
going.

THE CQURT: All right. &and I am going to issue an
order ctTnat Thne attorney wno nas Illed the appearance IoOr
you ke presenc in court, or a rule to show cause will
issue to him as to why he should not be held in contempt

of court.

MR . GUIDOC: Judge, I am just -- Let me finish this

order off.

— Can you repeat that last sentence so

that I understand it?
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TEIE COURT: well, he will get it on the order.

-_ Okay. But I mean, the goal is to

get - -

THE CAURT- The fivet goal ie o find cwk why, LE
vou had a lawyer, the lawyer didn’t report this to you.
And i!! he is still representing yocu, technically he

shoulcl be here today. And your position here 1is

optioral, but vou're the cone that brought the motion

becausie he didn't. Well, 1f he still is the attorney of
record on it, 1t is his responsibility. So I have to
get to the bottom of what's going on here. Either he 1is

renpres enting yvou or he 15 not.
SR o
MR . GUIDO: If I might just have the file sc I can
write 3down the lawyer’'s name?
-— 8o really your guestion is, is he
repres entling me?
TH E COURT: Well, he is - -
-— He is representing me. But is he
acting on my behalf?
TH Z COQOURT: He has an appearance. And according to
law, he continues tc represent you until either the case
is finished or he receives permission cf the Court to

wirchdr. iw. There is nc permission te withdraw in the
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court fTlle. B¢ 1t means ne 1s still your lawyer. He
shoul¢l be here representing you.

Now, the fact that he is not doesn’'t i1mpact on
the at:her =side. But in the interest of fairness, I am

going to kick this over so we have an opportunity to see

what iie is up to. Maybe he has some grand plan in mind.
I don’' t know. I don't know what it would be, but --

.3— Mr. Invisible. &o I don‘t know
eitne:x:, sIir.

M:l. GUIDO: Judge, here is the final thing I put in

my ord.er. Sheriff's sale continued to December 15,
2010. Status hearing on sale December 9, 2010, %:30
a.m., No. 129%. Attorney hhmad Sulaiman, at the address

indica ted cn his appearance, is crdered to appear or

December &, 2010.

— Do you want to do $:00 or --

Tuesdays work so much better for me.

MR . GUIDO: Well, Thursday is the disputed file
call.
— No . But I mean, you have been 50
kind t 0 hear me. And Tuesdays, I mean, of course, T

will make myself available on Thursday, but --
MI>. GUIDO: Well, do it Thursday. Let’'s do it

Thursd ay .
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THFE TODURT: Well, do you have -- Well, contested
matce: s are set on Thursdays. The reascn being is chat,
as yo'l see, we have a number of people here that are
waiting far nprahabnly 10-secand ta ane-minube marters .

ME . GUIDO: Yes.

THE CQURT: And so we have been here now 20 some
minutes, The people that are set for Thursday morning
know t hat they are going to be here waliting for that
type f thling. And my posture ror tne fast year Nas
been t o set matters to be argued on Thursday morning, if
at all possible.

_ I understand,.

M=.. GUIDO: Judge, in the Court’s presgence, let me
give you a copy of -- Let me give Mr. Cudmore a copy of
the or der. 1 will deliver a file stamped copy to Dunn,
Martir., and Miller in about an hour and a half or so.

THE CUOURT: Ukay. @And 'nhow are we golhg To make sure
that t his attorney finds out?

MF.. GUIDOC: Well?

_ Can I perscnally make sure that
happen 57?
MR . GUIDO: Go ahead.
TH'E COURT: I am going to ask that the clerk also

send notice of this to his, the address on his notice or




his a ppearance.

MPR. GUIDO: Right. I will also -- As an cfficer cf

this Court, I will send out a copy of the order, tco.

THE CAURT- 211 right.
'— Okavy. Fine. Then I am going to
stay out of 1it. I am just going to make a phone call

and t alk to him about it.
T HE COQOURT: Okav.
_ His writing realfly needs to be
worked on.
T HE CCURT: Ckay.
_ Thank you, =Sir.
{Which were all the proceedings

had in the above-entitled cause.)

)
o
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STATE OF ILLINOIS )

COUNT'Y OF W I L L )

I, Daniel C. Supple, certify the foregoing to be a
true and accurate excerpt of the electronic recording of

the p'roceedings of the above entitled cause which

recor ding contained a certification in accordance with

rule or aaninistrrabire order.

WL LR P

official Court Reporter

ate:

[
Ky
1
w
1
&
=
=
=
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APPEAL TO THE APPELLATE COURT OF TLLINOTS
THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT

DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST COMPANY, ) Circuit Court No.
AS TRUSTEE IN TRUST FOR THE BENEFIT OF )y 09CH3797
THE CERTIFICATEF. ™ RS TR AWIERAZUESS
MORTGAGE SECU RITIES TRUST 2004-R1,
ASSET-BACKED P ASS-THROUGH CERTIFICATES,
SERIES 2004-R1

PLAINTIFF-APPELLEE

Vs

LAUREN SCHEFFL RS A/K/A LAUREN LEE
SCHEFFERS; UNK'NTWN HETRS AND LEGATEES
OF LAUREN SCHIZFFERS, I[F ANY: UNKNOWN
OWNERS AND NON RECORD CLAIMANTS

RS A RPN i VNIRRT ¢

DEFENDANT-APPELLANT

NOTICE OF APPEAL

To: By USPS Priority Mail By USPS Priority Mail By USPS Priority Mail
Denis Pierce AT David Co, Dot Patrinls Staniom, Ay JomkRt
Pierce & Asscociates Deutsche Bank National Dykema Gossett PLLC
Thirteenth Floor Trust Company, as trustee 10 South Wacker Drive
' Alndr Sa-adrm (7810 East St Amdew Maxe Suiite 2700
Chicago, IL ¢»0602 Santa Ana, CA 92705-4934 Chicago, IL 60606

PLIEASHE TAKE MOTICE St om Jaly 1, 2001, e wrdersigned filed in prisom with the
Clerk of the Circuit € “ourt of Will County, Illinois, the Notice of Appeal, a copy of which is

served upon you.

i" ‘,,‘/ - Fk s |'

ET e T e e
Lauren L.. Scheffers !

1305 Morningstar Ct.

Naperville, IL 60564

C 630-305-3401
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STATE OF ILLINOIS
PR

COUNTY OF WILL )

INT &% SREUT ENRT G FRE THELFTR NBCML CRROLTT
WILL COUNTY, ILLINOIS

DEUTSCHE BANK NA' “ONAL TRUST COMPANY, AS |
TRUSTEE IN TRUST FUIR L THE RENEELT OF THE !
CERTIFICATE HOLDER ¢35 FOR AMERIQUEST ’
MORTGAGE SECURITTE: S TRUST 2004-R1, ASSET-

BACKED PASS-THROU' it CERTIFICATES, SERIES

2004-R]
Plainuff, No. 09 CH 3797

Ve 1
LAUREN SCHEFFERS )
Defendants. i

SHERIFF'S REPORT OF SALE AND DISTRIBUTION

TO THE HONORAB .iZ JUDGE PRESIDING:
‘ oy {eR i

Pursuznt (o a judgmen:  entered in this cause on the 8th day of April, 2011, and in accordance with the applicable
faw and court order(s), PA L 'L J. KAUPAS, Sheriff of Will County, respectfully reports that the public sale was
advertised in a pewspaper v Ahlinhad sagolasiy ae AN Caumepy; Minals, i the mactian sihare lgaal sblicasiaes ane
mads and (i applicable) v t.ere real estate is commonly advertised. Ali certificates of publication are artached hereto.

The public sale wes he 1.3 on the 20th day of July, 2011, at the hour of 12:00 noon, on the first floor of the Will °7 I‘o l .I
County Courthouse, 14 Wi <1 1allarsnn Sizeer, laler, Winats.

At the public sale, the f ¢ llowing described real estate was offered for sale to the highest and best bidder for cash in
accordance with the applic: 3 ble law. Thereupon. DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST COMPANY, AS
TRUSTEE IN TRUST PO R THE BENEFIT OF THE CERTIFICATE ROLDERS FOR AMERIQUEST
MORTGAGE SECURIN LES TRUST 2004-R1, ASSET-BACKED PASS-THROUGH CERTIFICATES,
SERIES 2004-R1, bid th : tsum of ONE HUNDRED FIFTY-TWO THOUSAND AND 00/100 DOLLARS
{$152,000.00). That teing *tthe highest tid, the following described real estate was sold to that brdder:

LOT 26 IN BROOK CRt ) SSING UNIT 1A, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF PART OF THE SOUTHEAST

QUARTER OF SECTIO!I N 2, TOWNSIIIP 37 NORTH, RANGE 9. EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL
MERIUJAN. ACCORDIE NG T THE PLAT THERFEQOF RECORDED OCTOBER 11. 1978, AS DOCUMENT
NO. R78-40466, WILL { '( JUNTY, ILLINOIS.

Commenly known a -i: 1305 MORNING STAR COURT
NAPERVILLE, 1L 60564

AN Y-S0 ANE Q02 e

M vinddiosaom U R 1, e dad /Ovi a1 Sl R o i rass Sl Ridides.
The costs of the sale are as { ollows:

1} Pamela J. McGuire C lerk of the Court BRECH: @728201%1 1% $12.00

1of2
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2} Sheriff's fees, com: nissions, and expenses {which includes publication costs of $1064.70) $1,689.70

3) Recorder of Deeds { for recording duplicate Certificate of Sale) $£25.75

The balance of the pr:> ceeds of sale 1o be applied upon entry of an order approving the sale is as follows: s 5 !

DEUTSCHE BANK NATOMALTRUST COMRANY, AS TRUSTEL IN TRUST ¥OR
THE BENEFIT OF ' | HE CERTIFICATE BOLDERS FUR AMERIQUEST F m w
MORTGAGE SECU iRITIES TRUST 2004-R1, ASSET-BACKED PASS-THROUGH

CERTIFICATES, SE. RIES 2004-R1 as a judgment credit to the successful bidder

Ssluling asanne s § = or ol £1, 25000 eer the udomeal of fnrecinsure and past iudgment
S— $150.272.55

advancesofStS,SlSJ.‘:)- m$r w o‘ 5 "ﬂs f
TOTAL m m’ wlr ‘J%:;Q;:Q:;

Deficiency pursuant 1o- Plaintiff's calculations
Respectfully submitted tt 215t day of July, 2011, / :
O.JU)OCV'\
B s ' b % PAUL ). KAUPAS,

SHERIFF OF WILL COUNTY, ILLINGIS

NOT™ REQUESTES
/N MOTYON/
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fauren r.. Scherfers:  Written Submission to the Supreme Court Mortgage Foreciosure

Committee

PUBLIC ATT $96-1 351, AN AUT CONUERNING CRIMINAL LAW, eltective

July 1, 2011

1ILCS 720 5/17-8.5 Sec. 17-8.5. Fraud on a governmental entity

(c)

(d)

Consp iracy to commit fraud on a governmental entity. If aggravated fraud on a
goverr : nental entity forms the basis for a charge of conspiracy under Section 8-2
of this “Code against a person. the person or persons with whom the accused is
allegedi to have agreed to commit the 3 or more violations of this Section need not
be the =same person or persons for each violation. as long as the accused was a part
of the ¢: ommon scheme or plan to engage in each of the 3 or more alleged
violatic ns.

Organ: .izer of an ageravated Srand on 3 governmwensal ensity conspiracy. A
persor: commits being an organizer of an aggravated fraud on a

govern: mental entity conspiracy if aggravated fraud on a governmental entity
forms ¢ e bavis for a charpe of conypiracy under Section 8-2 of this Code and
the per son occupies a position of organizer, supervisor, financer, or other
positio: n of management within the conspiracy.

ILCS 720 5/17 Sec. 1 "7-10.6. Financial institution fraud

(c)

(d)

Finan ¢ ial institution fraud. A person commits financial institution fraud

when I 1¢ or she knowingly executes or attempts to execute a scheme ov

artifice :

(1 to defraud a financial institution; or

(2) 1 obsain 2my of the meaeys, funds, csedits, 2osels, secusitves, of oahes
property owned by or under the custody or control of a financial
mnstitution. by means of pretenses, representations, or promises he or
she knows to be false.

Loan fr aud. A person commits loan fraud when he or she knowingly, with intent

to defr: ud, makes any false statement or report, or overvalues any land, property,

Or secu rity, with viie intent vo influence in any way the action of a financial

institu:t ion to act upon any application, advance, discount, purchase,

purch: vse agreement, repurchase agreement, commitment, or loan, or any

change or extension of any of the same, by renewal, deferment of action, or

otherw ise, or the acceptance, release, or substitution of security.

Page 1



Lauren L. Schefters: W'ritten Submission to the Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure
Committee

ILCS 720 5/17 Sec. 1 7-10.6. Financial institution fraud {(con’t.)

(g) Consp-iiracy to commit a financial crime.

(n A person commits conspiracy to commit a financial crime when, with
the intent that any violation of this Section be committed, he or she
agrees with another person to the commission of that offense.

(2) No persao may he canvicted of cangpiracy 1o comuir 2 financial crime
unless an overt act or acts in furtherance of the agreement is alleged and
proved to have been committed by that person or by a co-conspirator and
Wi MTUERA S A PRIV A VOTHR O SRR TR T/ @ CTEaER 'mire
unlawful activity.

(3) It shall not be a defense to conspiracy to commit a financial crime that the
person or persons with wilom the accused 1s alleged to have conspired:
(A) has not been prosecuted or convicted:

(B) has been convicted of a different offense;
(C)  isnot amenable to justice:

(h) Contin wing financial crimes enterprise. A person commits a continuing
financ: ial crimes enterprise when he or she knowingly, within an 18-month
peringd | commits 3 ar maore separate offenses woder this Sectian. o, if
involv i ng a financial institution, any other felony offenses under this Code.

1), Quean.izer of 2 continuing financial crimes enterprise.

Jh A Person conmily boing ape organizor of 3 continming fnancial crimes
enterprise when he or she:

V) wEET R O (O QAT @y GiTRrmse drater s Seeenonr, ot &
intRlvnig wEnancial reRen, wry Jhre RIrny hfreres wdrn
this Code, agrees with another person to the commission of that

occupies a position of organizer, supervisor, or financier or
ofher posivion of management.
(2) " The person with whom the accused agreed to commit the 3 or more
mlenses under this Scenon. or il invelving a Binancial mstitution, any
other tefony offenses under this Code. need not be the same person vr
persons for cach ollensce. as lony as the accused was a part ol the common
scheme or plan to engage in each of the 3 or more alleged offenses.

Page 2



L.auren L. Scheffers: Written Submission to the Supreme Court Mortgage Forealosure
Committee

ILCS 720 5/17 Sec. ©."7-10.6. Financial institution fraud {(con’t.)

Q) Senten ce.
M Except as otherwise provided in this subsection, a violation of this

Section, the full value of which:

(A)  does not exceed $500, is a Class A misdemeanor;

(R)  doesnot exeeed J500 and the nersan has heen previously
convicted of a financial crime or any type of thefi, robbery, armed
robbery, burglary, residential burglary, possession of burglary
Inods. or home invasion. is guilty of a Class 4 felony:

(Cy exceeds $504 but does not exceed $10.000. is a Class 3 felony:

(D) exeeeds $10.000 but does not exceed $100.000. is a Class 2 felony:

WY axaneds QUBLIYL is a Class 1 felony.

(2) A violation of subsection (f) is a Class 1 felony.
(3) A violation of subsection (h) is a Class 1 felony.
(4) A wioletior &v subsection (3) is 3 Class X felony.
(k) A "fin:ancial crime' means an offense described in this Section.
() Period of limit ations. The period of limitations for prosecution of any offense defined in
this Section b. :gins at the 1ime when tre ‘st 2t ' furtherance of the offense is
committed.

Page 3




Rule 63

CANON?3
A Judge Should Perform the Duties of Judicial
Office Impartially and Diligently

The judicial d.ities of a judge take precedence over all the judge's other activities.
The judge's judicial duties include all the duties of the judge's office prescribed by
law. In the performance of these duties, the following standards apply:

A. Adjudicativ ¢ Responsibilities.

(1) A judge she -uld be faithful to the law and maintain professional competence in it.
A judge should be unswayed Dy partisan interests, public ciamor, or fear of
criticism.

(2) A judge shorid naimiin vrder and devvrom n proceedings belore the jodpe.

(3) A judge should be patient, dignified, and courteous to litigants, jurors, witnesses,
lawyers, and owhers mith mboar dhe jadge deals iv an ofcial capeolty, aad showld
require similar conduct of lawyers, and of staff, court officials, and others subject to
the judge's direction and control.

(4) A judge sha.ll accord to every person who has a legal interest in a proceeding, or
that person's la: wyer, the right to be heard according to law. A judge shall not
initiate, permit., or consider ex parfc communications, or consider other
communicatioms made to the judge outside the presence of the parties concerning a
pending or im pending proceeding except that:

(a) Where circiimstances require, ex parfe communications for scheduling,
administrative purposes or emergencies that do not deal with substantive matters or
issues on the m erits are authorized; provided:

(i) the judge rcasonably believes that no pa rty will gain a procedural or tactical
advantage as a result of the ex parfe communication, and

(ii) the judge m:akes provision promptly to notify all other parties of the substance of
the ex parte cornmunication and allows an opportunity to respond.

(b) A judge may consult with court personnel whose function is to aid the judge in
carrying out tlie judge's adjudicative responsibilities or with other judges.

(c) A judge ma;‘, with the consent of the parties, confer separately with the parties
and their lawye rs in an effort to mediate or settle mattérs pending before the judge.

(d) A judge may initiate or consider any ex parfe communications whea expressly
authorized by Iaw to do so.

(5) A judge sha Il devote full time to his or her judicial duties, and shonld dispose
promptly of the: business of the court.

(6) A judge should abstain from public comment about a pending or impending
proceeding in :any court, and should require similar abstention on the part of court
personnel subject to the judge’s direction and control. This paragraph does not



prohibit judgas from making public statements in the course of their official duties
or from expla.ining for public information the procedures of the court.

{7) Proceedin; gs in court should be conducted with fitting dignity, decorum, and
without distra ction. The taking of photographs in the courtroom during sessions of
the court or re:cesses between proceedings, and the broadcasting or televising of
court proceed ings is permitted only to the extent authorized by order of the
supreme court.

(8) A judge shall perform judicial duties without bias or prejudice. A judge shall
not, in the per formance of judicial dufies, by words or conduct manifest bias or
prejudice, inckuding but not limited to bias or prejudice based upon race, sex,
religion, natioinal origin, disability, age, sexual orientation or secioeconomic status,
and shall not yreruric svaif; coary offfcial’s and’ ovlers sulject (o e judge’s direction
and control te do so.

(9) Proceedings befove 2 judpe sholl be eonducied withovat any manifestation, by
words or cond uct, of prejudice based upon race, sex, religion, national origin,
disability, age, sexual orientation or socioeconomic status, by partles, jurors,
witnesses. cnminsel, or others. This section does and precinde legitinate advocasy
when these or similar factors are issues in the proceedings.

B. Administra tive Responsibilities.

(1) A judge shoruld diligently discharge the judge's administrative responsibilities,
maintain profcsssional competence in judicial administration, and facilitate the
performance f the administrative responsibilities of other judges and court
officials.

(2) A judge shoyuld require staff, court officials and others subject to the judge's
direction and «-ontrol to observe the standards of fidelity and diligence that apply to
the judge.

(3) A judge ha ving knowledge of a violation of these canons on the part of a judge or
a violation of 1 tule 8.4 of the Rules of Professional Conduct on the part of a lawyer
shafl take or unifiate appropriate disciplinary measures.

{4) A judge shc uld not make unnecessary appointments. A judge should exercise the
power of appo un‘ment on viie Hasis o merrt, avolding pepodtsm and fAvontism. A
judge should not approve compensation of appointees heyond the fair value of
services rendered.

(5) A judge shcsuld refrain from casting a vote for the appointment or
reappointment to the office of associate judge, of the judge's spouse or of any person
known by the judge to he within the third degree of relationship to the judge ar the
judge's spouse (or the spouse of such a person).

C. Disqualificzution.
(1) A judge sha:ll disqualify himself or herself in a proceeding in which the judge's

impartiality mi ght reasonably be questioned, including but not limited to instances
where:



{a) the judge Lias a personal bias or prejudice concerning a party or a party's
lawyer, or pe:rsonal knowledge of disputed evidentiary facts concerning the
proceeding;

(b) the judge sserved as a lawyer in the matter in controversy, or a lawyer with
whom the jud ge previously practiced law served during such association as a lawyer
concerning th.¢ matter, or the judge has been a2 material witmess concerning it;

(c) the judge »was, within the preceding three years, associated in the private practice
of law with aray law firm or lawyer curre ntly representing any party in the
controversy (f -rovided that referral of cases when no monetary interest was retained
shall not be de emed an association within the meaning of this subparagraph) or, for
a period of sev. en years following the last date on which the judge represented any

party v vite cronfroversy wilile file judge was an atYorney engaged in thie private
practice of lavv;

Oy “hr g Yo Sl e o1 Y, odivddneality o1 w2 Tilreday, v e Judey' s
spouse, parent: or child wherever residing, or any other member of the judge's
family residing:: ip the judge's houschold, has an economic interest in the subject
matier in cont..rayersy or ko 2 party io the procesding, or bas any sther move Hhan oo
minimis inter«est that could be substantially affected by the proceeding; or

{el the indge Or the indgg's sprnse. ar 2. geman within, the. third. degres of,
relationsbip to- either of them, or the spouse of such a person:

(i} is a party t« - the proceeding, or an officer, director, or trustee of a party;
(i) is acting as; a lawyer in the proceeding;

(iii) is known by the judge to have a more than de minimis interest that could be
substantially a: ffected by the proceeding; or,

(iv) is to the jiadge's knowledge likely to be a material witness in the proceeding.

(2) A judge sh all keep informed about the judge's personal and fiduciary economic
‘interests, and ;make a reasonable elfort to keep informed about the personal

economic inter: ests of the judge's spouse and minor children residing in the judge's
household.

D. Remittal of” Disqualification.

A judge disqualiied by the terms of Section 3C may dinsclose on the Tecord the basis
of the judge's (disqualification and may ask the parties and their lawyers to consider,
out of the pres enice of the judge, whether to waive disqualification. If following
disclnsner af.a oy hasiz for disgualificatior ather than personal har or prejndice
concerning a party, the parties and lawyers, without participation by the judge, all
agree that the judge should not be disqualified, and the judge is then willing to
participate, th e judge may participate in the proceeding, This agreement shall be
incorporated i1n the record of the proceeding.

Adopted Decemlver 2, 1986, effective January 1, 1987; amended June 12, 1987, effective August I,
1987; amended November 25, 1987, effective November 25, 1987; amended August 6, 1993, effective
immediately; amended October 15, 1993, effective immediately; amended March 26, 2001, effective
immediately.



Rule 8.4. Mis:conduct

(a) A lawver :shall not:
(1) violate or :attempt 10 violate these Rules:

(2) induce another to engage in conduct, or give assistance to another's conduct, when the
lawyer knows that conduct will violate these Rules:

(3) commit a c riminal act that reflects adversely on the lawyer's honesty, trustworthiness
or fitness as a lawyer in other respects;

(4) engage in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or misrepresentation;

(5) engage in -conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of justice. [n relation
thereto, a lawy er shall not engage in adverse discriminatory treatment of litigants, jurors,
witnesses, law vers. and others, based on race, sex, religion, or national origin. This
subsection does not preclude legitimate advocacy when these or similar factors are issues
th e proceea’ Ing;

(6} state or im ply an ability to influence improperly any tribunal, legislative body,
govenmeth wyrenty or oihcal;

(7) assist a jud ge or judicial officer in conduct that the lawver knows is a violation of the
Code of Judickat Condus?;

(8) avoid in bad faith the repayment of an education {oan guaranteed by the Illinois
Student Assistance Commission or other governmental entity. The lawful discharge of an
educational loa:n in a bankruptcy proceeding shall not constitute bad faith under this rule,
but the dischar:ze shall not preclude a review of the attorney's conduct to determine if it
constitutes bad: faith; or

(9)A) violate a Federal, State or local statute or ordinances that prohibits discrimination
based on race. sex, religion, national origin, disability, age, sexual orientation or
socioeconomic status by conduct that reflects adversely on the lawyer's fitness as a
tawyer. Whethe.:r a discriminatory act reflects adversely on a lawyer's fitness as a lawyer
shall be determ:ined after consideration of all the circumstances, including (1) the
seriousness of the act, (2) whether the lawyer knew that it was prohibited by statute or
ordinance, (3) whether it was part of a pattern of prohibited conduct, and (4) whether it
was committeci in connection with the lawyer's professional activities.

(B) No compla int of professional misconduct based on an unlawfully discriminatory act,
pursuant to par agraph (9)(A) of this rule, may be brought until a court or administrative



agency of cormpetent jurisdiction has found that the lawyer has engaged in an unlawfuily
discriminatory act. and that the determination of the court or administrative agency has
hecome ol and anfarcaahle and the nglhe of jadlicial roview of sie datammitarior fas
been exhausts :d.

{b) A lawver whn halds gnhlic offize shall nnt.

(1) use that of Tice to obtain, or attempt to obtain, a special advantage in a legislative
matter for a cilient under eircumstances where the lawver knows or reasnnahly should
know that succh action is not in the public interest;

(2) use that oiffice to influence, or attempt to influence, a tribunal to act in favor ol'a
client; or

(3) represent ¢ ny client, including a municipal corporation or other public body, in the
promotion or defeat of legislative or other proposals pending before the public body of
which such la wyer is a member or by which such lawyer is employed.

(e) A lawyer v vho holds public office may accept political campaign contributions as
permitted by L.aw.

Adopred Februars %, 000 «fratinve feuges . Y, ammentnets raree 23, YRy, eifeeirve Sdiy 1, B
amended Octobe r 15. 1993, effective immediately; amended March 26, 2001, effective immediately,



Case G9CH3 797, I iled 08/26/2009

LIST OF EXHIRITS - MOTION TO VACATE
ORDER FOR FORECLOSURE AND SALE

EXHIRIT
Nbr  Descriptiosn
1. Notice of M {otion — Motion to Vacate Order for Foreclosure and Sale (1 pg.)
L. Matinnta N acate Qrder: for Eorednsire and. Salr
3.  Defendant ( ertification — Motion to Vacate Order for Foreclosure and Sale (1 pg.)
4. Proof of Ser vice — Motion to Vacate Order for Foreclosure and Sale (1 pg.)
A Genera) Staaxent re: No Waiver of Rights (2 pos. )
6.  List of Exh ibits — Motion to Vacate Order for Foreclosure and Sale (35 pgs.)

EXMIRLT 1 Relevant Winnie loaw 2% 1epratatly sdvmittach b suprpoiting Txhilite wik,
variations specific to the multiple pleadings

Nbr
i.

Descriptior

ILCS 735 &/ 109, Oode of O Provaduare, rer Yatfcason &y Catificaiat ¢ mg. )

a, Any pleading, affidavit or other docnment certified in accordance with this
Section may be used in the same manner and with the same force and effect
as though yabseribed and sworn 1o under vath

ILCS 735 5./Art. 11, Pt. 10, Code of Civil Procedure, re: Summary Judgment (1 pg.)

ILCS 765 5 /0.01, Wlinois Conveyances Act (7 pgs.)

a. “Sex. 9. Dredy (Or tlie conveyance of fand may Oe sudstarally o1 oe llowmy
forrn”

1) “(1) that at the time of the making and delivery of such deed he was
the 1awial owner of an indefeasible estate m fce simple, n and to the
premises therein described, and had good right and full power to
convey that same” (pg. 2)

b. “Sec. Z4. No judge or other officer shalf take the acknowledgment of any
person to any deed or instrument of writing, as aforesaid, unless the person
offering to make such acknowledgment shall be personailly known to him to
be tF1e real person who and in whose name such acknowledgment is proposed
to be> made, or shall be proved to be such hy a credible witness, and the judge
or oifficer taking such acknowledgment shall, in his certificate thereof, stat
that such person was personally known to him...” (pg. 3)

c. “the judge or officer shall grant a certificate thereof stating the proof
aforesaid” (pg. 4)

NOFE: Without such judicial certificates as part of the recorded foreclosure

reco.rds, any court orders for Default, for Summary Judgment, and/or for

Fore:closure and Sale are VOID ab initio

d. “Sec:. 30 All deeds, mortgages and other instruments of writing which are
authiorized to be recorded, shall take effect and he in force from and after the
time: of filing the same for record, and not before (pg. 4)

Page I



Case 09CH3797, Fiked 0826/ 200%

LIST OF EXHIBITS - MOTION TQ VACATE
COIRDER FOR FORECLOSURE AND SALE (CON'T.)

FXHIBIT 1, Relevasns Iinais 1 aw, as repeatedly suboitted as suppovrting Exkibnils with
variations specific tto the multiple pleadings (con’t.)
Nbr Description

3. LS 745 940).01, Illinois Conveyances Act {con’t.)

e. “Seec, 31. Deeds, mortgages and other instruments of writing relating to real
estate shall be deemed, from the time of being filed for record, notice to
subseguent purchasers and creditors, though not acknowledged or proven
accor-ding to law; but the same shall not be read as evidence, unless their
exectiation be proved in manner required by the rules of evidence applicable
o v h WIS, 30 78 Yo yoppiy i defively Wi vatn atknuwndepment or
proof”.

4. ILCS 735 5/#\rt. XV, Illinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law (6 pgs.)

a. Sec. 151184 (I " secured panty ... aray o /8 efecdiion eroree 115 securty
intere:st in a foreclosure under this Article if its security interest...is created by
(i) a collateral assignment of beneficial interest in a land trust” (pg. 1)

NOTE: Morgage-backed securities trusts (“MBS™) are not 1and trusts, so the

secured parties may not elect to enforce the security interest under the IMFL. Any

court orders for Default, for Summary Judgment, and/or for Foreclosure and Sale
related to M'B trusts are VOID ab thiito

b. Sec. 1 5-1506. Judgment. (a) Evidence. In the trial of a foreclosure, the
evidence to support the allegations of the complaint shall be taken in open
court

5. 1LCS 810 5/A 1ticle 3, Uniform Commercial Code, re: Negotiable Securities and Part 3.

Enforcement of Instruments (7 pgs.)

a. Sec. 3-302 Holder in Due Course. (2) the holder took the instrument (i) for
value, (ii) in good faith, (iii) without notice that the instrument is overdue or
has been dishonored (pg. 3)

6. ILCS 735 5/A =t 11, Pt. 6, Code of Civil Procedure, re: Pleading (7 pgs.)

a. Sec. 2 603. Form of pleadings. (b) Each separate cause of action upon which a
separa te recovery might be had shall be stated in a separate count or counterclaim,
as the case may be and each count, counterclaim, defense or reply, shall be
separately pleaded, designated and numbered, and each shall be divided into
parag raphs numbered consecutively, each paragraph containing, as nearly as
may be:, a separate allegation (pg. 1)

b. Sec. 2 605. Verification of pleadings. (a) Any pleading, although not required to
be swowmn to, may be verified by the oath of the party filing it... If any pleading is
so verified, every subsequent pleading must also be verified (pg. 2)

c. Sec. 2 605 (b) The allegation of the execution or assipnment of any written
instru ment is admitted unless denied in a pleading verified by oath (pg. 2)

d. Sec. 2 506 Exhibits... In either case the exhibit constitutes a part of the pleading
for all jpurposes (pg. 2)\

e. Sec. 2 110 Pleadings to be specific. (b) Every allegation, except allegations of
damages, not explicitly denied is admitted (pg. 3).
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Case MO P97, Fikead §8/26 2669

LIST OF EXHIBI'TS - MOTION. TQ VACATE
O RDER FOR FORECLOSURE AND SALE (CON’T.)

EXHIBIT 1, Releva::at Hinais 1aw, as repeatedly suhmisted as supporting Exbibite wigh
variations specific to the multiple pleadings (con’t.)

Nbr
7.

Description

Bayview Loan.Serviging, LI (0« laffiey Eden. Nedsan,, Casa N, 000004, (b Tbst,
June 16, 2008 ), Rule 23 Order Filed May 21, 2008 (6 pgs.)

a. A sum mary judgment is an appropriate remedy only if the pleadings, depositions,
and admissiotas ap fils, oathas »ith any affidenis; showr that share i e gamine deae
of material fact and that the movant is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law. Purtill v.
Hess, 1 11 11.2d 229, 240 (1986) (pg. 4).

b. Nothing i tha @fah svut saaand ndinatas ot Bregéeew wdds e nenguee
or note that it the subject of this foreclosure action. (final pg.)

c. Additi:onally, because there was no basis for the entry of a summary
judgment in Yivur-of Say vivw; dhe coure dimpruprny- eondereg’ dine jodzmren o
foreclosure and order of sale. (final pg.)
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(720 ILCS 5/Art. 16GH heading) *
ARTICLE t6H. ILE_INOIS FINANCIAL CRIME LAW

(720 1LCS S/16H 1)
Sec. t6H 1, Shart tistle. This Article may be cited as the Ilinois Financial Crime Act.

(Source: P.A, 93 44¢), ff. §503.)

(720 ILCS 5/16H 5)

Sec. 16H 5. Legislat ive declaration. It is the public policy of this State that the substantial
burden placed upon the economy of this State resulting from the rising incidence of
financial crime is a mattcr of grave concern to the people of this State who have a right to
be protected in thei r health, safety and welfare from the effects of this crime.

{Source: PLAL 92 440, ¢T3 303

{720 ILCS 5/16H 10
S "ol (G ATt toms, i oy A roials aess ofie curmen s oalerys e cegares

(a) "Financial crinne” means an offense described in this Article.

(b} "Financial inst:itution" means any bank. savings bank. savings and loan associalion. credit
UTIRRL B U R, L TUNRIRY CRRRE . T b ARptan, o manry o wrelinmof savipgs. and
collective investment |
(Source: PA 93 440 . eft. 8 503: 94 872. eff. 6 16 06.)

(720 1LCS 3/1611 15

Sec. 1611 13, Misapp ropriation of tinancial institution property. A person commits the oflense of
misappropriation of <1 financial institution’s gragerly whenever the gerson knowingly
misappropriates. emb ezzles. abstracts. purloins or willfully misapplies any of the moneys. funds
or credits of such finzincial institution. or any moneys. funds. assets or securities entrusted to the
custody or care of suc:h financial institution. or to the custody or care of any agent. officer.
director. or emplover of such financial institution.

{Source: P.A. 93 440 eft. 8 503))

{720 [LCS /1611 20)
Sec. 16H 20. Comme reiat bribery involving a financial institution.

(a) A person commiits the offense of commercial bribery involving a financial institution when
the person confers or ofters or agrees to confer any benetil upon any emplovee. agent. or
fiduciary without the conscnt of the latter's employer or principal. with intent to intluence his or
her conduct in relatio n to his or her emplover's or principal’s affairs.

{B) An employce. a.gent. or Tibudiary ¢i a Tinandidi nsiiuiion commiis tne dfiense dt
commercial bribery o fa finaneial institution when. without the consent of his or her employver or
priacipai. he or she s slicits. accepts. or agrees to accept any benefit from another person upon an
sgreamiont o aderstramsiing ahe sonk darafe will dnflanee hisor harcandat dnslasioe ao.his
or her employer's or parincipal's attairs.

{Source: P.A. 93 440 . etf. 8503




(720 ILCS 5/1611 25
Sec. 16H 25. Financil institution fraud. A person commits the offense of financial institution
fraud when the person knowingly executes or attempts to execute a scheme or artifice:

(1) to defraud a financial institution: or

{2) to obtain anyv of the moneys. funds. credits. assets. securities. or other property owned by
or under the custody or control of a financial institution. by means of pretenses. representations.
or promises he or she- knows to he talse,

For the purposes o “this Section. "scheme or artifice to defraud” includes a scheme or artifice
to deprive a financia institution of the intangible right to honest services.
{Source: P.A. 93 440, eff. 8 5 03.)

(720 11.CS 5/16H 30

Sec. 1611 30. Loan fr aud. A person commits the offense of loan fraud when the person
knowingly. with inte:nt 1o defraud. makes any talse statement or report. or willfully overvalucs
any land, property or- security. 1or the purpose of ITAUUIUITE fr dny - wa o auiiay of & Srannias!
fnstitution to act upo:n any application. advance. discount. purchase. purchasc agreement.
repurchasc agreemerit. commitment. or loan. or any change or extension of any of the same, by
renewil. GUienneih vl attion or oiherwise, o1 e ateprance, Tebtase, of substinstion of security .
(Source: P.A. 93 440 _eff. 8 5 03))

(720G ILCS 5/16H 35}

Sec. 16H 35. Conceilment of collateral. A person commits the offense of conceaiment of
collateral when the person. with intent to defraud. knowingly conceals. removes. disposes of. or
converls 10 the persoo's awe wse ar 1o tha of another. any property mortgaged or pledged to or
held by a financial in stitution.

(Source: P.A. 93 440 . eff. 8 503.)

{720 ILCS 5/16H 40)

Sec. 16H 40. Financial institution robbery. A person commits the offense of financial institution
robbery when the pe rson. by force or threat of force. or by intimidation, takes. or attempts {0
take. from the person or presence of another. or obtains or aticmpts to obtain by extortion. any
property or money or* any other thing of value belonging to. or in the care. custody. control.
management. or poss ession of. a financial institution.

{Source: P.A. 93 331, cff. 8503
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BNT :
720 ILCS 51 t bu 4 *
'S 5/16H 453
g}ec. 16H 45. Con:p i:-acy thtxmn}:!ﬁ;l crime.

{a) A person com mits the offense of a conspiracy to commit a financial crime when, with
the intent that a vio)lation of this Article be committed, the person agrees with another —k
person to the commission of that offense.
(b) No person m:ay be convicted of conspiracy to commit a financial crime unless an
overt act cts in ‘furtherance of the agrecment is alleged and proved to have been
WMH {person or by a co conspirator and the accused is a part of a common *
scheme or plan to e agage in the unlawful activity.
(c) It shall not be a defense to the offense of 2 conspiracy to commit a financial crime that
the person or perso ns with whom the accused is alleged to have conspired:
{1) has not bec n prosecuted or convicted,
(Z)has ‘been ca uvicted ot a ditterent oftense,
(3) is not amen able to justice,
{4) has been ac quitted, or
(3] facked e ccapacity o commir the offense.
{Source: P.A. 93 44:0, eff. 8 503.)

T WLCS SOEM, S
Sec. 16H 50. Contj W A person commits the offense of a
continuing financrall crimes enterprise when the person knowingly, within an 18 month
period, commits 3 o.r enarate r LR

inTISI MMy other felony offenses established under this Cede.
(Source: P.A, 93 444, eff. 8 503.)

(720 ILCS 5/16H 55 ) DRAT * M\i'tlu

Sec. 16H 55. Organi:zer of a continuing financial crimes enterprise ‘r
(a) A persan comimits the offense of being an organizer of a continuing financial crimes
enterprise when the person:

(1) with the int ent to commit an offense under this Article, or, if involving a financial
institution, any other felony offense established under this Code, agrees with another
person to the commiission of that offense on 3 or more separate occasions within an 18
month period, and

(2) with respect to the other persons within the conspiracy, eccupies a position of
organizer, supervisor, or financier or other position of management.

(b) The person wiith whom the accused agreed to commit the 3 or more offenses under
this Article, or, if in volving a financial institution, any other W established
under this Code, nec.>d not be fhe same person or persons Tor each ollense, aslong as Yne
accused was a part ¢»f the common scheme or plan to engage in each of the 3 or more
alleged offenses.

Soarve: P4, 2240, o 8587
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(720 ILCS 5/16H 6:0)
Sec. 16H 60. Sentenee.

(a) A hinancial or ime. the tull value of which does not exceed $300, is a Class A misdemeanor.

(b) A person whe has been convicted of a tinancial crime. the full value of which does not
exceed $300. and w ho has been previously convicted of a financial erime or any type of thefi.
robbery. armed roblyery. burgiary. residential burglary. possesston of burgiary tools, or home
invasion. ts guilty o.f a Class 4 felony. When a person has such prior conviction. the information
or indictment chargi'ng that person shall state such prior conviction so as o give notice of the
State's infention 1o t.reat the charge as a felony. The fact of such prior conviction is not an
element of the ofteinse and may not be disclosed to the jury during trial unless otherwise
pernutted by issucs properly raised during such trial.

(c) A financial crime. the full value of which exceeds $300 but does not exceed $10.000. 15 a
(tass 3 felony. Whe'n a charge of financial ciime. the full vaiue of whidn exceeds P00 bt does
not exceed $10.000. is brought. the valuc of the financial crime involved is an element of the
oftense to be resolvizd by the tricr of fact as either exceeding or not exceeding $300.

(d) A financial crime. the fl7 value ol 'which exceeas $IGCRNT dur gbes mor excerd’ §1060AR
is a Class 2 felony. When a charge of financial crime. the (ujl value of which exceeds $10.000
but does not exceec $100.000, is brought. the value of the financial crime involved is an clement
of the offense 1o be mesvlrved oy e e of fach 2 itlhees wieeeding of not xceading $10.000.

(e} A financial cr-ime, the full value of which exceeds $l()0i000i is a Claii I E’gqf When
a charge of financi: af crime, the full value of whicll exce ) 000, 15 brought, the value
of the financial crivine wralrad is aw chwnawd oF 2he offonse 20 b resolyed by the trigr of facs
as either cxceeding or not exceeding $100,000.

(£} A financial crime which is a financial institutian robbery is a Class 1 [elony.

() A financial crime which is a continuing financial crimes enterprise is a Class 1 felony.

(h} A financiat cr-ime which is the offense of being an organizer of a continuing financial
crimes enterprise iss a Class X felony.

(i) Notwithstandirng any other provisions of this Section, ;

raud -z‘
CUSY ¢
(720 [ILCS 5/16H 6:3)

Sec. 16H 65. Period of limitations. The period of limitations for prosecution of any offense
defined in this Artiicle begins at the time wh ip furtherance of the offense is

:SO([::lT::eg:A. 93 480, eff. 8 5 03.) . w I ° ? ’ "
5> FARL
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When Recended Recurm To:
AMEBERICAN HOM S MTG SERVICING
cro h'TC 11“ AL 19 North.

Pates Hurtir, FL. 34683

CRL L#: 065734000 | Karen . Stukal  ¥iK Counly m 19
Agsipnee LN €085 3687 [ Daks - 03/718/2000 y BT
tovesior L 0865794000 Rmrdms Fm
CMIII*SS

Assrcmoruowrcmmm B& 7 4 ,30 ,oq’

mnmamvwmmmmmmofﬂhhswmmmmm& oy
RESIDENTIAL LEDDING INC., A5 4 , \ e

grani, sehi, aesign, tre: mMNwhdeWﬁﬁumwﬁmﬂumhMﬁwm
togéther with afl forc- rest secored thereby, all liens, and sy, rights dne o 10 betoms doe thereon to DEUTSCHE BANK
NATIONAL TRUS T COMPANY, AS TRUSTEE ROR, AMERIGUEST MORTGAGE SECURITIES INC,

OSFES IR URED T ASE TERRYGH CRXTIFCATEY, SENGES Y1, CIDER THE POOLING 2D SERVICING
AGREEMENT DATISD FEBRUARY 1, 2504, WHOSE ADDRESS IS 1761 EAST ST. ANDREW PLACE , SANTA ANA,

CA 92705493, (ASISIGNEE) Seid movgage/deed of trust deied 12/18/2008 | and made by LAUREN L. SCHEFFERS ©
TOWN AND cm‘mruvcnmmm;mmuinumwma‘rmotmm,wm
Hook Page a8 jmnx A0 OAREETT  Spar S piophaty: sy’ OF aol' Stake and Seamly o o Sl st de ask!
mortgage or-besein to it

LOT 26 IN BROOK CROSSING UNIT LA, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF PART OF THE SOUTHEAST 1/¢ QF SBCYION 2.
TOWNSHIP 37 NOR TH, RANGE 9 EAST OF THE, THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN. ACCORDING TO THE PLAT
THEREOF RECORDFD (XITORER. L. W9TE, 45 DOCIMENT U0 EAL-A06E. I WILL OGUNTY, TLLINOIS.

01.02-405-012
mu& MORUNING STAR NAPERVTLLE, IL 60564
%“'l RMW;NJ-LENDING fNC-l AS ATTORNEY-IN-FACT COUNTRY CRERIT CORP,
o L WHAT SI 6AVAXS AU THOR, TS

cmsmnmﬁ'of:rs VICE PRESTDENT

STATE OF FLORIDA: COUNTY OF PINELIAS o
é ,ﬁm irstrumie. 15w sk ged hefoer e msrmamy BF_I.L YEAR 2009, by CRYSTAL

of CITY RES}DENHALLENDINGW AS ATTORNEY-IN-FACT. FOR'IUWNANDOOUR’[RY CREDIT CORP.
o hehalf of said COR *DHATION.

311
Docament Prepared B y:, FretwdB/NTC, 2106 Alt. 19 North, Palm Finrber, FL 34683 (800)346-9152
CRLAS 9215878 103 042023556 MroWERMILI

*GI5HT ¢

BRYAN J.BLY '
My commission expirss -:07.




UNANIMOUS WRIITEN CONSENT
OF THE EXECUTIVE {LOMMITTEE

OF THE RGARD OF VIRECTGRS GF
CITI RESIRENTLAL LENDING JNE:
& P
LT 90, SN,

3y wuaninows action the Executve Commifiee of the Bowd of Directors of o *
HENCENTLAL LENDING INC. {the “Corporaion”) berehy consents to the actions sc1 forth
! lutions, all in liew of 3 masting of the Executve Committee,

WHEREAS, the Corporation is the owner of certmn montaages and deeds of
SO’

WHEREAS, the Corporsticn pow finds it desizable 10 gutharize agents 10 process
cn s behaif the picparalion, exscution and recording of documenes of setisfaction
and recnusavane. inalimmiively, dn “TRIRAELE ", 98 el A WA o MSTRILICTI
{the “Assignnents'™, fn cunnection with 5s6 mongages and deeds of tusy; i is
ineraby

iRESOLVED, tat =ach of the eraplovees of Netioawide Titie Cieanng. Ins
"NTC™} listed beiow he, and they hereby ere, named and appointed as a Vice
Presidemt and Assismnt Secretary of the Corporaticn sofely for the purpose af
ectng as duly awthorized signatories on its behalfl such ther any of the lisied
3 wrEonmel may, solely in their capacity 38 anthonized signatories, execute any end
=it reagorabie and necessary documemis required in connecton with processing
€ 1e Assigroments end Releases;

Susan Jankowsk: Epka Lance
Y M Beyas Biy Taour Mok imaon
E ¥ilma Castro Crystai Moore “
v Dhurata Dokte Duve Pearson
John Gibesson £isa McKinnorn
Chris Jones Scan Willams

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the suthorily herchy grasted i the lisied
n 1ioyess of NTC shail include specifically, bt without imitatior., the execuiion
of apy decuments that obligate the Corporstion to indemnify the Public Trustec of
the Oty ang Coundy o1 {Jenver, Cploraso {the “Pudifc Trustee™} pumsuanm o
C RS, §383%.102{3.5)a) for eny snd ali demseges, cosis, liabikitics and
reasooabie atomey foes incurred by the Public Trustes: as & resuit of action 1aken
in mhiance on a Request for Releaso submitiod by or on benalf of the Corporation,

FLRTAER RESOLVED, thu the Amistant Scorctaries and Viec Fresidents *
her eby appuinicd are por autharized © %1 35 officers or employess of Uic

Co rperation‘in any respect other than as spesifically awhorized sbove;

e e




FURTHER RESCGLVEE, that the sproinbacm of the jsted einplovees of KT
as Assestant Secrourres and Viee Presdents of the Corporation putsuan 26 (hese
msdlutons e, and U herepy is, gpecifically conditoned an the feceips by the

Toporaion of & duly sxmcnng Wv 2 AN s e
sehnanpaliv identicai 10 that atlached (0 tnese T s m

FURTHER RESCGELVED, that in the cvent the Corporation should seck o

terinate iic appontment and awtholization describad ahove., 't saall 2o w2 hy
seving witien nedize of such temminalton o NTC, at 2100 Alterate 1§ Nenk,
Paimi Haroer, Flonda 34683, ang such termunanon sheji become sifecnve only
0T 1 recapt by NTC.

o A o e e




The undermgned, being all the members of the Exetupve Uomwminee of the Board of
Direcu ars of the Corporation, hereoy comsent in wibng 19 hy above actons and do nereby spprove

«1

Timotay M. Haves

Py gy -
.if’/i,(/ 7 N
Paut R, Tnce T u




| http.//StopForeclosureFraud.com }

State Bar of North Artic Form 30-2013
ASSIGNMENT OF MORTGAGE

Pugumient Number Bocumont Mame

The undersigned 1~ Assignor.” v chether one or more). for a valuabie consideration. assipas
to Seeret Elves Registra 1on Services (SERS) as Nominge of Rudolph the Red
Nose Reindeer located at 3432 Santa lcebers North Pole 12345

the Morgage dated 12 252001 . executed by Santa Clause
o Raindeer Loan Service s Ine located at 3437 Santa Jeeberg North Pole 2345

on real estage in WET NCSE County, North Artic (*Property™), lm_elher with lh\. notc
or other obligation it secures, w ‘mh Mortgaze was recorded in the Office of the Register of

= ) Recurgig iy
Deeds of said County. in (Reet - {Vol 212-2342  of Records, at {Images) (Pages)

66 - as Docume nt Mo 12345 X Name and Return Address

Pretender Lendeer
123 Cold Wet Road
Very Cold and ey, Shay sed ke an lceBerg Plot 22 North Pole. North Artie 12345

The Property which is subject & shis Assignment is daseribed as,

L8ICTE L2

CHOOSE EITHER OR BOT H OF THE FOLLOWING OPTIONS, AS APPLICABLE:
ONLY THOSE OPTIONS CHOSEN SHALL APPLY:

Parcel Wentification Numher (PN

. N Ihis WAS homestead gronerts,
X Ao This Assignment is made without recourse. B rr———
] B, Assignor warran: s that there is now vwing an unpaid balance on the note or s
other shitgation = -ecured by the morigage. as principal. a sum of not less than
$ a1 . and also inkeres of all collateral in his Sled

-and that Assignor is the vwner of the note secured by the Mortzage and has good right 10 assign i1,

Dated 122572012
ASSIGNOR:
(00 (00 004 000
[N . ) -
(SEAL) 0 o (SCALY
* Dasher Graindeer * Prancer Ravandeer
{SEAL)Y (SEAL)Y
AUTHENT iCATION ACKNOWLEDGMENT
Signatures(sh 000 000
0O O STATE OF KORTH ARTIC )

: Yy }ss
authenticated 12725201 .y . i .
auienticated on WET NOSE COUNTY )
"" Personally came before me on

TIHLE: MEMBER STATE ! BAR OF NORTH ARTIC the above-named Prancer or Dancer of Secret Elves
(1 not. Registration Serviges (SERS) as Nomipee of Rudo,
authorized by ANY. 5 at. § 6.66) n\trume t and acknm&ledued the same,
) . . . 000 000
THIS INSTRUMENT DRA] TED BY: a 0
LAW OFFICES of RAT NDEER ASS. PA * SO TAYL
- Notary Public. State of NORTH
My Commission {is permanent) (cxpires: 204 ¥

JSajpnacures may be authenticated or acknowledged. Both are not necessary.)
NOTE: THIS IS A S TANDARD FORM. ANY MODIFICATIONS TO THIS FORM SHOULD BL CLEARLY IDENTIFIFD.
ASSIGNMES T OF MORTGAGE ¢ 2LINTATE BAR QF NORTII ARTIC FORM NO. 30-2013
* Type name helow signatures

http://StopForeclosureFraud.com
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GROUP EXHIBIT 1



Laurers 1. Screriers: Sudicial Comprame re; Wi County Suadge Richard J. Siegel

Date:
To:

Street Address:
City, State, Zip:

From:
Street Address:
City. State, Zip:

April 12,2012

State of lllinois

Judicial Inquiry Board

100 West Randolph Sireet, Suite 14-500
Chicago, IL. 60601

Lauren L. SchetYers
1305 Maroingstar Cr.
Naperville, I1. 60564

Home Phone: GI 305700 {ing imessages)
Cell Phone: 630-212-5651 (no messages)
E-Maili: 1L anrenScheffers@vahon.com

Signature
Confirmatinn #-. 2301 0370 0001 1704, 5150
REQUE ST FOR AN IMMEDIATE INVESTIGATION OF
JUDGE RICHARD J. SIEGCEL
FOR COMMISSION OF A CLASS 1 FELONY
AMD FOR MULTIPLE VIOLATIONS OF THE
JUDACIAL CODLE OF COMNDAUCY

I am reque stin g an immediate investigation of Judge Richard J. Siegel (“Judge
Sreper ™) dsm;ur'rt'd Ey o OLS. Coake, Tidle 18, Cmrres arrd’ Crrrmnimea’ Prasedure
(Federal Rules of (Civ il Procedure, III. Pleadings and Motions, Rule 11. Section 4:
Misprision of felon y:

Whoever, howviing knowledge of the artual cammissian of a felagy copnizoahle by
a court of the /nited States, conceals and does not as soon as possible make
Known the san e {o some Judge or offer person tn civil or multtary autRoriry
under the Unitted States, shall be fined under this tisle or imprisoned not more
than three ) ectrs, or both,

On Februar y 29, 2012, when { appeared betore the bench to make known to
Judge Siegel of fraud. Judge Siegel immediately had me arrested and I was put in
handcuffs (see the entire Report of Proceedings in Group Exhibit 2.b below).

In this inst: an ce, it was Judge Siegel, as presiding judge, who had just

committed a Class. 1 Felony, so | was required to make that knewn to “some judge
or other person in ciwil or military authority”.
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Lauren f.. Scherfe rs: sudicia’ Compraint re: 1Y County Sfuage Richard J. Sieger

Consequently . [ made known to Thomas P. James. Consumer Counsel.
Consumer Fraud 13ur.cau. Ilinois Attorney General that Judge Siegel had committed a
Class 1 Felony. as. an. accessory to an ongoing criminal enterprise with Codilis &
Associates/Williai n “McAlister as the organizers.

NOTE 1: GIROIP EXHIBITS 1 -6 INCLIISIVE ARE THE E-MAILS
WITH SUPPORTIMNG DOCUMENTS REGARDGING WILL COUNTY JUDGE
SIEGEL’S CONMMILSSION OF A CLASS 1 FELONY AS SUBMITTED ON
APRIL 3, 2012. '

NQTE 2: Per the Motrice of Filing (see Key Exhibit 3 inclusive below) Judge Siegel was
served a [etter datexd /pnif 4, 2012 by USPYS Priority Mail with Stgnature-Required
Confirmation of Dielivery of 2307 1770 0000 1052 that included the 6 e-mails with
print-outs of the stipparting documents as electronically submitted to Thomas P. Jlames
(see Group Exhibi ts 1-6 inclusive) on April 3, 2012.

Therefore. the: competent evidence of Judge Siegel’s commission of a Class 1
Felony is now part of thc public record with Judge Siegel’s Criminal Contempt of Court
Order. 2012CC00000 4. that Judge Siegel stated would be purged in thc Report of
Proveadimgs (soe pragras I4- 18 af Gazwgy Exdeidnie 2.4 bodaw ).

NOTE 2: Thie Criminal Contempt of Court Order (see Key Exhibit 1
‘pehow’) was not purged as ordered by Judge Siegel. Instead, it was recorded at
4:23 p.m. on Februa ry 29, 2012. That Criminal Contempt of Court Order does not
even have “Peop- e off the State of 1llinois” vs. Lauren Scheffers as entered in the
Uniine Docket (se-¢ Fey Exhibit 2 below].

QUESTIO-N 1: Was that Criminal Contempt of Court Order actually
signed by Judge }3Jieg:el, or forged by William McAlister, per the September 7, 2011
Report of Procce:dingzs with Judge O’Leary presiding (see Key Exhibit 4 below)?

JUDGE SI EGGEL SHOULD NOT AID AND ABET NOR ACTIVELY
PARTICIPATE IN A CRIMINAL ACTIVITY

The Judicial Inquiry Eloard should make careful note of the commentary in the 6 e-mails
submittcd to the T honas P. James (see Group Exhibits 1.a, 2.a. 3.a. 4.a. 5.a. and 6.a).
since the commentary directly pertains to this Judicial Complaint.

Per the Report of [ 'ro.ceedings (see Group Exhibit 2.b.1) below), Judge Siegel

committed a Class ] J-elony with his February 29, 2012 Order (see Key Exhibit 1]
below).

Page 2



Lauren L. Schetieé rs : Judicial Complaint re: Will County fudge Richard J. Siegel

QUESTI(N 2: Was that February 29, 2012 Order that included the Order
for Personal Def iciconey of $231,200 (see Key Exhibit 11) actually signed by Judge
Siegel, or forged by William McAlister, per the September 7, 2011 Report of
Proceedings with. J'udge O’Leary presiding (see Key Exhibit 4 below)?

From the Mo vember J6 2010 Repart of Proceedings with Judge Sigpel presiding
(see Group Exhit it 1 2 below), Judge Siegel clearly explained his personal knowledge
that virtually all fore closire sales are honghs by the “Plaiogiffs”,

The diseus sion in that November 16, 2010 Report of Proceedings acknowledged
that many Plaintif fs had pat their foreclosure aations “on hold”, presamably due to the
“robo-signing™ sc:ind 1al that surfaced in 2010.

Fravie dhed Amldme Doaker ralevamt &5 case, 200007 1D sulvimitdad &5 By
Linthe Defendan.t”s Response (see Gronp Exhihin 3 h 1 helaw), this instans, action.

appears to have b¢ :er1 on hold for all of 2010, thereby increasing the amount of any
Persureh Defirmy.

On April < 1, 2:012, the (see Key Exhibit 13 below). the proposals of the [llinois
Supreme Court M ort gage foreclosure Commuittee were released (see Key Exfibit 13
below). Proposal 3 recommends that “a copy of each assignment of the mortgage being
foreclosed be attac:h.zd to the foreclosure complaint, and that a copy of the note. as it
currently exists, ir ,lruding afl endorsements and aflonges, s attached to the foreclosure

complaint.” :

This Com plaunt couid never have been tiled, because there is no assignment
v PrEcgivup Wit mohe Wikh Cuwntey pruprity eeendn. o wagdned 'y Se
Ilinois Convevan:cess Act.

Judge Sie zel :aso viofated the [1lfnors Mortgage Foreclosure Law by failing to
require the produ::tio n of the original Note and the original Mortgage in open court.

In additior . J udge Siegel violated the Illinots Uniform Commercial Code
relative to Holder in Due Courts/Purchaser in Good Faith, since the fraudulent
Assignment by W illi:am McAlister was afier the Note was in default,

RELEVANT LAW

The Judici al ifnquiry Board should make careful note of the Relevant Law cited
on pages 1-6 of th e [ defendant’s pleadings in pages 1 -6 (see Group Exhibit 3.b.1)
below) as to the m.an'y violations Judge Siegel has made in direct opposition to his Oath

of Office. Rule 6.5, ar:d the fundamental Supreme Court Rules. lllinois Civil Statutes,
and the Code of Jrofi:ssional Behavior.
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Laurerr £. Sarerf€ rs: Judicial Compiaint re: Will County Judge Richard J. Siegel

.JU DGE SIEGEL VIOLATIONS/JUDICIAL BIAS

Per the pu bliic record. Judge Siegel is blatantly biased/acts as counsel for
foreclosure Plaint ififs. Compare the Report of Proceedings relative to a foreclosure
defendant pro se, w here Judge Siegel refers to Rule 137 (see Group Exhibit 6.2.b.2}
below).

Yet, per t 1 JReport of Proceedings for these two cases, 2009CHO004310 and
1021CC0O00004 (roer Sroup Bxhibit 2.0.1) sy, hodge Siege) ook no 2revion agaimst
William McAliste 1 .as required by Rule 63 for violating that same Rule 137 requesting a
grossly fraudulenm prersonal deficiency amount of $156,704.26 (see Key Exhibit 10
below) afier a for eclosure sale o"$1 (2,000, a total ot $Z67, 7U4.26.

The Indgrnent for Foreclosure and Sale was for $216,145.73 (see Key Exhibit 7)
and there was no . Af fidavit submitted in support of that amount, only a Certificate of
Prove-Up (see Ke y Exhibit 8) for costs unrelated to the mortgage balance due.

In particul ar, per the supporting Exhibits submitted by the Defendant under
Section 1 109 Ce: tifiication (page 3). Judge Siegel had no jurisdiction to allegedly sign
the Order Approv ing the Foreclosure and Sabe, the Order for Possession, let alone an
Order for a Person al Deficiency of $231,200, when there was no such Motion before the
Court (see Key E: thibit 9 below).

In addition. J udge Siegel had no junsdiction to grant any orders relative to the
Defendant’s fore::los.ure, because the Lender was Bancgroup Mortgage (see Key
Exfirdir 6), not ar y of the alleged PlaintifTs.

When Jud; e Siegel had me arrested and put in handcuffs for appearing before
the ‘bench, becausi>} was not 2 party o e acinn, doe Siegell made 3 drandantiy clear
that he had totall; - fa iled to read either the Defendant Response or William McAlister’s
Reply. since | was m entioned by name in both.

In fact, the p rimary reason I was in court that day was as a potential witness on
behalf of the Defe nclant. William McAlister’s Reply specifically discussed the fact that
I was not an attorr 1€y, which is not required by the Misprision of Felony statute.

William McAslister's Reply failed to address the fact that the e-mails cited in
Exhibit | of the Defi ndant’s Response wera rennrting, William. MrAlister's extortinn.
threat and Willian 1 MMcAlister’s having fabricated and recorded a fraudulent Assignment
in the Will Count: ' psroperty records (see Group Exhibit 3.b.1 Exhibits A, B. and C) to
Tharnas P, James. . CanamasCuamsey, Comsarmar Praaa Faresy, Al Ademey
General.
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Caarerr L. Screri »rs: Judicial Complaint re: Will County Judge Richard 1. Siegel

When I was escc rte:d back before Judge Siege!l in handcuffs. | reminded Judge Siege!
that he had recused himself from my case, 2009CH3797 (see Key Exhibit 5. including
the footnote). Judgie Siegel’s statements in the Report of Proceedings (see Group
Exhibit 2.b.1) bel o w). indicated that he was well aware of me and that I have filed an
appeal in my casc: "o the 3" Appellate Court and to the Supreme Court of Illinois, as
well as having fil o FIndicia) Complaints against $wo hankrupdey jvdees far granfing
Stay Motion Orderss to parties that were not even listed as Creditors. let alone as
Secured Creditor s. in my Chapter 7 Bankruptey that was discharged on May 5. 2009.

CONCLUSION

Not only «lic1 Judge Siegel commit a Class ] Felony with Judge Siegel’s personal
calculation of a ¢ ro:ssly overstated Personal Deficiency, he committed Treason Against
the Constitution ~or a total violation of the Defendant’s right fo due process

The Judii:ial Inquiry Board should remove Judge Siegel from the bench
immediately, sub)jact to the results of an investigation by the Judicial Inguivy
Board and the Il lithois Attorney General regarding the ongoing criminal financial
enterprise in the- foireclosure courtroom of the 12 Judicial Circuit Court of Will

Lounty as orgamiznod by Codils K Associstes’ Willinm Mcdlister with Jodge Siegel
as an agcessacy., 4.4 lass 1 Felany.

Faen e o e apairy Bread w Yl '@ it e g wim wodd relke
blatantly apparert & ia¢ #he Rule 6if Law daes it exist in IinGis cirowit courts.
NOTE: All foreclosure ficarmys m Wi County are digreally recorded. so tfie exvensive,
competent, public record evidence exists relative 1o the hearings, as wcll as the
pleadings filed by (Codilis & Associates and orders allegedly signed by Judge Siegel. if
not forged bv Wil liexim McAlister.

I believe t he Judicial Inquiry Board should find that all of Judge Siegel's
forecfosure ruling :s care VOID, based on his blatant judicial bras in viofation ot Rule 63.

Respecttully submitted.
A . ; .
-)<é L \K/,vélc%:é&fu

Lauren L. Scheffers

LIST OF ENCL()sSURES
1. Judicial C.>miplaint Form (4 pgs.)
2. List of Exinibsits (3 pgs.)
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State of Wlinois
Judicial Inguiry Board
28 West Randanlpk Sroad
Suite 14-500
Chicago, Il 60601
07, BAA-S854
(800) 227-9429
TDD (312) 814-1881
FAX (312) 814.5719

COMPLAINT AGAINST A JUDGE

Instructions: Pk :a se type or print all information. If you wish to provide documents to |
support your alle grations, please attachi copies of those documents. We cannot return l
documents. You .1 nust designate specifically the particular words, diagrams or pictures

’ contained in any d-ocumentation submitted which substantiates your allegations. )
‘Tocumentdtion - wir‘nout the required designation will not 'oe considered. The Board's |
ipcisdictinn extspoyrls only tn active Dlinnis Supreme Conct Instices., Apnellate. Copact
Justices, and Ci r¢ it Court Judges. Retumn Complaint to the above address. l

YourName:__ L AURZEN) 4 SCHEFFLELS

Address: /200N AR ST £ COUES

City: (Wi (L Seaver_ /L AWMM
Daytime telephon=i( ) O (ST -- y/7J - S/

Evening telepho ne: ( ) _J-f_©S0 = 305 - 24D/

I have informati or of possible misconduct or disability on the part of the following
IHlinois judge:

First and Last Nam e of Judge: XiCluA4£ T 8/ s -

City and Count:/: Jole I; (U (Ouu }’

Court Level: _ Supreme Court _Appellate Court @c_mm
N

Comglaint. Aga.nst a ldge — ludigial, Inopiry Board/Weh



STATEMENT OF FACT

1. When and wl 1er ¢ did this happen?
el Ck;léji) / {2 T, __IMRARY. 2144 < (\‘-Q:’?’ !

Location:__/25). _/, lr) L Col o (s I COU A ule 4

2. If your infon n.ation arises out of a court case. please answer these questions:
(a) What_is the o anne and numher of the case? «3_

AN
Case Name: ?_-3&.

Case Number: _ _ C)(P (H DY 570

L COLPE ( )
{b) What kind ogc ase 15 1t‘4’ {fi’%asgchecl?{):fﬁéé:){v (e (f& :fu%zgr?mfy

_Crimin.l _Probate
_Domes:ic Relations _Law
_Juvenile _Municipal
_Small Clai ms
@ specify)_FOEE CLCSUE / (/“JQ//'P? /AR e v A
e (O™

(c) What is your re lationship to the case?
_Plaintifi /P etitioner
_Defend: wit/Respondent
_Attorne y for:
_Witnes:: forr: “TAMES F/‘l{é{?(.)

_Other (s pexify)_ /0 LEFCLT /:A(_QQ/ N4
S 22500 OF FECOUS” SYANUTE.

Complains. Againsh w ludge — Tadinial Tneguisy Board\Weh



(d} If you were i >-presented by an attorney in this matter at the time of the conduct of
She Jadge, plasse - ddantidy the avovmey o

Name: /\J/A‘

Address:

Telephone Numi »er:{ )

{e) Identify any « 5t her attorney(s) who represented you or any person involved in the case:
Name of Attorne 5y AUl A

Address of Attor 11ey:

Telephone Numl »er:( )

Attorney Repre:.e nted:

3. List *docum e:nis that help support your information that the Judge has engaged in

misconduct or h: is. a disability, noting which ones you have attached:

SCE . ATTKHELD  (ISTCE EXHILL Y

*NOTE: Dacurne:nts will not he returoned. Please send cagies only. You must designate
specifically the yp:articular words, diagrams or pictures contained in any

decumentation sulmmittad einicl sobsdnmdiades oo allemniiors, Idrcamroriadion

without the regraired designatino will oot he considered

1. Identify, if yOu cam, wny obes witmesses 1w W condiach of the Judae:

Name: £ LSCLT OF feOCEC O ey

Address: TR (O02¢sS FASTOC, ES A7 0B 55

Telephone Num ber:(. ) 2{4@1 (/] F{ﬂ* & AL O CO U/(_{

Comprirt Mgt u Yol — T nepeinty Draatd W d



5. Specify belo 1/ the details of what the Judge did that you think constitutes misconduct

G dradicades dhisal aliyr (Please dype or i Aapibly - aftaal adilivioma’ siaat (F naoessay

SCE 4 GACHSS S EST e 9’

[IED, 7 AL UEN T 6T 1O CF

;)L’l{)\c‘g4 tMi‘/t@ . '(;/u—(é‘(v r?-y{__—

Comnic <Sroul- A Mjff(@’—j/ 4847

_Fod 4 eI 77CE Ur o 08 O THE

TJUNC 1A Cond OF (ORI

N Sigratiare.

YT TR A ¢
Date: __C;A\] .&Jj /‘)’}f ol() /d\

Complaint Agai ns-t a Judge ~ Judiciai Inquiry Board7Web



Laurer L. Sorerit: 1s: Judicial Complaint re: Will County Judge Richard J. Siegel

LIST OF EXHIBITS

KEY EXHIBITS,

2012/02/2¢ » Contempt of Court Order with wrong parties (see Group Exhibit

1.b.1) belo *w) (1 pg.)

2012/04/0:5 Contempt of Court Online Docket {1 pg.)

2012/04/05 Notice of Filing, Copies of E-mails with print-outs of attached PDFS

to Consunie r Counsel, IAG, Re: WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL

COMMI'T TED CLASS L FELONY ON 02129/12

No't ice of Filing (1 pg.)

Cer tification of Service (1 pg.)

200 2088 Lettar to Judge Rinkard S Sivge! with Sigitatone- Ragariad

Co nfiirmation of Delivery of 2307 1770 0000 1052 1604 (1 pg.)

d. 20 122/04/04 List of Enclosures (2 pgs.)
e. US 1’5 Track & Confirm print-out {1 pg.)

4. 2011/09/0%" Report of Proceedings, presiding Judge O’Leary’s signature forged
hy Willian. MeAlister an.arder (see Graun Exhihit. 3.h.9) helow} (3 pes.)

5. 2010/11/22 Recusal Order by Judge Siegel under Rule 63 (see Group Exhibit
1.b.2) below ) (3 pgs.)

A 20007/11/18 Lender per Covnplaind swas Bancgrowy Marigage, not the Plaimnff
(see Group Exhibit 3.b.2) below) (1 pg.)

7. 2010/01/0¢»> Judgment for Foreclosure and Sale for $216.145.73 (1 pg.)

%. WLYRLOL . Quly Cemificate, net ARidarit, of Prosg-up (see Cooup. Exhibiy
3.b.3) belew ) (1 pg.)

9. 2012/02/2 1 iNotice of Motion, for “Order Substituting Party Plaintiff. order
wamfimeimg fhe judicial sale and for entry of an order of passession™ (see Group
Exhibit 4.b . 2) below) (4 of 7 pgs.)

NOTE: N () MOTION FOR A PERSONAL DEFICIENCY JUDGMENT
FAD FIL £/D, BERVED, OR BEFORE THE COURY

10, 2011/12/2°7 Sheriff's Report of Sale and Distribution filed by Dunn. Martin with
“robo-sign ec1” ink stamp “signature” of Sheriff Kaupus that includes
undocumes vited “post judgment advances of $12, 983.49" in “Deticiency
pursuant to. Plaintiff’s calculations™ of $156,704.26

I1. Judge Siegzc:l Order granting Personal Deficiency Judgment of $231,200, not

fhe $156,70:1.26 stated by McAlister per Dunn, Martin, but still includes the

Dunn, Ma.rtin $12,933.40 “post judgment advances” (see Group Exhibit

13 o w )y (3Angsl)

NOTE: T HIS ORDER IS THE EXPLICIT COMMISSION OF A CLASS

1 FELONY' BY JUDGE SIEGEL

2800 1, Report of Proveedimgs, presidimg Jadge Stieger’ (1 pgs.)

2012/04/0-1, 11. lllinois Supreme Court Mortgage Foreclosure Committee

Proposals {2 pgs.)

L3 D

o e

w b

Page |



Lauren L. Schefle 1-s: Judicial Complaint re: Will County Judge Richard J. Siegel

LIST OF EXHIBITS (CON’T.}

GROUP EXHIBIT 1
1. 2012/04/0 % E-mail 1 of 6 to Thomas P. James, Consumer Counsel, [llinois
Consumer Fraud Burecau. Illinois Attorney General
a. 20 1 2/04/03, Subject: SCHEFFERS 1 of 6/WILL COUNTY JUDGE
S1 E GEL COMMITTED CLASS 1 FELONY ON 02/29/12 (4 pgs.)
h Pr in.tout of scanned document attachments (13 pgs.)
A} Scheffers20120229CantConntOrder Astpdf (L neg ),
2) Solar201110128SiegelRecusalOrderAst.pdf (3 pgs.)
EAN SeheffrrCrimContempt ourt(Case20120229
OnlimeRocket201 260307, pdf (2 pgs.)
4) ScheffersCrimContemptCourt201202290rderLir0307.pdf
(3 pgs.)
3) ScheftersCamContemptCourt2U12072Y
OnlineDocket20120318Ast.pdf (3 pgs.)
6) Faber2 20229Crder TimestarnpAzipdf (L pe)

GROUP EXHIBI'T 2
2. 2012/04/03 E-mail 7 0176 w0 Thomds P. Jamres, Comsarrer Ogamsey, MMiaes
Consumer Fraud Bureau, Illinois Attorney General
a. 20 © 2/04/03, Subject: SCHEFFERS 2 of 6/WILL COUNTY JUDGE
SI'E GEL COMMITTED CLASS 1 FELONY ON 92729112 {2 pgs.)

b. Prin:dout of scanved document attachments (24 pgs.)
1) ScheffersCrimContemptCourt20120229TranscriptAst.pdf
(24 pgs.)

GROUPEXHIBIT3
3. 2012/04/0.3 E-mail 3 of 6 to Thomas P. James, Consumer Counsel, Tilinois
Consumer 1-raud Bureau, lllinois Attorney General
a. 20 122/04/03, Subject: SCHEFFERS 3 of 6/W]LL COUNTY JUDGE
SIE GEL COMMITTED CLASS 1 FELONY ON 02/29/12 (1 pg.)
b. Priv tout of scanned document attachments (46 pgs.)
D 325hillside020212noticeoffilingmotion.pdf (44 pgs.)
2) Faber20071118MortgageBancGroupAst.pdf (1 pg.)
3) Eaber2d 100106 CartofPrave- Up.pdf (1 pe.)

Page 2



Lauren L. Schef*ers: Juaicial Compraint re: Wil Counry Judge Richara J. Siegel

LIST OF EXHIBITS (CON’T.)

GROUP EXHIIL (IT 4
4. 2012/04/1;-3 E-mail 4 of 6 to Thomas P. James. Consumer Counsel, [llinois
Consume 1 - Fraud Bureau, Iliinois Attorney General

da.

b.

20 12/04/03. Subject: SCHEFFERS 4 of 6/WILL COUNTY JUDGE
Si EGEL COMMITTED CLASS I FELONY ON 02/29/12 (4 pgs.)
Pr- intout of scanned document attachmeats (31 pgs.)

1, Faher20120215CadulisRenly Ast pd€ (18 pes)

2) Faber2012022 INOMMotionforApprovingSale.pdf {7 pgs.)

k)] Faber201202290derApproveSale-PaossessionAst.pdt (3 pgs))
4) Faber2it 11 2300 adilisA ssigmmemtaifCertSale. (2 pgs.

5) Faber20120106Motion2SubstitutePartyPlaintiffAst.pdf (1 pg.)

GROUP EXHIB 1T 5

5.

2012/04/C 3 E-mail 5 of 6 to Thomas P. James. Consumer Counsel. lllinois

Consumer  Frand Burezn. iiimois Avomey General

4.

b.

20-12/04/03, Subject: SCHEFFERS § of 6/ WILL COUNTY JUDGE
SI KEGEL COMMITTED CLASS 1 FELONY ON 02/29/12 (4 pgs.)
Pr & rovrere of seanmied’ ducurment accietmends (1) pys.)

1) Faber20100106JudgmentlCSale216145.73.pdf (1 pg.)

2) Faber20111227SheniffsPkgAst.pdf (2 pgs.)

3) Faher20120203] AGEmailReMceAlisterExtartion Threay Ast ndf

(2 pgs.)

4) Faber201202290rderApproveSale-PossessionAst.pdf (3 pgs.)
s) Solar 201 1 101200y T TrarseriptAsipdt O pee.)

GROUP EXHIB T 6

6.

201204704 E-mail 6 of 6 to Thomas P. fames. Consumer Counsel. [flinois

Consumer - Fraud Bureau. [tlinois Attorney General

a.

b.

201 2/04/03, Subject: SCHEFFERS 6 of 6/WILL COUNTY JUDGE
Sl EGEL COMMITTED CLASS 1 FELONY ON 02/29/12 (1 pg.)
Pri ntout of scanned document attachments (22 pgs.)

1) Arambula20120227Motion2Dismiss3Count.pdf (15 pgs.)

2) Arambula20120229TranscriptAst.pdf (6 pgs.)

3) Arambula201202290rder.pdf (1 pg.)

Page 3



F POSTAL SERVICE.

Date: 04/13/2012
LAUREN SCHEFFERS.

The following is in respionse to vour 04/12/2012 request for delivery information on yvour
Signature Confirmation(TM) item number 2301 0370 0001 1704 5150. The delivery record
shows that this item was delivered on 04/13/2012 at 03:38 PM in CHICAGO, IL 60601 to W
CROSSON. The scanned image of the recipient information is provided below.

Signature of Recipient::

Address of Recipient:

Thank you for selectin¢g the Postal Service for your mailing needs. If you require additional
assistance, please comtact your local Post Office or postal representative.

Sincerely,

United States Postal Siervice



IN TV CIRCUTE COFRE FORTUL LY JUDIC AL CLRCUTT
WILL COUNTY - JOLIET. [T LINOIS

Bank of America. N. A successor by merger 10 BAC Home )
boans Servieiwp. 3 P Y Cererrarcedide Yiormne 'oarrs L
Servicing. 1.P Y Case. 2000CHOO04310
PLAINTIE 1 Judge Richard J. Sicgel
} ) o
VS A S
H
Yames A Faber: TINF. NOWN OWNERS }
AND NON RECORL - CLAANTS, ) -
) :L- ;
DEFENDANTS ) MR
) Lo g
LAUREN SCHEFFI < RS ) Case: 2012CHMOO004
DEFENDANT ) Judge Kichard J. Sicgel
NOTICE OF FILING
To: By hand deliv .ery By e-mail
Judge Richare ). Siegel “Codilis & Associastes. P.CT
W County -y snex. Room 213 <eodths-l g M.eslegdl.com:
37 N Ottawa, Wil MeAlisie”

Jedien I ntdY 2 < il mgalisterar i) oslees] comy s

PLEASE TAKE NOT VO dlhse a4t 5. 0002, sl arnadersidgrned e it povsent st ahe ok

ok e (e oo W Canernes  \Wiaebes Cendees o T il il pRimicendes o i
PDTs to Consumer O cansel, TAGL Ke: WILL COUNTY JUDGE STEGEL COMMITTTRED
CLASS 1 FELONY - (0N 02729712, copies of wihich were served upon Judge Richard + Swegel on
Apretd 5.0 2012 by signe weare-regarred. C8PY Ao dant Coaress coprey frase alse teer
provided for the flone vrable Clief Sudae Gerald K. Kinney. the Monorable sudze Susan 1.
O'Learv. and the Hon .yrable Judge Ravmond E. Rossi.

Lavren L. Schetfers
W0 Wiy 4.

Naperville, IL 60564
H 630-305-3401



Case 2012CH¢ J00004. filed 02/29/12

CERTIFICA TION GF SERVICT,

The undersigne:c 1, a non-attorney, certifies that she caused a true copy of the foregoing
instrument, N nce of Fivomg Copres o' § E-miadls Wik primbowts of attached PDFs 10
Consumer Cot msel, IAG, Re: WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL COMMITTED
CLASS 1 FEI _ONY ON 02/29/12 to be served upon:

Judge Fuchard J. Siegel

Will C v:unty Annex, Room 213
57 N. ¢ ttawa,

Joliet. IL 60432

by hand delive 1y to a Clerk of the Wil County Thrcutt Court in'Koom 21D vl e Wik
County Anne:z at 57 N, Ottawa, Joliet, 1L 60432 prior to 4:30 p.m. this 5" day of April.
2012, and to

Codilis . & Associates, P.C.

by e-mail to “( “odilis@ Associates, P.C.” <Codilis-il{@il-cslegal.com> prior to midnight
this 5" day of . April, 2012, and to

Willia n. McAlister

by e-mail to ™' Millilam McAlister” <bill.mealister@il.cslegal.com> prior to midnight this
s day o€ g b, 22

Lauren L. Scheffers
1305 Morningstar Ct,
1\1&]?(:‘!’\?’1:1“‘3‘, L AR
H 630-305-3401



Case 201200000004, Filed 0212912

Date: April 4, 2012
To: Judge Richard J. Siegel
¢fo Chief Judge Gerald R. Kinney
Will County Courthouse
14 West Jefferson Street, Room 439
City. State, Zip: Jotiet, IL 60432
Signature Required
Confirmation # 2307 1770 0000 1052 1604
Re: WILL COLINTY JLIDGE SIEGEL COMMITTED CLASS ! EELONY

ON 02/29/12
Case 2012CH000004, Criminal Contempt of Court
Case 2000CHAM LY Defeivivy hodgmeri

Dear Judge Siegel:

Please consider - this service upon you of the 6 e-mails (re: WILL COUNTY JUDGE
SIEGEL COMMITTE D CLASS 1 FELONY ON (12/29/12) with nrint-outs of the scaaned PDF
documents that were atrached.

Please note thut hose © e-maits tave already been sent 1o Thomes P, James, Corsurner
Counsel, Consumer Fr zaud Bureau ot the Illinois Attorney General, regarding your Honor’s three
Orders on February 29, 2012:

1. Case 2012CE 000004, Criminal Contemnpt of Court,
2. Case 2009CF 004310, Deficiency Judgment, and
3. Case 2011CF 004487, Denial of Motion to Dismiss.

Per the public r excord, your Honor has made it quite clear that it is your Honor who is in
Contempt of Court as t (» enforcing the Rule of Law in the foreclosure courtraom of the 12

Judicial Circuit Court «»:f Will County.

These documer 1t:s will be filed as part af the puhlic record for Case 2012000000 that
was uhlished ve. puged ner vour Qwler

These documer 1:e will algo be abweivgd w0 the Indicha) nguity Boward in additron o your
Honor’s violations anc aiacusal i ary owit faraanusure case, 2009CHG3 797

As I have cons istently statad, § will alse be patnlinimg many gf i pleaunngs and
transcripts on the Intennet, as well.

Smeerely,

Lauren . Schetiers
1305 Momingstar Ct.
Naperville, IL 60564
'H 630-305-3401

Page 1



Case 2012CHO000004. Filed 02/29/12

LIST OF ENCLOSURES

1. 2012/04/03 E- mail 1 of 6 to Thomas P. James, Consumer Counsel, Illinois Consumer
'raud Bureau. {llinois Attorney General
a. 2012/(:4/03. Subject: SCHEFFERS 1 of 6/WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL
COMAITTED CLASS 1 FELONY ON 02/29/12 (4 pgs.)
b. Printo it of scanned document attachments (13 pgs.)
i) Scheffers20120229Cans CowrtOrderAst.pdf (1 ne.)
2} Solar20111012SiegelRecusalOrderAst.pdf (3 pgs.)
3) SchefferCrimContemptCourtCase201202290nlineDocket20120307 pdf

2 pEs)
4) ScheffersCrimContemptCourt201202290rderLtr0307.pdf (3 pgs.)
W, ScheffersCrmCantempCanrt201 2022900l neDacket201 203 L RAst.ndf.
(3 pgs.}
6) Faber201202290rderTimestampAst.pdf (1 pg.)
2. 2012/04/03 E-ymail 2 of 6 to Thomas P. James, Consumer Counsel. [llinois Consumer

Fraud Bureau. Illinois Attorney General
a. 2012/0 YA, Snhigat, YIHEITERS LA AU QUMY DINCE SIECELL
COMM AITTED CLASS 1 FELONY ON 02/29/12 (2 pgs.)

b. Printo' 1t of scanned document attachments (24 pgs.)
1) SabafifraCrinnCaniarama i ane AN 30220 Tenvantptd . ad W e
3. 2012/04/03 E--1 nail 3 of 6 to Thomas P. James. Consumer Counsel, [llinois Consumer

Fraod Boveaw, Mlinos Attormey Generat
a, 2012/0 4/03. Subject: SCHEFFERS 3 of 6/ WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL
COMNM 1ITTED CLASS | FELONY ON 02/29/12 (1 pg.)
b. Printou t of scanned document attacihiments (46 pgs.)
1) 325hillside0202 1 2noticeoffilingmotion.pdf (44 pgs.)
2) Faber20071118MortgageBancGroupAst.pdf (1 pg.)
3) Taberz0100106CertofProve-Up.pdf {1 pg.)

1. 2012/04/03 E- vmail 4 of 6 to Thomas P. James. Consumer Counsel. [llinois Consumer

Fraud Bureau, lilinois Attorney General

a. 2012/C- 4/03. Subject: SCHEFFERS 4 of 6/ WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL
COMM UITTED CLASS | FELONY ON 02/29/12 (4 pgs.)

b. Printou:t of scanned document attachments (31 pgs.)
1) Faber20120215CodilisReplyAst.pdf (18 pgs.)
2) Faher2012022 INOMMaticnfor AppravingSale ndf (7 pes.)
3) Faber201202290rderApproveSale-PossessionAst.pdf (3 pgs.)
4) Faber20111230CodilisAssignmentofCertSale.pdf (2 pgs.)
5 Fabrer2 200 8§ Motioal Subsyicwefarty Pl A . (! p. )

Page 2



Case 2012CH000004. Filed 02/29/12

LIST OF ENCLOSURES (CON'T.)

5. 2012/04/03 E- -mail 5 of 6 to Thomas P. James, Consumer Counsel. 1llinois Consumer
Erand Bunewe, Whingiy . Altarory Gengral,

2012/434/03, Subject: SCHEFFERS 5 of 6/WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL

a.
COMMAITTED CLASS 1 FELONY ON 02/29/12 (4 pgs.)
b. Printo wue of scamred’ docurmend aracimmends ¢ 1 gys.d
1) Faber20100106JudgmentFCSale216145.73.pdf (1 pg.)
2) Faber20111227SheriffsPkgAst.pdf (2 pgs.)
3) Faber20120203JA GErail ReMrAlisterEvinrtign Threat Ass, ndf (2 nos )
4) Faber20120229CrderApproveSale-PossessionAst.pdf (3 pgs.)
5) Solar201110120Leary0907 TranscriptAst.pdf (3 pgs.)
6. 2012/04/03 E - mail 6 of 6 to Thomas P. James, Consumer Counsel, Illinois Consumer
Fraud Bureau. lilinoi -: Attorney General
A M2 0883, Saljart, SOMEFFERS & ¢f & WALL COUNTY UG SIEGEL
COMM MITTED CLASS 1 FELONY ON 02/29/12 (1 pg.)
b. Printou. it of scanned document attachments (22 pgs,)

0 Aramnlel N 22N e TsmIssOC ouny pdd 35 nes)
2) Arambula20120229TranscriptAst.pdf (6 pgs.)
3 Arambula201202290rder.pdf (1 pg.)

Page 3



James, Thomas P., 03:1 1 F*M 4/3/2012, SCHEFFERS 1 of 6/WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL COMMI

Torroames, Thamas =7 <Tlames@alg siate fus>

From: Lauren Scheffe:rs -<LaurenScheffers@yahoo.com>

Subject: SCHEFFER:3 1 of 6/WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL COMMITTED CLASS 1 FELONY
ST E .

Cc: "William McAlister * <-bill. mcalister@il.cslegal.com>, "Codilis and Associates, P.C." <codilis-
il@il.cslegal.com>, Pe:te:rr M. Kellett <pkellett@dykema.com>, Richard E. Gottlieb
<yfllich@iiremairom->, "Rex E. Schlaybaugh, Jr." <rschiaybaugh@dydeama.com>,
pstanton@dykema.com, ajonker@dykema.com, jdougherty@dykema.com,"Dunn, Martin, Miller
& Heathcock" <marm il4€dsbcglobal.net>, "Morrie Much” <mmuch@muchshelist.com>, "Robert
. Emanual” <remanuel@muchshelist com> "Tesry L. Engel’ <engel@diec. com>,"Pavh i
Lewy" <levy@diec.con ¥>,. “Joel A Stein" <stein@dlec.com>, Freedman Anselmo Lindberg
<foreclosures@fal-illir wiss.com=>, FAHllinois <fal-illinois.com@domainsbyproxy.com>, "Will
County Sheriff <jlf107 KENahoe com>, "Wl Counly Siate's Altarngy”

<kerone@wilicountyil inoi s.com>

e L

Attached: C:\Documerts and
Settings\LAUREN\Des . ktop\Scheffers 20120229ContCourtOrderAst. pdf, C:\Documents and
Settings\L AUREN\Des:ktop\Sotar20111012SiegelRecusalOrderAst.pdf,C:\Documents and
Settings \LALIREMD s opScheffarCrimContammiC ol asa2D 1200280 nlinaDoc kat2D 120307,
pdf, C:\Documents ar d

Settings\LAUREN\De: skto:p\Scheffers CimContemptCourt201202290rderLtr0307 .pdf,
CMvameants. 20,

Settings\L AUREN\Des: ktopiScrefersCnitnCortenmpiCoutadd 1 AT2250mirmaDanketd 1263 18Ast o
df,.C:\Documents and Settings\L AUREN\Desktop\Faber201202290rderTimestampAst.pdf,

Mr. James,

I am writing you today as required by the LIS Codg Title 18 Crimes and Criminal Procedure
(Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Ill. Pieadings and Motions, Rule 11, Section 4: Mispnsion of
felony:

Whoever, having kriroweage of the actual commission of a felony cognizable by a court of
the United States, cionceals and does not as soon as possible make known the same to
some judge or ¢ ther - person in civil or military authority under the United States, shalf be
fined under this title or imprisoned not more than three years, or both.

As required by that fed erzt statute, | notified Judge Siegel at the bench of fraud relative to Case
U9CH 4310 on Februa ry 229, 2012 {see pg. 19 n
Scheffers CrimConterr 1pt( ourt20120229TranscriptAst.pdf attached to the following e-mail 2 of 6).

i Jutge Biegei'nad actuddy read Prawiii?s Regly 1o Defardardt s Response (see
Faber20120215Codilis ReplyAst.pdf attached to the following e-mail 4 of 6) submitted by Codilis
Attorney William McAli:ster ("McAlister”), Judge Siegel would have known why | was in court that
day. McAlister's Repty specifcaly referencen me by name as fo my not being a iawyer. theredy
"opening the door” for my participation in the hearing.

McAlister also made groc on nis e-mafied extorion treat to Faper as previoustly submitied o
you (see Faber201202 03 IAGEmailReMcAlisterExtortionThreatAst.pdf attached to the following e-



James, Thomas P., 03:1 1 PM 4/3/2012, SCHEFFERS 1 of 6/WiLL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL COMMI

mail 5 of 6).

However, per the pbiic record, McAlister never submitted a verified Motion for a
nfurney vhulmenint

Yet, per the transcript (s ee ScheffersCrimContemptCourt20120229TranscriptAst.pdf attached to
the following e-mail 2 of 3} and the public record, Judge Siegel's ngsponse was (o have me
arrested for Direct Cri minal Contempt of Court (see attached

Scheffers20120229C: ontCourtOrderAst. pdf)

Pg. 19
LAUREN SCHE FF-ERS: Your Honor, you may remember me. This is fraud. This is--
THE CQURT: k13" am., yais are --
LAUREN SCHE-FFERS: Idon'tcare. Thisis —
THE COURT: (Zal! the sheriff, please.
LAUREN SCHE:FF-ERS: They already know me.
THE COURT: T'hat's good. Then they can know you as they bnng you down to jail for
contempt of cou rt.
LAUREN SCHE FFERS: Well, you are <sic> contempt because you have not read
the pfeadings. And this is turned in to the Hinois Attorney General... | am leaving.
THE COURT: Mlo, yvou are not, ma'am.
LAUREN SCHE:FF ERS: This is fraudulent.
THE COURT: V¥Viil you please escort her o the sheriff's office. She is found in contempt
of court.
Pg. 20
THE SHERIFF: Perdon”
THE COURT: "This: lady is in contempt of court.
THE SHERIFF: Ycw want her arrested?
THE CODURT Mes:
(Ms. Scheffers vvass escorted out of the courfroom by the Sheniff)
MR. McALISTE.R: Your Honor, do you need a draft order as to that or no?
THIZ (VIR T YR BRI SR DR o IR SIipliy SOMTding R SR, el ik —
MR. McALISTE R: "The contermnpt of court?
THE COURT: Y’eat, there should be.
MR. McAlister: Ok:ay. Waouid the Uourt like me fo dratt that?
THE COURT: P lease.
Mr. McALISTER: | will note that Ms. Scheffers is a non party to the case

NOTE: MCALISTER: LIEZD TO JUDGE SIEGEL - MCALISTER'S REFERENCES TO ME IN
HIS PLAINITIFF'S RiZPL.Y MADE ME PARTY TO THE CASE (see
Faber20120215Codili:sRe:plyAst. pdf attached to the following e-mail 4 of 6).

Outside of the foreclossur.e hearing court room, Room 129, | was placed in handcuffs.

Per page 20 of the tra nsc ript (see ScheffersCrimContemptCourt20120229TranscriptAst.pdf in
the following e-mail 2 of 6 ), | was escorted by the Sheriff back into the courtroom to appear
before Judge Siegel a gair, this time in handcuffs.

Per page 21 of the trainscript (see ScheffersCrimContemptCourt20120229TranscriptAst. pdf in
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the following e-mat 2 & 5, rdacumantes o fnereeord, yet ageir, thet Juage Siegel had- failed to-
read the pleadings an d raminded Judge Siegei that he had recused himself from my case,
08CH3797:

LAUREN SCHEF-FERS: | apologize for what | said. 1didn‘t think you read the pleadings
at all. You are w3l aware of me. You recused yourself in my case.

See Judge Siegel's Crrdezr recusing himself from my Case (see attached
Solar20111012Siege Re cusalOrderAst pdf) after aimost a full year of hearings.

Per pages 22-23 of th at same transcript (see
ScheffersCrimConten1ptCourt20120229TranscriptAst.pdf in the following e-mail 2 of 6), Judge
Siegel made REPEATE D STATEMENTS that the Criminal Contempt Order would be PURGED:

Pg. 22

THE COURT: I arrr willing to purge the contempt and let you go.
o0g. 23

THE COURT: | ar.n willing to purge the contempt.

THE COURT: S howthe contempt is purged.

Yet, instead of the Cr miinal Contempt of Court Order, 12CHU0004, against me being purged, it
appears that someore fir-om Codilis & Associates, likely McAlister, actually recorded the Criminal
Caontampt of Cowirt O -de.r in the oublic record af 423 n.m. on February 29, 2012 (see attached
Scheffers20120229Con tCourtOrderAst. pdh).

The Order for the Jamriess A Faber ("Faber") Case, 09CH4310, was recorded with the exact
same time, 423 p.m. , or1 February 29, 2012 (see attached
Faber201202290rder TinnestampAst.pdf).

The clerks ot the 12th Juadicial Tircuit Court appeared "contused”, since the Oniine Docket
onginally not only inco rrezctly stated that the February 29, 2012 Order was for INDIRECT
CONTEMPT OF COLIR T (see attached

ScherfersCnmConter nptiCourtCase20T1202290nlineDocket20120307.pa), I stated thai a fetier
had been mailed to m e c:n February 29, 2012, when the letter was actually not mailed to me until
March 7, 2012 (see at tac:hed ScheffersCrimContemptCourt201202290rderLtr0307.pdf).

At some point, the On lirie Docket was "corrected” (vs. PURGED) so that the Order specified
CRIMINAL CONTEMP' T OF COURT (see attached
StrefrereaCrmilurte T PHCus A 20 29000in Rk 2201 R pst ),

Per page 22 of the tra ns.cript (see ScheffersCrimContemptCourt20120229TranscrptAst. pdf
attached to the followi ng e-mail 2 of ), .ludge Siegel cited an entire list of formal complaints |
have filed, all filed as required by the federal Misprision of Felony statute:

THE COURT: Maow, | understand you have some differences in opinion with us, with the
Sheriff, with the Staate's Attarney, with the Judges of the Federal and the State Courts, the
Appellate Court, th-e Supreme Court. That may be. Maybe you have a good basis for it.
Maybe not.
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Mr. James, what did Jiudge Siegel expect me to do, when the Criminal Contempt of Court
order was made a p arlt of my permanent, public record, instead of being purged per
Judge Siegel's cuwm R EPEATED STATEMENTS ON THE RECORD?

Lauren Scheffers
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To: "James, Thomas r." <1 James@atg state il.us>

From: Lauren Scheffers <LaurenScheffers@yahoo.com>

Subject: SCHEFFERS 2 of 6/WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL COMMITTED CLASS 1 FELONY
ON'U229 (2

Cc: "William McAlister * <bill. mcalister@il.cslegal.com>, "Codilis and Associates, P.C." <codilis-
i@il.cslegal.com>, Pestear M Kellett <pkellett@dykema.com>, Richard E. Gottlieb
<yie@hdemaconn> "Rex E. Schlaybaugh, Jr." <rschiaybatgh@dykerma.com™,
pstanton@dykema.com, ajonker@dykema.com, jdougherty@dykema.com,“Dunn, Martin, Miler
& Heathcock" <marnr il4(@sbcglobal.net>, "Morrie Much” <mmuch@muchshelist.com>, “Robert
J4 Emanual <ramanuiei@muchshelist com>, "Tesry L Engel’ <engel@diec com>,"Pand M.
Levy" <levy@dlec.con 1>+, "Joel A Stein" <stein@dlec.com>, Freedman Anselmo Lindberg
<foreclosures@fal-illir wiis.com>, FAHlllinois <fal-illinois.com@domainsbyproxy.com=, "Will
County Sheriff' <ijlf107 Se@yahoa cam>, "Wl Counyy State's . Attannasy”
<cherijohnson@willcoun:tysao.com>

Attached: C:\Documenfs. and '

Settings\LAUR EN\Des:ktop\ScheffersCnmContemptCourt20120229TranscriptAst pdf;

Mr. James,

When | received the 2 4 page transcript for February 29, 2012 (see attached
SchieffersCnmCoarern rptCourt20120229 Trans criptAst.pdf), it was even more mind-boggling than
what | had heard from th.e back of the court room.

Clearly, Judge Segel hachTR@s ermgrrced Aaither Fadwr's RRIeR (SR
325hillside020212noti cecffilingmotion. pdf attached to the following e-mail 3 of 6) or McAlister’s
Reply (see pages 4-5 of Faber20120215CodilisReplyAst pdf attached to the following e-mail 4 of
B\, since bofh pleadirig: s specified me by name.

Therefore, Judge Sieg el blatantly violated Faber's Rights to Due Process under the Constitution,
therehy vinlating, . bidoa Siiegel's aafth.of afice | Rule 63, and cammitling treason against the
Constitution.

Mr. James, given the " na tional mortgage settiement”, no mention has been made of the fact that
in the 23 judicial statess, ssuch as illinois, every wrongful foreciosure was based on a judicial
order.

As the public record c lea rly demonstrates, Judge Siegel knowingly violated his oath of office by
routinely acting as cot ins el for the Plaintiffs.

When Judge Siegel pexrsionally calcufated the $1371,200.0U geficiency with no personai’
knowledge of any amcwrit and signed the Order inciuding that $131,200.00 Deficiency Amount,
Judge Siegel expiicitly ccommitted a Class 1 Felony pursuant to Public Act 096-1551, effective
Juy 1, AT

McAlister had already cornmitted a Class X Felony for being an organizer of an aggravated fraud
QAR pursuat &5 Pubilic Act DRE- M55 aftective iy 1 2001
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As H e SRR 7 T ARTLS eanTgST

The U.S. Supre,me Court has stated that "No state legisiator or executive or judicial officer
-can war against the Constitution without wiolating his underfaking to support .. Cooperv.
Aaron, 358 U.5. 1, 78 S.Ct. 1401 (1958).

Any judge who cloe3s not comply with his oath to the Constitution of the United Slates wars
against that Corustitution and.engagas in.acts in violation of the Suarame Lawaf the Land
The judge is eng jagred in acts of treason. Having taken at least two, if not three, oaths of
office to suppon' thi2 Constitution of the United States, and the Constitution of the State of
Uinrig, apy g A v b bag acted ip vindatinm, of the Canshifitinn is 2noRered i an ah oF U4
of treason (see iJelow). If a judge does not fully comply with the Constitution, then
his orders are v/0id, in re Sawyer, 124 U.S. 200 (1888), he/she is without jurisdiction,
and he/she has engaged.in an act or acts of treason

Therefore, the llinois Attcorney General has jurisdiction to file a Criminal Injunction against Judge
Siegel. '

In addition, | have pre\ oiusly documented in the public record of my Case 09CH3797 that my
Rights to Due Proces s Have been viclated at all levels in the linais Judicial System, 12th/18th
Jutiicrs Tireuift Tourts s, 2ndf3rd Appettate Courts, and both of appeals 1o the Supreme Court of
llinois.

A eadges-fusidioes it el «of those Courts have demonstrated blatant conternpt for the Rule of Law
in linois and have bla taritly committed treason against the Constitution. If the Rule of Law is no
longer supported in th e ccourts of Hlinois, it should come as no surprise that the State of dlinois is
ineyrema financial it Ao,

Mr. James, as | have statted previously, all foreclosure hearings in the 12th Judicial Circuit Court
of Will Couniy are digi:all ¥ recarded, so there is extensive competent evidence as to Judge
Siegel's blatant bias ajaiinst foreclosure defendants, whether or not they are represented by
counsel.

There are secunity vicleoss of the foreclosure courts, as well. However, | don't know how long
they are maintained.

Based on the transc rijots and the orders signed by Judge Siegel in Faber's case,
09CH4310, Thomas |Hamning's case, 09CH5661, Gladys Arambula's case, 11CH4487, and
in my case, 09CH37¢)7, Judge Siegel is an accessory to the criminal enterprises
organized by the forec losure mill law firms of Codilis & Associates; Freedman &
Anselmo et al; and PPier-ce & Associates on a daily basis.

Therefore, the llino is Attorney General should also file Criminal Indictments against
those foreclosure miill law firms, as other Attorneys Genera| from Nevada and Missouri
have filed against L«2n-der Processing Services (LPS) and/or DocX.

Lauren Scheffers
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Tovames, Thamas v " Toames@ay stae. b us=>
From: Lauren Scheffe rs <LaurenScheffers@yahoo.com>
Subject: SCHEFFERSS 33 of 6/WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL COMMITTED CLASS 1 FELONY
OMRAY22
Cc: "William McAlister " <bill. mcalister@il.cslegal.com>, "Codilis and Associates, P.C." <codilis-
i@il.cslegal.com>, Peter M. Kellett <pkellett@dykema.com>, Richard E. Gottlieb
<rgottieb@dykema.crnm>, "Rex E. Schiggbaugh, J4r.” <rschiabaugh@dkame cam>,
pstanton@dykema.com , ajonker@dykema.com, jdougherty@dykema.com,"Dunn, Martin, Mifler
& Heathcock" <marmild«@sbcglobal.net>, "Morrie Much” <mmuch@muchshelist.com>, "Robert
A Emanuel" <remanuev@ronchebelieh coms>, "Temy L Engel” <ergel@diec com> "Pand W
Lewy" <levy@dlec.comi=>, "Joel A Stein" <stein@dlec.com>, Freedman Anselmo Lindberg
<foreclosures@fal-illin o-is.com>, FAl-llinois <fal-illinois.com@domainsbyproxy.com=>, "Will
County Sheriff' <jlf107 5 @yahoc. cam>, "Will County Siale's Altanngy™
<kcrone@willcountyillincis .com=>

_ SRl P
Aftached: C:\Documents: and
Settings\LAUREN\Des ktop\325hillside020212noticeoffilingmotion.pdf, C:i0ocuments and’
Settings\LAUREN\Des ktop\Faber20071118MortgageBancGroupAst.pdf, C:\Documents and
Saltings \LALIRENDes, kinn\Fabar20 D106 artafProve-Lin pdf

M. lames,

Please see Defendant F-aber's Response to the Motion to Approve the Sale that was previously
emailed o you {see 2 8 ached 2hillside202 12naticeatliingmaotion pdf). o particular, note
Bk e Pacpansa weas submitted under Section 1 109 Certification.

NOTE. et Exniivit 2ol e Comphaimty, Bve ofgimeh 'vides wen Hortgrer Dans Groap
(see attached Faber:20071118Mortgage BancGroupAst pdf), which is not the Plaintiff in
Faber's Case 09Ch4:310. There is no assignment in the Will County property records
wihere Rforigage Bai1c: Group was Assignor o any other party.

Therefore, all rulings ir1 Case 09CH4310 are void, because neither the onginal Plaintiff nor the
subsfituted Plaintit hac1 egal standing to Toreclose.

Also note the Exhibit s, particularly the Assignment that was fabricated by McAlister
himself as “Authorizec{ Signator™ for Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems with
Martgane Elactronic: Regjstration Systems as Assignor (not the lender, Mortgage Banc
Group) to his client as Assignee and recorded in the Will County property records.

The Certificate of Prov e -Up {see attached F aber20100106CertofProve-Up.pdf) that was
submitted in support o f the Judgment for Foreclosure and Sale dig not include any support for
the judgment amount ¢)f' $216,145.73, presumably because there was no intent to request a
verified deficiency judc iment.

Lauren Scheffers
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Taor Uames, Thawas B ' <Tlames@alg stade i s>

From: Lauren Scheffer s ~<LaurenScheffers @yahoo.com>

Subject: SCHEFFERS: 4 of 6/WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL COMMITTED CLASS 1 FELONY
b Q2420012

Cc: "William McAlister" <zbill. mcalister@il.cslegai.com>, "Codilis and Associates, P.C." <codilis-
if@il.cslegal.com>, Peier M. Kellett <pkellett@dykema.com>, Richard E. Gottlieb
<rgotticb@dykema com->, "Rar E. Schiabaugh, Jr" <rechinbaugh@dirama.nam=,
pstanton@dykema.co n, ajonker@dykema.com, jdougherty@dykema.com,”Dunn, Martin, Miler
& Heathcock” <marmit4€2sbcglobal.net>, "Mocrie Much” <mmuch@muchshelist.com>, “Robert
J. Emanuel” <remanuei@amvichshelist.com>, Termy L. Enge!' <enge'@diec com>,"Pand M
Levy" <levy@dlec.com >, "Joel A Stein" <stein@dlec.com>, Freedman Anselmo Lindberg
<foreclosures @fal-illincsics.com>, FAl-Hinois <fal-illinois.com@domainsbyproxy.com>, "Will
Couinty Shariff' <iFIOZEE yahoe come, "Wl County Stale's Altorngy”

<kcrone@willcountyillit 1oiss.com>

Miached. ClDyiments 204

Settings\LAUREN\Desl<tcop\Faber20120215Codilis ReplyAst.pdf,C:\Documents and
Settings\LAUREN\Des| <tcop\Faber2012022 1NOMMotionforApprovingSale.pdf,C \Documents and
Settings\LAUREN\Des i¢tc ypdrabar201 2002290 vdar Anpran eSale-Pogsessionast palf
TDocumerfts and

Settings\LAUR EN\Des kto-p\Faber20111230CodilisAssignmentofCertSale.pdf, C:\Documents
and Settings\LAUREN:De:shtop\F aher201201060Motion2 Substite PartyPlantitffAst ndf,

A lames,
Please take a close lock zat McAlister's Reply (see attached Faber20120215CodilisReplyAst.pdf).

On pages 4 and 5 of th e [Plaintiffs Reply (see attached Faber20120215CodilisReplvAst paf).
McAlister specifically re:fe:renced my name as a non-attomey.

Also note that McAliste r d-oes not deny the allegation that he committed a Class X Felony.

Per my prior e-mail to *you, McAlister sent an extortion e-mail to Faber on February 3, 2012 (see
Faber20120203IAGEm ailiReMcAlisterExtortionThreatAst.pdf attached to the following e-mail 5 of
6), because Faber darexd to challenge the Motion for Approval of the Sale.

McAlister made good c:n his e-mailed extortion threat to Faber by documenting that extortion
fhreat in the public reccrd 'in section

V. DEFICIENCY JUD GMIENT of the Plaintiffs Reply (see attached
Faber20120215Codilis{e-plyAst pdf).

However, per the pulili-c record, McAlister never submitted a verified Motion for a
Deficiency Judgment (s ee attached Faber20120221NOMMotionforApprovingSale.pdf as
SDmidEt oS a tooTiesy tupy o Yudye Segeh un Feorvary XX, W52 o1 e Feloroary 23,
2012 hearing).

Ot Faniary 25, 2072, 1's paaifcaly appeaad im Raarmr 128 & e .38 7. call drad imatuad'
Faber's Case 09CH43°10. Faber's Case was not called until 3:30 p.m. or so.
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I expected to go up to the: bench when the pleadings for Case 09Ch4310 were discussed,
relative to McAlister's Reply that did not deny the Class X felony. Instead, McAlister's Reply
specificaly discussed my not being an attorney, which is not required under fedsral misprision of
felony statutes.

Thraughout the first 14 pages of the February 29, 2012 transcript (see
ScheffersCrimContemiptCourt20120229TranscriptAst.pdf attached to the previous e-mail 2 of 6),
Judge Siegel acted as counsel for the Plaintiff, including a muititude of interruptions of/derogatory
statements about Fab: 2r :3s Defendant, a blatant violation of the judicial impartiality and litigant
treatment required by Ruile 63.

More importantly, since: PMcAlister mostly observed Judge Siegel's litigation as counsel for the
Plaintiff, my name was nezver brought up, which would have allowed me to approach the bench.

Starting around page 14 «f the transcript (see

Scheffers CimContem pt-Court20120229TranscriptAst.pdf attached to the previous e-mail 2 of 6},
instead of Judge Siege i r-outinely signing an Order requining McAlister to submit a verified Motion
for Deficiency Judgmeint. Judge Siegel started to "cross-examine" McAlister refative to the
$7158,704°Z6 amourit ¢Tine dlieged deficiency.

Mr. James, please p:iy prarticular attention to the truly mind-boggling pages 16-19 of the
tramsonipt (see Savef e s nimComiampiCoat2f 120220 T ransoriptRst ot allached o the
previous e-mail 2 of (3)

TN gt Ot o STeTA, ites 2, e Min'es wialhy Yeles.

MR. McALISTER: W.all, the deficiency we are seeking from the Court is $156,704.26. K the
Courd wishes 20 knoe k L:hat dowwp--"

Apparently, McAlister b2licaves that any amount may be picked "out of the air” for a Deficiency
Judament.

! have retyped the transcr ipt lines from pages 16-19 that not only demonstrate the total violation
of Faber’s rights to due: p rocess, but that Judge Siegel committed a Class 1 feiony when he
granted the Personal Ciefficiency that Judge Siegel personally calculated (see the attached
Faber201202290rderA py roveSale-PossessionAst pdf.)

THE COURT: Alinght Andthe amount that actually went to sale from which one 112is
subtracted to gel the: deficiency is howmuch?

THE COURT: W'ell, that is what | am looking at here because if then it went to sale at a
vallie or rougnily ~r3.8 or 288 ratter -

Mr. McALISTER - A\ value of 2687

THE COURT: W elf, if you are seeking 156,000 deficiency, there was 112 bid.

WR MR ANISTESR ves,

THE COURT: Then the bid plus the deficiency should equal the amount that it went to sale
at.

MFE McALISTEF? Ng it shauldn’t .not for 151508 absaolutely not. absolutely not.

THE COURT: W el!', wait a minute. You are seeking $156,000 deficiency.
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MR McALISTEEFL Yes.

THE COURT: Okay. Besides that, there was $112 paid.

MR. McALISTEIR: Yes.

THE COLIRT S the amount that the sheriff tcok the thing to sale at had to-have been
$248,000 <sic>.

MR. McALISTEER: No. Well, your Honor, I thinnk you are not reading the statute. 151508
basically states t//xaf any oo canfiming & sate, $he Saurt shal ontarpasana dafitancy
against any part.s it* | will authorize the extent request in complaint and proven upon -- of the
report of sale. ft heis nothing to so, and it's really a shell part of the statute. It is not -- no
discretion.

THE COURT: There is some number from which you subtracted 112,000 to get a
dficiency judgme nit. | want to know what nurnber you subltracted 112,000 to come up with
dhe daficiancy: At slidnd st com ot of the @i

MR. McALISTEIR: True. Well, the total amount due was --

THE COURT: The total amount due, which may have included interes!, taxes, ot cetera, et
wiere. Therm wes vame mumber that werk o the sherfl., He sublrecied ywour hild from,, endd
then it came up v 4 H a deffciency.

MR. McALISTEF?: And that will be on the report of sale, your Honor.

JAMES FABER: T'he anly one that | s nes 218 142 That sas the aa) ane that .l savwr
WRWMCALISTER. ‘Wl tre repon of sae Wit reve . 1 arn it sure  rave et Ardd e
report of sale wifl st.ate how much.

THE COURT: Siherdff's report, of cale.

JSAES FARER: S glaesind say

THE COURT: W edl, it says deficiency, pursuant to plaintiffs calculations, is 156. So what
were thage calow a tions? Lmean as lsee i it had o have hean 268 saomathing
MR. MrAISTELR:. Yeah, $2AR 704 2R yaur Honor, was the amaunt,

THE COURT: O kay. Now do you know, of that 268, how much is aftributable towards
faves that baue 1 . heen, naid?

MR. McALISTEFR: That would be part of the advancements that is listed.

THE COURT: Rigiit. And that is what brought it from 216 up fo 268.

MR McALISTEF?: Yeah Theidament.is over o years ald And alsg interast at 9
percent. {can'ttell exactly.

THE COURT: A i right. | am going to show a deficiency of $131,200.

MB. MoALISTEER., Alldght. 131,200, Thank youl, yaur Hanor.

THE COURT: Oiaiy.

Mr. James, it shouid 'be2 guite abvious why ) anproached the bench relative to fraud
based on the discussic)n above. How could | sit by and do nothing?

LAUREN SCHEFF ERS: Yaur Honar, yau may remember me. This s fraud. This is --

Judge Siegel went far e yorad judicial impadially, whan Judge Siegal allegadly sigaad an Oirder
with a Deficiency Judgr n-ent of $231,200 based on personal calculations with no persanal
knowledge or verificatiion of any amount from the Judgment for Foreclosure and Sale or Dunn,
Martin's addition of $122.9.33.49 of "past iudgment advances".

See my commentary ir1 J-.udge Siegel's February 28, 2012 Order (see attached
Faber201202290rder# proroveSale-PossessionAst,pdf), as supported by the transcript (see
ScheffersCrimContem pt:Court20120229TranscriptAst pdf attached to the previous e-mail 2 of 6)
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Judge Siegel's Febriuziry 29, 2021 Order (see attached Faber201202290rderApproveSale-
PossessionAst.pdf) co nstituted an explicit commission of a Class 1 Felony by Judge

Sieger.
NOTE: The 3-page, ty} €:written Order was not signed by any attorney, as required by Rule 137.
Mr. James, which pat tys, IF ANY, has legal standing to foreclose and to take possession:

1 O Decambar 30 2017, Cadilis & Associales racordad an Assignmant of the Cartifeats
of Sale (see atta ched Faber20111230Codilis AssignmentofCertSale.pdf) to the Federal
Home Loan Mort geige Corporation, two months before the February 29, 2012 Order (see
affached Faber2(1120229QrderApnraveSale-PassessinnAst pdf) that appraved the
December 14, 2()1 1 sale.

2. Yet, on January 6, 2012, Codilis & Associates filed/served a Motion to Substitute Party
Plaintiff (see atta chied Faber20120106Motion2SubstitutePartyPlaintiffAst. pdf).

Mr. James, is the Fede2ral Home Loan Mortgage Corporation the party entitled to take possession
ol the Faber's home B} days from the February 29, 2012 Order?

Or is that Assignmen t -of the Certificate of Sale to the Federal Home Loan Mortgage
Corporation (see att ac hed Faber20111230CodilisAssignmentofCertSale.pdf) yet another
fraudulent property ire cord in the Will County property records that was
fabricated/recorded by Codilis & Associates?

QUESTION: WILL THIZ ILLINOIS ATTORNEY GENERAL STAND BY AND DO NOTHING
TO STOP THE FRAU:-D:ULENT EVICTION OF JAMES FABER? OR WILL CRIMINAL
INVESTIGATIONS BE: INITIATED FOR THE ILLINOIS FORECLOSURE MILL LAW FIRMS
AS ORGANIZERS OFf- FINANCIAL CRIMINAL ENTERPRISES?

Lauren Scheffers
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To: "James, Thomas P.’ <3 Sames@dg sk huws>

From: Lauren Scheffers <LaurenScheffers@yahoo.com>

Subject: SCHEFFERS 5 of 6/WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL COMMITTED CLASS 1 FELONY
LWI22G40

Cc: "William McAlister” <<bill. mcalister@il.cslegal.com>, "Codilis and Associates, P.C." <codilis-
il@il.cslegal.com>, Pete2 r M. Kellett <pkeliett@dykema.com>, Richard E. Gottiieb
<rantflieb@yivkema cora:>, "Rex. E. Schlavhanh, I <rschlavbaunhi@ivkerna com>,
pstanton@dykema.cor, ajonker@dykema.com, jdougherty@dykema.com,"Dunn, Martin, Miller
& Heathcock” <marmikig@sbcglobal.net>, "Morrie Much” <mmuch@muchshelist.com>, “Robert
J. Emanuel" <remanuel/{ drmuchehlicst com>, "Temy L Engel’ <engel@diec com>"Pan b
Levy" <levy@dlec.com:- , "Joel A Stein" <stein@dlec.com>, Freedman Anselmo Lindberg
<foreclosures@fal-ilfino i's.com>, FAl-lllinois <fal-illinois.com@domainsbyproxy.com>, "Will
Coundy Shariff’ <iFISVEeByahon com>, "Wl Counly Siale's Altornsy”

<kcrone@willcountyiliin oiis.com>

AmssimwynivebsiioBn shocppafrpuigiifvisuy

plached, CA\Dsmenis and

Seftings\LAURENDesk t:opiFaberZUTRIT06JudgmentFCSaleZ 16745, 73 pdf, C:\ocuments ana
Settings\LAUREN\Desk top\Faber20111227Sheriffs PkgAst pdf,C:\Documents and
Sethings\LAUREN\Desk.lop\Faber20120203IAGEmailReMc AlisterExtortionThreatAst. pdf;
C\Documents and Setirgs MRy Reup irdten 20 20290 e AppiveSee-
PossessionAst.pdf, C:\Diacuments and

Settings\LAUREMN\Desktcp\Solar201 110120 LearyQ807 TranscriptAst pdf;

AF lamas,

Per the January 6, 201} .judgment for Foreclosure and Sale for Case 09Ch4310 (see attached
NNIRDymentE S Ak2216145 73 pdf), the judgment amount was for $216,145.73.

Regarding any deficienc:ys judgment calculation, it doesn't take my former CPA background to
perfarm the hasic elemeartary school arithmetic below:

JUDGMENT $216.,1 4573
SALE - 112 0300.00
NET 1041,"145.73 Possible deficiency plus costs of the foreclosure sale

Yet, per the Sheriffs Pac kage filed by Dunn, Martin with a "robosigned” ink stamp "signature™ of
Will County Sheriff Kau pLis (see attached Faber20111227Sheniffs PkgAst.pdf) that specifies a
10, T 25 "udgmen': T Tedh agdamstine suctessid 'viger” | tne "DEficieTIty pursuEri o
Plaintiffs calculations” i $158. 70426,

Yet, not only is there no begining amount for the judgrment amount for $218,145.73, Dunn,
Aarkin included oost urdamant adiances of $12 503 45" in daniying the $110 553 25 ludgmant
credit".

RECYIEMNCY [IER T QAR Par Duunp, Martinlopisier, thatingudes §12, Q2249 in, "nojtc
judgment advances”
- 104,145.73
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$ 52.659.53 ENCESS BEFICIENCY as submitted by McAlister and Dunn,
Martin

CESTON Y. fow Grd Duri, Mariivr avie anoess & "Biarmits calculatoes ar ia ost
judgment advances of §312,933.49"?

QUESTION' 2 Ow’ Durun, Martin, vinlate Rule 137 wihan, it made the robasigned Sheriffs
Package part of the pul il'ic record on December 27, 2011 with that alleged $157,704.26
'deficiency” with only ai 1 robo-signed, ink stamp “signature” of Sheriff Kaupus?

QUESTION 3: When w as Faber served a copy of that Sheriffs Package?

QUESTION 4: When, and how, did the Court get notified by Codilis/McAlister of that
$156,704.26 deficienc y amount, when no Motion for a Deficiency Judgment is part of the
public record/was seived upon Faberiwas included in the courtesy copy to Judge
Siegel?

Per the transcript on Fe bruary 29, 2011 (see

ScheffersCnmContemg nCourt20120229TranscriptAst pdf attached to the previous e-mail 2 of 6).
Judge Siegel personally/ calculated a deficiency offsigned an order for $131,200.00, in total
violation of Rule 63.

DEFICIENCY $131 ,200.00
-104 14573.

P21 UBAZT TATEDD DEFLERCY PER JUDGE JEGELD
CALCULATION/ORDEZIR

ih personaily carcurating. /signing a UDericiency Juagment aroer for $27,054.27 more than the
judgment, including the :$12,933.49 "post judgment advances" per Dunn, Martin, Judge Siegel
committed a Class 1 Fez-lony pursuant to Public Act 096-1551, effective July 1, 2011.

Per page 17, lines 23-24 of the transcript (see
ScheffersCrimContemjst:Court20120229TranscriptAst.pdf attached to the previous e-mail 2 of 6)
Judge Siegel's "explancation” as to any deficiency wdament was as follows:

THE COURT: Tt: e total amount due, which may have included interest, taxes, et
cetera, et cetera.

McAlister had aiready c o mmitted a Class X Felony for being an organizer of an aggravated fraud
conspiracy pursuant to Fublic Act 096-1551, effective July 1, 2011,

McAlister's extortion thr: 2at of February 3, 2012 (see attached
Faber20120203lAGE m: iilReMcAlisterExtortionT hreatAst. pdf) was documented in McAlister's
Reply, with no Motion ssubmitted 1o Judge Siegel Yor any such order.

McAlister stated in lines. “17-18 of page 13 of the transcript (see
ScheffersCrimContem} )tCourtZ0T20229 Transcriptdst. pal atftachea’ fo e previous e-rmaii' Z org):
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MR. McAlister: Y (ou see, an affidavit is not required. | am not sure if the gentleman gets
that.

That may be true, UNLE 55 ADEFICIENCY JUDGMENT 1S REQUESTED, particularly when
there was NO VERIFIE 0 MOTION FOR A DEFICIENCY JUDGMENT ever submitted to the
Court. .

Therefore, Judge Siege | 's Order for a Deficiency Judgment of $131,200 the Judge Siegel
personaily calculated w ¢as signed when no such Motion was before the Court. |t was not
included in the Complai.int and not any dollar amount was proven as required by Section 15-1508
as cited by McAlister.

Per lines 20-21 on page- 16 of the transcript (see

ScheffersCrimContem|2tCourt20120229Trans criptAst.pdf attached to the previous e-mail 2 of 6),
it appears that Judge S iegel may have never been asked to sign an order for a deficiency. Judge
Siegel apparently thoug:fht that Dunn, Martin lists foreclosed property sales at the judgment
amount of the court ord er, which in this case was $216,145.73, when the property was listed
with an original bid of or 1ly $112,000 and sold for that amount:

THE COURT: Th en the bid plus the deficiency should equal the amount that it went to sale
at.

TUESTION: Has Judge 2 Siegel ever signed an order Tor a Deficiency Judgment in any other
foreclosure case? If no t, why didn't Judge Siegel question why McAlister was asking for a
deficiency, with zero do cumentatinon ta verify the amount in Faber's case, particularly for a
DJetenaant with an inalg €2nt orger 1n the public recora’?

Again, Judge Siege! docciumented in the public record that he had failed to read the pleadings
pefore ruiing, ‘vecause T wcHistel s Repily incuded EXniofts thatine property was wortn 3430, U0
140,000, but that the sp ecified opening bid at the foreclosure sale was only $112,000 and there
were no third party bidd ers, so the alleged sale price was $112,000.

QUESTION: If the spet:i.fied opening bid had been only $2,000, would Judge Siegel have granted
a deficiency order for $ 1:00,000 more?

Per the transcript (see { ScheffersCrimContemptCourt20120229TranscriptAst.pdf attached to the
previous e-mail 2 of 6), given the fact that the property sold for $112,000 (well below its $130,000
- $140,000 market valuez’), Judge Siegel questioned the basic aritnmeic of now tnere couid diso
be a $156,000 deficienc:yy, including $13,000 in "post-judgment fees" as submitted to the Court
by both McAlister and Chuunn, Martin: $112,000 + $156,000 = $268,000, when the judgment
amount was $216,479..53.

Per the transcript (see ! 3scheffersCrimContemptCourt20120229TranscriptAst. pdf attached to the
previous e-mail 2 of 6), .hdge Siegel acied ag counsel fur the Plaintiff and persanally calculated
a "corrected” deficiency :amount of $131,200, when, obviously, Judge Siegel had no personal
knowledge, WHATSOE\/ER, of any morigage balance, ongoing interest, late fees, or real estate
tax advances.
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Yet, agaim, basic arithnr iR T TYNLRARIL BN 0 = 0240 R v R TR uRgirerh arrroarhooh
$216,479.53.

In- additien, it weuld app~ 2ar that Judge Siegel reutinely 2llows: Cedilis & Asseciates 2iermeys o
forge his signature on ¢ rders, as Judge O'Leary documented on the record on September 7,
2011 (see attached Sol ar201110120Leary0907 TranscriptAst pdf) as McAlister had done.

In that September 7, 20) 11 transcript, the Defendant's attorney acknowledged that the forged
signature copy was mez:ant for her.

It is my understanding t hat Judge Rossi also noted that forgery issue on the record , but | do not
have enough informatio n to identify which transcript to buy.

f couldn’t understand hcyw there could be two copies of orders, one for recording and a different
one for the Defendant.

Based on the Order for Approval and Possession (but not for Deficiency Judgment) of February
29, 2012 (see attached Faber201202280rderApproveSale-PossessionAst.pdf), it is now clear
that Judge Siegel allow: 3 Codilis & Associates attorneys to routinely violate the basic Court
procedure by failing to e e -pamt Ordes formms, whivich verfies el re Deferdant eteives 2
carbon copy of the Ord exr,

nsiead MoAlistar suihe wlted 2 single camy 2 mage Hpaurittan documant that sheuild have haan
filed with the Court as a Motion.

The Qrder recarded in  the public recard has numeraus handwritten changes.

QUESTION 1. Did Jud gre Siegel actually sign the single copy, 3 page typewritten order, or was
Judge Siegei's name fo irged by McAlister, yet again’?

QUESTION 2: If Judge Siegel did sign the single copy, 3 page typewritten order, was it before or
after the numerous harwwritten changes?

QUESTION 3: Why woild Judge Siegel ever sign a single copy, typewritten order vs. the
requisite 3-part Order fcrm?

Based on the transcri pts and the orders signed by Judge Siege! in Faber's case,
09CH4310, and Thom as Hamning's case, 09CH5661, and in my case, 09CH3797, Judge
Siegel is an accessoiy- 10 The criminal enterprises organized oy the foreclosure milt faw
firms of Codilis & Associates; Freedman & Anselmo et al; and Pierce & Associates on a
daily basis, '

Lauren Scheffers
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To "Aames, Thamas P " <Tlames@alg siake. i us>

From: Lauren Scheffe irs <LaurenScheffers @yahoo.com>

Subject: SCHEFFER: 3 6 of 6 /WILL COUNTY JUDGE SIEGEL. COMMITTED CLASS 1 FELONY
ON-02/29/12

Cc: "William McAliste i “ <bill. mcalister@il.cslegal.com>, "Codilis and Associates, P.C." <codilis-
ii@il.cslegal.com>, Pisster M Kellett <pkellett@dykema.com>, Richard E. Gottlieb
<sgotishb@dkeomz < om>, "Rex £ Schizybaugh, J4r" <mschiaybaugh@dama,conm™,
pstanton@dykema.cc »m, ajonker@dykema.com, jdougherty@dykema.com,"Dunn, Martin, Miler
& Heathcock” <marm 4@sbcglobal.net>, "Morrie Much" <mmuch@muchshelist.com>, "Robert
L EmRnRl) <remapi RU@murhrhrlish oo ey I Ergrl’ <ergri@Alre e "Pand b
Lewy" <levy@diec.cor n>, "Joel A Stein” <stein@dlec.com>, Freedman Anselmo Lindberg
<foreciosures@fal-illirr vois.com>, FAHllinois <fal-iflinois.com@domainsbyproxy.com>, "Will
County Shad <iif107 S@yahoe com>, "Wl County State's Altanngy”

<kcrone@willcountyill inois.com>

SUlRaSAaiiniions

Mtached. C\DAume ofs 2

Settings\LAUR EN\De < sktop\Arambuia20120227Motion2Dismiss 3Count pdf, C:\Documents and
Settings\LAUREN\Dex sktop\Arambula20120229TranscriptAst pdf, C:\Documents and
Settings\LAUR EN\De Gldast Arambula2f 1.202200 ndar, pelf-

Mr. James,
This was yet another «:zase | heard in Judge Siegel's 1:30 p.m. call on February 29, 2012, while |
Was walting 2 howrs fror Faber's case to be called As alays in the 1520 hazrings Lhawe

attended. in \Will. Craun. hy | Laave aut. my cantactinfarmatinn, ta ather, fareclnsire dafandants and/or
their attorneys and to« 2k notes as to case numbers where judicial error/bias was rampant.

Again, please see the Defendant's Motion to Dismiss (see attached
Arambula20120227M: stion2Dismiss3Count.pdf).

Then, skim yet anothe :r Siegel/McAlister transcript that is only 6 pages in length {see attached
Arambula20120229Tr :anscriptAst.pdf).

I specifically purchase d the transcript for Judge Siegel's statement in lines 11-12 of page 1:
THE COURT: ( Jkay. Well, what does standing have fo do with anything here?
paithesRd TR et Th sprtfindhy U bulne Segdlis Yeferreriimifes Y-V Yiprae .
THE COURT: (Okay. Well, what does standing have to do with anything here?
Then, Judge Siegel pz raphrased Rule 137 to a Pro Se litigant.
THE COURT: + Winght. Well, you see, one of the things that, when you file a document,
you are teling tir2 Court that you swear that there is a good faith basis for fling this, and this
is just not made up mumbo jumbo that somebody told you about.

#r. James, CAN YO( 1 IMAGINE WHAT JUDGE SIEGEL WOULD HAVE SADIDONE i A
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PRO SE LITIGANT *3AD FLED A PLEATING LIXE MCALISTER'S REPLY (sce
Faber20120215Cod lisReplyAst.pdf as attached to the previous e-mail 4 of 6), LET
ALONE HAD SUBM TTED ATOTALLY FRAUDULENT DEFICIENCY AMOUNT???

In fact, Judge Siege: | blatantly violated Rule 63 for *not* reporting McAlister to the IARDC
for that fraudulent c1 eficiency amount submission, particularly when no request for a
geficiency judigmen.: nat ever peen Tied witn the Compiaint or as part ot Yne Yhoton Tor
Approval of the Sale * and Motion for Possession.

Juage Siegel's Order (see atfached ArambulaZUT2A5Z290rder pdt) order required the Detendant
to borrow money to h i re an attorney, because Judge Siegel refused to consider the pleadings.

Agrim, on TR 4 th e e raraTiph btk dtenreth Ararnivd e 2029 Tar R UTIpAG U pAT) Teenty
documents that both . .Judge Siegel and McAlister were very condescending to a Pro Se litigant:

THE COLIRT: } ¥el| this.is the same old stiff that is raised

THE COURT: .1 don't find a good faith basis, from what I see here, to bring this.
MR. McALISTE: R: Should we enter an order denying it?

THE COURT: ! ust an order denying the motion.

In fact, it appears th at Judge Siegel totally ignored the Defendant’s pleading (see
attached Arambuia2 0120227Motion2Dismiss3Count.pdf), in direct contrast to Judge
Siegel's having “co rrected” McAlister's deficiency calculations and signing an Order
with a Personal Defi ciency WHEN NO REQUEST FOR A DEFICIENCY JUDGMENT HAD
EVER BEEN REQUE:STED AT ALL AND NO PROOF HAD EVER BEEN SUBMITTED.

NOTE: Yet again, Mc Alister totally violates court protocol by failing to use the 3-part Court Order
forms, so the defend:zants do not receive identical copies of Orders aliegedly signed by Judge
Siegel, not forged by VcAlister:

" MR. MCALISTER . | think that is my only copy, your Honor.

Lauren Scheffers
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FIRST' NATIONAL MORTGAGE, )
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va. ) No. 10 CH 5443
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REPCRT OF PROCEEDINGS had at the hearing of the

Abhpye -entrirled rause, befeore the Honcrable Susan T.
]

O'Leewxry, Judge of the Circuit Court of Will County,
T T

o

Illinois, on the 7th day of September, A.D., 2011.
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FPRESENT :

o39/e 5/

MR. WILLIAM McALISTER,
on penalf of the Plaintifif;

MS. ELIZABETH KELEHER,
on behalf of Defendant Justin Villanueva.

DANIE;L. C. SUPPLE, (SR
Offic:ial Court Reporter
Will County Court Annex
57 N. Ottawa S5t.
Joliet, Illincis 60432




1 M.S. KELEHER: 10 CH 5443.

2 MiIR. McALISTER: Counsel is here. We are going to
3 give Iter 28 dayps o File an @ppearanss and answver.
4 October 12th will be our next date, your Honor, on

5 10 54:13.

6 THHE COURT: What was the number again?

7 T HE CLERK: 5443. u’” M(\

THE COURT: You are even 51gn1ng my name how

H? Mii. MCALISTER: Ooh, I‘m sorry. T“E's supposed to

be thw2 copy. Yeah. Was the original here?
i e s K S

He hasg all the orlqlnals Sorrvy. He

m’n? AVELS/OWS D -

T:HE COURT: These lawyers on this call think that

they run everything. Sometimes as Judges we have to

tell tzhem that, in fact, we actually are not potted

plant.s. And we actually, weg Anmow witas I rew 285 Q0d .w
actua lly 51gn our own orders. Logs ‘!EGE.L_ ,
SRR 7 e s bR i -
MIR. McCALISTER: I have an excuse, your Honor.
19 Couns¢21l’'s father, we used to do real estate closings

20 toget her,. So I am feeling very old today.

21 TIHE COURT: Don‘t sign my name.
22 MIR. McALISTER: No. Her father is a fine realtor,
23 THE COURT: I could lock you up for that. EU

24 MP. . ; - Qh, na. WNaot you.
e b




IN. THIE CIRCINIT, COURT FQR. THE. 127 1niC1AL. CIRCUIT
WILL COUNTY - JOLIET. ILLINOIS

DEUTSCHE BANK TWATIONAL TRLUST COMPANY, ) Caser 09CH3797

AS TRUSTEE IN TR UST FOR THE BENEFIT OF )

THE CERTIFICATE HOLDERS FOR AMERIQUEST ) Judge Raymond A. Bolden
MORTGALGE, SELCIURITIES, TRIUST 200420,
ASSET-BACKED PA.SS-THROUGH CERTIFICATES,
SERIES 2004-R1

PLAINTIEF
VS

LAUREN SCHEFFEIRS A/K/A LAUREN LEE
SCHEFFERS; UNKN OWN HEIRS AND LEGATEES
GF LAUREN SCREF FERS, [F ANY: UNKNGHN
OWNERS AND NOM RECORD CLAIMANTS:

e o e e -~ —~—

TEFENTDANTS
NOTICE OF MOTION
To: By USPS Priority Mail By USPS Priority Mail By USPS Priority Mail

Patrick Stantor, Amy jonker Denis Pierce ATTH: David Co, Direcior
Dykema Gosse:tt PLLC Pierce & Associates Deutsche Bank National
10 South Wacl<er Drive, Thirteenth Floor Trust Company, as trustee

Suite Z300 [ Nortth [Deardom {761 ast St Anarew Mace
Chicago, IL. 6 0606 Chicago. IL 60602 Santa Ana. CA 92705-4934

PLEASE TAKE. NOTICE that on November 18, 2010 at 9:30 a.m. in Room 129 of the Joliet
Court House Annex, 57 N. Ottawa, Joliet, {llincis 60432, the undersigned will present before the
Honorabke Judge Sols’ en, (e Jefenatin #lonion yor Suncrivn, a copy o witien 1§ served' apon yu.

e «s _
Lauren L. Scheffers i
1305 Morningstar Ct.

Naperville. IL 60564

C 630-212-5651




. Case 09CH37Y7, F iled 08/26/2009
Deutsehe Bank Nu tional Trost Company, as Trustee, v. Lauren Scheffers; et al.

PROOF OF SERVICE

The undersigned cert Hes that troe copics of tiwe foregoing msteuments. Hckandant Metion fir Sanctions,

0 e werved upoen

Patrick Stan ron. Ann Jonker
Dok Coy st 1L

10 South Wicher Drive, Suite 2300
Chicago, [L 6bnde

by placing a copy vi “same in a USPS Privrity Mait mailer with Delivery Conlinmation Recep
0309 ZER0 0001 44--4 8493, properhy addressed with postage prepaid by Prioriy Mail, and
depositing said envy iope at the United States Postal Service focation at 1750 W. Opden Ave.
Napersille 1 6033 0 prior to 7:00 pom. this 12th day of November, 2010 and 1o

. Denis Peree

Prerce & Asx ochitles
hirteenth F1oor

I North Dear born
Chivago. T sosi?

by plactng a copy ot same ina USPS Priority Mail mailer with Delivery Confirmation Receipt
03049 2880 UBO0 444 4 8480, proper]s addressed with postage prepaid by Priosity Mail. and

alopusining sadd cma s epae o e Tnisad Seatoy Peasia? Sevr o i a0 7R W ek e

Napervible, 1L 6034 ) prior to 7:00 pam. this 125 dav of November. 2010 und w




ATIN:G David Col Direetor
Deutsche B ounk Nuvonud Trust Compans . us trustee
J70F Fust > o Andrew Place.
Santa Ana, O Y2703-3054

by placing u copy o sumwe ina USPS Priovits Mail mailer with Delivery Confirmation Receipt
(1309 2880 0000 44 44 8424 properly addressed with postage prepaid by Prioriny Mail, and
depositing said en elope at the United States Postal Seeviee focation at 1730 W Ogden Ave.

Napervitle, [T 603 10 prior to 7:00 pan. this 12th day of November, 2014

4

NI R TR I /A S/
laturen L. Schelfors a
§ 305 Mermngstar CL
Napervidle, 11 60304
C 030-212-53651

i /
/

SR R S S o (',_./' S

Swom to and subsevibed Betore me this the @~ dus af November, 2010

My Commussiony b piees_ i




Case OQCH3797. “ied 082620009

DEFENDAM § CERTIFICATION — DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS

Under penaliies as paeddd o arw preasaest, wo Secdiom 1 WY of the Uode of Cni
Procedure (733 HL.O'S AT 10%6rom Ch. 110, par. ! 109). the undersigned certifies that the
statements set forth ino and the exhibits submued with, this instrument are true and correct.
except as 1o matterss therein stated w0 be on intormanan. and beliet apd. as o 9ydumaiiens e

undersigned certific s as atoresard that Delendant verily believes the same to be true.

s
leewn I ff
Lauren L. Scheflers i

1303 Moarningstar Ct,
Napervilie, 11 60564
C 630-212-363]

:

/:,,, e TANAS
- - "'4‘.—7—'—“——"_ T
"Crate

St tvr anid seetrser thod before me dus che " das of November, 2011

-
[y

My Commission bx Aes

— e
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FQR.THE 127 IIDICIAL CIRCIILT
WILL COUNTY - JOLIET, ILLINOIS

DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRLUIST COMPANY. ) Caser D9CH3797

AS TRUSTEE IN TRUST FOR THE BENEFIT OF )

THE CERTIFICAT}Z HOLDERS FOR AMERIQUEST ) Judge Raymond A. Bolden
MORTGAGE SECURITIES TRIIST 2004-R1,
ASSET-BACKED P, ASS-THROUGH CERTIFICATES.,
SERIES 2004-R1

VS

LAUREN SCHEFFE RS A/K/A LAUREN LEE
SCHEFFERS; UNKMOWN HEIRS AND LEGATEES
OF LAUREN SCHELY-FERS, { ANY: UNKANGHN
OWNERS AND NON RECORD CLAIMANTS;

N S N et et T e et S i e

DEFENDANTS

DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS

Defendant Prca Se, Lauren Scheffers, (“Defendant™) moves the court to enter sanctions
against the Plaintiff, [ Yeutsche Bank National Trust Company (“DBNT™) and its two law firms,
Piorce & Associates (PEA T}, ity several amdartiifad P& attummeys, and Gykerma Sossert
(“Dykema™) and Amy- Jonker (“Jonker”) of Dykema Gossett and in support states as follows.

1. This is a foreclosure action in which DBNT seeks to foreclose upon Defendant
ater ar atkeged’ dedie ¢ on @ NUle diac was made witen te Deréndant refinanced Ih1s property, an
Aurora property, and :a Glen Ellyn property with Town & Country Credit in December of 2003.

2. On 01/:23/05, 49 State Attorney Generals settle their cases against Ameriquest and
its related entities for predarory morrgage practices with subprime mortgages (3ee attached
Group Exhibit 1, Group Exhibit D.1). The Defendant accepted the settiement checks for the

three properties (see at tached Group Exhibit 1, Group Exhibits D.3), which required the waiver

Page 1
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of all rights ta sue, unless. the proanerty weninfa foreclpsiire incthe funre (sea atfached. Grann
Exhibit 1. Group Exh ibit D.2).

3. The [»efendant filed for Chapter 7 Bankruptcy on 01/30/09 that was discharged on
05/05/09 (see attachedd Gronp Exhibit 1, Growp Exibit B.6). This foneclosure 2040mn was aok
filed until 08/26/09 (s ee attached Group Exhibit 1, Group Exhibit A.10). Therefore. the
Ameriquest waiver w as still in effect as of the 05/05/09 Discharge Date of the Chapter 7
Barikraptey.

4, NOTE : Most of the attached Exhibits. submitted under Section 1 109
certification, have be«zn previously submitted in support of the previously filed and served
‘Defendant Motion Tor - Summary Judgment Pursuant 1o 755 TLTS 572105 - Correcied. They
are hereby served a se-cond time. because the Plaintiff, DBNT. is the primary party in this
Defendant Motion forr Sanctions based on legal representation it did not hire.

3. Per the- unsubstantiated 1072510 BNT letter, as published onfine and reported
by the media (see atta ched Exhibit 3), it would appear that this foreclosure action is in total
violation of the Pooliing and Servicing Agreement the servicer for this property, American Home
Mortgage Servicing Iiic. (*AHMSI™) , has with DBNT. AHMSI has ignored the Cease and
Desist order from DB NT.

6. On 04.'17/09, P&A filed a Stay Order Motion in the Defendant’s Chapter 7
Bankruptcy (see attacihed Group Exhibit |, Group Exhibit B.3) with AHMSI as Creditor as
specified in the DBNT” letter, but the same P&A totally violated the DBNT letter by filing this
Complaint with DBN T as Plaintiff. NOTE: This Stay Order Motion was the first mention to the

Defendant that Citi Re:sidential Lending was not the owner of the Note and the Mortgage, that

Page 2
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the Note and the Moirtgage had allegedly heen. snld tn 2 tmst. prior t s losing on. on 2o
February 6, 2004 (se e attached Group Exhibit 1, Group Exhibit C.1.b).

7. Per tiae 10/23/07 RESPA notice (see attached Group Exhibit 1, Group Exhibit
A 2) sent to the Defondant by (G, Rasidratial \anding w0 weodding W wld o awmsliemad w i,
subsequent to the Arneriquest Settlement, the Creditor was listed as Ameriquest Mortgage
Securities, Inc. Thecefore, this Note and Mortgage could not have been sold to a DBNT trust in
2004.

8. Per its; 09/14/09 collection letter (see attached Group Exhibit 1, Group Exhibit
A.9), which was sent afier this Complaint had been served (see attached Group Exhibit 1, Group
Exhibit A.10), P&A ~was mired by ATIMSY, not vy DBNT. Therefore, P& A has committed a
Fraud upon the Court: and violated its Officer of the Court status by filing a Complaint for a party
it does not represent.

. "T'ne P a1ttt ‘nas diso ‘been represented by Jorker, an attomey for Dykema, Tor
many hearings per th.z Court docket (see attached Exhibit 2). DBNT is liable for sanctions based
on Jonker’s pleading:s, as well as statements and actions during the many hearings per the many
Reports of Proceedin:zs fhe Delendant has purchased 1n preparation for an Appeal. If Dykema
was hired by AHMSI , not by DBNT, Dykema has committed a Fraud upon the Court and
violated its Officer of the Court status by filing related pleadings and for participating in many

hearings for a party it does not represent.

10.  NOTE : Through its alleged legal counsel, Jonker, DBNT has admitted that it not
only does not hold the2 original Note or the original Mortgage, “investigation continues™ as to
who does hold “an™ o riginal Note or “an™ original Mortgage (see attached Group Exhibit 1,

Group Exhibit B.5). "{herefore, not only is DBNT liable for filing a frivolous lawsuit, DBNT is
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liable for filing a fra udulent Comnplaint., as well as many litigation. bearings, afier lonker bad.
already admitted that DBNT has no legally enforceable evidence to foreclose on this property, as
specifically addressec:d in the DBNT 10/25/10 letter.

L. Sohyeauens o bnker admitting that VRN v neh ke beddas of the orgneh
Note or the original 'Mortgage, Jonker began filing subsequent pleadings on behalf of a totally
different trust name, R2004-R3, not R2004-R1 (see attached Group Exhibit 1, Group Exhibit
ALY, Defradant goesions whether bose ety sdvseqoerh enonevas imys wre wn admission
that the Defendant’s Note and Mortgage were never in the R2004-R1 Trust, particularly since the
very first mention of 'DBNT trustee involvement was the Stay Order Motion filed by P&A in the
Dfrerderte Cregher 7 Durlkrupaey.

i2. Pér th:z alleged DBNT Trust Prospectus filed with the Securities Exchange

Commission {see Gr.oup Exhibit 1, Group Exhibit C inclusive):

a. “T'ne T rust Cut-off Date was the close of ‘business February 1. 2004
b. The Trust Closing Date was on or about February 6, 2004
c. The Trust Seller was Ameriquest Mortgage Company, not the owner of

the no te and the mortgage, Town & Country Credit Corp.

d. The Certificates were sold by the Depositor to the Underwriters on the
Closir g Date
e. The Offered Certificates were initially represented by one or more global

certific:ates registered in the name of a nominee of the Depository Trust Company.
I. The Certificates are the only obligation of the Trust and do not represcnt
an ow1 1ership interest in or obligation of the Depositor, the Master Servicer, the

Seller. the Originators, or the Trust.
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g. The Denasitar will deliver 1o the Towstas “an assigoment. of the mamgr
In rec:ordable form endorsed in blank without recourse, reflecting the transfer of
the M fortgage Loand™.
h. The Dannsitar will vk caise 10 e rauadad wy Aosigaaeerh whickh iy
to a M fortgage 1.0an in any jurisdiction. .. unless such failure to record would
result in a withdrawal or a downgrading by any Rating Agency.
i3, Yet, it wppraus heh 10 v “avsgiarerh eTiursed 10 'Ok’ -was sdomivied 10 e
Trustee. The assignr nent to the Trust as *owner* of the Note and the Mortgage (see attached
Group Exhibit 1, Gr-oup Exhibit A.6) was fabricated b); Citi Residential Lending as servicer with
2 e date VOISR, whien e o iosed on or doout UZ/UG/04, almost S years earlier.
14, That / \ssignment (see attached Group Exhibit 1, Group Exhibit A.6) was prepared
by Nationwide Title Clearing Inc., signed by Crystal Moore, and notarized by Bryan Bly.
15, An Assignmem for tne Defendant s Aurora property {see attached Group Exhbit
1. Group Exhibit A.7 ) was also prepared by Nationwide Title Clearing Inc., signed by Crystal
Moore, and notarized by Bryan Bly. Crystal Moore’s title was indicated as Vice President of
Citi Residential Lend' ing inc.
16. A recent deposition by Erika Lance, an employee of Nationwide Title Clearing
Inc. (see attached Exthibit 4) clearly documents the “robo-signing” of fabricated Assignments
with no verification tiat the client was the legal owner of the Note and the Mortgage or even the
owner of record with the Will County Recorder as required by the Illinois Conveyances Act for
all property related lic 2ns.
17, A depcisition on 04/24/08 by a Citi Residential Lending employee, Tamara Price,

(see attached Exhibit ¢5) indicates the “robo-signing” of fabricated Assignments with no

Page 5




Case 09CH3797, Fiied 08/26/2009

verification that the client was the legal owoer of the Nate and the Mortgage or aven, the awmen
of record with the W/ill County Recorder as required by the Illinois Conveyances Act for all
property related liens.

18. A Schematic of “Dao Did”™ by lamas MeGuire (see attached Exluibat 33 cleasly
documents how the *“securitization” of mortgages violates the integrity of the Illinois property
laws, where the projrerty records no longer reliably indicate who the current owner of the
Martguge wd the Mote i,

19. In adddition. prior to that Assignment, Citi Residential Lending had already sent a
RESPA statement t¢» the Defendant (see attached Group Exhibit I, Group Exhibit A.8) that
e W i propetty ted v i v manfened o ANIIST winln wm efietive dene Ul
02/11/09, after the N ote and Mortgage were in default since November of 2008 and included in a
Chapter 7 Bankruptcy filed on 01/30/09.

20. That sservicing transfer o AHMB1 appears 10 e related 1o the shutting down of |
Citi Residential Lenc ling per the unsubstantiated intemal memo that was published online (see
attached Group Exhi bit 1, Group Exhibit A_3)

21. Yet, UitiMortgage sent the Tefendant a correction letter related to mistaken
documents sent to thez Defendant indicating that CitiMortgage Inc acquired the servicing of all
mortgage loans from Citi Residential Lending, Inc. in February 2009 and that “subsequently,
your loan was transterred to another Servicer™ (see attached Group Exhibit 1, Group Exhibit
A.4). Yet, no RESP/A\ notification was sent to that effect.

22.  The Aissignment was from Town & Country Credit Corp to the Trust. Yet, the
Trust specified that Aumeriquest was the Seller. Per the Illinois Conveyances Act, Ameriquest

was not the owner of record, so it could not sell this subject Note and Mortgage to anyone.
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23. Undler the [ilinnis {nifarm Commercial Code, anly the Haldes in Dng Coumse can
enforce a security. Clearly, DBNT is not the Holder in Due Course as verified by the Will
County Recorder p roperty records. An Assignment is not enforceable until it is recorded, so the
failnre ta record. an. Assignment. fom, Towm, & Comtny Crrdin Coum e Amarepry Mantgpagr
Company is a non-c:orrectable break in the Chain of Title for this property.

24.  The Assignment was also notarized after Citi Residential Lending had sent a
Notice of Intent to Fanrdlese wm VLU (e Onuap it b, Crroup Bt ADY wrd 1w
not recorded until a fter the Note was included in a Chapter 7 Bankruptcy. Theretore, there was
no Good Faith Purc hase under the Hlinois Uniform Commercial Code.

25, Thowoever, soce voln Tl Residemid Lending and ATYIVIST were ‘nired as agents
by DBNT, DBNT is; liable for the foreclosure fraud of its servicers, just as it stated in its
10/25/10 letter (see attached Exhibit 3).

26. DBNT and nis'law Tirms are Tiable Tor violafing Tederal bankruptcy laws related to
ongoing attempts to collect a discharged debt. The Court is libel for allowing those attempts to
continue.

27.  As st ated in numerous pleadings, supported by Exhibits submitted under Section 1
109 certification, an«1 in numerous hearing, per the many Reports of Proceedings. the Defendant
has repeatedly infor:med the Court that the Note for this property was discharged for this property
as an Unsecured Delist in the Defendant’s Chapter 7 Bankruptcy (see attached Group Exhibit 1,
Group Exhibit B.6), because P&A failed to file the required Complaint to correct the Secured
Creditor status to DBNT prior to the specified May 5. 2009 Date of Discharge (see attached
Group Exhibit 1, Groyup Exhibit B.2) to correct the Secured Creditor Schedule D (see attached

Group Exhibit 1, Grooup Exhibit B.1)
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28 Since DBNT dnes nat bald. the ariginal Notg o the eniginal, Mantqage, wen
Jonker’s admission. P&A could not have filed the requisite support for a Complaint to be listed
as the Secured Credtitor.

29, Man, R&A Gled the Say Ondrn Makom (ke ttehrd Crvap ©RivA 1, Orup
Exhibit B.3) that wa s granted on 04/24/09 (see attached Group Exhibit 1, Group Exhibit B.4).
Therefore, P& A also committed a Fraud upon the Court in the United States Bankruptcy Court.

30, Sineethe e wes Undeaped medne Tregher 7 Durdkrapaey, ne Tiimg of tnis
Complaint was in vi olation of federal bankruptcy laws related to any attempts to collect a
discharged debt. Thierefore, in addition to violating federal bankruptcy laws, DBNT, P&A,
Dry'sert, @t Junger-nave i viclated numerous Tederal and TIfinois 1aws, such as the Fair Ebt
Collection Practices Act, the Illinois Collection Agency Act, the lllinois Consumer Fraud and
Deceptive Practices Act, as well as the Illinois Financial Crimes Law.

31, Not o-nly d1d P& A Tile a involous Complaint, P& A filed this Complaint based on
false and misleading statements and documents.

32.  Although P&A filed a Stay Order Motion in the Defendant’s Chapter 7
Bankruptcy (see atta ched Group Exhibit 1, Group Exhibit B.3.b) with the correct date of the
Note indebtedness b:ised on the Settlement Date of 12/30/03 (see attached Group Exhibit 1,
Group Exhibit A.1), the same P&A filed this Complaint with an alleged date of the Note
indebtedness of 12/1 8/03.

33. Per th at same Stay Order Motion (see attached Group Exhibit 1, Group Exhibit
B.3), “AHMSI holds: the first mortgage lien”. Yet, per this Complaint, DBNT is the Trustee for

the holder of the Mor tgage and the Note (see attached Group Exhibit 1, Group Exhibit A.10).
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However, Jonker has already stated ta the Caurt.that DBNT. does.nnfeven. know whn the hnldar
of the Mortgage and: the Note is (see attached Group Exhibit 1. Group Exhibit B.5).

4. Per } onker’s statements to the Court, the Note is “bearer of paper” (see attached
Groyap Exhilit 3, G Exbibvt DL 2. 3, s \Q23Y, Thenefonr, dncs Tenkas prosrally
knows that DBNT d oes not even know who holds the original Mortgage or the original Note,
Jonker has knowing ly violated attorney ethics and committed a Fraud upon the Court.

38, DBNT ¥nvugn e Preadings, vt revvnded wid araeconied, i e teatings o
its two law firms, P¢%A and Dykema, has violated numerous Illinois Civil Statutes (see attached
Exhibit 1 list that re ferences the Relevant Laws as recorded/served with the Defendant Motion
for Summary Judgnesertd), ad b Wil Coarty Lovd Redes.

36.  P&A filed the first DBNT Motion for Summary Judgment on 11/17/09 (see
attached Group Exh ibit 3, Group Exhibit C, Exhibit 2 inclusive). Yet, the Section I 109
certification was a “«ZnecKpox™ witn no notarization and no affidavis were Tiled witn the Court.

37. P&A served a second DBNT Motion for Summary Judgment upon the Defendant
on or around 09/14/ 10 (see attached Group Exhibit 3, Group Exhibit C, Exhibit 1 inclusive).
‘NUTE: P&A never recorded the TJENT Mofion for Summary Judgment. The two alfidavits
referenced within the2 Motion for Summary Judgment were not served or recorded, and, again,
the Section 1 109 ce rtification was a “checkbox” with no notarization. P&A has totally violated
the 12" Circuit Cour t local rules relative to the requisite documentation the Court requires in
relation to Summary Judgments.

38. P&A *s UNRECORDED Motion for Summary Judgment (see attached Group
Exhibit 3, Group Ex hibit C, Exhibit 1) states that there are no material facts in dispute. Yet, the

Defendant has filed :a Defendant Motion for Summary Judgment based on the faiture of DBNT’s
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legal counsel. P& A - Dykema._ and fanker to deny a single Exbihir snhmisted hy the Defendans.
under Section 1 109 certification. Per the Illinois Civil Statutes, pleadings not denied are
admitted. Therefor:z, there are no material facts in dispute related to the Defendant’s Motion for
Summary budgmen .

39.  Dyke'ma Gossett through its attorney, Amy Jonker, with its many pleadings and
its participation in rnany litigation hearings over many months, has violated numerous Iilinois
Civil Statutes and tire Wil Cootey o Redies.

40.  Asari Officer of the Court, Amy Jonker, attorney for Dykema Gossett, has filed
many pleadings and participated in many litigation hearings with false statements to the Court
{see extensive comm s withim driavned Group Exnfon 2, Group EXnlon T inciusive and Group
Exhibit 2, Group Ex hibit 2 inclusive. and Group Exhibit 3.2, as previously recorded/served under
Sectron 1 109 certif ication).

41.  DBNT 1s'able Tor the actions of its legal counsel. As an Ufficer of the Tourt,
Amy Jonker, attorne y for Dykema Gossett, with the Emergency Motion for Sanctions and the
Reply in Support, h:1s defamed the character of the Defendant with accusations of committing
two Ulass 3 Telonies.. Jonker filed two libelous pleadings (see attached Group Exhibit 2, Group
Exhibits I.1 and 1.5). and made slanderous statements in hearings per the Reports of Proceedings
on (6/24/10 (see att:ached Group Exhibit 2, Group Exhibit 1.3) and 07/22/10 (see attached Group
Exhibit 2, Group Ex hibit I.7). The Defendant Response to Plaintiff Emergency Motion to
Vacate Order and for- Sanctions (see attached Group Exhibit 2. Group Exhibit 1.4 and supporting
Exhibits submitted by Defendant under Section 1 109 certification in attached Group Exhibit2,
Group Exhibit 2) cle arly documents the many sanctionable actions of Amy Jonker that are also

violations of attorne~ ethics.
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42. As a n Officer of the Caurt_, fonker has alsa mishebaved. with. hursts of langhter, as,
many as 10 times pe:r the Report of Proceedings of the 8/12/10 hearing (see selected pages in the
attached Group Exhiibit 3, Group Exhibit ).2). In addition, Jonker “apologized™ to the Court for
her use of the word “arap” inthe “toug sense of the mraning herring, (attached Growy Trbilin 3,
Group Exhibit D.2, pg. 18, Ins 18-24 and pg. 19, Ins 1-3).

43.  Give n these many supporting exhibits which have been submitted under Section |
109 certification by the Drferdanh, wyy whdeedte sdvrited wdes Sedion | WS werdircdion vn
behalf of DBNT to f oreclose on this property will be perjury, a Class 3 felony, and will be
reported to the pfopxer authorities as such,

44, Since YN 'n ot e Hidider m Do Cuorse, 4 murgage paymems made from
January 2004 throug h October of 2008 were fraudulently collected by the servicers. Those
monies should be re turned to the Defendant.

43, As re quired by the Wit Tounty Tircuit Tourt local rules, the Tefendant has
included copies of aciditional pleadings, orders, and Reports of Proceedings that have occurred
since the Defendant Motion for Summary Judgment Pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-1005 — Corrected
was recorded and ser-ved under Section 1 1UY certification (see attached Group Exhibit 3, Group
Exhibits A-D. inclussive).

46.  On 0:5/06/09, In Re: Jacalyn S. Nosek, Debtor Memorandum and Order (see
attached Exhibit 6), :substantive sanctions were ordered that should be considered as appropriate
in this instant case, g.iven the financial resources of Deutsche Bank, Deutsche Bank National

Trust, Pierce & Associates, and Dykema Gosset.
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47. If the: Court wishes to maintain the credibility af the 12" Circuiz, Cout, with.the
citizens of Will Cou nty, the Court nceds to send a very clear message that foreclosure fraud in an
attempt to steal citi.zen homes will not be tolerated.

48 . Wthee Copunt wishes o bewin the wretanation of the vumantly Lomiptas pianprery
records in the Will (County Recorder records, the Court needs to send a very clear message that
recording fraudulent Assignments will not be tolerated.

WHEREFORE, fon he maiy 1Reouin et e, Defivident resprinfdiny Teguests Uirs
Court enter an Orde - granting the sanction of dismissal with prejudice against DBNT in this case
and ordering DBN' ', Pierce & Associates and its unidéntiﬂed attormeys, Dykema Gossett and its
WorHey, Ay Surle, (o Ty varedons serficen 1o deer sodn Traud upon Tne Court in The many
other foreclosure act ions in this Court. Sanctions should be awarded for the following actions
that have made a mcicker of the 12% Judicial Circuit Court, as well as being a primary example of
e Turetiusore fraoc 'oeIng reported oy the media and admiited to oy DENT 1n Tts own 10725710
letter:

1) A fri volous, legally false Complaint to Foreclose Mortgage,

2} A fraiuddient Complaint to Foreclose Mortgage, since DBNT does not even know

who holds th ¢ original Mortgage and the original Note,

3) Pleaclings with many false statements,
4) A res ponsive pleading as an Emergency Motion.
5) An Ernergency Motion that was a litany of false accusations of the Defendant’s

having committed two Class 3 felonies, defamation of character, libel in recorded
documents. a nd slander against the Defendant in two hearings per the Reports of

Proceedings,
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1

6} Frauciulent collectino. of martgage payments by sRavicres whaen we el GWiRTs A
record were f iled with the Will County Recorder since January of 2004, and

7) For aiay other relief which it deems proper, including all fees, costs, t

rapspartatinn.. and legal enm papres” wisrd by S RIRedath v et Wem aoyet.

The Detendar it also requests that this Court will refer this foreclosure action to the Illinois

Attorney General for- a criminal investigation, as well as to the JARDC for severe attorney ethics
violations.
Respectinlly submited,

S s o
-,»-\C{-Z-c e 2 Alh 4'}/( das "
Lauren L. Scheffers s
1305 Mormingstar Ct.
Naperville, IL 60564
C 630-212-5651
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LIST OF E XHIBITS - DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS

NOTE: All attached exhi bits of Defendant have been previously submitted under Section 1 109
certification to the Circui t Court of Will County and served upon Denis Pierce, Pierce &
Associates, and Patrick Stanton/Amy Jonker, Dykema Gossett.

EXHIBIT

Nbr  Description

Defendant Certifi cation - Defendant Motion for Sanctions (1 pg.)
Proof of Service (] pg.)

Schematic of “D Did™ by James McGuire (1 pg.)

List of Exhibits ( 13 pgs.)

EXHIBIT 1, RELEVAMT LAW (AS SUBMITTED WITH DEFENDANT MOTION FOR

SUMMARY JUDGMEINT)

Nbr  Description

ILCS 735 5/Art. XV, lllinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law (6 pgs.)

ILCS 810 5/Artic le 3. Uniform Commercial Code, re: Negotiable Securities (7 pgs.)

ILCS 765 5/0.01. TWineis Convayaneses At (7 pas.)

ILCS 735 5/Ant. I 1, Pt. 6. Code of Civil Procedure. re: Pleading (7 pgs.)

ILCS 735 5/1 109, Code of Civil Procedure, re: Verification by Certification {1 pg.)

Power of Attorney’ exarmmle ¢F s, )

a. No such Power of Attorney recorded with the Will County Recorder

7. Bayview Loan Servicing, L.L.C. v. Jeffrey Eden Nelson. Case No: 5-06-0664, (5th Dist..
June 16, 2008), Reake 22 Ondert Tiled May 21. 2009, (6 pesy
a. A summar y judgment is an appropriate remedy only if the pleadings, depositions,
and admissions or1 file, together with any affidavits, show that there is no genuine issue
o mrateral (Aot arad Arae aine mIovane iy el (0 @ faudgriren 25 & macer of faws Poan! ¢
Hess, 1 1 111L2d 229, 240 (1986) (pg. 4).
b. Nothing iin the trial court record indicates that Bayview holds the mortgage
UT note Trat 1s Yhc: subject of ¥nis Toreciosure action. {Tinal pg.)
c. Additiona lly, because there was no basis for the entry of a summary
judgment in favo r of Bayview, the court improperly entered the judgment of
forecfosure and ()rder of safe. (fTnaf pg.j

O

EXHIBIT 2, 10/20/10 W’ill County Circuit Clerk Court Docket (10 pgs.)

EXHIBIT 3, 10/25/10 D¢:utsche Bank Letter from Deutsche Bank Trust National Trust
Company re: Certain Alilegations Regarding Loan Servicer Foreclosure Practices (10 pgs.)

EXHIBIT 4, 06/10/10 Nationwide Title Clearing, Erika Lance Deposition (55 pgs.)

EXHIBIT S, 04/21/08 D eutsche Bank National Trust/Citi Residential Lending, Tamara
Price Deposition (15 pgs..)

EXHIBIT 6, 05/06/09 In Re: Jacalyn S. Nosek, Debtor Memorandum and Urder (20 pgs.j
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LIST OF EXHIBITS —- DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON'T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT 1, S UBSET OF EXHIBITS PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED IN
SUPPORT OF DEFEN DANT MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

NOTE: All exhibits belc:w have been submitted under Section 1 109 certification to the Circuit
Court of Will County. as. well as having heen previously served ugon Denis Pierce. Pierce &
Associates, and Patrick $:tanton/Amy Jonker, Dvkema Gossett.

GROUP EXHIBIT A, BACKGROLND
Nbr  Description

1. 12/31/05 Settlem:ent Statement dated 12/31/03 vs. mortgage/note dates of 12/18/03
(2 pgs.)

2. 10/23/07 Citi Res idential Letter with correction that the creditor is Ameriquest Mortgage
Securities, Inc. (1 pg.)

a. No menti.on of Demtsche Bopk National Traws

3. 05/06/08 Unsubs tantiated internal memo posted online related to the shutting down of
Citi Residential I.ending with mortgages being transferred to CitiMortgage and other
financial institutions, just 26 Defendant’s two momtgages wese astigned 1 American,
Home Mortgage !servicing Inc. (“AHMSI") and JPMorgan Chase Bank (1 pg.)

4. Undated notice re ceived by Defendant that verifies that CitiMortgage, Inc. (CMI)
acquired the servicing of &l movigage loaes fom Cid Residential Lending, Ine. (CRL) i
February 2009,

a. No RESI*A notification to that effect

b. Subseque niky, your Yoan was tramsferred 1o another Servieer.

c. Verifies w:1substantiated internal memo above

5. 12/02/08 Citi Res:idential Lending Notice of Intention to Foreclose (1 pg.)

a. Not a request for fol paymreme avcekeradion

6.  01/15/09 Assigniment of Mortgage/Deed AFTER DEFAULT/EFFECTIVE AFTER
INCLUDED IN CHAPTER 7 BANKRUPTCY FILING (1 pg.)

a. Citi Residizntial Lending inc. as Avomey-n-Faa for Town and Coumry Credn

Corp WIT'H NO POWER OF ATTORNEY RECORDED WITH WIL
COUNTY RECORDER '

b. To Deutschie Bank National' Trust Company, as Trustee 1for, Amerrgquest
Mortgage: Securities Trust 2004-R1, Asset-Backed Pass-Through Certificates,
Series 2004-R1
Under the- Pooling and Servicing Agreement dated February 1,2004
Signed by Crystal Moore, as Vice President of Citi Residential Lending Inc.
Notarized by Bryan J. Bly
Notary dsate January IS, J009
Effective .2/11/09
Prepared by Jessica Fretwell/NTC, 2100 Alt. 19 North, Palm Harbor, FI 34683
(BUU) 3246- 9152
Return to ;AHMSI], C/O NTC 2100 Alt. 19 North, Palm Harbor, FL
Recorded in Will County on 03/18/2009

FR Meap

L

Page 2




Case OACHITO7, Filed D $25208'9

LIST OF EXHI'BITS —- DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON’T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT 1, S UBSET OF EXHIBITS PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED IN
SUPPORT OF DEFEN DANT MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT (CON’T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT A, BACKGROUND (con’t.)

Nbr
7.

10.

1I.

12.

Description

01/15/09 Assignraent of Mortgage/Deed AFTER DEFAULT/EFFECTIVE AFTER

INCLUDED IN «CHAPTER 7 BANKRUPTCY FILING (con’t.)

k. CRL L#: L)065794000

L. Assignee L#: 4000536807

m. Investor 1 .#: 0065794000

n. Custodiars. 85

12/12/08 Assignnient of Mortgage/Deed (1 pg.) AFTER DEFAULT/EFFECTIVE

AFTER INCLUIDED IN CHAPTER 7 BANKRUPTCY FILING for Defendant’s

DuPage Connty property {1 pg.)

02/11/09 RESPA Notice of Assignment, Sale or Transfer of Servicing

Rights from Citi iResidential Lending Inc. to American Home Mortgage Servicing, Inc. ,

fFrtivge Telvraury WL, 2008 (L p )

a. Per Numb er 4 above. CitiMortgage indicated it “acquired the servicing of all
mortgage loans from Citi Residential Lending, Inc. (CRL) in February 2009.

3 Sulseque atly, your loan was transferved to anothar Servicer

c. RESPA firom Citi Residential Lending, Inc. to CitiMortgage, Inc. does not
exist

. This RES A rotie shookd 'be from CiMorigage, Inc. w Americam Fome
Mortgage Servicing, Inc.

09/16/09 Pierce &: Associates Collection Letter (2 pgs.)

a. 1n violativa of Clupéer 7 Bugdrupdcy divalarge daced 65,6504

b. Hired by AHMSI to commence foreclosure proceedings, not by Plaintiff as
stated in the Foreclosure Complaint

C. As of 9/16 3, $1%6.795.82 amoum due with no supporting tewah

d. Pursuant t« » the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act, the firm of Pierce &
Associates- is deemed to be a debt collector
€. Pierce & Associares £f1ie number 92749 74

08/26/09/served (#9/10/09 Complaint to Foreclose Mortgage (4 pgs.) AFTER
CHAPTER 7 BANKRUPTCY DISCHARGE DATED 05/05/09

No one ow 'ned note on 12718303

Refinance was not final until the Settlement Date of 12/31/03

Plaintiff is; the Trustee for the holder of the Mortgage and the Note

Amount d:ue 15 31 U, 967,23 with no detail 1Or costs, fees, or advances

After the (Chapter 7 Bankruptcy discharge on 05/05/09

Pierce & #\ssociates, P.C. Attorney, Richard Elsliger, ARDC#6206020

Pierce & A.ssociates File number PATUY24Y74

09/05/ 10 Screen p rints from the SEC site indicating that the Plaintiff per the Complaint is
Ameriquest Secur:ities Trust R2004-R1, while litigation pleadings have a totally different
Plaintiff as Amen quest Secunties Trust RZ0U3-K3 (3 pgs.)

e ™ P On e
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LIST OF EXHI3{TS — DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON’T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT 1, S UBSET OF EXHIBITS PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED IN
SUPPORT OF DEFEN DANT MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT (CON’T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT B, Chapter 7 Bankruptcy Case: 09-02917 (Filed - 01/30/09/Closed -

05/05/09)
Nbr Description
1. 01/30/09 Schedui e D — Creditors Holding Secured Claims, stating Citi Residential
Lending as the Scxcured Creditar far the property in this case {1 pg.)
2. 03/05/09 Meetin g of the Creditors on March 5, 2009 (3 pgs.)
a. Deadline to file a complaint was May 4, 2009
h, The bankupiey cderk’s affice must receive the camplaint and any reauired
filing fee by that Deadline (May 4, 2009)
c. Certificatie of Notice — neither AHMSI nor Deutsche Bank National Bank
recaived wotice
3. 0417/09 AHMS I/DBNT Motion to Modify the Automatic Stay
a. 04/17/09 ARMSI/DBNT Notice of Motion Certification (2 pgs.)

LY, Ayl 24, 2009 21,9 LS am.,

2) Thiis document is an attempt to collect a debt and any information obtained
wi 1l be used for that purpose

3) Praroe & Assaciates, P.L. Adtormey, Chvissopmbear M. Bronm,
ARDC#6271138

4) Pierce & Associates File number PA09-2304

b. 04/17/09 ATMSYDENT Motion w Modily the Avomanic Sty (3 pas)

1) AHMSI holds the first mortgage lien

2) Thie debt is based on December 31, 2003 Mortgage and Note

3) Tl e fomals mevessary &0 gay 0fF AHRMST ware approrimasaly §1 79 92055,
plus reasonable attorneys fees and costs, through Aprif 2009.

4) Ti1e aceount is currently due and owing to AHMSI for the November 2008
curTem mongage paymem :nd hose tnereaficr. phos reasomable atomeys
fec:s and costs

5) Th e Debtor has scheduled an intention to surrender the property (***per
Si-hiedule ¥ adove to Citi Kesidenriar Lenaing as Secared Credicory

4. 04/24/09 Eugene R. Wedoff — Order Modifying Stay (1 pg.)
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Case 09CH3797, Filed U8/26/2009

LIST OF EXHI BITS — DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON’T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT 1, $sUBSET OF EXHIBITS PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED IN
SUPPORT OF DEFEMDANT MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT (CON’T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT B, Chapter 7 Bankruptcy Case: 09-02917 (Filed - 01/30/09/Closed -

05/05/09) (con’t.)
5.  02/26/10 Plainti ff*s Response to Defendant’s First Request for Production (6 pgs.)

a. After Sta y Order Motion had been granted to Plaintiff, when not listed as the
Securty {Creditar an Schedule ID

b. Many tot ally false Trustee statements
1) B ommowers never receive original mortgage/notes
pal L_enders alwavs maintain. ariginal. martgage/nnfes. as critical. legal.

documents to support foreclosure complaints

c. Trustee s tates that it is searching for an original of the mortgage and will
produce 1! to Scheffors upaw locating it Jevestisetion continues

d. Trustee «tates that it is searching for an original of the note and will produce it to
Scheffers upon locating it. Investigation continues.

e. - Trustee states that it is seaxching for an original of the assigument and will
produce i t to Scheffers upon locating it. Investigation continues.

f. Trustee (tally failed to produce the Defendant’s request for the original sale or

assignme & docamanatior prier & taie Trast's cdosimg date of Febvraary §,
2004 to s.upport the filing with the Securities Exchange Commission.

g. Trustee failed to produce the Defendant’s request for a copy of the portion of
the Prosprecias sabmitied 1o the Sevarities Lachange Commission for this
Ameriqu est Mortgage Securities Trust 2004-R1 that verifies that this
mortgage: and note were included

6. 05/05/09 United States Bamlrupicy Cowt Disakange of Dabar
a. 05/05/09 Discharge of Debtor (1 pg.)
b. 05/05/09 Discharge of Debtor {1 pg.)
1) Colection ol discharged deos proni'oned
2) "Fowever, a creditor may have the right to enforce a valid lien,
su ch as a mortgage or security interest. against the debtor's property after
o e Gankrupey, 5O akac fien way gud avoivded or elimnmaved on oie
b:inkruptey case.”

c. Certifica te of Notice — neither Deutsche Bank National Trust nor AHMSI

recelved inofice as a party to the Chapter 7 bankruptcey {1 pg.)

NOTE: NO COMPLA INT FILED BY DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST NOR
AHMSI BY THE 05/04//09 DEADLINE 10U BE LISTED AS THE SECURED CREDITOR
FOR THIS PROPERT Y. THEREFORE, NOTE WAS DISCHARGED AS AN
UNSECURED DERT.

THIS FORECLOSURL. ACTION VIOLATES FEDERAL LAWS IN AN ATTEMPT TO
COLLECT A DEBT D:ISCHARGED IN A CHAPTER 7 BANKRUPTCY.
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Case 09CH3797, Filed 08262009

LIST OF EXHI BITS - DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON'T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT 1, 'SUBSET OF EXHIBITS PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED IN
SUPPORT OF DEFEINDANT MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT {CON’T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT C, DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST
Nhr  Descriptinn
1.  Deutsche Bank !National Trust Prospectus: Ameriquest Mortgage Securities Trust 2004-
R1, Asset-Backe:d Pass-Through Certificates, Series 2004-R1 (AMQABS2004R 1)
a. Trust Cuat-off Dage: The close of husiness Fehroary 1, 2004
b. Trust Closing Date: On or about February 6, 2004, DBTO01.5 (1 pg.)
. Trust Scller and Master Servicer: Ameriquest Mortgage Company (not
Town & Camuntry Credit Corp.), DRTALS (1L pe)
d. Trustee: Deutsche Bank National Trust Company. DBT01.6 (1 pg.)
1) V¥ill act as custodian, initial paying agent and certificate registrar
& The Cer tifscates, DBTHD {1 pa. )
1) T he Offered Certificates will be sold by the Depositor to the
Uinderwriters on the Closing Date
Ty Tk OAfared Covdifantias wilh witinlly e veprewiad by one ok waxs
g lobal certificates registered in the name of a nominee of the
Dsepository Trust Company
£ The Cor tiftcates are Obligations of the Trast Owly, DRTES 1 (1 g}
1) T 'he certificates will not represent an ownership interest in or
o bligation of the Depositor, the Master Servicer, the Seller the
Urrrgmanums, Y T roster vt wy v Yo respreaiiee wffifietes.

2) P roceeds of the assets included in the trust will be the sole source of
d istributions on the Class A Certificates and the Mezzanine
< ernificaces
g Assignm ent of the Mortgage Loans. DBT07.1 (1 pg.)
1) T he Depositor will deliver to the Trustee (or to a custodian on the

"1 rustee’ s 'pendif) wiln respect o eadn Wiorigage Ludan 11) e mungagt
niote endorsed without recourse in blank to reflect the transfer of the
V fortigage Loan, (ii} the onginal mortgage with evidence of recording
i11dicated thereon and (1ilj an assignment of the mortgage in recoraaibie
feorm endorsed in blank without recourse, reflecting the transfer of the
MAortgage Loan.

Z) T he Depositor will not cause to be recorded any Assignment which
rizlates to a Mortgage Loan in any jurisdiction... unless such failure to
rczcord would result in a withdrawal or a downgrading by any Rating

Aapency
h. The Sellcr and Master Servicer, DBT07.2 (1 pg.)
) Aumeriquest Mortgage Company (sometimes referred to herein as

“:Amenquest”. the “Seller” or the “Master Servicer™)

Pape 6




Case 09CH3797, Filedi 08/26/266%

LIST OF EXHIBITS —- DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON’T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT 1., SUBSET OF EXHIBITS PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED IN
SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT (CON’T .}

GROUP EXHIBIT ¢, DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST
Nbhr  Descrigtinn.

1.

Deutsche Bank National Trust Prospectus: Ameriquest Mortgage Securities Trust 2004-
R1, Asset-Bacl ced Pass-Through Certificates, Serzes 2004-R1 (AMQABS2004R 1)
{com’s )
i. SEC F-orm 15-15D (3 pgs.)
1) Certification and Notice of Termination of Registration under Section
LM
2) As of 01/26/05, there are 12 certificate holders, AS NOMINEE FOR
DEPOSITORY TRUST COMPANY, NOT INVESTORS
J- Legal Awctiams, Preview of Amnariquaest Settlamant o H/23/2006 - (2 pas. p

GROUP EXHIBIT 13, AMERIQUEST SETTLEMENT WAIVED UPON FILING OF
FORECLOSURE ACTIONS IN FUTURE,

Nbr
1.

i
.

Description

01/23/06 Amer-iguest Settlement Agreement, pgs. 1, 39-41 (4 pgs.)

a. “Notw itrséaaalimg Gbis redease, we mray” afifoaradively or defonsively sssert sy
claim or defense that we have with respect to my loan with an Ameriquest
Party in response to a judicial or threatened non-udicial foreclosure,
includimg Yhose reéfated 1o the lending pratiices Ysted in thin release” (pe. 41).

b. Waiver was in effect until the Lis Pendens was filed for this property on
08/26/0'9 which was after the Chapter 7 Bankruptcy was discharged on
o51051G

c. THERIEFORE, DEFENDANT COULD NOT HAVE RAISED THESE
ISSUE!S IN THE CHAPTER 7 BANKRUPTCY

‘Undated teters received from Tifinois Attomey Ueneral: Wotice of “f our Rigntio a

Restitution Pay ment (3 pgs.)

a. $340.70" Duplex (Aurora)

b. $517.6%9 Solar (Naperville)

c. $849.5:4 Dawn (Glen Ellyn)

12/14/07 Ameriquest Settlement Restitution Settlement Check for $2590.03 per above (2

pgs.)
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Case 09CH3797, File 88252009

LIST OF EXHIBITS —- DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON'T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT 2.. PRIOR PLEADINGS, ORDERS, AND REPORTS OF
PROCEEDINGS, SU BSET OF EXHIBITS PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED IN SUPPORT

i it T e el R g T P

Nbr  Description
1. 06/23/10 Plaint.iff Emergency Motion to Vacate Order and for Sanctions with extensive
comments by I defendant {6 ngs. )
a. Plainti ff is a totally different trust, 2004-R3, not the trust 2004-R1 as
specificzd in the Complaint
. Defamation of Defendunt’s, chaxentex
c. Libelouss filing for the third time as a false allegation that Defendant
commilited a Class 3 Felony regarding Defendant’s Section 1 109
Larsification of Pleadings, inclading Prool of Service with Delivery
Confir:mation numbers
2. 06/24/10 Order (I pg.)
h. Meonamvergney oialng shrdidr on Pl Tarngrney Yakicn
3. 06/24/10 Report of Proceedings with extensive comments by Defendant (7 pgs.)

DUDCUL 1t | LU pPERs. )

c. Detend ant Certification - Defendant Response to Plaintiff Emergency Motion to
Vacate Order and for Sanctions (1 pg.)
. s i CRmions - Defendun Respurst W Prand® Timegetey Wivton o Wacde

Order a nd for Sanctions (4 pgs.)
NOTE: SEE ALL PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED EXHIBITS IN GROUP EXHIBIT
ZIGROUF EX HIBIT Z BELOW (pgs. [6-11)
5. 07/14/10 (Deurtsche Bank National Trust Company) Reply in Support of Emergency
Motion to Vac:ate Court Order and for Sanctions (8 pgs.)
a. Plantil"1 is a totally dillerent trust, 2003-R3, not Yhe trust 2003-R1 as
specifie-d in the Complaint

b. Defam:ation of Defendant’s character
c. Libelot1s filing for the second time as a fafse alfegation that Defendant

commi tted a Class 3 Felony regarding Defendant’s Section 1 109
Certifi-cation of Pleadings, including Proof of Service with Delivery
Confirnation numbers
6.  07/22/10 Order (1 pg.)
a. Plaintif!T"s Motion to Vacate Court Order and for Sanctions is denied without
prejudice
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LCase 09CH3797, Filecd 08/26/2009

LIST OF EXH(IBITS - DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON’T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT 2., PRIOR PLEADINGS, ORDERS, AND REPORTS OF
PROCEEDINGS, SUBSET OF EXHIBITS PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED IN SUPPORT
OF DEFENDANT MIOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT (CON'T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT L, Plaintiff Emergency Motion to Vacate Order and for Sanctions

(con’t.)

Nbr Description
7. 07/22/10 Repart of Proceedings with extensive comments by Defendans (19 ngs.)

a.

Numer-ous slanderous statements by Plaintiff’s litigation counsel

1) “This is the second time we have not received Notice of Motion™,
(ne.3.ins 1-3)

2) “But in this case. we believe there was a specific purpose for it.”
(pe. 12, Ins. 6-8,

3 “The point is that there s an enomons discrepaney hetween what the LLS

Postal Service tells us and what Ms. Scheffers tells us.” (pg. 14. Ins. 5-9)
The Court found, “According to what is of record, notice was in accord with
what Poactice Ant xequuixes.” (pg, 12, las. 517
The Co-urt stated, “Legally I can’t imply from what I see in front of me that
there w-as any intent to confuse or to take advantage of legal process here in
e e mRer i wiviolk wodioe was sead” (pg. 13, ks, 2-5)
The Corurt failed to read the Defendant pleadings, even with a courtesy copy
in adv:ance (pgs. 9, 16, 17)
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Case OQCH3797, Fileck 08/26/2009

LIST OF EXH IBITS — DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON'T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT 2, PRIOR PLEADINGS, ORDERS, AND REPORTS OF
PROCEEDINGS, SU BSET OF EXHIBITS PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED IN SUPPORT
OF DEFENDANT M.OTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT (CON’T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT 2., Defendant Request for Sanctions af Pierce & Assnciates, Dykema
Gossett, Amy Jonker as submitted under Section 1 109 certification within Defendant
Response to Plaintiff Emergency Motion to Vacate Order and for Sanctions on 07/06/10
above

Nbr Description

Summons dated Aug 26, 2009 (1 pg.)

Service upon Defendant dated September 10, 2009 (1 pe )

Pierce & Assoc iates letter dated September 16, 2009 (2 pgs.)

a. Hired bry American Home Mortgage Servicing. Inc. as Successor in Interest to
Optian One a5 servicer 1o comence foreclosave procsedings, pot by Plaintiff a5
stated 111 the Foreclosure Complaint
As of S.eptember 16, 2009, $186, 795.82 is amount due with no supporting detail

W) D e

2. Ren thre Stans Yedicn, Qndre am Apnid 24 Y00 the Yale s ketng, dachaned inhe
Chapter 7 Bankruptcy that closed on May 5. 2009
d Pursuan t to the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act, the firm of Pierce &

Associades is deamad & be & dalw callenvar
4. Report of Proc.zedings for January 28, 2010, pgs. 1-2. 24, 26-29 (7 pgs.)
5. UPS package rceived with cover letter dated February 23. 2010
a. Cover Ictter from Candace A. Mamdel, Asststar 10 Amy R. Jorker, Dykerma
Gossett PLLC (1 pg.)
1) I :nclosed document: Defendant <sic> Deutsche Bank’s <sic> Notice and
oo for Exverrsion off Tinme 0 Arswer or Golfierwrse Pead
2) Enclosed document: Additional Appearance
b. Motion for Extension of Time to Answer or Otherwise Plead (2 pgs.)
c. Addwiondl Appearance itied Tdoruary 5, 2010 {1 pyy
6. Plaintiff's Resp onse to Defendant’s First Request for Production with numerous
false/wrong stat.ements indicated by Defendant sent February 26, 2010 (6 pgs.)
7. Defendant Not' ce of Motion, Jefenaany Counter-Flainf Morion ro Dismiss Compramr
to Foreclose Morigage for Lack of Legal Standing (1 pg.)
8. Plaintiff Notice of Motion. Defendant<sic> Deutsche Bank s<sic> Motion for Extension
of Time to Answ er or Utherwise Plead {1 pg.)
9. Plaintiff Re-Notiice of Motion, Defendant<sic> Deutsche Bank s<si¢> Motion for
Extension of Tir ne to Answer or Otherwise Plead (1 pg.)
ra. Defendant Noti-ce of Motion — Amended Date, Jeféndunt/Counter-Flammilf Motion to
Dismiss Complecaint to Foreclose Morigage for Lack of Legal Standing (1 pg.)
11, E-mail exchang e between Defendant and Amy Jonker (6 pgs.)

Page 10




Lase ONCHI 07 Eilar d 08262009

LIST OF EXEIIBITS — DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON'T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT 2, PRIOR PLEADINGS, ORDERS, AND REPORTS OF
PROCEEDINGS, SUBSET OF EXHIBITS PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED IN SUPPORT
OF DEFENDANT MIOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT (CON’T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT 2 . Defendant Request far Sanctions of Pierce & Associates, Dykema
Gossett, Amy Jonker as submitted under Section 1 109 certification withia Defendant
Response to Plaintiff Emergency Motion to Vacate Order and for Sanctions on 07/06/10
above

Nbr  Description

12. Defendant Not ice of Motion, Defendant/Counter-Plaintiff Motion for Leave to Amend
Defendant/Coronten-Raintiff Mation, to. Dismiss. Complaint. te Yanecdnse Maortgags fon
Lack of Legal IStanding recorded on April 20, 2010
a. With hiind-printed date of “April 27 at 1:30 p.m.” (1 pg.)

b. With bLank space for handprinted date {1 pg.
c. With handwritten date of *May 13, 9:30™ as submitted by Amy Jonker (1 pg.}

13. Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss Affirmative Defenses and Counter-
Complaint Pursseant @ 738 ILCS Section 2-619.1 mecorded Mareh 16, 2010 (2 pes.)

14, Plaintiff Memo randum in Support of Plaintift/Counter-Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss
Affirmative De fenses and Counter-Complaint Pursuant to 735 ILCS § 2-619.1 (14 pgs.)

15.  Plaintiff’s Reply ir Supprort oif its Movéon & Dissaiss Affamaive Defanses and Cowrtar
Complaint Pursuant to 735 ILCS § 2-619.1 mailed May 7, 2010 (10 pgs.)

16.  Plaintiff's Resoonse to Defendant Scheffer’s <sic> Motion to Dismiss Complaint to
Foreclose Mort gage fur fLack of Lepat Standing with nume1oes wiong/maccutsie
statements indii;ated by Defendant (10 pgs.)

17. Court Order da ted May 13, 2010 (1 pg.)

18 Report of Procezedings (or May 13, 2016, pgs. 1, 13-16, 32 (5 pgs.}

19.  Court Order da ted June 22, 2010 with briefing schedule (1 pg.)

a. Piaintif f to file reply to defendant Lauren Scheffers motion to correct the order,
motion 10 compet produciion and motion 1o reconsidier oy 7-X0-10
b. Lauren Scheffers to file any reply to plaintiff’s responses by 8-3-10
c. Hearing  on the motion to correct the order, motion to compel production, and
motion vo reconsider Is set 1or hearing on Thursaay, 8-r2-[(7 ar 9:50 a.m.
d. The heziring date of 7-15- 10 is cancelled.
20.  Report of Procizedings for June 22, 2010, pgs. 1-2 (2 pgs.)

21.  'E-matl to Dieteridant from Amy Jonker, Dykema Gossett, dated D6/23/10 at 726 p.m.
with attached P DF of Emergency Motion to Vacate Court Order and for Sanctions 1o be
heard 10 hours later, June 24, 2010 at 9:30 a.m. (2 pgs.)
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LCare DACHZTOT File:d 08/26/2009

LIST OF EX HIBITS - DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON’'T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT 3, PLEADINGS, ORDERS, AND REPORTS OF PROCEEDINGS
SUBSEQUENT TO FILING OF DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

GROUP EXHIBIT A, Defendant Motion for Leave to File Motion to Strike Plaintiff’s 09-
14-10 Motions Pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-615(b), Instanter

Nbr
1.

[\

Description

09/14/10 Defe :ndant Motion for Leave to File Motion to Strike Plaintiff’s 09-14-10

Motions Pursuiant to 735 11.CS 5/2-615(b). Instanier

a. Notic:: of Motion (1 pg.)

b. Defer dant Motion for Leave to File Motion t o Strike Plaintiff’s 09-14-10
Moticns Pursiant ta 735 ILCS S/2-615(b). Instawer (2 ngs. )

c. List of Exhibits (4 pgs.)

10/18/10 Menorandum in Support of Defendant Motion to Strike Plaintiff’s 09-14-10

Motions Pursuant to 735 ILCS 52-615()

a. Notic.> of Filing (1 pg.)

LTAVARALSL LU 4 W UWAALIL LU f e IR NLS Wi de MR M) (e pipmiis

c. Defenc lant Certification - Memorandum in Support of Defendant Motion to Strike
Plainti fT's 09-14-10 Motions Pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-615(b) (1 pg.)
d. Proof e« Sermvce {3 pg )

GROUP EXHIBIT 8, Motion to Strike Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment

Nbr
1.

Description
10/05/10 Moti on to Strike Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment
a. Notice of Filing (2 pgs.)

NOTE.: SH#OULE BE NGTICE GF MOTION WITH HEARING DATE
b. Motion to Strike Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment (2 pgs.)
10/18/10 Defendant Response to Plaintiff Motion to Strike Defendant Motion for
Summary Judyzmem
a. Notice of Filing (1 pg.)

b. Defend ant Response to Plaintiff Motion to Strike Defendant Motion for Summary
Judgment (4 pgs.)
c. Defendlant Certification - Defendant Response to Plaintiff Motion to Strike
Defencdlant Motion for Summary Judgment (1 pg.)
d. Proof o f Service {1 pg.)
e List of Exhibiss (2 pgs.)
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Case 09CH3797, Filed O8262008

LIST OF E).HIBITS —- DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON'T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT .3, PLEADINGS, ORDERS, AND REPORTS OF PROCEEDINGS
SUBSEQUENT TO FILING OF DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
(CON'T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT C, Defendant Combined Response to Plaintiff Motion for Order of
Defauit, Motion for Judgment for Foreclosure and Sale, and Motion for Summary
Judgment
Nbr Description
1. 10/18/10 Detendant Combined Response to Plaintiff Motion for Order of Default, Motion
for Judgment for Foreclosure and Sale, and Motion for Summary Judgment (3 pgs.)
a. Notice af Filing (1 ng)
b. Notice of Filing Proof of Service (1 pg.)

c. Detenciant Combined Response to Plaintiff Motion for Order of Default, Motion
far v lgmeny for Foreclosure and Sale and Mation far Sumomary Judgment
3 pgs )

d. Defen-dant Certification - Combined Response to Plaintiff Motion for Order of

Defwutt, Mavion. fon badgman, for Fordavas and, Sale  and Mation. far Summary
Judgm ent (1 pg.)

Proot \f Service (1 pg.)

List@f Exkibits {1 pg.p

Exhib it 1 (5 pgs.)

Exhibiit 2 (4 pgs.)

il YL ey

Exhibi t 4 (8 pgs.)

Exhibit 5 (1 pg.)

Exhibu¢ ¢ (2 pgs.)

el IO o

GROUP EXHIBIT D, Hearing on August 12,2010
Nbr Description
1. 08/12/10 Court Order (1 pg.)
2. 08/12/10 Repoort of Proceeding with extensive comments by Defendant (pgs. 1, 18-19,
I-357 (& pgs. |

NOTE AT NO TIMIE DOES THE COURT ADMONISH THE OFFICER OF THE
TOUKI FOR JUTHI BLATANTLY INAPPROPRIATE BERAVIOR OF LAUVGHING
THROUGHOUT Tk IE HEARING OR FOR THE USE OF “CRAP” in the “true sense of
the meaning.” (pg. 1 8, Ins 18-24, pg. 19, Ins 1-3)
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Enclosed is a copy ©f the Minute Entry

11/22/201:Y by the Hororablie RICHARD J. SIZGEL.

Sincerely,
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Ramels J. LAcfnlire

ierk of  che Circuit Court

[

PIM/ HEAN

Encl.
cc : Court File

LAUREN SCHEFFERS ,Pro Se
1305 MORNING STAR CT
MNAPERVILLE IL 60564



STATE OF LI INOIS )

COUNTY OF WILL )

IN TH E CIRCUIT COURT OF THE TWELFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 2
WILL COUNTY, ILLINOIS LN 2T
*;Q Z -
"'3 > v
DEUTSCHE B ANK NATIONAL TRUST ) L ot
COMPANY, A S TRUSTEE IN TRUST FOR THE ) — s M
BENEFIT OF THE CERTIFICATE HOLDERS ) L =
FOR AMERIQ JEST MORTGAGE SECURITIES ) T wm
TRUST 2004-R 1, ASSET-BACKED PASS- ) : % ®
THROUGH CEHRTIFICATES, SERIES 2004-RI ) Lo0F
}
Plaintiff, )

Vs, Case No: 09 CH 3797

FAUKEN SO EFFERS AR LACREN LEE
SCHEFFERS; L JNKNOWN HEIRS AND
LEGATEES O}< LAUREN SCHEFFERS, IF ANY:
TAVRVOIES O VERS AU L RO

CLAIMANTS,;

e e e e -

-

Mefmmndanhs

~-

ORDER
This maiter comes before this court for hearing on various motions including
rrpss matans for summary judgment, motions to strike and a motion for sanctions. This

T ———
court has been 1equired to conduct thorough review of the voluminous pleadings filed by

the parties n thi s matter because of an extended sick leave by the court, during which
time this case w as temporanly transferred to another Circuit Court Judge. Upon return to
the bench and rzturn of the file to this court, and in preparation for hearing and ruling on

the aforementioined motions, the court became aware of certamn aliegafions contained tn
e A




P TRANSWU A NS

recent pleadin gs filed by the Defendant which questicn the Lumcs-: of the counl w luch

e ————

T Al

TR TR
this couct prot zlcmat'!c.
e

Bascd :yn the above, and in consideration of the ongoing demeanor and the
content of cert ain of the pleadings filed by the defendant i1 this matter, this coun
pursuant 0 Su preme Court rule 63 hereby recuses himself from anv further involvement

ey et s TRt o natain el w e preyidineg Tudies o 1e-Eskigianen.

-w
-
\\

-
S TED RS 22 3 Y OF MOV EMRSR, 2000 / j Y
ENTER: D :/f‘:-—f_:_// , .
RICHARSY U SIEIEL
CIRCUITIUDGE

0 MST ¥ SAACT7/oNS

““Defendant [sic] Response to Plaintiff [sic] Motion to Strike Defendant’s Mation for Summary

Judgment” filed O ctober 18. 2010 and “Delerdant [sic} Motion For Sanctions” filed Navember 15. 2010,
aragraph 26.

- =Answer And Co unter-Complaint™ fited November 13. 2009, p. 16. and "*Defendant Isicl Motion 1o

Reconsider™ filed J une 10, 2010, Group exhibit D1, p.3 {A complaint w the U. 8. Seventh Circuit Coun of

Appeals complainiing of 2 Bankruptcy judges, a U. S. Trustee, three [1)inois 2nd District Appeals Justices. l

and four llinois Ci rcuit Court Judges among others. } i ! | 'I !




IN TH E CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE 12™ JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
WILL COUNTY, ILLINOIS

DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST |
COMPANY. AS TR USTEE. |

Plaintiit, l No. 69 CH 3797
v, 5

LAUREN SCHEFFE:RS. et al.. \
|

Defendant. )

NOTICE OF FILING

TO:  Lauren Schef Ters: 1305 Morming Siar Court, Naperville, 11, 60564
Amy Janker Dvkema, Gossett, PLLC. 10 S, Wacker Dr.. Ste 2300, Chicago. 1. 60606

You are hereby notified that on January 21, 2011 Plaintiff has sent for filing iis Response
to Defendant’s Mot w for Sanctions. which is attached herewith and served upon vou.

. g

-

A~ %

/, " Plerce & SEsocrares

L
Proof of Service

1. Jasmin Koieczek. an attornc¥ cerify that 1 served this Notice of Filing and Response.
ont .- d S ur of 5:00 P.M. on January 21. 201 1. by causing the same
to be deposited in whe 1LY paseaiice har @ Ome Nanh Desvhorm Steeer. Chicaoa lilonis
60602, enclosed in wn envelope properly addressed. as stated above-with postage fully prepaid.

A

PO - \ .
ﬂb ‘ -,a;j’ p Pierce & Assouviates " ?
Pierce & Associates P.(. m ”o"a w

Atorneys for Plainu {1

One North Dearbons. Sunc 1300
Chicago, Ilhinois 60602
Telephone 312 346 S 088
09-24974
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LITANVY OF FAKE
SATEMEITS

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE 12™ JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

WILL COUNTY, ILLINOIS M m

IDELTSCHE RANK, NATIONAL TRUST
COMPANY, AS TR USTEE.

Plaintiff. ;
No. 09 CH 3797

LALREN SCHEEER-RS enal .

DNefendant.

RESIPONSE TO DEFENDANT’S MOTION FO

NOW COME .S the PlainGfl. DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUS COMPANY. AS

TRUSTELE. by and through 1ts attomevs, Pierce & Associates. PO and in response (o

—
Defendant’s motion for sanctions states as follows: pb DYMP

Merendant fi 1s moved tins Flonorabic Court 10r eniry ol sanctions agamst Manati ang’ ey

legal counse! based -on various actions that they have taken in this matter. She essentially claims
——

that Plaintift and its counsei filed false pleadings and attempted to perpetrate a fraud upon the

U

b 4

oy e drevdose Mt ubes mae dees e ke seamafg e sl ety dibenieron Bar alavimes el e

. -

to lack of standing Fiave previously been adjudicated in Plaintiff’s favor. On Apnil 15, 2010 the

£ oun entered an Orcler vranting Plaintif)™s Monion to disni®g Defendani™s Attirmative Defenses




attached hereio ar Exhibit Ay The arpumenis that she ratsed in Defendant’s Affimmative
Defenses. Counter laims. and Monon to Dismiss are nearly wdentical (o the arguments that she
has raised | her ev rrent motion. However, not only did the Count dismiss these arguments, but it

specifically found  that Prantii nas leggh sianigo g this matler. Furiiermore. on August 13

2010 the Court ent ered an Order denving a subseguent motien 1w Reconsider filed by Detendant,

(A copy of the Orcder 1s attached heieto as Exbibit By Fhe Order specifically provides that all
Gl ke Eyiiordiena selabiers oo abdiiimatdiie defenets. sormneithoiing., o iehaod deferee Traniers
ire required 1o be submitied 1o the Court for written approval regarding whether Phantf! must
respond.  Pefends nt failed to obtiin a Court order allowing her o re-raise these arguments.
Accordingly. Deferwdant’s monian is imnrones as it seeks the imposinan ot sanciaons h:Mm;m v

an issue that has a fready been tulby litigated. Her moetion must consequenthy be denied with

<ot ¢ T —OYALY FALSH

KT K. the "Pramtifl, "UEOTSCH 'BANK "NATIONAL TTONT CONIPANTY.

AS TRUNSTEE. proons that this THonorable Count deny Duefendgnt’s motion tor sanctions, with

Gy f no DEN/A ALkAuE-W

Respectiully «u M'h.&
PO | ~1cp By, - e

PIFRCE & A \\xn(}«ll\ P .
Attorneys for Pi.nnllﬁ

PIERCE & ANSOC IATES. P.C. MO NUsn k
Attornevs tor Plaint iff

I N, Dearhorn, Sun < 1300

Chicago. 1L 60602

312-396-9088




IN THE C'IRCUIT COURT FOR THE 12" JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
WILL COUNTY - JOLIET. ILLINOIS

DEUTSCHE BANK NAT TONAL TRUST COMPANY. ) Case: 09CH3797
AS TRUSTEE IN TRUST FOR THE BENEFIT OF }
THE CERTIFICATE HOLDERS FOR AMERIQUEST ) Judge Raymond E. Rossi
MORTGAGE SECURITIES TRUST 2004-R1. )
ASSET-BACKED PASS--THROUGH CERTIFICATES. )
SERIES 2004-R1 )
)
)
)
),

PLAINTIFF

]-;-Ji

-i,

VS

LAUREN SCHEFFERS :-VK/A LAUREN LEE
SCHEFFERS; UNKNOW N HEIRS AND LEGATEES
OF LAUREN SCHEFFERS IF ANY: IINKNOWN
OWNERS AND NON RIECORD CLAIMANTS;

T et

a3l yd L- €331

R

REEENDANTS

-

NOTICE OF FILING

To: By USPS Priority Mail By USPS Priority Mail By USPS Priority Mail
Patrick Stanton. &my lonker  Denis Pigme AN, David Cn, Directar
Dykema Gossett | 'LLC Pierce & Associates Deutsche Bank National
10 South Wacker Drive. Thirteenth Floor Trust Company. as trustee

Surte 2300  Nowth Daarhorne 176} Bast S Andren: Place
Chicago. IL 60606 Chicago. [L 60602 Santa Ana. CA 92705-4934

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE vhas va Eehnsery 7,204, the wedersigned flad e pecson, with, the Clexk af the

Circuit Court of Will Countv, Ilinois, the Defendant Reply in Support of Defendant Motion for Sanctions,

a copy of which is served ujson you.

e //f({/
Lauren L. Schietfers v

1305 Mormingstar Ct.
Napervilfe, 1L 60564
C &30-112-565)




Case 09CH3797, Fisled 08/26/2009
Deutsche Bank Na:tional Trust Company, as Trustee, v. Lauren Scheffers; et al.

PROOF OF SERVICE

The undersigned certi fies that true copies of the foregoing instroments. Defendun Reply in Support of
Defendeanr Muotion for Savisiars, & be famaul apeay

Patrick Stanton. Ay Jonker

Dyvkema Gosseu PLLC

1y South Wa cker Drive. Suite 2300

Chicago. 1L 6064006
by placing a copy o same in a USPS Prioriiy Mail mailer with Delivery Contirmation Receipt
0310 2640 0001 7662 0880, property addressed with postage prepaid by Priority Mail. and
depositing said cnvel ope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750 W. Ogden Ave..
Naperville, TL 6034 O privr to 7:00 p.m. this 7‘“'dn_\' of February. 2071 and to

Penis Pieree

rerce & Nssoockies

Thirteenth Fhoor

I North Dear born

Chicago. 1L e
by placing a copy ol same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Delivery Confirmation Reeeipt
D310 26400001 7662 0873, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority Mail. and

denostting said envel ope a1 the 1 inued Stares Posial Service location at 1730 W Ogden Ave.,

Napervitle. IL 605401 prior o 7:00 p.m. this 7" day of February, 201t and 1o




. ATTIN: Danvid Co Director
Deutsche Ba nk National Trust Company. as trustee
1761 Fast St Andrew Place.
Sama Ana. (A 92703-4954

by placing a copy ot same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Oclivery Confirmation Recetpt
0310 2640 0001 76¢.2 V866, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority Mail. and
depositing said envefope at the Cmited States Postal Service focation at 1750 W Oaden Ave.,

Naperville. 1. 60340 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 7" day of February, 2011.

L. .
- - A |

LI il ; N —-

Lauren I.. Schetters ,
1303 Momingstar CL.
Napervitle. L 603064
(C 630-212-3651

e i

.

Date

ST
i . Sworn 10 and subsct ibed before me thisthe  ( dav of February, 2081, -

!

E My Commission Ixpires:  © 7 0 7 70 8




Case U9CH3 797, Filed 08/26/2009

DEFENDANT CERTINNCA TNV - I FENPANT RN T IV SOPORT
OF DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS

Under penaliias ws pravidad by Lo prssuant o Seaven § W08 ol the Code o Ciadil,
Procedure (735 TLCS 371 109 From Ch. F10. par. 1 109). the undersizned certifies
that the stater nents set torth in, and the exhibits submitted with. this instrument
are true and ¢ rorrect. except as to matters therein stated o be on information and
behiet and as 1o such matters the understgned certifies as aforesaid than Delendant
verily believes the same 1o be tue,

i

[L.auren b, Scheffers i
1303 Mornmgstar Cr.
Naperville. H. 60364

(" 630-212-3651

b

e

St do g sudsoriird e e ol e dlas o Felmarrs . 2000

My Commisst on Expires:
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STATE OF ILLINOIS
COUNTY OF WILL

IN THE «ZIRCUIT COURT FOR THE 12™ JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
WILL COUNTY - JOLIET. ILLINOIS

DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST COMPANY, } Case: 09CH3797
AS TRUSTEE IN TRUS T FOR THE BENEFIT OF }
THE CERTIFICATE HO'LLDERS FOR AMERIQUEST ) Judge Raymond E. Rossi

MORTGAGE SECURIT [ES TRUST 2004-R1,
ASSET-BACKED PASS -THROUGH CERTIFICATES,
SERIES 2004-R1

PLAINTIFF

VS

LAUREN SCHEFFERS . A/K/A LAUREN LEE
SCHEFFERS: UNKNOW YN HEIRS AND LLEGATEES
QF LALREN YCHERREARS, IE M IIMEROMN
OWNERS AND NON RE-CORD CLAIMANTS:

TR N S R i o

DEFENDANTS

DEFENDANT REPLY IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS

NOW COMES ] .auren L. Scheffers, Defendant Pro Se {“Defendant™). and as its Reply

in support of the Defenc Jant Motion for Sanctions states as follows.
RELEVANT LAW

1. As discussed in the 12/29/10 hearing, the Defendant recorded the Defendant
Supplemental Brief in Siupport of Defendant Motion for Summary Judgment on 02/03/11,
swhich, was, sosd wia Ll SRS Pricminy Wadl o WURLILL . Groap Txhikot 4 nchedrd weany
recent rulings in favor o f the property-owners.

2. With this pleading. Defendant has included additional recent rulings regarding
Show Cause orders and sasetons granted a@ainst Painkifls and theis legah counsel (e
attached Group Exhibit .2 inclusive). Note that key legal points are included with each ruling

in the List of Exhibits, a s well as Defendant emphases added on the Exhibits themselves.
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Case 09CH3797, Filed Q%/26/2005

3. Specifically, federal and state courts have found that Deutsche Bank/Deutsche
Bank National Trust fa iled to meet the threshold of legal standing and denied or overturned
Motions for Summary Judgment (see attached Group Exhibits 2.1.b. 2.5, 2.9, 2.11, and 2.12)

4. In.a.Ch.apter 13 bankrupicy case (see attached Group Exhihir 2.7). the TS,
Trustee has submitted . Motion for Rule 2004 Examination of Representatives of Deutsche
Bank National Trust C ompany, as Trustee for Soundview Home Loan Trust 2005-OPT],
Asset Backed Certificites. Sexies 2005-QPTL, iocluding extensive subpoena requasts (pes. 8-
9). of Deutsche Bank Nlational Trust due to the submission of suspect documents.

5. Deutschie Bank National Trust Company also was ruled against by the
Supivn Cowr i M sy Cuartey . B, Yew Maa on O LY A Crvap AechoToth
2.16).

6. Additio:nally, Citi Residential Lending, the former servicer for this property
‘s 'oeen served an Und er'o Snow CTduse 10 “proved ine hegrty vl e Jodicr) furedivsme
process in New Jersey :1nd to assure the public that the process going forward will be reliable™
(see attached Group Ex:hibit 2.14).

7. [t appearr's that Unio has 'been more proactive than 1i1inois about the sysiemic
foreclosure fraud (see a ttached Group Exhibit 2.10). Former Ohio Attorney General Cordray
even filed an amicus brief in a foreclosure action (see attached Group Exhibit 2.15), as well as
filed Tawsuits against s¢ rvicers, such as AHMSI, the servicer in fhis Instant acfion (see
attached Group Exhibit 2.17).

8. There h:ave been two recent Appellate Count rulings in Ohio that clarify the
requirements for legal s tanding in a Yoreclosure proceeding (see attached Group Exhibits 2.5

and 2.13). The very rec.ent 02/03/11 Appellate Court ruling (see attached Group Exhibit 2.5)
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specifically addresses lack of legal standing by Deutsche Bank National Trust, “Thus. if

Deutsche Bank had ofirered no evidence that it owned the note and mortgage when the

complaint was filed. it would not be entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”
ARGIUMENT

9. As prev iously submitted as Exhibit 3 with the Defendant Motion for Sanctions,
Deutsche Bank sent a letter to its scrvicers from Deutsche Bank National Trust regarding
“Cemain, Allpgatians W egarding Loan Servicer Foreclosure Practices”, including Cease and
Desist orders that shou id have been applied to this instant action.

10. A simp le comparison of the Plaintiff in this instant action to the alleged
Laxditen i e Sty Order Motion (see Group Exinbit 1. Group Exhibit B.3 as previously
submitted with the Defendant Motion for Sanctions) filed in the Defendant’s Chapter 7
Bankruptcy clearly inc licates that this Complaint violates the trust’s pooling and servicing
agreenetnwitn Arterican Home Morigape Servicing Ine. (" AHMST”), the servicer.

11.  The col lection letter Pierce & Associates sent to the Defendant on 09/16/09
(see Group Exhibit 1, Group Exhibit A.9 as previously submitted with the Defendant Motion
for Sanctions) states th at Fierce & Associares was ‘nired 'oy ATV, not'oy The Thient.
Therefore, Pierce & A:ssociates has violated attorney ethics by filing a lawsuit for an out-of-
state Plaintift it does not represent. Dykema Gossett has also violated attorney ethics by
litigating for an out-of- -state Plainfiff that Dykema Gossett does not represent.

12, Additio nally. since the Compiaint was not filed by AHMSI on behalf of the
trust, Deutsche Bank Mational Trust appears to not be registered to do business in Illinois.
while AHMSI is (see Ciroup Exhibits 1.10 ~ 1.12 as previously submtted with Defendant

Supplemental Brief in Support of Defendant Motion for Summary Judgment).
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Case 09CH3797, Filed 08/26/2009

13. In this instant case. Deutsche Bank National Trust through its alleged filing
and litigation counsel has perpetrated a Fraud upon the Court by its many false pleadings and
statements in litigatect hearings (see attached Group Exhibit 1 inclusive).

14.  The Pl:aintiff"s original motions of 11/10/09 in this instant action were
submitted “Under peraities as provided by law, pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/1-109, 1 eertify that
the statements put forth. herain are tme and carrect!’

Therefore, all :subsequent pleadings must also be verified (see attached Exhibit 1.3.b).
The Plaintitf through its alleged filing and litigation counsel failed to do so for any pleadings
o litipatinn.<inra, W09

15, Conver-sely, the Defendant has submitted ali pleadings with supporting
Exhibits under Sectiosa | 109 certification. Therefore, al! pleadings and other doeuments
“rrray o wsed e Yo vrammes and with the sarne foree ard wifect 2 thvogh wisstried
and sworn to under oa th” (see attached Exhibit 1.4).

16.  Perthe lilinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law (“IMFL™) (see attached Exhibit
1.1 tne Pt may not diect 1o enforce Tts securtty imnterest under tne TMTL, ‘pecause tne
trust is a mortgage-bac ked security trust ("“MBS"), not a land trust.

17.  Perthe Code of Civil Procedure regarding Summary Judgment (see attached
‘EXnibit 1.5), “any offending part or attomey may be adjudged guilty of contempt™ for
affidavits made in bad ftaith.

NOTE: Plain tiff through its alleged legal counsel has submitted no affidavits of

any Kind in support o-T the Complaint or its Mofion for Summary Judgment.
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I8. Per the 08/03/09 Local Court Rules, 12th Judicial Circuit Court, Will County.
IL. Section 4.04 regar ding Requirements for Summary Motions (see attached Exhibit 1.6):

a. “The statement of material facts shall consist of short numbered
paragraphs. including within each paragraph specific references to the affidavits.,
parts of the record, and other supporting materials the moving party relies upon
to support th e facts set forth in that paragraph™

b. “Faibure to wulamit, guch, o sfatement, constiaies, groands fox the
denial of the ¥motion.”

The Plaintiff t hrough its alleged filing and litigation counsel failed to meet those basic
leral mile wapinrmronts. Thabvr . the nabicm hld W drnird.

19.  In Febiruary and March of 2010. the Defendant sent three e-mails to both Denis
Pierce, President of P ierce & Associates (see attached Group Exhibit 1.1). and to Rex E.
Schlaybaugh. Jr.. Cha‘mrrem of Dyherna Gossett (st aathed Groop Eaalbin 1.2, notifying
counsel that their alleg sed client was perpetrating a Fraud upon the Court (see Group Exhibits
1.4 — 1.6 inclusive). | ’atrick T. Stanton, Chicago Office Managing Member of Dykema
Vossen {see atacned roup BXniol 1 73), was #iso copied on Tne e-mails. “Reuad Receipts”
were received as notedi.

20.  The se:cond e-mail included the 02/26/10 Plaintiff Response to Defendant
‘Kequest tor Productio n {see attached Group Exhibit 1.3.p.1 inclusivé) where Trykema Gossett
admitted not only that the Plaintiff did not hold the original mortgage or the original note. but
that “investigation cortinues™ to determine who does hold them.

In addifion, thez 12712/U8 alleged assignment to the Plaintitf {see Group Exhibit 1,

Group Exhibit A.7 as previously submitted with the Defendant Motion for Sanctions) was
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fabricated after not o nly the Note was in default, but after the Note had been included in a
Chapter 7 Bankrupte: * (see Group Exhibit 1. Group Exhibit B inclusive as previously
submitted with the D> efendant Motion for Sanctions).

Therefore. the 2 Plaintiff is not the Holder In Due Course (see attached Exhibit 1.2).

21. Yet. ni 2ither Pierce & Associates nor Dykema Gossett withdrew from the case
due to the Fraud upor 1 the Court for filing a foreclosure compiaint, litigating for more than a
vear..and filing a rendiy in support of a Plaintiff Motion for Summary Judgment that was never
even filed with the Cowrt that requires submission of the original note and the original
mortgage in open cot irt.

L. The Ryame & Assodatas, Ravpwnsr to the Defandant Matinn, fn Sactinns, <>
(see attached Group F:xhibit 1.8) failed to deny a single allegation. appeared to have no
knowledge that Dyke-ma Gossett had been litigation counsel for more than a year, and
included many additional sanctionable false statements submitted to the Court as noted
directly on Group Exhibit 1.8,

Since no allegzations were denied, they are admitted (see attached Exhibit 1.3.e).

5. TnePrerce & Associdies al Response 10 Tne Defendant Wiotion for dactions
<sic> (see attached (G roup Exhibit 1.8) cites prior rulings in this instant case. However, as the
record clearly shows “for an appeal, if necessary, those rulings were based on false filings and
‘taise tesiimony during+ the many hearings.

24, Additionally, Judge Siegel recused himself for lacking the appearance of
impartiality. The record clearly shows judicial bias due to the Court’s failure to review the
requested courtesy cojies prior to the hearings and 1n one case ruled without having access 1o

the Defendant’s respo nsive pleading at all, per the Report of Proceedings.
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25. It wouiild appear that Jasmin Koleczek. Associate Atlomey of Pierce &
Associates (see attaclred Group Exhibit 1.8.c) had no supervision as to the severity of the
Defendant’s allegaticons with supporting Exhibits submitted under Section 1 109 certification.

26. (iivers the fact that the majority of sanctionable actions were by Amy Jonker of
Dykema Gossett as litigation counsel (see Group Exhibit 2, Group Exhibit 2 inclusive as
previously submitteci| with the Defendant Motion for Sanctions), there was no response from
Dukama, Gasseih to the Dirfandant Matian, fon Sapdtiens.

Since no allejgations were denied, they are admitted (see attached Exhibit 1.3.¢).

27 The C ourt should note that Amy Jonker appeared confused as to which trust
"R W i RV R o Flrd v R2WARSD mtlie pheadings, ' il '@ sappley ey
documentation that tt e Note is in either trust.

28.  Perth e court docket. the Plaintiff Motion for Summary Judgment as served
‘upun e Teferndmrt on VR was never revordied with the ‘Coun.

29.  There ferenced affidavits in that Plaintiff Motion for Summary Judgment were
not served upon the 1 Jefendant. nor were they recorded with the Court.

FU. TYet ir:e Reply inSupport ot the 'Moftion Tor Summary Judgment 1aisely states
that affidavits were st ibmitted (see attached Group Exhibit 1.7). Again. the Reply failed to
deny a single allegati on, appeared to have no knowledge that Dykema Gossett had been
Titigation counsel for more than a year, and included many additional sanctionable false
statements submitted to the Court as noted directly on Group Exhibit 1.7.

Since no allegations were denied, they are admitted (see attached Exhibit 1.3.e).
31.  Again. it would appear that the unidentified attorney had no supervision as to

the severity of the De endant’s allegations with supporting Exhibits submitted under Section 1
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109 certification. particularly that the Defendant had served a Defendant Motion for Summary
Judgment. as well as a Motion to Strike the Plaintiff Motion for Summary Judgment with no
Plaintiff response.

SUMMARY

32.  This iristant action has clearly been a travesty and an abuse of the 12th Circuit
Court legal system for more than a year.

3. Whis npeafamatenn lesal. eadings and litigatian.that. vinlate the.
foundational Rules of:" Civil Procedure and the 1ilinois Civil Statutes from attorneys
representing two sep.arate major foreclosure law firms are what Deutsche Bank Nationa! Trust
netirrd fan e Wy mrdpn g RRRS. A s i wiby the Dafrndant. hae defrndrd this
instant action pro se.

34.  The P laintiff and its two law firms, Pierce & Associates and Dykema Gossett.
and thelr several attomreyshrve perprémdect aimaub uporchreKoute wiihahis nrsent o
against a pro se litiga nt.

35.  Infac t, the two law firms have knowingly litigated the case: 1) for a Plaintiff
fhat 1s not their chent: {see artached Group EXnioit 1% Tor a related 1ssue) and ) whnen the
Plaintiff does not hol d the original note or the original morigage and "investigation continues”
(see attached Group Exhibit 1.5.b) as to who does hold the original note and the original
mortgage.

36. The Drefendant has served pleadings upon the senior/managing partners of two
separate law firms. [lenis Pierce, Plerce & Associates. and Patrick T. Stanton, Dykema
Gossett. including thi s Defendant Motion Tor Sancfions and the Delendant Mofion tor

Summary Judgment. The Defendant has served recent pleadings. including this Defendant
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Motion for Sanction s directly upon Deutsche Bank National Trust. since it did not hirc Pierce
& Associates or Dyk ema Gossett.

37. Therc:fore. Denis Pierce and Patrick Stanton have been kept fully apprised of
this Fraud upon the «Court by the lawvers regresenting their two separate firms in this instant
action.

CONCLUSION

WHEREEQRUE. for the reasons, dated. herein., the. Defendany, praye that. this. Honorable
Court address the ha rm that has been done to the integrity of the Court:

1. Sign an Order to Show Cause for Denis Pierce of Pierce & Associates and
Ragials Stantand by lonkan of Drikarn Crasrth 6 10wk the Qo shddinet Bndithe 1w
law firms and the inc lividual attorneys who have filed false pleadings and/or litigated in this
instant action in con'tempt of court and grant substantial sanctions for filing and litigating a
frredmne. wiungh Foredemme vonpeint wilto tervng drry Tvdrree Ay Wird '® Sapprm
the legal standing of their alleged client.

2. Sign : an Order granting punitive damages to the Defendant for the emotional
Urstreys st Croup 't xmon 2.1% wnidh references Exln'on © a3 previvoshy soormued with the
Defendant Motion fo r Sanctions) related to this wrongful foreclosure attempt relative to the
Defendant’s home that the Defendant personally designed and had built in 1984-1985,

3 Such « sther or Tfurther refief as the Court deems proper under tne Circumsiances,
including Defendant fees. filing/recording/transportation/parking/Staples copy costs’/home
printing costs, and at1 hourly rate for Defendant’s hundreds of hours spent over the past year
researching and creat ing the many “term paper™ pieadings and preparing tor/participafing in

the many hearings or: 11/24/09, 01/28/10. 03/16/10, 04/27/10, 05/13/10, 06/22/10. 06/24/10.
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07/03/10, 07/22/10. 08/12/10,09/14/10. 11/16/10, 11/18/10, and 12/29/10 when the Plaintiff
never had possessio n of the original mortgage or the original note ai all. a gross waste of
judicial resources. as well.

The Defendant. further reauests that the Court report. the Plaintiff. its law two firms.,
Pierce & Associates and Dykema Gossett, and their several attorneys to:

I The flllinois Attommey General under ILCS 720 5/Art. 16H, Illinois Financial
Crime L (sar attaiched Exhibit 1 Q as previously submitted with the Detendant. Matian {or
Summary Judgment ).

2. The HARDC for investigation related to attorney ethics violations, false
SRTRIE 6@ B Ciorat. Trued W the Cowrt wd Clien b Trlerirs o g e Wwirndast,
the 09/14/10 Motion s with references to affidavits under Section 1 109 that were not served
upon the Defendant nor were they filed with the Court and

M. Tire e pproprizne avinormies for vicktimg federal 'vankropicy arwa in an ongoing
attempt to collect a clebt that was discharged as unsccured in a Chapter 7 bankruptcy. as well
as for knowingly vivlating the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act.

This Court sihould 'be very concemed tnat the major foreclosure law firms nave made a
mockery of the 12™ . Tudicial Circuit Court. This entire case has been a Fraud upon the Court,
as perpetrated by the: Plaintiff's alleged law firms. Pierce & Associates and Dykema Gossett.

on'behalf of a Plaintiiff they do not represent as a client.
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. As a recently elected judpe. this Court now needs to make a judicial statement with its

ruling on this Defen dant Motion for Sanctions:
1 Will this Court condone the actions of Pierce & Associates and Dykema
Gossett and their several attorneys or
2. Will this Court enforce the [llinois Constitution and [llinois and federal laws

by ordering substantial sanctions to send a clear message as to what is unacceptable to

the 12" Iudi. cial, Cirenis. Canrt?

Respectfully Submitted.

Wovciie 2 Sl

Lauren L. Scheffers. Defendant Pro Se
. 1305 Morningstar Ct.

Maperalle. U Q364

C 630-212-5651
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EXHIBIT

Nbr
1.

2.
3.
4.

S.

LAIST O)F EXHIBITS -DEFENDANT REPLY IN SUPPORT OF
DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS

Description

Notice of Filitag (1 pg.)

Drirdemrt Repdy ‘m Suppor o Defierdes it » Wticom it Saresinms

Defendant Cer tification — Defendant Reply in Support of Defendant™s Motion for
Sanctions (1 p'g.)

Proof of Servi v — MRefenaam Repiy i Support of Derendanc’s Monon for Sancnons
{2 pgs.)

List of Exhibijts — Defendant Reply in Support of Defendant’s Motion for Sanctions
{10 pgs.)

EXHIBIT 1, Illinois ¢ ivil Statutes and Local Court Rules
Description
ILCS 735 5/A . XV, lllinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law (6 pgs.)

Nbr
1.

a.

Sec. 15-1106 (b): “A secured party ... may at its election enforce its security
interest 1n a foreclosure under this Article if its security interest...is created by
(i) a co.llateral assignment of beneficial interest in a land trust™ (pg. 1)

NOTE: MORTGAGE-BACKED SECURITIES TRUSTS (“MBS”) ARE NOT
LAND TRUS TS, so the secured parties may not elect to enforce the security interest
under the IM FL. Any court orders for Default, for Summary Judgment, and/or for
Foreclosure a nd Sale related to MBS trusts are VOID ab initio

TLCS 810 5/Article 3, Uniformm Commercial Code, re: Part 3. Enforcement of Instruments

(2 pgs.)

Sec. 3-.302 Holder in Due Course. (2) the holder took the instrument (i) for
value, .(ii) in good faith, (iii) without notice that the instrument is overdue or
has bexen dishonored (pg. 1)

ILCS 735 5/Ast. 11, Pt. 6, Code of Civil Procedure, re: Pleading (4 pgs.)

a.

Sec. 2 ¢503. Form of pleadings. (b) Each separate cause of action upon which a
separat.z recovery might be had shall be stated in a separate count or counterclaim,
as the ¢ ase may be and each count, counterclaim, defense or reply, shall be
separa tely pleaded, designated and numbered, and each shall be divided into
paragr-aphs numbered consecutively, each paragraph containing, as nearly as
may be , a separate allegation (pg. 1)

Sec. 2 € 05. Venfication of pleadings. (a) Any pleading, although not required to
be swor'n to. may be verified by the oath of the party filing it... If any pleading is
so veriified, every subsequent pleading must also be verified (pg. 2)

Sec. 2 ¢605 (b) The allegation of the execution or assignment of any written
instrurnent is admitted unless denied in a pleading verified by oath (pg. 2)
Sec. 2 £€506 Exhibits... In either case the exhibit constitutes a part of the pleading
for all purposes (pg. 2)\

Sec. 2 (310 Pleadings to be specific. (b) Every allegation, except allegations of
damag es, not explicitly denied is admitted (pg. 3)
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Case (VCH3 797, Filc:d 08/26/2009

. LIST QF EXLTURLTS -DEFENDANT REPL Y N, SURRORT OF DELTIRANT
MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON'T.)

EXHIBIT t, Winois Sadl Satades amd Loosd Cowrt Ruvdes (oo ')
Nbr Description
4. ILCS 735 5/1 109, Code of Civil Procedure, re: Verification by Certification (1 pg.)

a, Any preading, affidevit or otber dovament ceriified in acvordamee with this
Sectio.n may be used in the same manner and with the same force and effect
as tho:ugh subscribed and sworn to under oath

5. MOS8 735 S5 11, Py G, Code of Givil Procedure, re: Summary Sudgment (1 pg.}

a. ~(f) A ffidavits made in bad faith...any offending party or attorney may be
adjudy red guilty of contempt”

WOTE: Phair i Ynrougn s dhieged tegdi counsél’nas submirted no affidavits of any

kind in suppc rt of the Complaint or its Motion for Summary Judgment.

6. 2009/08/03 Lt «cal Court Rules, 12" Judicial Circuit Court. Will County, 1L, Section 4.04
re: Requireme nts 1or Summary Motions pg. [, pgs. [ 1-[Z (as previously submitted)

a. “With each motion for summary judgment filed pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-1005,
the mowving party shall serve and file: a. The pleadings, depositions, admissions.
afhday ts, and fheir supplemental materials which support/oppose the motion™

b. “The sstatement of material facts shall consist of short numbered paragraphs,
includ ing within each paragraph specific references to the affidavits, parts of
the re.cord, and other supporting materials the moving party relies upon to

. suppo rt the facts set fortb in that paragraph”

. “Failure to submit such a statement constitutes grounds for the denial of the

motioi”

GROUP EXHIBIT i, Additional sanctionable actions by Pierce & Associates and Dykema
Gossett (ascending chronological order)
Nbr Description
1.  Pierce & Associates/Denis Pierce. President web page screen print per LinkedIn. judicial
notice requestc:d (2 pgs.)
2 Dykema Chair-man/Rex E. Schlaybaugh, Jr. web page screen print, judicial notice
requested (3 p:gs.)
3. Dykema Chicago Office/Patrick T. Stanton, Office Managing Member, web page screen
print, judicial notice requested (2 pgs.)
4. E-mail dated 1)2/24/2010, 12:19 p.m., Subject: #! NOTIFICATION OF CLIENT
FRAUD UPON THE COURT, IL/Will County/09CH3797
a. To Dyliema Chairman, Rex E. Schlaybaugh, Jr.; Dykema Chicago Office
Manag ing Member, Patrick Stanton; Dykema attorneys. Amy Jonker and James
Dougt erty (4 pgs.)
b. Read IReceipt for E-mail dated 02/24/2010, 12:59 p.m., from Rex E. Schlaybaugh

(1 pg.}
c. Read R eceipt for E-mail dated 02/24/2010. 02:05 p.m.. from Patrick Stanton
(1pg)
. d. Forwar ded e-mail dated 02/25/2010. 08:07 a.m.. to Pierce & Associates
Senior: ‘Founding Partner, Denis Pierce (1 pg.)
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Case 09CH3797. File-d 0826/ 2009

LIST QF EXHIBRITS —-DEFENDANT REPLY IN SUPPQRT QF
DE-FENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON’T.)

LGROLP EXBIBIT 1 | Additiona) sanchiorable actions by Pierce & Associates and Dykems
Gossett (con’t.)
Nbr  Description
. Tl deted OYRRIRMNY ML e, Sttt ST ALOR O AWERG
FRAUD UPOI'N THE COURT. IL/Will County/09CH3797
a, To Dyl ema Chairman, Rex E. Schlaybaugh, Jr.; Dykema Chicago Ottice
Martag urg Mertder, Pavrrok Seamors, Dykena attommeys, Aoy Jomber amd’ Sammes
Dough erty (3 pgs.)
b. ATTA CHMENTS
1) Tream seams vl Drykenm V7207 Respunye w Defentuam Keguest for
Production of attached copy as previously submitted copy with
Defendant commentary (6 pgs.)
a After Stay Oraler Moon fad’ deen graneed o Mamati, witen not
listed as the Secured Creditor on Schedule D
b} Many totally false Trustee statements
T) ‘Borrowers never receive onginal mortgage/notes
2) Lenders always maintain original mortgage/notes as critical
legal documents to support foreclosure complaints
cj Trustee states that it i's searching for an original of the mortgage
and will produce it to Scheffers upon locating it. Investigation
continues.
d) Trustee states that it is searching for an original of the note and
will produce it to Scheffers upon locating it. Investigation

continues.

e) Trustee states that it is searching for an original of the assignment
and will produce it to Scheffers upon locating it. Investigation
continues.

) Trustee totally failed to produce the Defendant’s request for the

original sale or assignment documentation prior to this Trust’s
closing date of February 6, 2004 to support the filing with the
Securities Exchange Commission.
g) Trustee failed to produce the Defendant’s request for a copy of
the portion of the Prospectus submitted to the Securities
Exchange Commission for this Ameriquest Mortgage
Securities Trust 2004-R1 that verifies that this mortgage and
note were included
2) Scheffers.txt: Report of Proceedings for 01/28/09 (not attached)
c. Read Receipt for E-mail dated 03/09/2010, 08:31 a.m., from Rex E. Schlaybaugh
(1pg)
d. Read R eceipt for E-mail dated 03/08/2010, 04:56 p.m.. from Patrick Stanton
(1pg.)
e Forwar ded e-mail dated 03/09/2010. 03:01 p.m., to Pierce & Associates
Senior‘Founding Partner, Denis Pierce (1 pg.)
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Case (PCHI 79T, Filexa' 08 261 AN

LIST )F EXHIRITS —DEFENDANT RERLY IN SURPRQRT QF

DIEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON’T.)

GROITP EXHIBIT ¥, Additiona) senctionable sctions by Pierce & Associates and Dykomes
Gossett (con’t.)
Nbr  Description
&, ol dted VYRV WG AR win, Sidupat. BRIV AT O OB
FRAUD UPO N THE COURT, IL/Will County/09CH3797

a.

€.

To Dyl iema Chairman, Rex E. Schlaybaugh, Jr.; Dykema Chicago Office
Managang darnier, Favmot Seomtor, Dy ermra antormeys, Aary Jomber and’ Sames
Dougluerty (1 pg.)

ATTACHMENT: 03/03/10 Motion to Dismiss (not attached)

Read R teenph fur B dened VSR, 1U5% am., from Rex T. Dcnlaypaugn
{1 pg.)

Read R eceipt for E-mail dated 03/09/2010, 07:11 p.m., from Patrick Stanton

(i pg)

Forwa:rded e-mail dated 03/09/2010, 03:04 p.m., to Pierce & Associates

Senior ‘Founding Partner. Denis Pierce (1 pg.)

NOTE: NETMTHER MERCE & ADJUCTIATES WUR TYREMA GUSSETT WITHIKEW
FROM THIS CASE AS REQUIRED BY THE ATTORNEY CODE OF ETHICS
7. 2010/10/19 [P aintiff] Reply in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment

a.
b.

Notice- of Filing (Z pgs.)
[Plainiiff] Reply in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment (4 pgs.)

[} No denial of a single allegation
2) No mention of Dykema Gossett as litigation counsel
3) Additional sanctionable false statements submitted to the Court by

unidentified attorney

8.  2011/01/21 Rasponse to Defendant’s Motion for Sactions <sic>

a.
b.

C.

Notice of Filing (1 pg.)
Respo 1se to Defendant’s Motion for Sactions <sic> (2 pgs.)

1) No denial of a single allegation
2) No mention of Dykema Gossett as litigation counsel
3} Additional sanctionable false statements submitted to the Court

Jasmin Koleczek — Associate Attomey at Pierce & Associates per LinkedIn.
judicial notice requested (1 pg.)

9. 2011/01/05 Cook County Sherift: Convicted Felon Took Cash to Act as Attorney, Enter
Pleas (1 pg.)
QUESTION: WHANW ARE THE ATTORNEY ETHICS VIOLATIONS, IF PIERCE &
ASSOCIATES AND DYKEMA GOSSETT HAVE FILED/LITIGATED THIS ENTIRE
INSTANT ACTION FOR MORE THAN A YEAR, IF THE PLAINTIFF IS NOT THE
CLIENT OF EITHE R LAW FIRM?
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Case 09CH3797. Fi' ed 08/ 76/ 2009

LIST QF EXHIBITS - DEFENDANT REPLY IN SUPPQRT OF
D-EFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON'T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT 2, Relevant forockssare frand Mmvestigations aind ralimgy refated o
Sanctions against P laintiffs and their law firms (descending chronological order)
NOTE: Extensive sidditional rulings have been submitted as Group Exhibit 4 with
Datendomt Sopplen catvoh Brieh v Seppurt of Defendant Mation for Semmmery Yodgment
NOTE: No such orelers found in Illinois related to wrongful foreclosures/Fraud on the
Courts

N
1.

[

Desarmpiéior

Mortgage As-signments, Mortgage Servicers and Securitized Trusts in Bankruptcy Cases,
by Lynn E. S.zymoniak, Esq. Editor, Fraud Digest, and Ray Brown, J.D.. University of
Penmsy'rvania Law Stnod, 2000 1Y pes.)

a. NOTLE. REFERENCES REGARDING SANCTIONS (pgs. 2,4,6,7,9)

b. NOT1Z REFERENCES REGARDING DEUTSCHE BANK (pgs. 2, 6-7)

c NOTI REFERENCE REGARINNG AMERIQUEST (pgs. 5-6)

Fraud Digest: One Question Pop Quiz (1 pg.)

a. “Debtiors are entitled to due process and protection from criminal acts”

LU ULV " aghington Tost: "The rise and Tall of a Toreciosure King (Z pgs.)

a. “Todasy the banking industry’s eviction juggernaut is under intense scrutiny
as alle-gations of systemic foreclosure fraud mount” (pg. 1)

b. *“The SU state attormeys general are conducting a forecfosure industry probe.
So aree state and federal regulators” (pg. 1)

c. “Class;-action lawsuits are gathering force, and, with increasing frequency, state

judgess are tossing out foreclosure suits in favor of borrowers™ (pg. 1)
2011/02/06 H ighlands Today: Court’s stance on foreclosure case could have big impact
(1 pg.}

a. “An mppeals court Iast week requested that the high court consider the case
of Greenacres homeowner Roman Pino as a matter of ‘great public
importance.” The decision by the 4™ District Court of Appeal in West Palm
Beach was unusual as neither the bank nor the homeowner requested such a
reviem.”

b. “*We «.:onclude that this is a question of great public importance, as many,
many mortgage foreclosures appear tainted with suspect documents,’ the
appea Is court wrote in certification to the Supreme Court”

2011/02/03 C-ourt of Appeals of Ohio, Eighth Appellate District, County of Cuyahoga,

Deutsche Barik National Trust Co, Plaintiff-Appellee, vs. Chanel Triplett, et al,

Defendants-A ppellants, Judges Blackmon, Sweeney. and Gallagher (9 pgs.)

a, “The weal-party-in-interest requirement, ‘enables the defendant to avail
himse If of evidence and defenses that the defendant has against the real party
in inte rest, and to assure him finality of the judgment, and that he will be
protec:ted against another suit brought by the real party at interest on the
same 1 natter” (pg. 8)

b. “The . urrent holder of the note and mortgage is the real party in interest in a
foreclc sure action” (pg. 8)
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Zase WRCHS YT, Filled U8/26/2009

LIST QF EXRUIRITS DEEFENDANT RERLY IN SUPRQRYT QF
DXEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON’T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT 2, Ralervant forcckssare fraad investigations and ralings relsded &
Sanctions against I*laintiffs and their law firms (con’t.)

Description

2011/02/03 Coami of Appeals of Ohio, Eiglth Appelliaie District, Coorty of Cuyahoga.
Deutsche Ba nk National Trust Co, Plaintiff-Appellee, vs. Chanel Triplett, et al.
Defendants-4«ppellants, Judges Blackmon, Sweeney, and Gallagher (con’t.)

Nbr
5.

C.

€.

“Devrsche Bank s arfidavic o ownerslip, sworn our more than a year after
the foreclosure complaint was filed, is insufficient to vest the bank with
standing to file and maintain the action™ (pg. %)

“Thu:s, 1T Deutsche Bank had offered no evidence Yhat it owned the note and
mortgzage when the complaint was filed, it would not be entitled to judgment
as a naatter of law” (pg. 9)

“Accoordingly, we reverse the triaf court’s decision because Deutsche Bank
lacks standing” (pg. 9)

2011/01/26 Diaily Finance: Foreclosure Document Fraud Drives Notaries to Take the
Fifth (2 pgs.)

b.

“Amarng the many legal problems now being discovered with the foreclosure
docurments that banks have been using are false notarizations”

“While such false notarizing is cnminal, ["ve not yet hear of any notaries being
charged. However, in Maryland, Steve Lash of The Daily Record reports that 18
current and former notaries have invoked their Fifth Amendment right
again:st self-incrimination in a foreclosure case.

2011/01/26 U nited States Bankrupicy Court, District of Connecticut, Bridgeport
Division. in re: Tiffany M. Kritharakis, Debtor, Chapter 13, Case No. 10-51328 (AHWS),
U.S. Trustee Tracy Hope Davis (10 pgs.)

a.

C.

“To begin with, the POC [Proof of Claim] asserted that Deutsche was a creditor
of the Debtor, yet the Note and Mortgage annexed to the POC appear to
docunnent a note and mortgage as between the Debtor and MAC, not
Deuts-che™ (pg. 6)

“24. T he United States Trustee seeks to examine a duly authorized
representative(s) of Deutsche who possesses knowledge and is most familiar with
respect to the foregoing issues and regarding documents to be produced by
Deutsche pursuant to a subpoena ...that will include the following {extensive
list]” { pgs. 8-9)

*25. T he United States Trustee seeks an order compelling a duly authorized
represeentative(s) of Deutsche to attend and give sworn testimony™ (pg. 10)

2011/01/25 Las Vegas Review Journal: BofA unit ordered to halt foreclosures (2 pgs.)

a.

“A Nwe County district judge has ordered ReconTrust Co., a unit of Bank of
America Corp. to stop most of its foreclosures in Nevada, based on allegations
made 1>y a Pahrump woman™ (pg. 1)

“The «)rder signed by Nye County District Judge Robert Lane on Jan., 20
restra ins ReconTrust from foreclosing on ‘any real or personal property
situatiion in the State of Nevada™ (pg. 1)
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Case 09CH3797, Filed (8/26/2009

LIST OF EXHIBITS -DEFENDANT REPLY IN SUPPQRT QF
DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON’T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT 2, Ralerant foreclosure frand investivations 2n8 rualings related so

Sanctiang againct Maintiffe and theiv law firmea fean’t )

10.

(.

12.

Gloria Yau v ;. Deutsche Bank National Trust Company Americas, and Aurora Loan

Services, LL C, Judge James V. Selna

a. Tempurary Restraimiog Gruer amd Hhnder to Show' Cxaee (7 s )

1) Should not issue a preliminary injunction enjoining...from engaging
in or performing the following acts (pg. 4)
2) Shovld not be neld In conrempt of coort {pg. ©)

2011/01/24 F {uffington Post: Financial Crisis Commission Finds Cause For Prosecution

of Wall Street (3 pgs.)

a. “The mpartisan panef appornt by Cungress U mvestgaee ore e’ onses fay
conc!uded that several financial industry figures appear to have broken the law
and has referred multipie cases to state or federal authorities for potential
prose:.;ution” (pg. 1)

b. “The commission’s decision to refer conduct for prosecution underscores the
sever “fy of the activities it has uncovered” (pg. 2)

201 [/01/T9 Ssuperior Court of' New Jersey, Appeliate Division, Deutsche Bank National

Trust Comp-any, as Trustee for WaMu Series 2007-HEI Trust vs. Tracy T. Wilson and

Willis J. Wil.son, Judges Carchman and Messano (6 pgs.)

a, “Resjrondent has not Tiled a brief” {pg. 1)

b. “Mos.t important, no discovery was permitted to defendants. In such instance,
plaint iff should not be allowed to “cut corners” to avoid meeting its burden”
(pg. &)

c. “We are satisfied that plaintiff failed to meet its burden to establish the bona

fides of the alleged assignment to permit plaintiff to proceed on its
forec! osure complaint” (pg. 5)

d. “We ' :onclude that the appropriate course of action is a remand to the
Chan cery Division to resolve the issue of the bona fides of the assignment”
{pg. 5)

2011/01/10. Supreme Court, Queens County, New York. Deutsche Bank Natl. Trust

Co. v. Ramctar, Judge Markey (4 pgs.)

a. “Ran otar’s fact-filled opposing affidavit, therefore, compels the denial of the
plain -iff bank’s present motion for summary judgment without prejudice to
subm ission at a later stage of the litigation, upon proper papers (pg. 3)

b. “this Court rejects the effort by Deutsche Bank and its counsel to move this Court
into yzranting summary judgment precipitously™ (pg. 3)
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Case GFCHITIT. 1hed F8/ 762009

UST QF X HIRITS - DEEENDANT RERPLY IN SURPQRT QF
DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON'T.)

GROUVP EXRIBIT 2, Roleyant forecloswre frand investigations and ralings rolated o
Sanctions against ['laintiffs and their law firms (con’t.)

Nbr

-
'1:;.

14.

Description

LRYNVLR Cuuhedh ppradn f Ohice, Tt Apprlinte T aaat, Coutey A Cayhag,

U.S. Bank N. itional Assn.. Plaintiff-Appellant vs. Antoine Duvall, et al. Defendants-

Appellees. v dges Sweeney, Gallagher, and DeGenaro (7 pgs.)

a. “A foreausare compair mrasé de dismnissed’ if e prlaind§ conmrod prove dad
it owned the note and the mortgage on the date the complaint was filed”

(pg. )

b. “Thus, 17 piaintiif has offered nuv evidence that it owned the nute and
mort;zage when the complaint was filed, it would not be entitled to judgment
as a tnatter of law™ (pg. 9)

c. *Accuruimgly, we concrudt oidae piamd 1 fad oo standmg w0 Gk g dreciosure
action against defendants on October 15, 2007, because, at that time Wells Fargo
owncd the mortgage. Plaintiff failed in its burden of demonstrating that it was
the re al party n interest at the fume ¥ne compiaint was Tive. Praimnif s sole
assigr ment of error is overruled. Judgment affirmed™ (pg. 9)

2010/12/20 L1 the Matter of Residential Mortgage Foreclosure Pleading and Document

frregularities;, Superior Court of New Jersey Chiancery [hvision — General £quity Part.

Mercer Counit, Docket No. F-059553-10 (8 pgs.)

a, Citib-ank, NA/Citi Residential Lending
NOT E: Citi Residential Lending hired Nationwide Title Clearing to
fabri:cate the assignment in this instant action

b. “Thiss court, in consultation with the staff of the Office of Foreclosure, has
become increasingly concerned about the accuracy and reliability of
docu ments submitted to the Office of Foreclosure” (pg. 2)

c. “The court has therefore determined that immediate action in the form of an
Orde r to Show Cause is necessary to protect the integrity of the judicial
forec!iosure process in New Jersey and to assure the public that the process
going:, forward will be reliable” (pg. 2)

d. “...why the court should not suspend the processing of all foreclosure
matters involving the six Foreclosure Plaintiff and appoint a Special Master
to review their past and profosed foreclosure practices” (pg. 2)

e. “the s:ix Foreclosure Plaintiffs affected by this Order were selected based on a
publi-c record of questionable practices that this court must address now in
its su;pervisory capacity over the processing of foreclosure matters” (pg. 2)

f. “it apppearing that the execution of affidavits, certifications, assignments, and
other- documents in numerous residential mortgage foreclosure actions in
New .Jersey and elsewhere may not have been based on personal knowledge
in vio lation of the Rules of Court and may thus be unreliable” (pg. 3)
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Case 09CH3797. Fifed 0828/ 200N

LIST QF EXHIBITS -DEFENDANT REPLY IN SUPPQRT QF
PYEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON’T.)

GROLUP EXHIBIY 2, Relevant Soreclosare frand iovestigations and relings relsted to
Sanctions against ‘Plaintiffs and their law firms (con’t.)

Nbr
14,

15.

16.

Description:

MWLY LU, Incthe Matten of Reddentich Mertgur Turdrenae Rirading wd DRt
Irregularitiess, Superior Court of New Jersey Chancery Division — General Equity Part.
Mercer Courit, Docket No, F-059553-10 (con’t.)

g “ancl do prrevemt aralor care 2y rodendiad fraad’ aponr dre conrt " ((pe. 45

h. “including the role and responsibility of various persons referred to as robo-
singers, who are or were executing affidavits, certifications, assignments or
Yier dvoments yaominitd 1 Yot twant” {pe. D

L “v. "“fo report to the court whether sanctions should be imposed on the
Fore closure Plaintiffs and their subsidiaries, servicers,...attorneys or law
firm s acting on oheir dedad™ (pg. ¢}

2010/11/08 US Bank, National Association, as Trustee vs. James W. Renfro, Amicus

Brief of Ohio Attorney General Richard Cordray

a. GM~A.C Tias Been Danctioned T wice tor Filing T alse ATfidavits, Section B
inclu sive (pgs. 4-5)

b. Frau & On the Court, Section C inclusive (pgs. 5-7)

c Inhc¢rent Authority of the Court to Sanction or Prevent Conduct That is
Fraudulent or Dishonest, Section D inclusive (pgs. 8-9)
d. Conclusion, Section E inclusive (pgs. 9-10)

2010/01/25 SSupreme Court, Allegany County, Buffalo, New Y ork, Deutsche Bank
National Tr:ust Company. As Trustee for FFMLT 2006-FF13 vs. Terry A. McRae,
Judge Walke r (3 pgs.)

a. “Plai ntitt tarfed to cure the deficiency as to the assignment ot the Mortgage and
the Note™ (pg. 1}
b. “It is well-settled that, in order to establish a prima facie case in an action to

forec! .ose a mortgage, the plaintiff must establish the existence of the mortgage
and tt .e mortgage noe, ownership of the mortgage, and the defndant’s default in

paym znt” (pg. 2)

c. “Plai ntiff relies further upon a written instrument of assignment — not physical
deliv ery of the Note and the Mortgage™ (pg. 2)
d. “A plaintiff seeking judicial redress must have standing before this court. ‘If

stand:ing is denied, the pathway to the courthouse is blocked’ (pg. 3)
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Case 09CH3797. Filed U8r26/2009

LIST QKX CXHIRLTS -DEETNDANT RERL N, IN SIPRQRT QF

IEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS (CON’T.)

GROUP EXRIBIT 2, Ralvand Svaabvarve Saa drvantinasinns and rmlings malnded &
Sanctions against F’laintiffs and their law firms (con’t.)

Description

T LAS Oiio Avurtey General Ricdard Cordiray , News Redenses, Cordray Fiks
Second Suit Against Mortgage Servicers (1 pg.)

Nbr
3.

18.

a.

Amexican Home Mortgage Servicing Inc. (AHMSI)

NOTE: ARMST IS THE SERVICER IN THIS INSTANT ACTION

b.
c.

Unfair and deceptive ioan modification terms

Lawsuit sccks a permanent injunction from the continuation of unfair and
decey “tive toan modificarion praciices. consumer resiunion, C1vil pendries und
dama a2es

http:/ ‘www scribd.com/doc/22206444/0Ohio-Attorney-General-vs-AHMSI-
Ame rican-Home- Mortgage-Servicing-inc#open_downjoad

2009/05/26 ¥nited States District Court, District of Massachusetts, In Re: Jacalyn S.
Nosek, Debtior, as previously submitted as Exhibit 6 of Defendant Motion for
Sancfions

a.

*The Bankruptcy Courl, however. was not ordered to nor did it vacate its April
25.21:)08 Order for sanctions. In that comprehensive and thorough 17 page order,
the I3ankruptey Court sanctioned: (1) Ameriquest Mortgage Company
(“Ameriquest”), the servicer of the loan in guestion, $250,000; (2) Ablitt &
Charlton, P.C. (*“Ablitt”), Ameriquest’s counsel in the bankruptcy
procszedings, $25,000; (3) Bulchalter Nemer, P.C. (“Buchalter”™), Ameriquest™s
natioraal counsel, $100,000; and (4) Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. (“Wells Fargo,”
p’k/a “Norwest Bank Minnesota. N.A.™), the trustee of the securitization entity
which holds the loan, $250.000. All four parties have appealed.” (pgs. 2-3)
“The Bankruptey Court was apprised of Ameriquest’s actual role only after it
awar-ded $750,000 in emotional distress and punitive damages to Nosek. and
she birought an action for trustee process to collect the funds on July 27, 2007.”

(pgs. 4-3)
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IN THE ; CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE 12™M JUDICIAL CIRCIAT
WILL COUNTY — JOLIET, ILLINOIS

DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST COMPANY, ) Case: 09CH3797
AS TRUSTEE IN TRU ST FOR THE BENEFIT OF )
THE CERTIFICATE HIOLDERS FOR AMERIQUEST ) Judge Raymond E. Rossi
MORTGAGE SECTJRLTIES TRIIST 204,25,
ASSET-BACKED PAS S-THROUGH CERTIFICATES,
SERIES 2004-R1

PLAINTIEF

Vs
LAUREN SCHEFFERS: A/K/A LAUREN LEE
SCHEFFERS; UNKNO WN HEIRS AND LEGATEES

OF LAVREN SCHEPFERS, IF ANY: UNKNOWN

Y
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
))
OWNERS AND NON RECORD CLAIMANTS; )
)
)

DEFENDANTS

NOTICE OF MOTION

To: By USPS Priority' Mail
Wertrs Prerce, Rotoert Dietsinger, Shaun Tallahan, Richard Elsliger, Scott Guido
Pierce & Associa tes
Thirteenth Floor
{ Nork Drearborr
Chicago, IL 606012

PLEASE TAKE NEJTICE that on June 22, 2011 at 9:00 a.m. in Room 401 of the Will County

Court House, 14. W, Jeffer:-on Street, Joliet, 1llinois 60432, the undersigned will present before the
Honorable Judge Raymor- d E. Rossi, the Defendant Motion for Sanctions Against Pierce &
Associstes Parseowry & Rarver 77, « copy of wihith 15 served upon you.

Lauren L. Scheffers
1305 Momingstar 1.
Naperville, IL 60564
C 630-305-3401




Case 09CH3797, Fi.led 08/26/2009
Deutsche Bank Natiional Trust Company, as Trustee, v. Lauren Scheffers; et al.

PROOF OF SERVICE

The undersigned certif ies that true copies of the foregoing instruments, Defendunt Motion for Sunctions,

to be served upon

Denis Pierce.. Robert Deisinger, Shaun Callahan, Richard Elsliger, Scott Guido
Pierce & Ass.ociates

Thirteenth Floor

I North Dearl»orn

Chicago. IL 50602

by placing a copy of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Delivery Confirmation Receipt
0310 3490 0000 251: 2849, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority Mail. and
depositing said envel ope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750 W, Ogden Ave..
Naperville, IL 6054¢) prior to 4:00 p.m. this 8" day of May, 2011.

L/
/’.,»(/ /Vé/u’vaf( 5

Lauren L. Scheﬂers
1305 Morningstar Ct.
Naperville. IL 60564
C 630- 212 565 l(\

~

; ?" oy
Date t ‘

1
Sworn to and subscri bed before me this the g# day of May, 2011.

:' - iy OFFI - g Y P
My Commission Expires: / /7‘(-/ / ﬂ? O /J g KATHY L WASHINGTON &
? Notary Public, Stata of Iinols 3




Case 09CH3797, Fuled 082612009

DEFENDANIT CERTIFICATION - DEFENDANT MOTION FOR SANCTIONS

Under penalties as provided by law pursuant to Section 1 109 of the Code of Civil
Procedure (735 ILC.S 5/1 109/from Ch. 110, par. 1 109), the undersigned certifies that the
statements set forth in, and the exhibits submitted with, this instrument are true and correct,
except as to matters therein stated to be on information and belief and as 0 wach magtess the

undersigned certifies: as aforesaid that Defendant verily believes the same to be true.

ﬂ

Lauren L Schcffers i / ]
1305 Morningstar Ct. ’
Narenallg, 1L 680554

C 630-305-3401

zp”x };K}.y Sy r/)C - {,Z/

Date

oy
Sworn to and subscri bed before me this the M/ day of May, 2011

My Commission Expires: "0FFI?:IAL SEALH
KATHY L. WASHINGTON

Lo TN 4" ™
90/9?0/2___ Mo dﬂmmu&wﬁ
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE 12" JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
WILL COUNTY - JOLIET, ILLINOIS

DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST COMPANY, ) Case: 09CH3797
AS TRUSTEE IN TRUST FOR THE BENEFIT OF )
THE CERTIFICATE HOLDERS FOR AMERIQUEST ) Judge Raymond E. Rossi
MORTGAGE SECURITLES TRLIST 2004-R.L,
ASSET-BACKED PAS S-THROUGH CERTIFICATES,
SERIES 2004-R}

PLAINTIEF

VS

LAUREN SCHEFFERS A/K/A LAUREN LEE
SCHEFFERS; UNKNO WN HEIRS AND LEGATEES
LA IREN ROGHEERERS, [FANY: UNKNOWN
OWNERS AND NON IRECORD CLAIMANTS;

N ' v ; S ) “ ;-

DEFENDANTS

MOTION FFOR SANCTIONS AGAINST PIERCE & ASSOCIATES
PURSUANT TQO RULE 137

Defendant Pro S €, Lauren Scheffers, (“Defendant™) moves the court to enter sanctions
against the Plaintiff, Devntsche Bank National Trust Company (“DBNT”) and its alleged law
tirm, Pierce & Assocratess and its filing attorney (Richard Elsiiger), its several litigation attomeys
(Robert Deisinger,, Shauin Callahan, and Scott Guide), and its several unidentified attorneys, and
in support states as follo ws.

I. RELEVANT LAW

I. Pierce & Asscrciates and its several attorneys have willfully violated Iilinois Supreme
Court Rule 137 (see attached Exhibit 1.1).

2. The Plaintiff, Pierce & Associates, and Dykema Gossett have clearly violated the
IMlinois Financial Crime Law (see attached Exhibit 1.2) and have committed a Class 4 felony.

3. As Defendant has submitted many times throughout these many proceedings, the

Plaintiff, Pierce & Assosciates, and Dykema Gossett have violated many foundational [llinois
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Civil Stamtes and the Code of Civil Procedure (see Exhibit 1 inclusive) with legal gamesmanship
against a pro se litigant.
II. ARGUMENT

L Defandant has previnsly vlvnitted extensive Exhihits under Section 1 109
certification regarding sa:nctionable actions with its prior Motion for Sanctions (see attached
Group Exhibit 1 inclusive) that the Court erred in denying, even after Judge Siegel recused
himself based on that submission,

2. Defendant has previously submitted extensive Exhibits under Section 1 109
certification documentin g the many discrepancies submitted to the Court in this instant action in
s Supplememz Briel T Wieatn D, 204 Trearmg a8 Ondr (e wtecird Groap Trkikin 2
inclusive):

a. Sectiora 111, Statement of Facts — Major Discrepancies (see attached Group

‘Exhibit 2.2) 1deniifies the many, crifical, materidi discrepancies.

b. The supoporting Exhibits submitied under Section 1 109 certification are in

Group Exhibit 1¢1s previously submitted (see attached Group Exhibit 2.5 inclusive).

3. Defendant has just served the Mofion to "Vacate Judgment Tor Foreclosure and ddie vn
May 7, 2011 (see attache>d Group Exhibit 3 inclusive).

4. Yet again, Detfendant has submitted extensive Exhibits under Section 1 109 of the
ongoing litany of false sttatements and false representations made to the Court for the entire 1.5
years of litigation, as cle arly supported by the many Reports of Proceedings, including the March
3, 2011 and the April 4, 2011 reports (see referenced Group Exhibits 4.1 and 4.2 as previously

submitted).
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ML CONCLUSION
1. If the 12" Jucdicial Circuit Court wishes to maintain its credibility with the citizens of
Will County, the Court ineeds to sénd a very clear message that foreclosure fraud in an attempt to
steal citizen hames will nat he talerated .

2. If the 12" Judi cial Circuit Court wishes to begin the restoration of the currently
corrupted property recot -ds in the Will County Recorder records, the Court needs to send a very
Jrar mesragr that e ding, fradnlant, Assigpmeants wilk ot be tlenatad.

3. Sanctions shot 1ld be awarded for the following actions that have made a mockery of
the 12" Judicial Circuit Court, as welt as being a primary example of the foreclosure fraud being
repored vy e Tedia 204 admitted 1o by the Plaintiff in its own communications with its
servicers:

a. Per its own Collection Letter, Pierce & Associates was hired by the servicer,

N oy The Praimifi. Tnerefore, Plerce & Associdws nas vided aromey ermes for

alleging to repres:ent a Plaintiff that is not a client.

b. Pierce & Associates filed a frivolous, legally false Complaint to Foreciose

Mortgage.

c. Pierce «& Associates failed to perform any due diligence by filing a wrongfui

Complaint to Forreclose Mortgage, when the Plaintiff did not even know who held the

original Mortgag e and the original Note at the time the Complaint was filed, as submitted

by Amy Jonker o f Dykema Gossett.
d. Pierce & Associate never served its Motion for Summary Judgment upon

Defendant until a:fter the April 4, 2011 hearing where the Court erred in suddenly
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granting, when “he Court had previously denied both Cross-Motions for Summary
Judgment in its March 22, 1011 Memorandum and Order.

e. Althouigh Robert Elsliger of Pierce & Associates filed the wrongful Lis
Pendens in this i nstant action on Augnst 28.. 2009, Robert Deisinger of Pierce &
Associates was t-otally unprepared for the March 3, 2011 hearing related to the Cross-
Motions for Sun 1mary Judgment (see referenced Group Exhibit 4.1 as previously
wihmitted), after. having been. )y brisfad and. the Complaint. ta Earecdnse Marntgage had
been filed on Au gust 28, 2009.

f. Pierce & Associates was in contempt of court for violating the March 3, 2011
e wrd e Yoo o L 20 ugrenrei itiqatad oy Rahwat DR e rGRn , wikemany Taler
statements, as do-cumented in the March 3, 2011 Report of Proceedings (see referenced
Group Exhibit 4 .1) and to the April 4, 2011 Report of Proceedings (see referenced Group
Exhibit 4.2).

g. In the :ourt-ordered status hearing of April 4. 2011 Shaun Callahan of Pierce &
Associates litiga ted on behalf of the Plaintiff and also made many false statements in the
April 4,201 Re port of Proceedings {see reterenced Giroup ExXnibit 4.72).

h. After nnore than 1.5 years in litigation, Pierce & Associates remains unable to
produce the orig inal Mortgage or the original Assignment in open court, as required by
the Illinois Mortjsage Foreclosure Law (see attached Exhibit 1.6 inclusive).

1. Pierce (& Associates failed to file Lost Affidavits relative to the original

Mortgage and th-e original Assignment.
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j. Fraudulent coilection of mortgage payments by servicers when no such owners
of record were fi led with the Will County Recorder since January of 2004 as documented
in the Motion tor Vacate Foreclosure and Sale, and
WHEREFQRE. for the many reasons stated abave and stated previnishy (see Groug

Exhibits 1-4 inclusive), Defendant respectfully requests this Court enter an Order granting the
sanction of dismissal w:ith prejudice against the Plaintiff and ordering the Plaintiff, Pierce &
pssavates and. s sowrd itigation. and. wpidentifird. attorneys te pay sanctions viflicirnt 1o deser,
such Fraud upon the Co urt in the many other foreclosure actions in this Court.

Defendant also 1-equests any other relief which it deems proper, including all fees, costs,
TUSTRITIUT, At 'Rl T papRTs” eyt vy b Drferdent fon Tiene drem 1 S yrams
documented in Motion t 0 Vacate Order for Foreciosure and Sale.

The Defendant :lso requests that this Court will refer this foreclosure action to the Illinois
Attormey General for a c:riminal invesvigation, as wel as 10 tne YARDU for severe auomey gincs

violations pursuant to St 1preme Court Rule 137.

Respectfully submitted,

Lauren L. Scheffers

1305 Mormingstar Ct.
Naperville, IL 60564
C 630-305-3401
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LIST OF EXHIIBITS - MOTION FOR SANCTIONS AGAINST PIERCE &
ASSOCIATES PURSUANT TO RULE 137

NOTE: All attached exthibits of Defendant have been previously submitted under Section 1 109
certification to the Circuit Court of Will County and served upon Denis Pierce, Pierce &
Associates, and Patrick: Stanton/Amy Jonker, Dykema Gossett. Recent pleadings have also been
served upon David Co., Directar, Deutsche Bank National Trust. as trustee.

EXHIBIT

Nbr Description

Notice of Motion (1 pg.)

Motion for Sanctions Against Pierce & Associates Pursuant to Rule 137
Defendant Cert: fication (4 pg.)

Proof of Service: (1 pg.)

List of Exhibits (4 pgs.)

W=

EXHIBIT 1, Relevan: IHinois Civil Statutes and Code of Civil Procedure
Nbr  Description '
1. Hlinois Supremes Court, Arilh, Ruale 137, Signing of Pleadings, Morvions and Othar Papers
- Sanctions (2 py1s.)
2. ILCS 720 5/161 1, Ilinois Financial Crime Law, Public Act 093-0440, effective

G805, 2063 (4 pgs.)

a. Plaintiff "and Pierce & Associates as “Organizer of a continuing financial crimes
enterpris;e” (pg. 3)

. Pramnufi, Pierce & Associdies, and Trykema Gusse unter “Curspiney © Tt
a financi al crime (pg. 3)

c. “...a fin ancial crime which is loan fraud in connection with a loan secured by

residen¥nal reaf esrave 1s a CYass 4 fefony ™ (pg. 4}

EXHIBIT 1, Relevant Illinois Law, as submitted with the Motion to Vacate Judgment for
Foreclosure and Sale :1s served on May 7, 2011
Nbr  Description
3. ILCS 735 5/1 1009, Code of Civil Procedure, re: Verification by Certification
a Any ple ading, aflidavit or othier document certified i accordance with vhis
Section may be used in the same manner and with the same force and effect
as thougzh subscribed and sworn to under oath
4. IT.CS 735 5/Ant. 11, Pt. 10, Code of Civil Procedure, re: Summary Judgment
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LiST OF EXIHIBITS — MOTION FOR SANCTIONS AGAINST PIERCE &

ASSOCIATES PURSUANT TO RULE 137 (CON'T.)

EXHIBIT 1, Relevanit Illineis Law, as submitted with the Motion to Vacate Judgment for
Foreclosure and Salc as served on May 7, 2011 {(con’t.)

Nbr
5.

Description .
ILCS 765 5/0.01, Ulinais Canveyances Act

“Sec. 9. Deeds for the conveyance of land may be substantially in the following
form™
1) Y1) that 2t the shne of the making and delivery of such deed be was
the lawful owner of an indefeasible estate in fee simple, in and to the
premises therein described, and had good right and full power to
Ny that samr” (pg. )
“Sec. 24:. No judge or other officer shall take the acknowledgment of any
person o any deed or instrument of writing, as aforesaid, unless the person
offering & arake swak sokaowdodgmand skall be personaely known to bim o
be the real person who and in whose name such acknowledgment is proposed
to be made, or shall be proved to be such by a credible witness, and the judge
or officey ‘elkmg yodh alanur kgt Yoadh, im Bis werifreaie derwf, vl
that suc'h person was personally known to him...” {pg. 3)
“the juc Ige or officer shall grant a certificate thereof stating the proof
aforesand™ (pg. 4
NOTE: Without such judicial certificates as part of the recorded foreclosure
records, any court orders for Default, for Summary Judgment, and/or for
Foreclo sure and 3ade are VOID ab initio
“Sec. 30} All deeds, mortgages and other instruments of writing which are
authori zed to be recorded, shall take effect and be in force from and after the
time of filing the same for record, and not before (pg. 4}
“Sec. 31. Deeds, mortgages and other instruments of writing relating to real
estate < hall be deemed, from the time of being filed for record, notice to
subsequ.znt purchasers and creditors, though not acknowledged or proven
accordirig to law; but the same shall not be read as evidence, unless their
execution be proved in manner required by the rules of evidence applicable
to such writings, so as to supply the defects of such acknowledgment or
proof.

ILCS 735 S5/Art. XV, Illinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law

Sec, 15- 1106 (b): “A secured party ... may at its election enforce its security
interest iin a foreclosure under this Article if its security interest...is created by
(i) a coll:ateral assignment of beneficial interest in a land trust” (pg. 1)

NOTE: Mortg:age-backed securities trusts (“MBS”) are not land trusts, so the
secured partiess may not elect to enforce the security interest under the IMFL. Any
court orders forr Default, for Summary Judgment, and/or for Foreclosure and Sale
related to MBS- trusts are VOID ab initio

Sec. I5- 1506. Judgment. (a) Evidence. In the trial of a foreclosure, the
evidenc:: to support the allegations of the complaint shall be taken in open
court
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LIST OF EX HIBITS - MOTION FOR SANCTIONS AGAINST PIERCE &

ASSOCIATES PURSUANT TO RULE 137 (CONT.)

EXHIBIT 1, Relevant Illinois Law, as submitted with the Motion tp Vacate Judgment for
Foreclosure and Sale as served on May 7, 2011 (con’t.)

Description

[LCS 810 5/Ar ticle 3. Uniform Commercial Code. re: Negptiable Securities and Part 3.
Enforcement of’" Instruments

Nbr
7.

a.

Sec. 3-2:02 Holder in Due Course. (2) the holder took the instrument (i) for
value, £ 1) v good faith, (i) withous notice that the instrumens is overdne or
has be¢:n dishonored (pg. 3)

ILCS 735 5/Ar t. 11, Pt. 6, Code of Civil Procedure, re: Pleading

2.

€.

San. L GO Eumuaf peadings.. (), Bach, canarate canse of acipmupan which.a.
separate- recovery might be had shall be stated in a separate count or counterclaim,
as the c:.1se may be and each count, counterclaim, defense or reply, shall be
separatdly pleaded, desigratod and pamborad, and cack skal be dvided inds
paragr aphs numbered consecutively, each paragraph containing, as nearly as
may be., a separate allegation (pg. 1)

e, L O Narfinatiom S Pralinggs. (Y oty Pruting, dthoudomtovapimdoe
be swor a to, may be verified by the oath of the party filing it... If any pleading is
so verif ied, every subsequent pleading must also be verified (pg. 2)

Sec. 2 OOF () Tire alfegadion of te execadion or assigmmrent of STy wintder
instrupment is admitted unless denied in a pleading verified by oath (pg. 2)
Sec. 2 €306 Exhibits... In either case the exhibit constitutes a part of the pleading
‘Tor @ prurposes {pg. 2h ‘

Sec. 2 6,10 Pleadings to be specific. (b) Every allegation, except allegations of
damagg:s, not explicitly denied is admitted (pg. 3).

Bayview Loan Servicing, L.L.C. v. feiitey fiden Neison, Case No: F-06-06d4, (Saft Jist.,
June 16, 2008), Rule 23 Order Filed May 21, 2008

a.

A summary judgment is an appropriate remedy only if the pleadings, depositions,

and admissions on file, together with any affidavits, show that there s no genuine 1ssue
of material fact and that the movant is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law. Purtill v.
Hess, 11 1 I11.22d 229, 240 (1986) (pg. 4).

b.

Nothin g in the trial court record indicates that Bayview holds the mortgage

or note that is the subject of this foreclosure action. (final pg.)

C.

Additionally, because there was no basis for the entry of a summary

judgment in fa:vor of Bayview, the court improperly entered the judgment of
foreclosure an d order of sale. (final pg.)
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LIST QF EXEUBITS — MOTION FOR SANCTIONS AGAINST PIERCE &
AS SOCIATES PURSUANT TO RULE 137 (CON’T.)

LLROLP EXHIBIF 1, Defendant Mosion for Sanctinns as previonsly submitted and denied
by the Court

Nbr  Deseription

Matice A Mk L o)

Motion for Sanctions (13 pgs.)

Defendant Certi: fication (1 pg.)

Proof of Servicer (2 pgs. )

List of Exhibits (13 pgs.)

Yok

GROUP EXHIBIT 2, Supplementisl Brief re. Mardh 3,2011 Hearing aed Order as
resubmitted with Defc:ndant Motion to Vacate Judgment for Foreclosure and Sale
Nbr  Description

Nudee of Moo (F p)

Supplemental Frief re: March 3, 2011 Hearing and Order (22 pgs.)

Defendant Cert ification (1 pg.)

Proot of dervice: (2 pgs.)

List of Exhibits (11 pgs.)

PEVENES

GROUP EXHIBIT 3, Motion to Vacate Judgmenr for Foreclosare smd Sake as sexved o
May 7, 2011

Nbr Deseription

‘Notice ot Moficn {1 pg.)

Motion to Vaca te Judgment for Foreclosure and Sale (32 pgs.)

Defendant Certi:fication (1 pg.)

Proof of Service (1 pg.)

List of Exhibits (35 pgs.)

NN S

GROUP EXHIBIT 4, Reports of Proceedings on March 3, 2011 and April 4, 2011 Titigated
by Pierce & Associate s attorneys, Robert Deisinger and Shaun Callahan
NOTE: Richard Elsli ger filed the wrongful fereclosure complaint and Scett Guido
represented Pierce & Associates for many hearings until he allegedly disqualitied himsefY
on two occasions to Judge Siegel
Nbr Description
1. 2011/03/03 Rer -ort of Proceedings as previously submitted in fufl with Supplemental
Brief re: March 3, 2011 Hearing and Order
2. 2011/04/04 Rer ort of Proceedings as previously submitted in full with Motion to Vacate
Judgment for F oreclosure and Sale as served on May 7, 2011
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IN T HE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS
(COUNTY DEPARTMENT, CHANCERY DIVISION

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, | 12080 3 6*;:_0 2 g
. i ;:3‘ : M
[' -
Plaintiff, N %
o [ N
-1 ~ - "\
v. Case No. :_2\ o
5 % ) ‘-5
NATIONWIDE TITLE CLEARING, INC., a - g, @ 4
Florida corporation, P 2
=

Defendant. J

COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTIVE AND OTHER RELIEF

Now comes the Plaintift, The People ot the State ol Tiinois, by ‘Lisa Madigan, Attorney
General of the State of Illinois, and brings this action for injunctive and other relief against
Defendant, Nationwide Title Clearing, Inc., for violations of the Consumer Fraud and Deceptive

Business Practices Avct (“Consumer Fraud Act™), 815 TLTS 5U5/1 et seq.

NATURE OF THE CASE

1. Nationwide Title Clearing, Inc., (“NTC") is a document p;oduction factory. NTC has
created, signed, and recoraed hundreds of thousands of documents for financial institutions
wrthir e marigege. msawtry.  Thase documents anclude morigage .as:s.'gn.mm lien releases,
and affidavits, along; with other documents affecting interests in land. These documents have
been recorded in cotanty recording ofﬁ_(_:es throughbut Illinois and across the nation.

2. NTC creaves dhese docarmants dowat hiohly compartraentelized, assemhly-line
procedures. NTC “signers” occupy an e;ssentia] positibn on the assembly line.

3.  NTC sigmers siglftheir Iname on ti\ousands of documents per day without reading the

dacurnants dhey’ g and wnhou sarfjang dhe infarmaation contained in the docaxvent-—even io

Page 1 of 23




documents that claim 1o be made under oath and based upon the signatory’s personal knowledge.
And, in some instanc es, NTC signers don’t sign documents that, nonetheless, bear their
signature. In th;:se instances NTC has affixed the putative signature of the NTC signers outside
the presence, knowledge or cantinl of the gurparted sigpatories.

4.  These kiinds of acts and practices became commonplace in the mortgage servicing
industry in the rush to trade mortgage-backed securities during the buildup of the housing bubble
and in the push to process foreclosures as quickly as possible in the aftermath of the housing
market collapse.

5. NTC’s use of these acts and practices in Illinois constitute violations of the Consumer

Frand Act and the Umifarm, Darentive Trade Practices Act.

PUBLIC INTEREST

6. The Illinois Attorney General believes this action to be in the public interest of the
citizens of the State f Illinois and brings this lawsuit pursuant ta the Illinois Consumer Fraud

and Deceptive Busin.ess Practices Act, 815 ILCS 505/7(a).

JURISDICTION AND YENUE

7. This acticon is brought for and on behalf of the People of the State of Illinois, by Lisa
Madigan, Attorney (Gemera!' off e St o fiimos, porswar? & dthe provisians of dre Camsorrar
Fraud Act, 815 ILCS 505/1 et seg., and her common law authority as Attormey General to
represent the People of the State of Illinois.

8.  Venue for tiis action propeny ies ir Cook County; fimofs, parswar & Soctiar 2- 107
of the Hlinois Code -of Civil Procedure, 735 ILCS 5/2-101, in that Defendant, Nationwide Title

Clearing, Inc., recorided documents in the land records system throughout Illinois, including in

Cook County, Iilinois.
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PARTIES

9. Plaintiff, 1-he People of the State of Illinois, by Lisa Madigan, the Attorney General of
the State of llinois, iis authorized to enforce the Consumer Fraud Act, 815 ILCS 505/7(a).

10. ADefendamt,, Nationwide Title Clearing, Inc., (“NTC"), is a Florida corporation with its
principal place of bussiness located at 2100 Alternate US 19 North, Palm Harbor, Florida.

11. NTC is not a registered corporation in the State of Illinois.

12. For purposes of this Complaint for Injunctive and Other Relief, any references to the
acts and practices of NTC shall mean that such aéts and practices are attributable to, by and
through the acts of NITC’s officers, members, owners, directors, employees, salespersons,

representatives and/or other agents,

TRADE AND COMMERCE
13. Subsectioon 1(f) of the Cbnsumer Fraud Act, 815 ILCS 505/1(f), defines “trade” and

“commerce” as follo:ws:
The terms “trade” and “commerce” mean the advertising, otfenng 1or safe, saie, or
distri bution of any services and any property, tangible or intangible, real,
personal, or mixed, and any other article, commodity, or thing of value wherever

situat ed, and shall include any trade or commerce directly or indirectly affecting
the pezople of this State.

14. NTC wa:s at all relevant times engaged in trade and commerce in the State of Iilinois
'oy vresimg, Sigring wd revuding noreuges wEgmRe, wWiderdte, ien ks o stinfacient

- of mortgage, and otiher documents in the Illinois land records system.
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DEFENDANT’S UNFAIR AND DECEPTIVE ACTS AND PRACTICES
15. NTC has engaged in acts or practices that violate Illinois law while in the course of
trade or commerce iin the State of [ilinois. NTCs conduct is ongoing and has the potential to
impact any Illinois ¢ onsumers who hold an interest in land where documents created and signed
by NTC have been czcorded in the Illinois land records system.

16. NTC offers document preparation and recording services to financial institutions in
the mortgage industry and secondary mortgage market.

17. In fact, N TC touts on its website that NTC is a “leading service provider in its field
because the compan'y is competent, dependable and experienced.”

18. NTC creates, signs and records documents in the Iliinois public land records system,
including but not limrited to mortgage assignments, affidavits, and releases.

19. NTC offers these services nationall;y, and NTC regularly creates, signs and records
documents in the Illinois land records system.

20. These documents impact the integrity of the chain of title pertaining to land in
Illinois, and may cloud title to that land.

21. Asdescribed in further detail below, NTC misleadingly describes itself on its ;'ebsitc
as “leading industry change to achieve the highest standard in document accuracy for the
betterment of the mortgage industry, homeowners and land records.”

A. NTC signers ro-utinely sign documents as ‘“vice president” of various
Jinancial institutions when, in fact, the signers are actually employees of
NTC.

22.  When a financial institution hires NTC, the financial institution executes a “corporate

resolution” that destignates certain employees of NTC as corporate officers of the financial

institution, typically under the title “vice president” or “assistant vice president.”

Page 4 of 23




73. Thease NTC anuployees are granted a limited authority to sign certain documents on
behalf of the financial inst itution.

24, These employe:es have no other authorify or responsiﬁility to the financial
nefitaticnc—hein anly Wbty is ta sigp. cadain dncuments.

25. These employe:es are typically called “signers™ .

26. Exhibit 1 exenaplifies a typical mortgage assignment created, signed, and recorded by

HWIC.

27. This mortgage assignment was recorded with the Sangamon County Recorder’s
Office in Springfield, Illiriois.

1%, The wsigrmint was dapad, by Onstal. Moare , as a pumanted “Vice President” of Citi
Residential Lending Inc.; Citi Residential Lending Inc., itse]'f, was acting as “attorney-in-fact”
for Ameriquest Mortgage: Company.

B, Cryvad MVawne ‘sach, wworn, wwne wrodent, of Gl Besidential in any traditional
sense of the term; instead , she is actuaily an employee of NTC and a “vice president™ of that
financial institution in na'me only, as the extent of her responsibility and authority is to affix her
smgrefiat ;m weraim dercartrnio vralad, by WTC.

30. Cyrstal Moore: and other NTC signers receive no compensation from the financial
institutian for which they sign, don’t report to or communicate with anyone at the financial
Institotion, and have no extthrrfty veyond Sqning wrtain denenans..

31. Instead, the N TC signers work at and for NTC,; they receive their compensation,

oversight, and instruction from NTC.
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32. In other words , despite the title appearing under their name on documents recorded
throughout 1llinois, the NTC signers are not “corporate officers,” as that term is commonly
understood, of the various: financial institutions for which they sign.

33. Instead, the sigmers are actually employees of NTC.

34. Despite the ver-y limited breadth of authority provided by the corporate resolution, the
NTC created documents tcout the signers as “vice presidents,” and “assistant vice presidents,” and
other corporate titles with-out limitation at large financial institutions.

35. These designat ions neither disclose that the signer is a “vice president” for signing
purposes only nor that the signer's authority to act for the financial institution is limited only to
signing documents.

36. And, as descrit>ed more fully below, these designations never disclose that the “vice
president” signing the doc:ument has not, in fact, read the document that he or she is signing. -~

B. NIC si'gners typically have no role in the creation of the documents they
sign. 1 heir only role is to sign documents, and NTC signers do not read or
verify tihe documents they sign.

37. NTC creates documents through an assembly-line process, in which different
employees have different responsibilities in the proeess of signing and recording the documeént.

38. Throughout thezir work day, the signers receive stacks of documents for the sole task,

of affixing their signaturess to the documents.

39. NTC signers ty/pically have little to no role in the actual creation of the documents

that they sign.

40. They do not retrieve or input the information that populates the assignment, release, .

or affidavit.

4]1. The signers do not verify this information.
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42. In fact, the signexe 9. NTC do not. even read the documents they are signing,

43, The signers at NTC simply sign their name, over and over again.

44. The signers estimate that they may sign a few thousand documents per day,
sometites in the capacity s aaumaratr aflbeez af a.particnlar financial institation | and other
times they sign as a notar'y public or witness while purporting to acknowledge the signature of
another NTC signer.

45, Mapmdrnd fb&ur;mék_s inowbich ey 9., the sgpen dn oot wead the domments
~ they sign, do not have per-sonal knowledge of the facts contained in the documents, and do not
verify the facts contained in the documents.

C. The documents created and signed by NTC often contain false and deceptive
statem ents, such as claims that the signatory has personal knowledge of the
Jucts contained in the document.

46. In many instances, the documents created, signed and recorded by NTC contain false
statements.

47. For examf:le, INTC has recorded “affidavits of lost assignment” in the Illinois land
records system. 7

43, Amempe of sl WiEde it hes ke wiaehrd w8 BRI L.

49. This affidavit was recorded with the Kane County Recorder’s Office in Gehcva,
Ilinos.

50. This affidavit wes sigeed by Briem By, o parponted vice president of Financial
Freedom Senior Funding Corporation.

51. In actuality, E3rian Bly is a signer at NTC.
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52. In deposition testimony, Brian Bly has admitted that he does not read the documents
he signs and that he does not take any steps to verify the information contained in the documents
be signs.

53. Nonetheless, iin Paragraph 2 of the attached Affidavit of Lost Assignment, Brian Bly
asserts, after being “duly sworn,” that he has personal knowledge of all the facts contained in the
affidavit.

54. Bly did not heave personal knowledge of the facts contained in any of the affidavits he
signed.

55. Inthe affidaviit attached as Exhibit 2, Bly appears to set forth facts relating to a
transaction between Fina ncial Freedom Senior Funding Corporation and the original mortgagee,
GSF Mortgage Corporati on.

56. In the affidaviit Bly claims that the files of Financial Freedom Senior Funding
Corporation do not conta.in any record of this transaction. Bly, however, did not have any
knowledge of this fact sirice he does not verify, or even read, the information contained in the
documents he signs. |

57. The affidavit then states that “the Affiant has concluded that the assignment was lost, .
misplaced or destroyed” -— again, any such conclusion would be impossible considering Bly does
not read or verify the infrormation contained in the documents he signs.

58. 'The Affidavit: of Missing/Lost Assignment attached as E:_thibit 3 was recorded with
the Champaign County R ecorder of Deeds in Urbana, Illinois.

59. This Affidavi t of Missing/Lost Assignment similarly attests to a transfer where the

assignment has gone missing or has been lost.
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60. This Affidavit of Missing/Lost Assignment actually contains the following line: “I
declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing information is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge.”

61. Again, this af firmation is misleading since Brian Bly admittedly does not read or
verify the documents that: he signs. |

62. Further, the a:ffirmations and the affidavits as a whole imply that a high-ranking
corporate officer of one Oof the parties to a transaction actually has made a review of the records
pertaining to that transact:ion and has drawn conclusions based upon that review.

63. Nothing coulcd be further from the truth as Bly does not read or verify the documents
he signs. Nonetheless, Bily has signed the?e affidavits as “Vice President” of Citi Residential
Lending, Inc., and “Assis:tant Vice President” 6f the Bank of New York, without limitation or
qualification, and has attsested to conducting reviews :.md drawing conclusions purportedly made
in those capacities when, in fact, he did not.

64. The falsehoodls are not limited to affidavits.

65. As with affidavits, assignments created by NTC are signed by NTC signers under the
title of vice president of the financial institution, without qualification or limitation, again
suggesting that a high-rariking corporate officer is asserting that such a transaction has occurred.

66. Inadditionto signing under a misleading corporate title without qualification, NTC’s
assignments often includ ¢ the financial institution’s address in proximity to the signer’s
signature, which further c:reates the false impression that the signer is employed by the ﬁﬁancial
institution and actually siigned the document at the financial institution’s place of business.

67. For example, in Exhibit | Crystal Moore signs the assignment as Vice President of
Citi Residential Lending Inc.
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68. The body of the assignment identifies the address of Citi Residential Lending Inc. as
10801 E. 6™ Street, Rancho Cucamonga, CA, 91730, thus creating the false impression that
Crystal Moore works in California for Citi Residential Lending Inc.

69. In doposition testimony, however, Crystal Moore has admitied that she has never
been to the corporate offices of Citi Residential Lending Inc. or to Rancho Cucamonga,

California, and that all o#f the documents that she has signed as an NTC signer were actually
signed 'm e Frorita v v v IC.

70. NTC assignm ents typically contain the phrase “for good and valuable consideration,
the sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged” when asserting that one financial institution
has transferred the mortg ape 1o weAtel.

71. NTC signers IMoore and Bly, however, have admitted in deposition testimony that
they do not understand tthe meaning of this phrase, despite the fact that it appears in nearly every
assignment created by NTT und vigmed vy Wivvre s By
' 72. Furthermore, when NTC creates assignments for entities that have chosen to
designate the Mortgage *Electronic Registration Systems, Inc., (“MERS") as the nominee, the
assignmerns vien misreprestin e e 1ot O St ssiens.

73. Exhibit 1 is a n example of such an assignment to MERS, and it asserts that Citi
Residential Lending Inc . “does convey, grant, sell, assign, transfer and set over the described
morigage’aeed of wustvopwlmer Wﬂn I werEm ToeiS) tewerind: ‘et m ‘copthrn wiln ol
interests secured thereby-, all liens, and any rights dues or to become due ﬁerwn to
MORTGAGE ELECTRONIC REGISTRATION SYSTEMS, INC. (‘MERS’)” as nominee for

JPMorgan Chase Bank, ™. A.
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74. In other wods, the assignment created by NTC asserts that the mortgage and the note
were assigned to MERS.

75. This assertion is simply not true. |

76. MERS accepts the assignmont of mortgages for its members. MERS never accepts
the assignment of notes on behalf of its members.

77. Substantiallyy similar or identical language regularly appears in the assignments that
NTCT creates for wransfers of mongages e MERS.

78. These assign:ments falsely assert a transfer of the note to MERS when no such
transfer actually occurrezd.

D. NiT regu&ar;ty engages m Yne pravint of yarrogute tlecironia signing.

79. In some situ:ations NTC has created and recorded documents that appear to bear
signatures of their signc:rs when, in fact, the signers did not sign the documents.

¥U. TFor exampie;, many county recorders offices, including a number of Illinots recorders
offices, accept and record electronically-submitted documents.

81. NTC routinely creates and records documents in counties that accept elccﬁ'onically-
submitted documents.

82. Although these documents contain the signatures of NTC signers, in deposition
testimony the NTC signers admit that they do not actually affix their signatures to electronically-
submitted docu:ﬁents.

83. In depositiomn testimony, employees of NTC have admitted that NTC signers play no
role in the creation of the electronic docurnents and that their signatures are affixed by other

employees at NTC.
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84. This process — where one person affixes the signature of another — is ca!led “surrogate
electronic signing.”

85. In deﬁositiom testimony NTC signers have admitted that NTC, as a matter of its
regular business practicee. routinely engaged in the practice of surrogate electronic signing on
electronically recorded - documents.

86. These electr onic documents also purport to be notarized and appear to bear the
sigpamire. and attestatinwn of a notary.

87.  In electronic:ally recorded documents, NTC affixes the signature of the notary in the
same fashion that it affiixes the signature of the purported corporate officer.

R&.. o ather warrds , the signature: of the notary public is affixed to the electronic document
outside of thé notary’s |presence or knowledge.

89. Taken toget her, NTC’s unfair and deceptive business practices are offensive to the
wihlic palicy of Winois: and undex the totality of the circumstances herein described. are

immoral, unethical, andi unscrupulous.

APPLICABLE STATUES

90. Section 2 of "the Consumer Fraud Act provides:

Unfair rnethods of competition and unfair or deceptive acts or practices,
includimg but not limited to the use or employment of any deception,
fraud, fzalse pretense, false promise, misrepresentation or the concealment,
. suppresssion or omission of any matenal fact. with intent that others rely
upon thie concealment, suppression or omission of such material fact, or
the use or employment of any practice described in section 2 of the
“Uniform Deceptive Ttade Practices Act”, approved August 3, (%5, in
the conduct of any trade or commerce are hereby declared unlawful
whether any person has in fact been misled, deceived or damaged thereby.

815 ILCS 505/2.
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91. Section 2 o the Uniform Deceptive Trade Practices Act provides in relevant part as

follows:

(a) A person engages in a deceptive trade practice when, in the course of
his or her business, vocation, or occupation, the person:

(1) passes off goods or serviccs. as those of another;

{2) causes likelihood of confusion or of misunderstanding as to
the source, sponsorship, approval, or certification of goods or
services;

(3) causes likelihood of confusion or of misunderstanding as to
affiliation, connection, or association with or certification by
annther;:

(‘4) uses deceptive representations or designations of geographic
arisyn. in. conoectinn. with. gnads ar services:,

(5) represents that goods or services have sponsorship, approval,
characteristics, ingredients, nses, hevefits ar quantities that
they do not have or that a person has a sponsorship, approval,
status, affiliation, connection that he or she does not have; . . .

{ 12) engages in conduct which similarly creates a likelihood of
confusion or misunderstanding.

(b) In cirder to prevail in an action under this Act, a plaintiff need not
provie competition between the parties or actual confusion or
misuinderstanding.

(c) This Section does not affect unfair trade practices otherwise actionable
at common law or under other statutes of this State.

815 ILCS 510/2.
STATUTORY REMEDIES
£2.  Sextion 7 of ahe Comsormer Fraud Aoy, 815 ILCS S85/7, providkes i pertiment part:

(a) Whe:never the Attorney General or a State's Attorney has reason to
wireve “deh wiy prrson s o, 1es used, ur 15 Youth O use uny
meth:od, act or practice declared by this Act to be unlawful, and that
procieedings would be in the public interest, he or she may bring an
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action in the name of the People of the State against such gerson to
restrain by preliminary or permanent injunction the use of such
methiod, act or practice. The Court, in its discretion, may exercise all
pow-ers necessary, including but not limited to: injunction; revocation,
forfe:iture or suspension of any license, charter, franchise, certificate or
othe r evidence of authority of any person to do business in this State;
apporintment of a receiver; dissolution of domestic corporations or
assoiciation suspension or termination of the right of foreign
corpiorations Or associanons (o do Oustress o oy Sty amd
resti tuticn.

{6) In adiffifion to the remedies provided ‘neréin, Tne Anomey Uenerd or

815 ILCS 505/7.

Statez's Attorney may request and the Court may impose a civil penalty
in a sum not to exceed $50,000 against any person found by the Court
to have engaged in any method, act or practice declared unlawful
undezr this Act. In the event the court finds the method, act or practice
@ hiptr B CHRRA e Wik the. intant 16 defauud, the ezt has, the,
auth ority to impose a civil penalty in a sum not to exceed $50,000 per
violation.

VOAATYONS
COUNT ONE

Consumier Fraud and Deceptive Practices Act

93. The People re-allege and incorporate by reference the allegations contained in

Paragraphs 1 to 90.

94, While engaiged in trade or commercé, the Defendant committed unfair and/or

deceptive acts ar pract ices declared unlawful under Section 2 of the Consumer Fraud Act, 815

ILCS 50572, by:

a. Creating, signing, and recording, in the offices of Illinois county recorders,

affidavits where the signatory of the document claimed, under oath, to have

persona.] knowledge of the information, assertions, or averments contained in the

affidav:it when, in truth and in fact, the signatory had no such knowledge;
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b. Creating, signing, and recording in the offices of 1llinois county recorders,

C.

affidavi ts that contained false, deceptive, or misleading information, assertions, or
averments, such as:

i. Claiming, under oath, that the signatory had conducted a review of the
‘facts surrounding the purported transfer of a mortgage when, in truth and
in fact, the signatory had not conducted any such review; and

1. Claiming, under oath, that. the signatory had made a conclusion or
determination based on the signatory’s review of the purported transfer
when, in truth and in fact, the signatory made no such conclusion or
determination.

Misrep resenting that the signatory of a document is a vice president, assistant
vice president, or other corporate officer of a financial institution, without
limitati on, when, in truth and in fact, the individual signing the document is an
employ ee of NTC who, at best, has only limited, nominal authority from the
financial institution;

Misrepresenting that the signatory of a document understands the meaning of
particul ar words or phrases in a document, when in truth and in fact the signatory
does not.

Misrepiresenting that notes (secured by mortgages on [llinois properties) had béen
transfer red to MERS when the notes were not transferred to MERS;

Creating and recording documents electronically with 1llinois county recorders,
where the putative signature appearing on the documents has neither been inserted

by the purported signatory nor witnessed by a notary, but is instead inserted by

Page 15 of 23




anotherr person without the knowle_dge o;' outside the presence of the purported
signato ry or notary.

. Cfeaﬁmg and recording documents electronically with Illinois county recorders,
where the putative signature of the notary appearing oﬁ the documents has not
been in. serted by the purported notary, but is instead inserted by another person
without the knowledge or outside the presence of the purported notary.

Uniform Deceptive Trade Practices Act

Defendant has engaged in a course of trade or commerce which constitutes unfair or
deceptive acts or practices, or unfair methods of competition declared unlawful under Section
2(aX1) of the Uniform Deceptive Trade Practices Act, 815 ILCS 510/2(a)(1), by passing off the
services of NTC as the: services of a financial institution by:

a. Creatinig, signing and recording, with Illinois county recorders, documents where

the sigznatory claims to be a vice president (or other corporate officer) of a
financiial institution without limitation when, in truth and in fact, the signatory
only has limited signing authority and is an employee of NTC; and

. Creating and recording documents electronically with Illinois county recorders,
where t:he signature appearing on the documents has neither been inserted by the
purpornited signatory nor witnessed by the notary, but is instead inserted by another
without the knowledge or outside the presence of the purported signatory or

T wet

notary.

96. Defendant -has engaged in a course of trade or commerce which constitutes unfair or
deceptive acts or prac tices, or unfair methods of competition declared unlawful under Section

2(a)(2) of the Uniform Deceptive Trade Practices Act, 815 ILCS 510/2(a)(2), thus causing a
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likelibood of confusion.or misnnderstanding as tn the. saurce , apnroval ar certification of the
documents that NTC «:reated and then recorded in Iilinois by:

a. Creatirng, signing and recording in the offices of Illinois county recorders,
drpurvants whesa the sispatnny dJaims 1o he 2 vice president. (ar ather camarats
officer ) of a financial institution wi;hout limitation when, in truth and in fact, the
signatory only has limited signing authority and is an empioyee of NTC;

b. Creatirg, sigring wd woording in the offices of llingis county recarders, putative
affidav-its wherein the signatory claims to be under oath, claims to have personal
knowl:edge of the information, assertioﬁs, or averments contained in the affidavits,
Jaime whuv cndriad aroiaw of the pumented. tansactions attesird in, and tn.
have d rawn conclusions based upon those reviews as a vice president (or other
corporate officer) of one of the parties to the purported uansacﬁon when, in fact,
none & thrse caisns wese thae, aad

c. Creatiing and electronically recording in the offices of lllinois county recorders,
documents wherein the signatures appearing thereon have neither been inserted by
the purpored sigretory w05 wWittessed by the notesy, bt wiere instead inserted by
anothe r without the knowledge or outside the presence of the purported signatory
or not:ary.

V. Drirrdanit. teo vrgaeed imu R A SR G vmmennR Whikh arnstihules, wiRin
deceptive acts or prac:tices, or unfair methods of competition declared unlawful under Section
2(a)(3) of the Uniforrn Deceptive Trade Practices Act, 815 ILCS 510/2(a)(3), thus causing a
ilsdifrerds A winfusion wn mismderdarding w '@ he EHakien, YRR, U wERRIAlRR R,

or certification by ancother, by:
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u, Tratinng, diping wid werding inthe ofBces of Winais connty, recarders.,
’docum ents where the signatory thereof claims to be a vice president (or other
corporate officer) of a financial institution without limitation when, in fact, the
signatormy vekiy wes imited daping auberiny wd s wamplayern o NTC,

b. Creatiing and electronically recording documents in the offices of Illinois county
recorders, wherein the signatures appearing thereon have neither been inserted by
the purpomied Ypraiory Ton witnressed by noaary, bk were instead inseried by
anothe r without the knowledge or outside the presence of the purported signatory
Or notzary.

W, Defvrdaort. 1o TRt m AR A TR Ok LURERRR Whikh AniingRs vnfain o
deceptive acts or prac:tices, or unfair methods of competition declared unlawful under Section |
2(a)(4) of the Uniform Deceptive Trade Practices Act, 815 ILCS 510/2(a)(4), by using déceptive
representations or desigrenyons vl prographic orEmn by Cresiing, siering o moording
documents where the signatory claims to be signing as vice president of a financial institution
froxﬁ the corporate address of that financial institution when, in truth and in fact, the document
was actually created =mé sigred daewhere.

99. Defendanit has engaged in a course of trade or commerce which constitutes unfair or
deceptive acts or practices, or unfair methods of competition declared unlawful under Section
2{a)(5) of the Uniforrn Druepfirve Trade Pracsines At 05 TLCS SUUUANDY, oy wperhing
that the documents N: TC created and recorded had characteristics which, in fact, they do not
have, by:

B, Tred ng, Srgrimg urd revordimg ‘mde vitees of Winkio voity rieoiders,

affida vits wherein the signatory claims to be under oath, claims to have personal
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koawladqe of the infarmatinn., assertions. ar averments cantained in the affidavits,
claimss to have conducted a review of the purported transaction and made a
~ determination based on that review as a vice president (or other corporate officer)

of one. of the parties to the purparted transaction when, in fact, nooe af these

claimss were true; and
b. Creatiing and electronically recording documents in the offices of Illinois county

RAVRIRTS, Whrndin. thr Snmatiers apprating, thereqn. have oot heenlinserted hy the
l purpo rted signatory, but were instead inserted by another without the knowledge

or ouitside the presence of the purported signatory.

L. Drfrndanit bre e in v avise of tade on commence which. canstinues uofair at
' deceptive acts or pra ctices, or unfair methods of competition declared unlawful under Section

2(a)(5) of the Uniform Deceptive Trade Practices Act, 815 ILCS 510/2(a)(5), by representing

ek BRIV 16 b SPRRERNSi, Yakes, dEkiaticon.on cannessinn, thal. b ax she. dnes not. baxe by

' a. Creating, signing and recording in the offices of Illinois county recorders,
docwiments wherein the signatory claims to be a vice president (or other corporate
Sireny i v inercial pesindicn. withed Ymitaticn. when., in. fac., the. Sgnatory
only Jhas limited signing authority and is an employee of NTC;

b. Creating and electronically recording documents in the offices of Illinois county
Tecorden, wherdin hr Snpatur wpRrE R theraan hes s hern.insented hy the
purpoorted signatory, but is instead inserted By another without the knowledge or
outsi de the presence of the purported signatory;

c. Creatimpg i dechonically eeviding docwnents in the offices of Ilineis conety

recor ders, wherein the putative signature of the notary appearing thereon has not
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been iinserted by the purported notary, but is instead inserted by anoth?r person
withowut the knowledge or outside the presence of the purported notary.

101. Defendanit has engaged in a course of trade or commerce which constitutes unfair or
derentive acts ar gra.clices, ar unfair methods of competition deciared unlawful under Section
2(a)}(12) of the Unifo rm Deceptive Trade Practices Act, 815 ILCS 510/2(a)(12), thus engaging in
conduct that is likely’ to create confusion or misunderstanding by:

2. (Crealing,sigping and weearding, in_the affices of Hlinois county recorders.,
docunnents wherein the signatory thereof claims to be a vice president (or other
corporrate officer) of a financial institution without limitation when, in fact, the
signaitary anly has Umited sigping autharity and is an emplavee of NTC:,

b. Creating affidavits wherein the signatory thefeof claims to be under oath, claims
to ha-ve personal knowledge of the information, assertions, or averments contained
in.ther affidanits, cdJaims.ta have condursed a veview af the pumarted transaction.
and nmaade a determination based on that review as a vice president (or other
corporate officer) of one of the parties to the purported transaction when, in fact,
nene. of these aims were toe,

c. Creat.ing and electronically recording documents in the offices of Illinois county
recorders, wherein the signatures therein have neither been inserted by the
purpevied sigratory et witsrised by 2 natary, but were instead, inserted by
anothier without the knowledge or outside tﬁe presence of the purported signatory
or notary; |

4. Creating wd Jertmwnirelly merding dovuments, in.the. affices of Minnis cnty

recor.ders, wherein the putative signature of the notary appearing thereon has not
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heen. inserted hy the nurported natary. but is instead inserted by another person
witho ut the knowledge or outside the presence of the purported notary;

e. Creatting, signing and recording in the offices of Iilinois county recorders,
docurosants wherein. the signatary therean claims ta he sigping as vice gresident of
a fina ncial institution from the corporate address of that financial institution when,
in truth and in fact, the document was actually created and signed elsewhére; and

f. Creating, vigeiog sod recording in the offices of Uinais county recorders,
assigriments that purport to transfer a note (secured by a mortgage on Ililinois

prope:rty) to MERS when, in truth and in fact, no such transfer has occurred.
PRAYER FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff prays that this Honorable Court enter an Order:

A, Tmting Vet tre TDrfemdenh teo vidrted veeiorn e Cusarer Frawd Avy, $15
ILCS 5055/2, by the acts and practices alleged in this Complaint;

B. Finding that the Defendant has violated section 2(a)(1), (2), (3), (4), (5) and (12) of
the Umform Trepiove Trade Prctees A, 915 TLCS SYUL o sey., oy e wio wd
practices alleged in this Complaint;

C. Preliminarily and permanently enjoining the Defendant from engaging in the
unlawful metnods, ats, :nd pracices alieped m s Complaim,

D. Ordering Defendant to }ocate, review and remediate all documents created by NTC

and recosrded within the State of Illinois by use of method and practices declared

umawiudl ;
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L

Ordenng Defendam w ateuurh fur @ revenioes vl from veaing wd reording
improperl y signed, notarized, or verified documents in Illinois by the unlawful means

alleged im this Complaint;

. Drdenng Delendam 1o disgorge dil revenues, prois, wd gums whhircved ‘m-wicie tm

in part thcough the unfair acts or practices complained of herein;

Assessing a civil penalty in the amount of $50,000 if the court finds the Defendant
engaged 1.n methods, acts or practices declared uniawiui 'vy Tne Act wilnou ne whem
to defraucd; if the Court finds Defendant engaged in methods, acts or practices
declared unlawful by the Act with the intent to defraud, then assessing a statutory
¢ivil penzilty ol 350,00 per violation, dft as provided 1n Jection 7 oithe 'Cpnsumer
Fraud ancd Deceptive Business Practices Act, 815 ILCS 505/7,

Requirin:g the Defendant to pay all costs for the prosecution and investigation of this
acfion, asi provided by seciion 10 of the Consumer Traud and Trecepirve Busmess
Practices Act, 815ILCS 505/10; and

Providin:g such other and further equitable relief as justice and equity may require.

Respectfully Suhmitted,

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS,
By LISA MADIGAN,
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF ILLINOIS

Wi /
Jarhes /' Kole, Chief
C er Fraud Bureau
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Attormey No. 99000

LISA MADIGAN
Illinois Attorney Gerneral

JAMES D. KOLE, C hief
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SANGAMDN COUNTY RECORDER )

AS!GNMENT OF MORTGAGE/DEED

FOR GOOD AND VALUA.BLE CONSIDERATION, the sefficiency of which is hereby acknowledged. the undersigned, CITL '
RESIDENTIAL LENDING: INC., AS ATTORNEY-IN-FACT FOR AMERIQUEST MORTGAGE COMPANY, WHOSE
ADDRESS IS 10801 E. 6TH{ STREET , RANCHO CUCAMONGA, CA 91730, (ASSIGNOR), by these presents does comvey,
grant, sedl, assign, tramsfer and set over the described maortgage/deed of trust together with the certain note(s) described therein
1ogether with all interest secwred thereby, all liens, and any rights due or 10 become due thercan 0 MORTGAGE ELECTRONIC
REGISTRATION SYSTEMS, INC. (MERS') A DELAWARE CORPORATION, ITS SUCCESSORS OR ASSIGNS, AS
NOMINEE FOR JPMOBRGAN CHASE BANK., NATIONAL ASSOCIATION. PO BOX 2026 FLINT. MI 48501.
(ASSIGNEE). Said mortgagze/deed of trust dated 03072004 , and made by BENJAMIN R MILLER AND KATHERINE A.
MILLER 10 AMERIQUES:T MORTGAGE COMPANY and recorded in the Recorder or Registrar of Titles of SANGAMON
County, Iilinois in Book Prage a5 Instr¥ 2004R34922 wupon the property situated in said Staic end County as more fully
dleseriees’ AT S0dl TROVGRIGE S AT 4 Wik
LOT 33, IN VAL-E-VUE, SECOND PLAT, EXCEPT ALL QOAL, MINERALS AND MINING RIGTS HERETOFORE

CONVEYED OR SERVED OF RECORD. SITUATED IN SANGAMON COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

141Y025:3006

known as: 9 HACKNEY LM. SPRINGFIELD, IL 62702

1211272008

CIT1 RESIDENTIAL LEN'DING INC., A§ ATTORNEY-IN-FACT FOR Amsmqum MORTGAGE COMPANY

BY:
‘CRYST ORE V ICE PRESIDENT

STATE OF FLORIDA COUNTY OF PINELLAS

The foregoing instrument waas acknowledged before me THIS 12TH DAY OF DECEMBER IN THE YEAR 2008, by CRYSTAL '
MOORE of CIT1 RESIDENTIAL LENDING INC., AS ATTORNEY -IN-FACT FOR AMERIQUEST MORTGAGE COMPANY

on beha!f of said CORPORATION.

cmmmim%wss
BRYANJ. BLY
My commission ex 212011 l T AU L

b mmwm_

*9238696*
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LORT GADBDIS
RECIRDER -
KANGAREE CRTY, [t
RECORDED O
02/08/2010  12:08:41PH

T FEE: 27.00
REP: 10.00

. PABES: 3

30000496131

AFFIDAVIT OF LOST ASSIGNMENT
The undersigned BR YAN BLY, being duly sworn deposes and staies as follows:

: 1.m(shugmvummndmﬂaAmemm CORPORATION
having its princaple pilece of business at 190 TECHNOLOGY PARKWAY SUITE 100, NORCROSS, GA 30092
+ i officer doly aufihonzed w maks this affidavit

2. That (s)he has pen sonal knowledge of the facts set forth m tins Affiduvit. .

3. That FINANCIALL FREEDOM SENIOR FUNDING CORPORATION ("Current Mortgagee™) 15 the owner
and holder of a certain mongage dated 0842006 made by BEVERLY E HILL s morigagos bo GSP
MORTGAGE CORPORATION as ongmal mongagee, which marigage was recorded m the office of the
Reghter or Recorderflardk.of. CANKAKEE. Cranty,an. ORI w. Backimel. qage. . Dot WNSAMRS..
This Joan may or ma'y not have been further assigned.

The mortgage premis:c are known as: 363 5, YATES AVE., KANKAKEE, 1. £90]
16-16-01-204-013
SEE A FTACNED EVNONT 4

4 That Currem Mor tgagee owm and holds smd morigage as & result of sale snd asngament thereof o Comem
Mongagee trom GSE? MORTGAGE CORPORATION ("Mortgagee of Record”).

S Ty b Hes wnt resots o Corvean Megages Tedating v tne oangange to 1 toenalm ey a2 Tecorled or an
unrecorded matrumennt of an asngnment from Mongagee of Record 10 Cosrent Mortgagee.

6. That the Affu huns concluded that the Asnignment was lost, msplaced or destroyed before the same could be
placed of record

7.1MCmuiMmm|sumHeanmmmwimqmmmdmmdnd
mgefmhklmmdlmd

O

*11340073*

Kankakes Coumty Reco 1def Cocument # 201001764 Page tof2




meumaummmummummmdnmm
humiumdnﬂmmwdﬂnwymwdhahmwhmdmmmmmm
sd mongage

9.mmmwnmmdmwmmmmm and has not further
uﬂ;ndormufuu:d said Note and movtgage to any other party.

10. TMthsuﬁhﬂumﬂmMmhlmmduﬂmybmhm;ﬁh-
mmwmh@dh&m%mnﬂuﬂwdhtmmwww
assignment.

u.cwmntMmme.eewmindulmifyuummmncnm.mnuclﬂlofuidmy
from and against any- cost or claims which may arise by reason of the acceptance and recording of this affidant

Datad: 012672830

" FINANCIAL FREEDOM SENIOR FUNDING CORPORATION

o-oum'mno uﬁmmmmﬂ.m‘ﬂmmmmBKYM'BLY pessondlty
knowm 1o me {oF prosved to me 0n the basis of satisiactory evidence) to be the person whose name 15 substnbed
1o the within mstrunent and acknowledged to me that he/she ekecuted the same 18 hisher avthonzed capaetty,
ind that by hesher signature on the instrument the person, or entity wpon behalf of which the person acted,

umun(\ WITNESS MY band and officialseal. ~
Nuhlyl’uhlr:. Shbdﬂoﬂda

CRYSTAL MOblqé N\ ’ e bk 2013

Notry PublicAComnmission expires 09/23/2013 Bonded mzﬁunym

Prepared by Jessics ' Fruaepl)NTC. 2100 Al 19 North. Paim Harhoe, FL 34683 (BO(346-9152
Whoa Recorded Renum To

Fimanc:al Fraodom

C/ONTC 2100 A 19 North

T Hlarkon, FL 344RD,

FFSAM 11340073 wm 4(.‘1241762! MINIWIS-C form3/1aax]

oy

Xankshas County Racordsy. Document # 201001764 Pegp2ofd




LEGAL DESCRIFTION

Lot 6inBlock'd {n bm-r-nmmnuuumuﬂnmnﬁ
14 West of the Scocaod Prbmoipe) Mcridien, 2 placed by Lea Sarel, May 24, 192, plet recorded May 38, 1902, fn
Book ofPlaia "C* 1 Page 18, cocors of Kankakaw Crusey, (icois, shastod i the Cousty of Kaskakee, I the Stato

Troparty e, U Sandin v Xcme
: Kanlnkes 11 60501

Pormsnient Indme Number;  16-16-01-204-013

Kankekea County Reccndes Document§ 211001764, - Pagplald
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AFFIDAVIT OF MISSING/LOST ASSIGNMENT

_mmmmmymmum-m <
L mmum»mmwmw

2. That nctwithaanding the fect that s sssigamorn(s) hashave hot boes recorded, the undamignod Iy the Amomey Jn Pact for the
current holder andior custodian of the nowe sccured by the Mortgage/Deed of Trust dated 01/25/2000, recorded in Book , Page ,
Insmamess No. 2000802219, an (240170000 wherein CHRIS S CAVANAUGH AND DANIBL L CAVANALKGH isfere: e

Property Qwaer/Mlortgagorf s sto(s), AMERICAN LOAN CENTERS s the cetginal Mortgagee/Beneficiary, conceming res)
propesty Jcated n the County c3f CHAMPAIGN, State of Tiinoks.

J.MMAfﬁmhmﬂ-hdmum“h&w«wwumwﬂhﬂddm

&MCmulthdhbdn.anmm&nhlﬂmdummtuu
prior Mortgagee of recosd.

5. That Corrent Mortgagee duly- ﬂpvﬂyqidhw&hmmumﬂhhhm
the note secured thereby and sl of the other movigage lom docurscatation portaining o sald Mortgage.

6. That Currest Mortgagee is thie oweer of the Mongage and the aote sccured thereby, and has not further assigned or tramferred
said note and Mortgage 10 sny cxler py.

7. The uadersigned, i3 rocosding this document salely for the purpose of effecting 8 (Relesso/Modification of the Movigage/Deod of
mummwmmmquumwmhmnmmduw '

Missing Assigamen 0 THE. BANK OF NEW YORK TRUST COMPANY, N.A. (SUCCESSOR IN INTEREST TO
JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, IN. A., SUCCESSOR BY MERCER TO BANK ONE, N. A, FORMERLY KNOWN AS THE
FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF (HICAGCH. AS TRLISTEE. ONBEHALF OF THE BOLDERS OF THE YW0AC MORTOAGE
wmrmmmmmmm located at 10401 Deorwond Park Bivd., Jocksorville, FL. 32236 from
AMERICAN LOAN CENTERS

Property Addrega: 1328 SUNSEIT DR, RANTOUL, [ 61866
LOT 107 IN PRAIRIE YIEW P*ARK SECOND ADDITION TO THE VILLAGE OF RANTOUL AS PER PLAT RECORDED IN
PLAT BOOK ‘T’ AT PAGE 31,. SITUATED IN CHAMPAIGN COUNTY, ILLINDIS.

SPSRL 12141459 22 PULL SW2649335 athers/LAAIIL _spai

EXHIBIT

|

M0R16757 10F 2




3 ¥

1 declare under the penalty of perjary that the forcgning information is true sad correct 1 the best of ary knowledge. Dato this 26th
day of July in the year 2010 )

SELBCT PORTFOLIO SERVKCING, INC. a3 Attorney-in-Fact for THE BANK OF NEW YORK TRUST COMPANY, NA.
(msgn IN M'ERBS'TEFB'O CHASE BANK, N. A, SUUCESSUR BY MERUER TO RANK URE, N. A,

STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF PINELLAS

mmmm-wm-ﬁqumhh,wmowmvmm.v. known
pm(upﬂnumhhﬁdﬂfﬂuywﬁu)uhhm.mmdm
SERVICING, INC. as Atorooy. -in-Fect for THE BANK OF NEW YORK TRUST COMPANY, N.A. (SUCCESSOR IN
INTEREST TO TBMORGAN U HASE BANK, N. A, SUCCESSOR BY MERGER TO BANK ONE, N. A, FORMERLY KNOWN
AS THE RIRST NATIONAL B ANK OF CHICAGO), AS, s corporation, ea babalf of the corporstion. .

hand and officiall soel on the date hereinshove st forth.

A
CRVST
Notary capires OVZ/201

Prepared by: Jessica Fretwdll/NTC, 2100 AR. 15 Nbres, Pk Hlarder; L. SWES (PNSWEALSE

SPSRL 1214145 22FULL SW249335  cthers/LAALL, spard

CRYSTAL MOORE
Public, Siate of Fioride
mcmm

Bondag Torough Neionet Notary Aesn.

WWNRISIST 20F 2




| | Suhpoena Duces Tecum of the Attorney General

of the State of Illinois
STATE OF ILLINOIS ) _
. ) SS. THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS
COUNTY OFCOOK ) CONSUMER PROTECTION DIVISION

FATMAVICAY A0, RATYOIRSHED R TTTLR QAR ARG, ., teah wA bevnms wd anaiecs hong, laid acida, ta
produce the information requested: below to the Attomey General of the State of Illinois, or her duly authorized

.. tﬁttomeys L) - .“ﬁlnhw-nnﬂr‘;umk\ﬁ; ;ﬂnn‘v;rﬂv AﬂCGPAP' ARI'BE PHSEB&!‘I‘Q’

the 16th day of June, 2011 to her offices at 100 W. Randolph St., 12th Floor, Chicago, Illinois 60601, for
investigation into the activities of NATIONWIDE TITLE CLEARING, INC. presently being conducted by

e Attorney General, pursnant to the provisions of the Illinois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices
(“the (?onsumer Fraud Act”), 815 ILCS 505/1 ef seq. Produce, at the time and place aforesaid, the following

ks, records, documents and papers in your possession, custody, or control the Attorney General deems relevant
lind material to the investigation, tro-wit:

. SEE ATTACHED RIDER

aitare to comply with this subjpoena may result in court action against you pursuant to Section 6 of the
vnsomtr Frwah A, 395 TS REG

NO APPEARANCE REQUIRED

WITNESS, Lisa Madigan the

Attorney General of the State of Illinois

und e xed ierend, 2 ey ofices ‘m
Chicago, Tlindis, this > day of May, 2011.




RIDER TO SURPOENA FOR.
NATIONWIDE TITLE CLEARING, INC.

The term “relevant tiime period” shall mean January 1, 2007 to the present.
The terms “you” anci “your” shall mean Nationwide T‘it]e Clearing, Inc.

" The terms “you” andl “your” shall be inlerj:reted as broadly as possible and will include
Nationwide Title Clearing, Inc.’s officers, directors, employees, agents, affiliates,
subsidiaries. and narent companies.

The term “employee ™ shall be interpreted as broadly as possible and will include
independent contractlors and any ather agent whn has previausly ar cumently warks fag
you. In regards to sijgning or otherwise executing and/or notarizing documents, the term
“employee” shall als o0 mean any employee signing on your behalf or on behalf of one of
Yyour clients (for exar ple, an employee who bas begp given limited autharity to sigo
affidavits or other deycuments as a “vice president” of your client).

Interragatories

1. Identify all re:sidential mortgage servicers with whom you have or have had a
contractual re:lationship or for wham you have otherwise pedformed senvices or
provided a prioduct at any time during the relevant time period.

2. Identify all atttorneys and/or law firms with whom van have qr bave had a.
contractual re:lationship or for whom you have otherwise performed services or
provided a product during the relevant time period.

3. Explain any 2ind all financial arrangements, including but not limited to, splitting
fees and givirag or accepting referral fees or kickbacks, or accepting anything of
value you hawe with any residential mortgage servicer.

4. Explain your corporate structure.

5. Identify all y«our former and current employees during the relevant time period,
stating each e:mployee’s title and job duties, dates of employment, and, if no
longer emplo yed by you, last known address and ghone number.

6. ‘Where knowr1, identify any court proceedings pending in Illinois during the
relevant time period where assignments. lien releases or other documents
prepared, signed, or notarized by your employee(s) were filed or used in any way.
Also identify which of these proceedings used documents with electronic
signatures.

Page J of 5



10.

11

12.

13.

14.

LS.

L6.

17.

18.

Identify all «f your current and former employees who signed assignments, lien
releases or other documents relating to residential real estate in llinois during the
- relevant time period.

For each employee identified in Interrogatory 7, state the average number of
documents the employee signed in 2 day, week, month, and year during the
relevant time perind_

For each emjployee identified in Interrogatory 7, explain the employee’s signing
anthanisy for each exdity oo whase bebalf your amployoe was sigrivng.

" Identify all of your current and former employees who have notarized

assigpmrenis., lien release or other documents relating to residential real estate in
Illinois during the relevant time period.

For each employee identified in Interrogatory 10, state the average number of
documents the employee notarized in a day, week, month, and year during the
relevant times period.

Identify all e-mployees who prepared assignments, lien release or other documents
relating to re sidential real estate in Illinois during the relevant time period.

For each em;ployee identified in Interrogatory 12, state the average number of
documents tihe employee prepared in a day, week, month, and year during the
relevant. times neiod.

For each of ysour employees identified in Interrogatories 7, 10, and 12, list the
employes’s i ob fitle and iob duties

Desaxihe the messures you have taken during the relevent time period o eosure
that assignmeents, lien release and other documents are accurately prepared and
executed in compliance with Iilincis law, including but not limited to assignment
chain review s and validation.

Describe any/ policy(ies) in place during the relevant ime period concerning the
handling, af cleficient or missing assignments or other title documents, including
how such defficiencies are cured.

Identify ail cusrent and past employees who performed the tasks identified in the
policies in Interrogatory 16 during the relevant time period.

Describe your practice of using “electranic signatures” for assignroents, lien

releases and «other documents relating to residential real estate in Illinois during
the relevant time period. .

Page2of S



19.

20.

21.

27.

Identify th1e namefg), compnsing, each. “elecizonic vpatee” waed o wmy Winein
court proc ecding during the relevant time period.

Identify th: e individual(s) whare made the derision & dnsart the alaokomic
signature jin each instance.

State whetther the individnal(g), wha, wgzal:mﬁs‘, W dﬁaﬁmﬂry ‘roerad ever
reviewed t he document.

Jdentify arad sxplaio.aoy policies or prograwns you Sad it plece st allowed'
multiple p eople to sign for one person.

State the bheginping wd anding datrs L Breinm By s, Tryveh Wront s wd Sessica
Fretwell’s emnployment with you, While answering, identify every job title (and
corresponciing responsibilities) they held while in your employment. If no longer
employed by you, provide their last known address and phone number.

State whetlher any employees other than Brian Bly ever signed-or otherwise
affixed the signature of “Brian Bly” to any assignment or other document relsting
to real estaite in Hlinois. If so, for each such document, identify the person who
signed or a ffixed the signature, and identify, if known, the case name and number
in which th e document was filed or used. .

State wheth:er any employees other than Crystal Moore ever signed or otherwise
affixed the :signature of “Crystal Moore™ to any assignment or other document
relating to r-eal estate in Illinois. If so, for each such document, identify the
person who signed or affixed the signature, and identify, if known, the case name
and number- in which the docnment was filed or used.

Describe all actioss taikirn 0o verify the sconcy of the infemstior contammed 9
the assignm exts stached m Exialbit A and Exlvivit B, respectively.

Identify all (xf your employees who were Vice Presidents of or authorized to sign
on behalf of  Citi Residential Lending Inc. during the relevant time period.

Requests for Production

Produce all czontracts or other similar agreements with all residential mortgage
servicers wit h whom you have or have had a contractual relationship or for whom
you have oth.erwise performed any service during the relevant time period.

Produce all ¢.ontracts or similar agreemenis with all attomeys and/or law firms

with whorn y-ou have or have had a contractual relationship or for whom you have
otherwise per-formed any service duriny the relevant time period.

Page3of$




7

10

11.

12.

13.

14.

Produce any and all written documentation of all financial arrangements,
including but not. limited to, splitting fees and giving or accepting referral fees or
kickbacks, or acc:epting anything of value in relation to any foreclosure or
banknyptey relatexd sexvices that yow have with residential morigase servicers.

Produce documenits sufficient to show your corporate structure.

Produce sample client agreements with clients located and/or doing business in
Illinois during the: relevant time period.

Produce all polic:y and procedure manuals and/or training materials used to direct
the methods and ‘timing that you use when you initiate and implement the drafting
andinr exeodinn, of assignments, Hien releases or other documents dunng the
relevant time period.

FProduce all policy and procedure manuals and/or training materials used o direct
the methods and timing that you use when you notarize assignments, lien release
or other documents during the relevant time period.

Produce any documments or communications granting your employees the
authority to sign missignments, lien release or other documents duning the relevant
time perind.

Produce ledgers f all financial transactions between you and any title company,
recarding, SEIVILR , QICASS sroves  ax any afher enlify thal pravides, paynRrnis
you in connection: with any services rendered in connection with any residential
real estate in Illinwis during the relevant time period.

Produce a certified copy of all depositions of your employees or agents relating to
the preparation, signing, or notarization of documents.

Produce all docunnents relating to any legal action taken or threatened against you
or any affiliate, in cluding but not limiicd to legal action taken or threatened by a
govemment entity concerning the preparation, signing, or.nadanzation of
documents during; the relevant time period.

Produce all docurents that descrihe the ioh responsibilities af all emplayecs whn
are tasked with sigzning assignments, lien release or other documents on behalf of
others (for exampile, a2 “Signing L.C.” who has been given limited authority to sign
as a “vice presidert” or other such officer of anather entity).

Produt;.e all power:s of attorney, corporate resolution, or any' other document
granting one of your employees the ability to sigon on behalf of another entity.

Produce all docum:cuts relafing to yomr employees” ahality to sign on bedalf of
Mortgage Electronic Regrstration Sysiom (MERS).

Pagedof 5




15.

4.

17.

18.

19.

20.

2L

23.

24,

Produce all agre-ements you have with MERS.

Praduce all af your employes compensation policies i place during the rolevant
time period, including but not limited to, documents relating to productivity
incentives. : .

Produce any pol icy and procedure manuals and/or training materials that mentions
or describes whezn and why multiple people can sign for one person, as referenced

i T-ntnn-eg-xh\nr o Je ]

A8 RAJiLWLA ﬂlvl: A day

Produce all policy or procedural manuals pertaining to the use of electronic
signatures.

Produce copies ¢>f all assignments, lien releases or other documents prepared,
signed, or notariaad by’ yoar ampleyees dimg dire refeviam® e peod relaing

residential real estate in Illinois.

Produce copies of wy dovuments relaime o real wsiate In Tiimois where the
signature of “Bri:an Bly” was signed by someone other than Brian Bly.

Produce copies cof any docusments relating ta real estate in Dlinois where the
signature of “Cr-ystal Moore” was signed by someone other than Crystal Moore.

Provdnre ) demoments o reends revirewned im preparaiion of e assignmnen's
attached in Exhilbit A and Exhibit B, respectively.

Produce all dociements evidencing the authority of Citt Residential Lendirrz Inc,
to act as attormey-in-fact for Town and Country Credit Corp. during the relevant
timc period.

Produce all docu ments evidencing the authority of Crystal Moore to act as Vice
President for Citi Residential Lending Inc. during the relevant time period.

Fage Saof §
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Wisa Recerded Return Tix
mmnmr_:-*
CI0 KTC 2100 Ak 19 Ner

Prias Barhor, FL 34653

CRL L 9065754408

Assignze L 4000536307

Javestor L 0065794000

Castadion: §5
Effective Diite: 0211172009

FOR-GOOD AND VALUA SLE CONSIDERATION, the sufficicacy of which i hetchy ackivowindgod, the undersigned €LTE -
RESIDENTIAL LENDING: INC, AS ATTORNEY-IN-FACT FOR TOWN AND COUNTRY CREINT CORE, WHOSE -
ADDRESS IS 10001 E. 6TH: STREET, RANCHO COCAMONGA, CA 31730, (ASSEGNUR), by thens prancess doct CORver.
Mﬂm“ﬂuwhﬂﬁ“&ﬁ“ﬁﬁﬂﬂ““'
Wixther with ol inkcrent sorcored horcky, sl Yem, sud siny sighss des or 10 bocome dee theeron-t0 DETISCHE BANK. -
mmmmmummmmmm- P
ASSET-BACKED PASS-TIIRDUGH CERTIFICATES, SERIRS 00L-R1, ADER THE POOLING AND SERYVICING ~
AGREEMENT DATED FESRUARY 1, 2004, WHOSR ADDKRSS I§ 1761 EAST ST, ANDEREW FLATE , GANTA ANA, T
CA_S270549M, (ASSIGNEE) Said vontgagwidend of toest dowd 127182000 , wuld ssads by LAVREN L. SCEEYFERS w i
TOWN AND MYCWMﬂMhMMWMﬂMIMMME
Book mh:maxmom «pos (he propaty siuited in sald Stxio and Comsty 89 aeore fully desribed in said
or n 0 Wit
mumnmmmmmmammwrmwmmmwmm
TOWNSHIF 37 NORTH, RA NUE 9 BAST OF THE, THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACOORDING TO THE FLAT
THEREOP RECORDET) OCITOBER 13, 19TR, AS DOCUMENY NO. R78-40464. IN WILL COUNTY, ILLINDIS.

naaxsen
K.:nu 0P MORNING {ITAR RAFERVILLE I 5B - .

EAE mmwnmmmmmmmmm

STATE OF PLORIDA- COUNTY QEPINELLAS
The firegoing instrument was | acknowledged hefire me THIS ISTH DAY OF JANUARY IN THE YEAR 2009, by CRYSTAL:
MOORE of CTT1 RESIDENTL AL LENDING INC., AS ATTORNEY-IN-FACT FOR TOWN AND COUNTRY CREDIT CORE: -
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1 may.rapay Ui Not of arsy tme il thouka pesaly. -

4 LOAMCHARGES
¥ 8we, Which Gppias 10 DNt DAC DI Gde) 5603 MAGIRST: 03 CRENEs, 1 finally \rievpreted B0 Tl e intarest or’
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Citi Residential Lending

.0, Bexe 13000
Santa Ana, CA §2711-1.000

December 15, 20 98 b/ >' _
VBRNKLZS . ‘

Lauren Lea Schaiife o
119% Morningstarr CT :
Wapervilie, IL 60%64-83L2

T— ll"n"lmlulu"mlu"’nJs:nlllll[u,ls‘u“-m‘ll:ndc“

.. R a2

Re:  fomn Ne. . )
A Datd: 1X-01-08
IYVLOArLY addresgr TRCYE Spowfiosld OO knroos M5 ERSE4

RCTICE OF AS SUMEIET, SN 0% TREDNITR O SRR ITEC BISSES

You pare herehy nocified thaet the servicing <2 thes above msytyage icen, ls
bolog sesigred, mold ox transferzed J-za 24l Pfrldeqtlial Lerdirg to
Thess Hoowe Pinanice, LIC, effective Jazuary i, z2009.
Mﬁ M

This assigoment, wmale or transfes will only affsct the sarvisizg o yelr
Iz, RIl other teres contaimed in yoor mivigaje demumehts rexale in

Q@i favt . Fleach notr that i vog hava 2iher lacrs sesviced by Clicd
Remidencizl Lendingy., taese lcans wioli sebaisn wits il Reslidercias
Lending unless you are informed ather wise.

Your pregent servsicer lg Civl Residartial Larding. If you have

any guustions rel ating o the zransfyr of sersleing, call sur Sustomer
Cere Dapartment SreCuean €:50 a.wm. o 5:69 v.m., 57, Mooday tuxough
Friday ar {962 £150-5262.

Your e servicer- will Pe Those Heme Flrenve, Lil.  Belew are its
copracts for Correspondence and Paysment quastiscs:

AODRREST TR _ - HE 2N 5 Eotwaral
Chege Nowe Finance chagse Homwm Fineoce
Atkn: Resgearch 2 Bex 78116
PO BOX 34572 Phoenix, AZ BSGE:~A3316

Selunbue, N 4322 4

Tha tell-frea ral aphane sopber of veur new cervicer i{a (820} 568-7312.
If yoo bave any guestionr relating to the tracsfer of sarvicing, call
ustorer FErVIce Batwaas 3:C2 q.x. and 2:20 p.o., BFT, Mortay - Rriday,
and Saturdey, 3:003 a.n. to 5:0C p.m., EST.

The date chat your presemt gervicer will stsp azzapizg paymencs fros
you lx Decerbac 2i7, 2005. The dace that your nwew servicer will

start accepting peyments from you iz JAansary 1. 502%. Send all
pay=seris dua o3 ur- after thar date it your bDew servicer.
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RESIDENTIAL LENDING INC, AS ATTORNEY-IN-FACT, FOR TOWN AND COUNTRY CREDIT CORP., WHOSE
. 'ADDRESS IS 10801 E. §TH ST REET , RANCHO CUCAMONGA; CA91730, (ASSIGNOR), by thésé presasits does conviy,
gant, sof); msxipn, uurmuuawumummmdmwmum-mwm
togethey with ali laterest secured tchereby, a1t lens, and sny rights duéior:10-tecams due (ereon w9 MORTGAGE ELECTRONIC
'REGISTRATION SYSTEMS, JINC. (MERS) A DELAWARE CORFORATION, ATS SUCCESSORS OR ASSIGNS; AS:
"'NOMINEE FOR: JPMORGAIN CHASE BANK, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION, PO BOX 224, FLINT, MI #8541,
" (ASSIGNEE). Seid. mortgagtiswsil of trast: datid 1271772003, . wmummmMuwm
mmnmmaﬁwﬂﬁmmmwhm Pige- 2
S R3005-018055 - whlm.-—dhum--ﬂ,m-umhﬁg

LOT qmmmmxmmepmwn:&sif ASUREID ALONG THE NORTEERLY, AND:
- SOUTHERLY LINES THEREQE-IN SUBDIVISION OF PARTS OF SECTIONS 29. AND 32, TOWNSHIP 38 NORTH RANGH
9 BASF.OF THE THIRD PRINCHFAL MERIDIAN‘ ACCORDING TO. THE FLAT. THERBOF RECORDED AUGUST 23, 1979

. -

. MWM?SMND@WROFWWMW& 1980 AS DOCUMENT

RE0-085758. IN DUPAGE qemmnm:s
. V32107063

. Imwmn: mlmﬂ.ncl' AURORA, . 60500
e

*5213939*

FRED BUCHOLZ m«mm : nummmmvm '
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% Compxinte items 1, 2, and 3. Alno cormplats
Bam 4. if Resbiciad Defivery is deaired.

® Print your name and address on the navama
80 thatt we oan retum the cerd to you.

B Attach this card to %he back of the mafipiace,
or an the frort i space parmits.

A Signstum
X

B. Racaived by { Pririad Name)

1. Adicle Andressed to:

Natiorwide Title Clesaring, .Inc.
2100 At 19 North

Palm Elarbor, FL 34683

D. Is Gelvary #dnes clifietét fom flem 17 LJ Yes
¥YES, entar delemy ackdmen baioe: L Mo

3, Sarvios Type
R Cotied Mall 1] Expross Matl

[w ] STV Imwwm
OrnsuedMal D COD.

4. Resiricted Dolivery? (Extra Fee) O
L oo kiog 7009 2820 D003 b245 3582
1 P8 Form 31811, February 2004 Dormastic Retum Receipt VR 401680 ¢

AT W e e

7007 2820 0003 L245 3542
7009 2820 0003 b2y§ 358F

CERTIFIED MAIL

JRETAN

G owa me o

L]
t
1
i
i
1
'
¥
=1
[}
1
}
H

.S, Postal Service -

CERTIFIED MAIL RECEIPT

Fetum Recolpt Fee
v He

Pexiicind Dalvary oo
Endoras et Reciond

wrona 2100 Alt 19 Borth ;

i:"“s"rm Harbor, FL 34683 I

Foguines}

“Totad Posage & Fose | $
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Lauren L. Scfv . :ffers, Petitioner \"N 8- 7_0‘\

o P:E‘-E'c‘,oum

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF JLLINOIS

LAUREN L. SCHEFFERS, ) Appellate Court, 3" Judicial

Petitianer : ) District, Case No. 3-11-476
)

v, ) Circuit Court, Will County,

) Nlinois, 12 Judicial Circuit
DEUTSCHE BANKNATIONAL TRUST COMPANY. ) Case No. 09CH3797
AS TRUSTE! TN TKUST FUR TiTE BENEFIT OF Y
THE CERTIF ' 1CATE HOLDERS FOR AMERJQUEST ) The Honorable Raymond E.
MORTGAGE. SECURITIES TRUST 2004-R1, ) Rossiand
ASSET-BAC KED PASS-THROUGH CERTIFICATES, j The fionoradie Richard' J.
SERIES 2004 -R1, Y Siegel,
Respondent ) Presiding Judges

NOTICE OF FILING

To: By USk 'S Priority Mail By USPS Priority Mail
ATTN David Co. Director Denis Pierce, Robert Deisinger,
Deutsc: he Bank National Trust Shaun Calfahan
Cc mpany, as trustee Thirteenth Floor
17611 :ast St. Andrew Place I North Dearborn
Santa . -Ana. CA Y2705-4933 Chicago, 1L 60602

By US PS Priority Mail FiL ED

Patricl . Stanton. Amy Jonker

Dyker 1a Gossett PLLC NOV 8 - 2011

10 Sot 1th Wacker Drive, Suite 2300 ' '

Chicay o, . Gk SUPREME CQURT
CLERK

Toora e damaly magitad st o Aevamber F, 01T Pevtvaner, as ao aondigend
person, submi tted for filing 1 copy of the Petitioner’s Petition for Leave to Appeal to the
Office of the ¢ "lerk of the Supreme Court of 1llinois, as served per the enclosed notarized
Prond of Serd 1.

Per the  potarized Proof of Service and Verification by Certification, Petitioner has
submitted one  copy to each of the firms above the Petition and Appendix Exhibits 1-3.

B |
Page 1

w3 ¢



Cauren L. Sciw 21fers, Fetltioner

Falifin, ner hasneauliny, e sarvathree canges.af this. Zeritinn. o the. Resnondent s
counsel. as rec juired. since neither of the law firms above was retained by the Respondent
as legal couns el in this instant action.

Respectfully submitted,

Cauren L, $cherfers
1305 Morningstar Ct.
Naperville. IL 60564
M 65USUS 34U

Page 2



AN THE SLIPREME COLIRT OF ILLINOIS

-

LAV L AUHERFERS, y Mpprinte Qo 39 edindah

Petitioner ) Distriet, Case Nn. . 3-11-474
)

v. 7 Creort Coare, WY Coundy,

§ Birais, 2™ Judicia! Cirowit
DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST COMPANY, ) Casc No. 09CH3797

AS TRUSTE! " TN TKUST FUR THE BENEFTT Ur Y
THE CERTI} (CATE HOLDERS FOR AMERIQUEST ) The Honorable Raymond E.
MORTGAGE SECURITIES TRUST 2004-R1, } Rossi and
ASSET-BACT <ED PASS-THROUGH CERTIFICATES, ) I'he Honorable Richard J.
SERIES 2004 -R1, y  Siegel,
Respondent . ) Presiding Judges

PROOF OF SERVICE

The undersigr:ed certifies that true copies of the foregoing instrument, Petition for Leave
to Appeal Pur suant to Rule 315 or Appeal as a Matter of Right Pursuant to Rule 317, to
be served upor 1;

Clerk ¢ »f the Supreme Court of Illinois
200 E: st Capito) Avenue
Spring field . IL 62701

by Phating 2 o Py of 3ame in 2 USPS Priorisy Mad maiter with Sigretere-Required
Receipt 2307 1770 0000 1051 9717, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail. and depe asiting said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W. Ogden Av .¢., Naperviile, [T, 60540 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 2" day of' November, ZU( [,
and to

ATTN : David Co, Director
Deutsc he Bank National Trust Company, as trustee
1761 b ast St. Andrew Place
Santa Ana, CA 92705-4934

by placing a ¢ opy of same in 2. USPS Prierity Mail mailer with Delivery Canfirmation
Receipt 0311 ¢ 1240 0000 1268 2323, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail, and dep« ssiting said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W. Ogden Av- .., Naperville, IL &0548 priar 8o 7:00 ;om. this 2™ dey of November, 2011,
and to

Page 1



Denis [ ’ierce, Robert Deisinger, Shaun Callahan
Pierce & Associates

Thirtes® otk Flace

1 North Dearbom

Chicago. IL 60602

by placing a ¢ py of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Delivery Confirmation
Receipt 0311 {660 0000 2322 4656, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail. and dep»rsiting said’ enverope ar tie Umted’ Scates Fustar Servive locdainot ad 75
W. Ogden Av c.. Naperville, IL 60540 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 2" day of November. 2011,
and to

Patricl<. Stanton, Amy Jonker
Dykenia Gossett PLLC

10 South Wacker Drive. Suite 2300
Chica; 10, IL 60606

by nlacing a ¢ Ay af same o a LISPS Priarity Mail mailer with Delivery Confirmation
Reeeipt 0310 . 2640 0001 7648 7773, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail, and dep« rsiting said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W. Ogden Av <., Naperville, IL 80540 prior o 7:00 p.m. this 2" day of November, 201 1.

A s 0,
: %/ Ry {J(/ff/c '{)/s(é Lt

Lauren L. Scheffers
1305 Momingstar Ct.
Naperville, 11. 60564
H 630-305-3401

Y ) N ‘
) e AVREY, o AT,
71 - [

Date

I
Swarn fo and <whscrihed hefore me this the =</ ﬂ/da v of November, 2011
' /
—

My Commissi on Expires: ‘/[ 343

Page 2



PEETITIONER VERIFICATION BY CERTIFICATION
PETITION FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL

Under penalties as provdrd by buw pagueh '@ Scaatien 1, 08 o the Code of Chal Ruerrdiur
(735 ILCS 5/1 109/fi om Ch. 110, par. 1 109), the undersigned certifies that the statements set
forth in, and the exhiibits submitted with, this instrument are true and correct, except as to matters

tnerein stated 10 've o 1 ifformation and'oéileT and as v sudn mters tny urtrersiprred veriies us

aforesaid that Petitio: 1er verily believes the same to be true.

..-\{:L:zf P . Ll
Lauren L. Scheffers Ry
1305 Morningstar C1.

Naperville, IL 60564

C 630-305-3401

L crilan S do
Date ,

Sworn to and subscri bed before me this the ? )C> _day of October, 2011.

—

it
o / i =

My Commission Expires:

C;“;/;:]r,/‘ﬁg"

W




Lawen 1. Schefters. Petitioner

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS

LAUREN L. SC HEFFERS. y Appellate Court. 3" Judicial

Petitioner ) District. Case No. 3-11-476
)

V. Y Circuit Court, Will County.

) linois. 12" Judicial Circuit

DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST COMPANY, ) Case No. 09CH3797

AS TRIISTEE [N TRIIST EQR.THE BENEFIT OF ),

THE CERTIFIC. ATE HOLDERS FOR AMERIQUEST ) The Honorable Raymond E.
MORTGAGE ST "CURITIES TRUST 2004-R1, ) Rossi and
ASSET-BACKE.D PASS-THROLIGH CERTIFICATES. ) The Hanorahle Richard J.
SERIES 2004-R 1, ) Siegel.

Respondent 3 Presiding Judges

NOTIOE OF FILING PETITION FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL PLRSIANT T
RULE 315 OR. APPEAL AS A MATTER OF RIGHT PURSUANT TO RULE 317

Praver For Leave to Appeal as a Matter of Right

Comes n-ow. Pettoner pro se. Laurem L. Soleriers, parsuam o Suprerme Covnd
Rule 317, and re spectfully petitions the Court for leave to appeal from the Decision of the
Appellate Court. Third District. as a matter of right pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 317
for violation ot't he Petitioner’s right to due process under the Consutution. under
Supreme Court } ule 63. and under Supreme Court Rule 137.

Praver For Leave to Appeal

Comes r ow. Petitioner pro se, Lauren L. Schetters. pursuant to Supreme Court
Rule 315. and respectfully petitions the Court for leave to appcal trom the Decision of the

Appellate Court. Third District.

Page |



Taen 1. Seheffers, Petifinner

Judgments Below

1. O August 23, 2011. Justice William F. Holdridge. Presiding Justice
Robert L. Carter.. and Justice Mary K. OBrien. the Third Appellate Court Justices
(“lustices™), allegedly allowed (see Appendix Exhibit 1) ("Exhibit™) the Plaintiff-
Appellee Motion to Dismiss (see Exhibit 42).

2. T:he Justices failed to rule at all (see Exhibit 2) on the Defendant-
Anpellant Emergrency Motion for Stay of Judgments Pending Appeal Pursuant to Rule
305 (“Emergency s Motion for Stay™) (see Exhibit 48 inclusive).

3. On October 4, 2011, the Justices allegedly overruled and denied the
Renifinn. . Reheraning (see Exhihit. 33, but there was no reference as to which Justices, if
any. participated in the decision.

4. A s of November 3. 2011, the Justices have failed to respond to the Petition

for Certificate ol Imprrrancs (ere Exlhilon L7 thatowas fled an Qarnhar 17 2011,
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Janeen . Schetfers. Petitioner

Points FRelied Upon For Review of Judgment of the Appellate Court

I.  Aithough the alleged order allowing the Motion to Dismiss stated
“response of Apjellant noted™. therc was no opinion or explanation given as to why the
Appeltlant’s response (see Exhibit 46) was ignored or whether 1t was even reviewed at all.

2. T he extensive Emergency Motion for Stay (see Exhibit 48 inclusive) was
filed with the int-ent of demonstrating to the Justices the many judicial/counsel errors/acts
of fraud unon_th > eawt.in.the 12" Tudicial Circuit Court gursuant to Supreme Court Rules
63 and 137, inclu ding the recusal of Judge Richard J. Siegel (“Judge Siegel™) (see Exhibit
27) and the subst2quent assignment of this instant action to the recently elected Judge
Raspneand 1. Rays o 0 Indge Rassi!™, with na apnparent hackeraand. in, linpis ea).
estate/foreclosurcz laws or the Illinois Uniform Commercial Code.

3. G iven the failure of the Justices to rule on the Emergency Motion for Stay,
because M was a o pun” (set TRiivn L), e rasres fardei vekted Redie &3,

4. Y et again. the alleged order that overruled and denicd the Petition for
Rehearing (sec E xhibit 3) failed to address any of the legal points raised in the Petition
torRéhearing.

5. G iven the fact that the filing of a Petition for Certificate of Importance
(see Exhibit 57} after the denial of the Petition for Rehearing on October 4. 2011 does not
extend the filing ieadline to file this Petition for Leave to Appcal (“PLA"). the Jushices
again failed to ad dress the legal points raised by the Appellant. a further violation of Rule

63 by the Justice s.
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Lawren L. Schatfarg, Petitianar

Statement of Facts

IN ASCENDING CHRONOLOGICAL ORCER
1. On December 31. 2003. Defendant closed on the refinancing of the Note
in this instant ac:lion with Town & Country Credit Corporation (" TCC™) (see Exhibit 4).

2 Pcr the undated Endorsement to “Blank™ on the back of the Note. the Note

was converted into a security as “bearer paper” (see Exhibit 3).

3. O, Februacy 6, 2004 . Deutsche Bank National Trust filed the requisite
prospectus (see F xhibit 6 inclusive. judicial notice requested) for Ameriquest Mortgage
Securities Trust 2004-R1, Asset-Backed Pass-Through Certificates. Series 2004-R1
AW ARSIRA PO etk tha SRuuifins Exahannr Conamissinm CSECy sprdtiing 2.
closing date “on «or about February 6, 2004 (see Exhibit 6. page 1, judicial notice
requested).

4. Ass pan of that prospectus, Devisthe Dank Meatooal Trost sveied that
“Legal Actions arre Pending Against the Seller” (see Exhibit 6. pages 9-10).

5. CnJanuary 6. 2005, Deutsche Bank National Trust filed Form 15-15D.
Certification and ‘Notiee of Termination of Registration under Section 12{g) on the basis
that there were o11ly 12 Certificate Holders as of December 31. 2004. Judicial Notice
Requested (see E xhibit 7).

6. Or1 January 23, 2006. 49 State Attorneys General signed a setflement
agreement with A.CC Capital Holdings Corporation and its subsidiaries Ameriquest
Mortgage Comp: iny, Town & Country Credit Corporation. and AMC Mortgage Services,

Inc. (see Exhibit 8).

Page 4



Laweo 1. Schaeffers Petitioner

7. T 'he lllinois Attorney General sent three undated letters re: Notice of Your
Right to a Restit ution Payment relative to three mortgage refinances in December of 2003
{see Exhibit 9).

8. On October 23. 2007, Citi Residential Lending (“CRL™). as servicer, sent
a RESPA Correc:tion Letter stating that Ameriquest Mortgage Securities, Inc. was the
current creditor (see Exhibit 10).

Q. O December 14,2007, the [llinois Attarney General sent the Ameriguest
Muiti-State Settl ement claim check for $2590.03 relative to three mortgage refinances of
$424.,000 (see E xhibit 11).

Wy, fS\n December 2, 2008, CRL sent a Notice of Intention to Foreclose (see
Exhibit 12),

11.  Cun January 15. 2009, an Assignment from Town and County Credit
Curp. w Treuesire Durls Wairrd Trusy Cortpermny OO 2 Traves fui
Ameriquest Mor tgage Securities. Inc.. Asset Backed Pass Through Certificates
Series 2004-R1. was notarized with an effective date of February 11, 2009. but was
not recorded witl 1 fhe " Wilt County Kecorder untit Wiardn 15, 2ARUY (see Appendiix
Exhibit 13. judic al notice requested).

12, CinJanuary 30, 2009, a Chapter 7 Bankruptcy was filed, Case 09-02917.
with CRL listed as the Secured Creditor on Schedule D (see Exhibit 14).

13, O n March 3, 2009. the Meeting of the Creditors was held (see Exhibit 15).

14. Cm April 17. 2009. Pierce & Associates tiled the Motion to Modity the

Automatic Stay ( see Exhibit 16).
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Lawren L. Schetfers, Petitioner

15, DnMay 5. 2009, the Chapter 7 Bankruptcy was discharged (see Exhibit

17).
16, On August 26. 2011, Pierce & Associates filed the Complaint to

Foreclosure Mortgage (see Exhibit 18).

17. O)n September 16. 2009. Pierce & Associates sent its Collection Letter
(see Exhibit 19) .

18, (OnDecamher 24,2009, Defendant served the Defendant Request for
Production (see Exhibit 20).

19.  (n February 26. 2010. Plaintift served the Defendant the Plaintiff’s
Raasprar @ I ferdent o Tinsh Rayursh i Ruodiurtion, (sre Exhibif, 2L,

20. On June 9. 2010, Defendant served the Defendant Motion to Compel
Production (see Exhibit 22).

T Um Aagan V2 20 adge St Sipred o vrde et denicd Drfkrdnl o
Motion to Comyprel Production {see Exhibit 23).

22, On September 8. 2010, the Defendant Motion for Summary Judgment was
served (see ExXhi it 24),

23.  OnNovember 9. 2010, Judge Bolden signed an order that transferred this
instant action beick to Judge Siegel (see Exhibit 25).

24, ()n November 12, 2010. Defendant served the Defendant Motion Tor
Sanctions (see E xhibit 26), including a “Do Did™ Schematic (see Exhibit 26.4).

25. (On November 22. 2010. Judge Siegel signed and order recusing his

honor pursuant { 0 Supreme Court Rule 63 (see Exhibit 27).
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Tawren 1. Sche ffers. Petitioner

26. On January 21. 2011, Pierce & Associates. not Dykema Gossett. served
the Plaintiff’s F esponse to Defendant’s Motion for Sactions <sic> (see Exhibit 28).

27. On February 22. 201 1. Defendant served the Defendant’s Second Request
for Production (see Exhibit 29).

28. «Jn March 22. 2011, Judge Rossi mailed his honor’'s Memorandum
and Order (see Exhibit 30) that denied the Defendant Motion for Summary Judgment and
the Plainfiff Muotinn fne Summary Iudgment. and set a status hearing date for April 4,
2011 to set a tri al date.

29. ‘On April 4. 2011. Judge Rossi signed an order that granted the
Rhvinntith Mevirir fan Sammans daant (Unntad (srr oxhibit, 11,

30.  On April 5. 2011, Pierce & Associates sent Defendant a package with a
cover letter (se<z Exhibit 32).

>, On Wiy 0. 201" Defivrdret served e Witkion ' Werate Fiudgnieth i
Foreclosure anci Sale (see Exhibit 33).

332. “On May 8. 2011, Defendant served the Motion for Sanctions Against
Pierce & Assoc iates Pursuant to Rule 1737 {see EXnibll 34).

33. ( )n May 9. 2011, Defendant served the Defendant Motion to Compel

Production (se e Exhibit 35) for Plaintiff failure to respond to the Defendant’s Second

Request tor Pro-duction served on February 22, 2011,

34, (On May 24, 2011. Defendant had extensive e-mai} communications (see
Exhibit 36, page 2) with Thomas P. James, Consumer Counsel. Consumer Fraud Bureau

of the Illinois A ttorney General relative to the fabricated Assignment recorded with the

Will County Re corder (see Exhibit 13). On May 25, 2011, the Illinois Attorney General
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Lauren L. Schesftars Patitinner

Press Release: “Madigan Issues Subpoenas: Widens ‘Robosigning” Probe™ stated that a
subpoena was issued to Nationwide Title Clearing Inc. (see Exlibit 36. page 1).

35. On June 17. 2011. Detendant served the Motion for Temporary
Restraining Order and/or Preliminary Injunction {see Exhibit 37).

36. On June 22. 2011, Judge Rossi signed an Order denying all four
Defendant Motions: 1) Motion to Vacate Judgment of Foreclosure and Sale. 2) Motion
for Temporasy Revraining Qudar and. Preliminary Injunction.. 33 Mation to Campel
Production 2. 2.nd 4) Motion for Sanctions Against Pierce & Associates Denied (see
Exhibit 38).

Y. m Freleg WU Weferdant fled wYafinr o Aqprddowithothe V27 Tudicial
Circuit Court (:see Exhibit 39).

38. On July 5. 2011, Defendant filed a Notice of Appeal with the 3™
Appellate Couw 1 {see EXnIoI 4U).

39. On July 8. 2011, Detendant filed the Docketing Statement with the 3"
Appellate Court (see Exhibit 41).

40. On July 12. 2011, Pierce & Associates filed an Appearance and the
Plaintiff Motio 1 to Dismiss Appeal with the 3 Appellate Court (see Exhibit 42).

41. On July 20. 2011. Defendant handed out the Criminal Foreclosure Sale
Handout at the July 20, 2011 sale (see Exhibit 43).

42, .An Internet listing of the property in this instant action indicated the REO

status. that the Plaintiff had bought the property at the July 20, 2011 foreclosure salc (see

Exhibit 44. judr cial notiee requested).
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Lauren L. Schafiers. Petitioner

43. On July 21. 2011. the Will County Sherift’s Report of Sale and
Distribution weis created and it was recorded on July 28. 2011 with the 12" Judicial
Circuit Court { see Exhibit 453),

44. On July 25.2011. Detendant filed the Response to Motion to Dismiss
Appeal (sec Ex hibit 46).

43. On July 28. 201 1. the Sheriff's Deed was recorded with the Will
Rarente; Presnder, Judicial Notice Requested (see Exhibit 47. judicial notice requested).

46. On August 4. 2011. Detendant filed the Emergency Motion for Stay with
the 3™ Appella te Court (see Exhibit 48).

4. Omn Aogust S, 2001 Printcfi Tied e Chipeéom w Appelient s YWaekion
to Stay Trial Coourt Proceedings with the 3™ Appellate Court (see Exhibit 49).

48, On August 12. 2011. Defendant filed the Appellant Response to
Appellee’s Ubj ection to Appeflant s Motion 1o Stay Tral Tourt Proceediings witn tne
Appellate Cour t (see Exhibit 50).

49, On August 23, 2011. Gist Fleshman, Clerk of the 3™ Appellatc Court
(Clerk™). sent Defendant a letter stating that the appeal had been dismissed {see EXtibit
51).

50. On August 23, 2011, per the computer screen print-out of the Emergency
Motion for Sta'v Fact Sheet - “Motion has become Moot™ that was sent to Defendant by

an office worker in the Clerk of the 3™ Appellate Court. no ruling on the Emergency

Motion for Sta y was required (see Exhibit 52).
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Lauren L. Sche fiars. Petiiomer

51 On September 1. 2011, Defendant filed with the 12th Judicial Circuit
Court the Defe ndant’s August 29, 2011 Letter to Will County Sherift Kaupus (see
Exhibit 53).

52. On September 1. 201 1. Defendant filed wit the 12th Judicial Circuit Court
the Defendant™ s August 31, 2011 Letter to Will County State’s Attorney Glasgow (see
Exhibit 54).

53, Qo Seyember ], ML Defendant. filed a Peritian. for Rebearing with the
3" Appellate C ‘ourt (see Exhibit 55).

54. On October 4. 2011, the Clerk of the 3" Appellate Court sent Defendant a
It Seting fivdolie Reiticon o Dehrwing had eeon vrmdrd wnd drnisd (sre Exhibit,
56).

55. On October 17. 2011, Defendant filed a Petition for Certificate of
importance P urssuam 1o Koe 310 win e yd Appeicgie Coarclie e teh veen wddieyed

as of Novembe r 1. 2011 (see Exhibit 57).
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Lauren L. Schaoffers. Petitioner

Argument

1. As repcatedly submitted to the Justices in the Response to the Motion to
Dismiss (see E xhibit 46 inclusive), the Response (see Exhibit 50 inclusive) to Objection
to thee Emergeriaey Matian for Stay (see Exhihit 49). the Petition for Rehearing (see
LExhibit 55 incl usive). and the Petition for Certificate of Importance {see Exhibit 57
inclusive). the 12" Judicial Circuit Court had no jurisdiction to make any rulings under
he WhinweaMe teege Foreclosure Law (TIMEL™Y,.

2. As a matter of law. the Respondent through its alleged two separate law
tirms as Jegal ¢:ounsel did not meet the requiremnents of the IMFL to elect to enforce the
seeurnzed 1o e under te IITL. Trravioe. urry dererrrimetion o) - Treh wiider” uiden
the IMFL is no t applicable (see Exhibits 42 and 46).

3. As a matter of law. it is ILCS 810 5/Article 3, Uniform Commercial Code,
re: Negotidble Tecurifies and Part 3. Entorcement of Instruments {see 'EXniorn /2. exnlof
2) that pertains to securitized Notes, not ILCS 735 5/Art. XV, Illinois Mortgage
Foreclosure La.w (see Exhibit 48. pages 2-3, and Exhibit 48.4. pages 1-2).

4. Since no record was created in this instant action because the Motion to
Dismiss was al legedlyv approved (see Exhibit 1), the Petitioner. as an indigent person. was
forced into exprending substantial sums of money for multiple copies. bindings and USPS
service costs ot "the extensive Emergency Motion for Stay (see Exhibit 48) with all of the
supporting Exh-ibits including pleadings and extensive Reports of Proceedings submitted
under Section 1 109 Certification. when the Plaintiff’s alleged counscl never verified the
Complaint or a ny other submission to the 12" Judicial Circuit Court or the 3" Appellate

Court.
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Lauwar L. Sqh.effers, Petitioner

5. Since no record was created in this instant action. the Petitioner, as an
indigent perso n. has again been forced into expending substantial sums of money to file
this PLA witl: competent supporting evidence that the Petitioner’s right to due process
under the Constitution has been blatantly violated. Exhibits 1-46 in the Appendix of this
PLA represent. a subset of the Exhibits that were submitted with the Emergency Motion

for Stay (see !2xhibit 48.4).

6. hudee Siegel and hadge Rossi deniad all vanting discovery requesss:
a. Defendant Request for Production {see Exhibit 20).
b. Plaintiff’s Response to Defendant’s First Request for Production

e Tl I,

C. Motion to Compel Production (see Exhibit 22),

d. Judge Siegel’s Order (see Exhibit 23) denying the Motion to
Compe'1 Production,

e. Defendant’s Second Request for Production {see Exhibit 29) with
no respense from Plaintitf s alleged counsel,

f. Motion to Compel Produetion 2 (see Exhibit 35). and

g. Judge Rossi’s Order (see Exhibit 35) denying the second Motion to
Compce:l Production.

7. The Emergency Motion for Stay (see Exhibit 48) is critical to this Cowt’s

decision to appwove or deny an Appeal. particularly its Sections:

a. I. Relevant Law. pages 2-3
b. I1. Statement of Facts. pages 4-17.
C. HI. Argument, pages 18-22,
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Lauren L. Seh effers Petirioner

d. IV. Blatant Violations of Rule 137, pages 23-25,
e. V. Blatant Violations of Rule 63. pages 26-30.
1. V1. This Foreclosure Action has been an Extortion Attempt,

V1I. This Foreclosure Action has been a Financial Crime in [llinois

o

since its outset, pages 32-37.

h. VL. Summary., nages 318-4(0,

1. [X. Conclusion. pages 41-44,

J. Defendant’s Mission. page 45.

'S Drfrndant. < Cirdantials. pagr 4.

L List of Exhibits with bullet points of critical legal issues (see

Exhib it 48.4 inclusive). and
. X 1. Reevarn Wirmis Law. perges § % ws sedurriiord with o

pleadings,

8. Per the Emergency Motion for Stay (see Exhibit 48} filed on August 4.
2011. the Stat :ment ol Facts {see Exhibit 48. pages 4-17) mcluded fhe crifical pleadings,
reports of proceedings. and supporting Exhibits under Section 1 109 certification that
were part of the record from the 12" Judicial Circuit Court through July of 2011.

9. The several sections in the Emergency Motion for Stay cross-referenced to
each of its Sta tements of Facts with the specific supporting Exhibit. Critical pleadings,
reports of pre ceedings. and rulings not included with this PLA related to:

a. Dcfendant Motion for Summary Judgment.

b. Motion to Vacate Judgment of Foreclosure and Sale.
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lanren 1. Schieffers Petitinner

C. Motion for Temporary Restraining Order and/or Preliminary

Injunc tion, and

1]

c. The Reports of Proceedings for the March 3. 2011 hearing (82

pages ). the April 4. 2011 hearing (37 pages} and the June 22. 2011 hearing (38

pages. .

10. The Petitioner’s right to due process under the Constitution was violated
hy the cantinaal litany of false statements by the Plaintifts alleged two law firms, Pierce
& Associates (“P&A™) and Dykema Gossett (“Dykema™) in pleadings and in hearings per
the 400+ pag.es of Reports of Proceedings. as documented in the two Motions for
Sanciians she Txhilits 26 wd, A,

11. The Petitioner’s right to due process under the Constitution was further
violated by Judge Rossi. Judge Siegel. and the Justices for the failure to review any of the
competent ev-idence repemedny suommiet wnder Sevhon 1 1Y Certificadion of fhe many
material facts in dispute per the Defendant Motion for Summary Judgment and Motion to
Vacate Judgiment of Foreclosure and Sale in the 12* Judicial Circuit Court and in the
Emergency Mlotion for Stay in the 3* Appeliate Court {see Exhibit 4%).

12. The Petitioner’s right to due process under the Constitution was further
violated by Juidge Rossi. Judge Siegel, and the Justices for the failure to review any of the
competent evr.dence repeatedly submitted under Section 1 109 Certification of the many
additional ma terial facts in dispute. For example. the CRL Naotice of Intention to
Foreclose on December 2. 2008 (see Exhibit 12). did not meet the requirements as a

Notice of Acc eleration or a Demand for Payment in Full from the lender of record. TCC.
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Lauren L. Scleffers, Petitioner

13. Per ludge Siegel’s recusal Order (see Exhibit 27) pursuant to Supreme
Court Rule 6 of November 22, 2010. his honor’s Order made specific references to that
Defendant M:otion for Sanctions (see Exhibit 26): "recent pleadings filed by the
Defendant wiiich question the faimess of the courtl <sic> which along with similar
earlier allegat ions2 <sic> make the continued appearance of impartiality of this court
problematic™ with references to footnotes 1 and 2.

14. By that recusal. Judge Siegel vitiated all his honor’s prior rulings in this
instant action. Judge Siegel also violated Rule 63 for his failure “'to take or initiate
appropriate d:isciplinary measures™ regarding the blatant attorney misconduct/violations.
e g er e m A e e mmen e e
Sanctions.

I5. Throughout 2011, Judge Rossi violated Rule 63 with his judicial bias as
wekrited i Srtiom TN o BR Enrrgeny Makian, fon Sy (ore Exhilyl AR prgas, 2325,
and for his ho nor’s failure “to take or initiate appropriate disciplinary measures™
regarding the hlatant attorney misconduct/violations as submitted to the Court with the
two Motions 1 or dancnions {see TxXnions o urd 4.

1o. By Judge Rossi’s failure to report this instant action to the ARDC and to
the Illinois Attorney General for a criminal investigation, not only did Judge Rossi violate
Rule 63. his h-onor beccame an accessory to the Ulass 4 Felony of “loan fraud™ under the
Illinois Finane :1al Crime Law.

17. Given the filing of the Emergency Motion for Stay with its Sections [V
and V relative to blatant violations of Rule 137 and Rule 63. {he Jusfices also viotated

Rule 63 for fa iling “to take or initiate appropriate disciplinary measures™ against Judge
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Rossi and Judgc Siegel for the blatant judicial misconduct. in addition ta failing to report
this instant ac tion to the ARDC and the [llinois Attomey General for a criminal
investigation.

18. The Pctitioner questions who in the Clerk’s office was instructed to enter
the alleged Riuling (see Exhibit 2, page 2) on August 23" that “Motion has become Moot™
into the comouter system. when not even an alleged order by the Justices or the Clerk
relative to tha Emergency Motion far Stay cxists.

19. The Petitioner questions the apparently routine procedure in the Clerk’s
office to have the office workers use an ink pad stamp for the Clerk’s “signature” for the
cover letter with, 2@ Qdry guppliad a2l

20, Subsequent to the August 4, 2011 Emergency Motion for Stay, the
Petitioner has: continued to report to Will County Sheriff Kaupus (see Exhibit 53}, to Will
Cuartey Sehe s Anormrey Ueegow (et kil U8y, did o e Consend Tradd Yevsiom
of the lilinois Attorney General (sce Exhibit 36, page 2).

a. On July 21. 2011, the Sheritf’s Report of Sale and Distribution

{see E XNTo1t 43) was recorded witn tne T2 Judicidl Tircun Court. ‘o per The

court dJocket there has never been a hearing before the 12" Judicial Circuit Court

to comfirm that sale:
b. On July 28. 2011, with no confirmation of the sale. a Sheriff s
Deed vwas recorded with the Will County Recorder (see Exhibit 47, judicial notice
requested). thereby further clouding the title on the property in this instant action.
3] That Sberiff’s Report of Sale has thousands of dollars in

ilegal amounts included with no “wet ink™ signature by Will County
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Sheriff Kaupus, vet another “robosigned™ signature in the foreclosure
fraud arena (see Lxhibit 43. Section II. SHERIFF'S REPORT OF SALE
AND DISTRIBUTION. Section III. CLASS 4 FELONY OF “LOAN
FRAUD". pages 5-6))

2) As always. Defendant submitted supporting competent
evidence as enclosures (see Exhibit 43.5).

2. (n Sentermher 12001 hath.the Augnst. 29. 2011 leer to Will County
Sheriff Kaup 1s and the August 31, letter to Will County State’s Attorney Glasgow were
filed with the 12" Judicial Cireuit Court to be made part of the record.

22, The Peitioner o 2l i comfart with, Antomeys General trom, other statre
and intends t.o publish this instant action on the Internet relative to the “business model of
fraud™ of Areriquest Mortgage -> Citi Residential Lending in conjunction with
Nationwide "' 1lle Clearing-> forectosare fraud.

23 Under Misprision of Felony. the Petitioner is now reporting the Class 4
Felony of “lchan frand™ under the 1llinois Financial Crime Law to this Court. as the
Petifioner'has - dlso done with the Pefitioner s related PLA Tor Case 1135U3% that was Tlied

with this Cou rt on September 15. 2011.
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Conclusion

1. The Petitioner has repeatedly submitted to the 12" Judicial Circuit Court
and to the Third Appellate Court that it was the 12" Judicial Circuit Court that did not
have jurisdic:tion to grant a Motion for Summary Judgment and a Judgment of
Foreclosure .and Sale under the IMFL.

2. The Justices failed to address the Petitioner’s primary legal issue as to
whether: a. PLaintiff with. a.“securitized”™ Note. one with an endorsement to ~“blank™ on the
back (see Ex hibit 5). can elect to enforce that security under the IMFL, since the
securitized Note is in a mortgage-backed security trust, not a land trust.

3. The Reviiongt bes sepeatedly weoprsted thet the Thivd Appellate Court
submit this 11 1stant action to the Illinois Supreme Court as a matter of grave public
interest as te- whether most foreclosures of properties with securitized Notes in mortgage-
backed secur Try Trusts that are not Tand trosts & s Instar aetivn o1 nde Motigage
Electronic Rizgistration System (“MERS”} in the case of the Petitioner’s other PLA, Case
113039. are wrongful foreclosures, as a matter of law.

4. The Pefifioner even Tiled a Petiiion Tor TerfiTicate o1 Imporiance {see
Exhibit 57) o n October 17, 2011. Yet, as of this filing on Noveinber 3. 2011, the Justices
have failed to rule on that Petition.

5. If the competent evidence submitted by the Defendant under Section 1 109
Certification throughout this instant action since the Complaint to Foreclosure Mortgage
(see Exhibit 18) was filed on August 26, 2009, when the Plaintiff’s alleged counsel never
verified a sin gle statement and could not produce the original Mortgage or the original

Assignment 1.n open court. is totally ignored by Judge Rossi, by Judge Siegel. and by the

Page 18



Cauren . Stierfiers, Petitioner
Tustices_ then p raperty awners io, linais shauld vat even boathar signing o morngege o
note at all.

6.  (Given the severity of the misconduct/violations of the Justices, Judge
Rossi and Judge Sieged m the 12" Judicial Cireuit Coun. and the alteged counset, Pierce
& Associates ar:d Dykema Gossett and their several attorneys. in this instant action. the
Petitioner pro se2 prays that any technical errors in this Petition will be overlooked in the
Therest ol 1a1rnd :ss or that ine Feiiironer will 'oc allowed to amend the Petition tiself Tor
resubmission to whatever legal counsel has actually been retained by the Respondent to
file an Appearance under Section 1 109 Certification.

7. 1 he Petitioner prays that this Court will take action under the long-
standing precedent that the Ilinois Supreme Court "possesses the inherent and exclusive
power {o regulat e the practice of law in this state and to sanction or discipline the
unprofessional ¢ onduct of attornevs admitted to practice before it.” See In re Mitan, 518
N.E.2d 1000. 10: 08 (II1. 1987).

8. 1 'he Petitioner has inctuded a proposed order in the alternative for the PLA

as a Matter of Ri. ght and/or for the PLA.

Respecttully submitted.

S

. LA
Netpeioo L f et n

i

Ianren 1. Schefiers
1305 Morningstar 't

Naperville, [L 60564
H, A30-305-3403,
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DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST COMPANY,
ASTRUSTE BTN TRUST TUK THL BENETTT UF
THE CERTIFICATE HOLDERS FOR AMERIQUEST

MORTGAGE= SECURITIES TRUST 2004-R1,

ASSET-BACKED PASS-THROUGH CERTIFICA TES,

Y Apnellate Cout, ¥ Tedinial
) District, Case No. 3-11-476
)

)\ et Coent, Wild C\fl\h‘l‘i‘t’s 4

) Ulinois, 12" Judicial Circuit
} Case No. 09CH3797

b,

)} The Honorable Raymond E.
)} Rossiand

} The Honoradte Ricdary' S

SERIES 200 4-R1, ) Siegel,

Respondent ) Presiding Judges
SEPARATE APPENDIX

VOLUME I

EXHIBIT 1. 2011/08/23 Clerk of the Appellatc Court letter, General No. 3-11-0476:
Motion of appellee to Dismiss Appeal, response of Appellant noted, is
ALLOWED. APPEAL DISMISSED. Consisting of the panel of Justice
William E. Holdridge, Presiding Justice Robert L. Carter, and Justice

Mary K. QBrien. (1 pg.)

EXHIBIT 2. 2011/08/26 ILLINOIS APPELLATE COURT THIRD DISTRICT ---
FACT SHEET---, SC Rule 303, Case 3-11-0476, Emergency Motion for

Stay - “Motion has become Moot” (2 pgs.)

EXHIBIT 3. 2011/10/04 Alleged Appellate Court Order - Petition for Rehearing
Overruled and Denied (1 pg.)

IN ASCEND'ING CHRONOLOGICAL SEQUENCE

EXHIBIT 4.  2003/12/31 Settlement Date (1 pg.)

EXHIBIT 5. Undatad Endncsement. 1o “Blank?” an. Bagck. of Note, Canverting Nate ta a.

Security (1 pg.)
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SERABATE ARPPENDIX(CON’T),

VOLUME1 (CON’T.)

EXHIBIT 6.

EXHIBIT 7.

EXHIBIT 8.

EXHIBIT 9.

EXHIBIT 10

EXHIBIT 11.

EXHIBIT 12.

EXHIBIT 3.

EXHIBIT 14.

EXHIBIT 15..

EXHIBIT 16 .

EXHIBIT 17.

Deutsche Bank National Trust Prospectus: Ameriquest Mortgage
Securities Trust 2004-R1, Asset-Backed Pass-Through Certificates, Series
WRA-RY, (AMOARTINARLY, Tudipial Nosicr, Requastad (R nes ),

Deutsche Bank National Trust Prospectus: Ameriquest Mortgage
Seciritias Touse 2004-R 1, AsserBackad Pass-Throngh Ceartificates, Seres
2004-R1 (AMQABS2004R 1), SEC Form 15-15D, Certification and
Notice of Termination of Registration under Section 12(g), Judicial Notice
Reguesied O pes’)

2006/01/23 Ameriquest Settlement Agreement, pgs. 1, 39-41 (4 pgs.)

Undated Letters Received from Ulinois Attorney General: Notice of Your
Right to a Restitution Payment, $517.69 (3 pgs.)

2007/10/23 Citi Residential Lending RESPA Correction Letter (1 pg.)

2007/12/14 Letter trom [Ilino1s Attorney General witfi CTaim Check for
Ameriquest Multi-State Settlement (2 pgs.)

2008/12/02 Citi Residential Lending Notice of Intention to Foreclose
(1 pg.)

2009/01/15 Assignment from Town and County Credit Corp. to Deutsche
Bank Nattonal Trust Company, as Trustee for Ameriquest Mortgage
Securities, Inc., Asset Backed Pass Through Certificates Series 2004-R1,
Judicial Notice Requested (1 pg.)

2009/01/30 Schedule D - Creditors Holding Secured Claims, stating Citi
Residential Lending as the Secured Creditor in Chapter 7 Bankruptcy

(1pg)

2009/03/05 Meeting of the Creditors (2 pgs.)

2009/04/17 Motion to Modify the Automatic Stay (4 pgs.)
1. Notice of Motion/Certification (1 pg.)

2. Motion to Modify the Automatic Stay (3 pgs.)

2005/05/05 United States Bankruptcy Court Discharge of Debtor (3 pgs.)
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SEPARATE APPENDIX (CON’T.)

VOLUME I (CON’T.)

FEXHIBIT 18.

EXHIRIT .9

2 L

EXHIBIT 20.

1

|
f

AP

EXHIBIT 22.

EXHIBIT 23.

EXHIBIT 24.

EXHIBIT 25.

EXHIBIT 26.

2009/08/26 Complaint to Foreclosure Mortgage (4 pgs.)
INANQILA Ripnen & Assnuates. Collechon. Latrer (2 nes )

2009/12/24 Defendant Request for Production (4 pgs.)
4. Defendant Request for Production w/Exhibits (3 ngs)
2. Proof of Service (1 pg.)

WL DiantifiT 5 Pasprner o DrRfndant < Winy, Raasrst fon

Production (6 pgs.)

1. Plaintiff’s Response to Defendant’s First Request for Production
F pes.}

2. Certficate of Service (i pg.)

20O Defendent Moton w Corrpel Prodaction (o pesd
1. Notice of Motions (1 pg.)

2. Proof of Service (1 pg.)

3. Nouce of Filings {1 pg.J

4. Notice of Motion - Amended Date (1 pg.)

5. Proof of Service (1 pg.)

b. Delendant Monon o Compe! Prodoenon (4 pes.y

7. List of Defendant Exhibits Included (1 pg.)

8. Defendant Certification (1 pg.)

2010/08/12 Order by Judge Siegel - Motion to Compe! Production Denied
(I'pg)

2010/09/08 Defendant Motion for Summary Judgment (2 pgs.)
1. Notice of Motion (] pg.)
2. Proof of Service (! pg.)

2010/11/09 Order by Judge Bolden - Instant Action Transferred Back to
Judge Siegel (2 pgs.)

2010/11/12 Defendant Motion for Sanctions (18 pgs.)
l. Notice of Motion (1 pg.)

2. Proof of Service (2 pgs.)

3. Defendant Motion for Sanctions (13 pgs.)

4. “Do Did” Schematic (1 pg.)

5. Defendant Certification (1 pg.)
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SEPARATE APPENDIX (CON’T.)

VOLUME 1 {CON’T.)

EXHIBIT 27.

EXHIBIT 28.

EXHIBIT 29.

EXMISIT 3¢

EXHIBIT 31.

EXHIBIT 32.

EXHIBIT 33.

EXHIBIT 24.

EXHIBIT 35.

2010/11/22 Order by Judge Siegel - Recusal Pursuant to Supreme Court
Rule 63 (3 pgs.)

2011/01/21 Response to Defendant’s Motion for Sactions <sic> (3 pgs.}
1. Notice of Filing/Proof of Service (1 pg.)
2. Respowse o Defendant’s Motinn for Sachions <sae> (2 ngs.)

2011/02/22 Defendant’s Second Request for Production (5 pgs.)
I DRt s SR Beaprs fn Ruadietian (3 98,
2. Proof of Service (2 pgs.)

201 16322 fomnorandinT ams Sralar by Jndge Rassi - Defendant Mation
for Summary Judgment and Plaintiff Motion for Summary Judgment
Denied (13 pgs.)

. Cover ener Ui pgl

2. Memorandum and Decision (12 pgs.)

201 1040 Order by sudge Rossy - PYanrett Moron (o Savmarary”
Judgment Granted (1 pg.)

201170405 Plerce & Assoctates Cover Leter {1 pz.)

2011/05/06 Motion to Vacate Judgment for Foreclosure and Sale (2 pgs.)
I. Notice of"Motion (T pg.}
2. Proof of Service (1 pg.)

2011/05/08 Motion for Sanctions Against Pierce & Associates Pursuant 10

Rule 137 (12 pgs.)

1. Notice of Motion (1 pg.)

2. Proof of Service (1 pg.)

3. Motion for Sanctions Against Pierce & Associates Pursuant to Rule 137
(5 pes.)

4. List of Exhibits (4 pgs.)

5. Defendant Certification (1 pg.)

2011/05/09 Defendant Motion to Compel Production (10 pgs.)
1. Notice of Motion (1 pg.)

2. Proof of Service (1 pg.)

3. Defendant Motion to Compel Production (4 pgs.)

4. List of Exhibits (3 pgs.)

5. Defendant Certification (1 pg.)
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SEPARATE APPENDIX (CON’T.)

VOLUME I (CON’T.)

EXHIBIT 36.

EXHIBIT 37.

EXHIBIT 38.

2011/05/25 Press Release: “Madigan Issues Subpoenas; Widens
‘Robosigning’ Probe™ with May 24, 2011 e-mails sent to Thomas P.
James. Consumer Counsel, Consumer Fraud Bureau the day before the
subpoena was issued to Nationwide Title Clearing Inc., Judicial Notice
Requested (2 pgs.)

201 1/06/17 Motion for Temporary Restraining Order and/or Preliminary
[njunction (2 pgs.)

L . Notize of Mofinn. (L ng ),

2. Proof of Service (1 pg.)

200 10622 Owder by Jadge Rossy - Motion fo Vacate ludgrment of
Foreclosure and Sale Denied, Motion for Temporary Restraining Order
and Preliminary Injunction Denied, Motion to Compe! Production 2
Denied, and Motion for Sanctions Against Pierce & Associates Denied

{1pg)
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VOLUME 11

EXHIBIT 39.

EXHIBIT 40.

EXHIBIT 41.

EXHIBIT 42.

EXHIBIT 43.

EXHIBIT 44.

EXHIBIT 45..

EXHIBIT 46.

EXHIBIT 47.

SEPARATE APPENDIX (CON’T.)

2011/07/01 Notice of Appeal, 12" Judicial Circuit Court (20 pgs.)
1. Notice of Appeal (1 pg.)

2. Pranf ot Service (1 po, )

3. Notice of Appeal (15 pgs.)

4. List of Exhibits (2 pgs.)

5 Defondant Cantifcation (1 pe )

2011/07/05 Notice of Appeal, 3rd Appeilate Court (3 pgs.)
L Cover Lewer w Gist Fleshman, Clerk (1 pg)

2. Notice of Filing (1 pg.)

3. Certification of Service (1 pg.)

2011/07/08 Docketing Statement (17 pgs.)
1. Notice of Filing (1 pg.)

= Prout Ul dervice (L pg)

3. Docketing Statement (14 pgs.)

4. Defendant/Appellant Certification (1 pg.)

2011/07/12 Motion to Dismiss Appeal (5 pgs.)
1. Notice of Filing/Proof of Service (1 pg.)

2. 'Mofion to Thsmiss Appeal (Z pgs.)

3. Entry of Appearance (1 pg.)

4. Verification by Certification (! pg.)

2011/07/20 Criminal Foreclosure Sale Handout at July 20, 2011 Sale
(1 pg.)

2011/07/20 Internet Listing of REQ Status, Judicial Notice Requested
(1 pg.)

2011/07/21 Sheriff’s Report of Sale and Distribution Recorded on
July 28. 2011 with 12" Circuit Court (2 pgs.)

2011/07/25 Response to Motion to Dismiss Appeal (10 pgs.)
1. Notice of Filing (1 pg.)

2. Certification of Service (1 pg.)

3. Response to Motion to Dismiss Appeal (6 pgs.)

4. Appendix (1 pg.}

5. Defendant/Appellant Certification (1 pg.)

2011/07/28 Sheriff’s Deed Recorded with Will County Recorder, Judicial
Notice Requested (1 pg.)
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SEPARATE APPENDIX (CON’T.),
VOLUME 1]

EXHIBIT 48. 2011/08/04 Emergency Motion for Stay of Judgments Pending Appeal
Pursuant to Rule 305 (82 pgs.)
T Motz of Mavon (L paY
2. Certification of Service (1 pg.)
3. Emergency Motion for Stay of Judgments Pending Appeal Pursuant to
Renle 365 A§ pes. )
4. List of Exhibits (33 pgs.)
5. Defendant/Appellant Certification (1 pg.)

EXHIBIT 49 . 2011/08/08 Objection to Appellant’s Motion to Stay Trial Court
Proceedings (4 pgs.)
[. Notice of Filing/Proot or Service (1 pg.J
2. Objection to Appellant’s Motion to Stay Trial Court Proceedings
(3 pgs.)

EXHIBIT 50 . 2011/08/12 Appellant Response to Appellee’s Objection to Appellant’s
Motion to Stay Trial Court Proceedings (9 pgs.)
1. Notice ot Filing (1 pg.)
2. Certification of Service (1 pg.)
3. Appellant Response to Appellee’s Objection to Appeilant’s Motion to
Stay Tral Court Proceedings (6 pgs.)
4. Defendant/Appellant Certification (1 pg.)

EXHIBIT 51 . 2011/08/23 Clerk of the Appellate Court letter, General No. 3-11-0476:
Motion of appellee to Dismiss Appeal, response of Appellant noted, is
ALLOWED. APPEAL DISMISSED. Consisting of the panel of Justice
Witliam E. Holdridge, Presiding Justice Robert L. Carter, and Justice
Mary K. OBrien (1 pg.)

EXHIBIT 52. 2011/08/26 ILLINOIS APPELLATE COURT THIRD DISTRICT ---
FACT SHEET---, SC Rule 303, Case 3-11-0476, Emergency Motion for
Stay - “Motion has become Moot” (2 pgs.)

EXHIBIT 53. 2011/09/01 August 29, 2011 Letter to Will County Sheriff Kaupus (9 pgs.)
1. Notice of Filing {1 pg.)
2. Letter re: Will County Sheriff is accessory to Class 4 Felony of “loan
fraud” under the Illinois Financial Crime Law (7 pgs.)
3. Enclosures (] pg,),
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SEPARATE APPENDIX (CON’T.)

VOLUME 11 (CON'T.)

EXHIBIT £4.

EXHIBIT 5.

EXHIBIT 56.

EXHIBIT 57"

2011/09/01 August 31, 2011 Letter to Will County State’s Attorney

Glasgow (4 pgs.)

Lo Meoske of Filing (L pa)

2. Letter re: Request for Investigation of the Class 4 Felony of “loan
fraud” under the Illinois Financial Crime Act, with the Will County
Strerre®, Wl Coury Sudges Rosst and' Sreged, and' gie faw s of
Dykema Gossett and and Dunn, Martin & Miller Ltd. as accessories to
the law firm of Pierce & Associates as “organizer of an ongoing
crimndt erterprisé” (3 pgs.)

3. Enclosures (1 pg.)

201 (/09708 Petition for Refiearing (26 pgs.)

1. Notice of Filing (1 pg.)

2. Cenrtification of Service (1 pg.)

3. Petition for Rehearing, including Certificate of Compliance (20 pgs.)
4. Appendix List (3 pgs.)

5. Defendant Certiftcation (1 pg.)

2011/10/04 Alleged Appellate Court Order - Petition for Rehearing
Overruled and Denied (1 pg.)

2011/10/17 Petition for Certificate of Importance Pursuant to Rule 316
(16 pgs.)

I. Notice of Filing (1 pg.)

2. Certification of Service (1 pg.)

3. Petition for Certificate of Importance Pursuant to Rule 316 (13 pgs.)
4. Defendant Certification (1 pg.)
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Supreme Court of Illinois
Clerk of the Court
Supreme Court Building

Springfield, Illlinols &Z7UL
(217782 -203%

113313 .»Ia..ﬂua;f}' 25, 2012 * ol I‘W/Il

Ms. Laurer: L. Scheffers

1305 Mormi.ngstar Court
Naperville:, L &O54L

No. 11331 3} - Lauren L. Scheffers, etc., petitioner, v. Deutsche
Bank National Trust Company, etc., respondent.

Thivd Dishrich.

Qs ,

, I33l3' Leavne to appeal, Mppellake
Nameo - -

The S'upreme Court today DEN‘I‘ED the petition ror leave to

appeal or-appeal as a matter of rlght in the above entitled
" viekTIeN o due aeoce S frressw

The n..emii-t this Lourt I lssue o the Mppellate foure

AO
NO S1oNED LAt ?
RUUE oD VioLarreAS Y AU-TUSTT &5

IMABRCIA I E LOMAUINIS TR camé
INTECNETr poaLictron T LML
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Case 113715, Lauren L. SchefTers. Petitioner

(L3313

IN THE SUPREME COLIRT OF ILLINOIS

LAUREM L. ¢ YCHERFERS, | Y ppprllate Cout, T budicial,

Petitioner ) District. Case No. 3-11-476
)

v } Cirowis Caare, Will Couwney,

} Illinois, 12 Judicial Circuit
DEUTSOHE S IANK NATIONAL TRUSTOOMPANY. Case Ns. S8OH3 7

ASTRUSTED 1N TRUST FOR THE BENEFTT OF b)
THE CERTIF ICATE HOLDERS FOR AMERIQUEST ) The Honorable Raymond E.
MURTGAGE. SECUURITIES TRUST ZU04-K1, )  Rosst and
ASSET-BAC FED PASS-THROUGH CERITTFICATES, f e Aonorate Kictiara’ s,
SERIES 2004 - R1. ) Siegel.
Respondent . - ) Presiding Judges
NOTICE OF FILING
To: By US)E 'S Priority Mail By USPS Priority Mail
ATTIN : David Co, Director Denis Pierce, Robert Deisinger,
Deutst - e Drenin Neatéoneh T Shoras - dlaken
Co impany. as trustee Thirteenth Floor
1761 E- ast St. Andrew Place 1 North Dearborn
Santa - tms. ©4 PORORIPNY Chicage, JL H0602

By US PS Priority Mail

Patricl.. Stamton, Ay Jonkes
Dyken-na Gossett PLLC

10 Sou th Wacker Drive, Suite 2300
Chicsg o IL 80606

You ar e hereby notified that on December 15, 2011, Petitioner, as an indigent
nersyn,, ouhmin 1 ted fax filing, Motian, far Service of Orders Signed by Supreme Court and
Appellate Cou . w1 Justices, as served per the enclosed notarized Proot of Service.

Respectfully submitted,

Lauren L. Scheffers F ' L E D

1305 Mamingstar Ct.
Naperville, I1..60564 cr
H 630-305-34 DEC 1 9 294
SUPREME counrt
CLERK



Case [13313, Cawuren L. Scherférs, Perinoner

113313

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS

[LAUREN L. {3CHEFFERS, ) Appellate Court, 3" Judicial
Petitioner ) District, Case No. 3-11-476
V. ) Circuit Court, Will County,

y Nlinois, 12" Judiciat Circuit
DEUTSCHE F3:4 NR NATMWAL TRUST COMPANY, ) Case No. 99CHITS7

AS TRUSTEIL: IM TRUST FOR THE BENEFIT OF )
THE CERTIF IC/AATE HOLDERS FOR AMERIQUEST ) The Honorable Raymond E.
MORTGAGE SECURITTES TRKUST 2004-R1, )  Rossi and
ASSET-BACEFED PASS-THROUGH CERTIFICATES, ) The Honorable Richard J.
SERIES 2004- R 1, ) Siegel,
Respondent ) Presiding Judges

PROOYF OF SERVICE

The undersign:zd certifies that true copies of the foregoing instrument Motion for Service
of Orders Sigried by Supreme Court and Appellate Court Justices, to be served upon

Clerk Of the Supreme Court of Illinois

Suprenne (Zourt Building

200 Ea st «Capitol Avenue

Springiie’ld, IL 62701
by placing a cpys of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Signature-Required
Receipt 2307 1770 0000 1054 3811, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail, and deposit ing said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W Opden drves, Haperrille, . 0624 1oito 4b T Tn e VST ey of Deverrier, W14
and to

Hon. T homas L. Kilbride

Chief Jlus?ire ot the Suprenee Cout, of (linals

1819 4 th . Avenue

Rock 1 slaiad, [L 61201
by laaing & o gy of same iw @ LISPS Prigrity Maul mailer with Signasure-Reguired
Receipt 2307 1 7770 0000 1055 5203, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail, and depc si ting said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W Oglien Arves., Magerelie, T RS prien fo TV p . this 157 day of Deacamber, 2011
and to
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Case 113313, [.auren L. Scheffers, Petitioner

tlon. Fvme A Ancka.

Justice: ¢ »f the Supreme Count of Iilimois

160 N I .aSalle Street, 20th Floor

Chicag~.., I AN
by placing a ¢« py of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Signature-Required
Receipt 2307 * 770 0000 1055 5210, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail, amd deponiting sad ervelope st the United States Postal Service location et 1750
W. Ogden Ave. . Naperville, IL 60540 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 15" day of December, 2011
and to

Hon.  frarles £. Freemran

Justice «f the Supreme Court of Illinois

160 N. ylaSalle Sereer, 2ovl Sloor

Chicagzo . T1. bUBUT
by placing a c op»y of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Signature-Required
Receipt 2307 17770 DUOD 1053 5227, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Pnority
Mail. and depcisiting said envelope at the United States Postal Service focation at [75U
W. Ogden Avc:., Naperville, IL 60540 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 15™ day of December, 2011

and to

Hon. Ma.ry Jane Theis

Justice- o f the Supreme Court of Illinois

[60 N. I .aSalle Street, 20th Floor

Chicag ¢-. 1L 60601
by placing 5 coyny af same w a LISPS Praarisy Mail mailer with Signature-Reguired
Receipt 2307 17770 0000 1055 5234, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail, and dep: >s iting said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W Qi Aeves.  Yaprerdlle, TL SRR prian @ TR b whin 15" dary of Demiorn, 2044
and to

Hon. R obert R. Thomas

Justice ot"the Supreme Coun ot {liino1s

1776 & .. Naperviile Road

Buildir g A, Suite 207

Wheatoni. IL 60187
by nlacing 8 oo vy of same 1o a8 LISPS Prigrisy Mail mailer with Signajure-Reguired
Receipt 2307 1 7770 0000 1055 5258. properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail, and depoysiiting said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W, Qgden, Ax:x., Naganuille UL 60340 oriox ta 700 pm.. this 15" day of Decamber . 2011
and 1n

Hon. R it a B. Garman

lustice ofthe Supreme Court of Winois

3607 M. YarrmillinT, Souide |

Danvil le., IL 61832-1478
by placing a c opy of sane i a USPS Priosicy Maih mailer with Sipnanare-Requited
Receipt 2307 1.7 70 DOUU 1033 51 6b, properiy addressed with postage prepaid by Priorty
Mail. and depcs:ting said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W. Ogden Avc:.. Nupervitke, [, 68548 prior do 700 g, s .57 gy o1 Devarmier, 2011
and to
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Case 113313, ‘_auren L. Schetitrs. Pettioner

FHon. I .Jovd A Kameier

Justice - «2f the Supreme Court of Illinois

100 SOwth Mill Street

Nasihy Lle L £2063
by placing a ¢« »py of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Signature-Required
Receipt 2307 + 770 0000 1055 5548, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Vil wd Wpusting wéd vrivdrspe dobe 'nited Setes Pused Servre ovdion @ TR
W. Ogden Av e. . Naperville. IL 60540 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 15" day of December, 2011
and -

ATTN = David Co. Director

Deutsc he Bank National Trust Company, as trustee

1761 .ast 8¢ Amdrew Aaoe

Santa A na, CA Y2Z705-4934
by placing a ¢ o}y of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Delivery Confirmation
Receipt 0311 .2 350 DOUZ 6523 3486, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Prionty
Mal. and depa) siting said envelope at the United States Postal Service focation at 1750
W. Ogden Av:: .. Naperville, IL 60540 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 15™ day of December, 2011
and to

Denis Piierce, Robert Deisinger. Shaun Callahan

Pierce & Associates

Thirte¢ 1 th Floor

] Nortl » Dearbom

Chicag . IL 60602
by placing a ¢ opy of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Delivery Confirmation
Receipt 0311 25350 0002 6523 3493 properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail..and den s tting said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W. Ogden Ave:. . Naperville, IL 60540 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 15" day of December, 2011
and to

Pavral. Stanton, Amy Jonker

Dyken w4 Gossett PLLC

10 Sou1tk: Wacker Dnive. Suite 2300

Chicag o . 1L bLbUO
by placing a copy of same in a LISPS Priaritv Mail mailer with Delivery Confirmatinn
Receipt 0311 72350 0002 6523 3509, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail, and dep ositing said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W. Ogden Av e., Nagerville, IL 60540 pria to 7:00 pm.. this 15" day of December, 2011
and to

Mr. Gi st Fleshman

Clerk Of the linais Anpellate Cowrt. Thind Distnies

1004 € "olumbus Street

Ottaw: 1, 1L 61350
by placing a c oy of semae in 2 USRS Pricwity Mail mailer with Signatuse-Requised
Receipt 2307 17 70 0000 1051 9786, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Prionty
Mail. and depcs iting said envelope at the United States Postal Service locatton at 1750
W. Ogden Ave: ., Naperville, il $8548 pitor e 700 o, s 1‘5“’&‘&‘}’01“ Devarmber: 2600
and to
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Case 113313, ! .auren L. Scnetfers, Fentioner

Mr. R et b, Marngan,

Clerk o1 f the Illinois Appellate Court, Second District

Appell a te Court Building

55 Sym gty ey

tigin. 1 L 60120
by placing a c»py of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Signature-Required
Receipt 2307 1 100000 1051 9779, property addiessed with pusiage prepend by Proriy
Mail, and dep-»siting said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W. Ogden Ave ., Naperville, [ 60540 prior to 700 p.m. this 15" day of December, 2011
and to

Lisa M adigan

ilimors. Anonmey Gemeral

Crimin a | Enforcement Division

500 So u.th Second Street

Springti eld, 11 62706
by placing a cc-py of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Signature-Required
Receipt 2307 1 770 0000 1051 9762, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail, and deprsiting said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W. Ogden Avi:. , Naperville, I 60340 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 15" day of December,
2011. :

Lauren L. Scheffers
1305 Morningstar Ct.
Naperviile, 11. 60564

H&J -340 I
05-3401 -
&

L
Swarn 1o and <a thserihed hefore me this the | v of .Dfrf:mbt'i; 2011
7 L -\ [ I

g
"~ N — s - - SR B ——
T G N SR V5 S

50506568 .\.'\.\. 55 .'-'
$  “OFFICIAL SEAL" &
JEBSHE SERLITLE ‘
Notary Public, State of iinois

% My Commission Expires 11/26/15 ¢

5005 ---\--.--.-.-gv-
~ L 550565554
koA A G0

My Commissi<»n Expires: iz \ o ‘ !
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Cawe {15573, Laarerr L. Scferiers, feanoner

PE TITIONER VERIFICATION BY CERTIFICATION
MOTION FOR SERVICE OF ORDERS
SIGNED BY "SUPREME COURT AND APPELIATE COVRY NSTNES

Under penalties as pri>wvided by law pursuant to Section 1 109 of the Code of Civil Procedure
{735 ILCS 5/1 109/frc sm Ch. 110, par. 1 109), the undersigned certifies that the statements set
1Ot i, darnd tfie extird aes sudmmited Wit s MSTUITerne 4re frue ang' COmect, excepr 45 (o maers
therein stated to be on information and belief and as to such matters the undersigned certifies as

atoresaid that Petition er verily believes the same to be true.

Lauren L. Scheffers
1305 Momingstar Ct.
Naperville, IL 60564
H 630-305-3401

Date ;

i
Sworn to and subscritx2d before me thisthe . > day of December. 2011,

‘.&%ﬁsﬂﬁﬁ&ﬁs&m& 2
YOFFICTAL SEAL"
§ DEBBIE GEDUTIS
) { 2 \:( 5 Notary Public, State of Hlinois
—— T My Commission Expires 11/26/15
5 GEHEE



Case 113313, Lauren L. Scheffers, Petitioner

113313

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS

LAUREN L. SCHEFFERS, ) Appellate Court, 3" Judicial
Petitioner ) District, Case No. 3-11-476
3
J
V. ) Circuit Court, Will County,

) Illinois, 12" Judicial Circuit
DELTSCHE. BANK. NATHINAIL TRUST COMRANY , ), Cage Ma. 00CK707

o
5

AS TRUSTE)Z IN TRUST FOR THE BENEFIT OF )
THE CERTIF ICATE HOLDERS FOR AMERIQUEST ) The Honorable Raymond E.
MORTGAGF., SECLIRITIES TRLIST 2004-R 1, P} Rossand
ASSET-BAC KED PASS-THROUGH CERTIFICATES, ) The Honorable Richard J.
SERIES 2004i-R1, ) Siegel,

Y

Respandans. asidine, edars

MOTION FOR SERVICE OF SICGNED QRDERS BY SLUPRUME COURT
AND APPELLATE COURT JUSTICES

Comess. naw , Ratitinna: wa s/, Lannon 1. Sehefifns, whe nespratfialyy pridtons Be
Court to allow this Motion for Signed Orders by Supreme Court and Appellate Court
Justices (“Mo-tion for Signed Orders™), as a matter of law, and states the following in

ST,

I. Relevant Law

1. Supreme Court Rule 63, Canon 3 of the Code of Judicial Conduct

1. Waneis Redes o Rivfasdenh Condnat, Ndr 3 Reputing Pifrasona
Miscor iduct

3. Supreme Court Ruie 137, Signing of Pleadings, Motions and Other
Ranprns.-- Sanctinns

4. Supreme Court Rule 218, Pretrial Procedure

3. Supreme Court Rule 305, Stay of Judgments Pending Appeal

Page 1



Case 11331Z3, Lauren L. Scheffers, Petitioner

6. Supreme Court Rule 368, Issuance, Stay, and Recall of Mandates from
Revie wing Court

7. The Illinois Code of Civil Procedure, 735 ILCS 5 Sec. 2-619. Involuntary
dismi: ssal

b} The Ilinois Code of Civil Procedure, 735 JLOS 5 See, 5-005. Lasve fo sae
or det end as an indigent person.

9. The Ilinois Uniform Commercial Code (“UCC™), 810 ILCS 5
10. The Hhnows Conveyances Ay, 765 JLCS 5
1. The Nlinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law, 735 ILCS 5/Art. XV
1. The Illinois Financial Crime Law, 720 ILCS 5/Art. 16H

JI Statoment of Faoks

1. The Petitioner is part of the class of property-owners who refinanced loans
with Town & Country Credit, an affiliate of Ameriquest Mortgage Securities. In 2006,
49 State Anar neys Gemeral settlad with Ameriquest in 2006 Proparyronmers wihe
received settle:ment funds waived all rights to sue for fraud, unless the property went into
foreclosure in future.

2. The reasan dhere are ne o stonies abhowt Amariquest &5 dhat Cabigrouy
incorporated (”iti Residential Lending in 2007 to take over the servicing of those
subprime, toxi ¢ Ameriquest loans.

3. Whaan thase laans stanting defanlting, Oy Residantial hirad Natdormwide Tisle
Clearing Inc. : n Florida to fabricate/record Assignments in the property records to dump
thosc Mortgag: s already in default onto other servicers and 3" party investors.

4. On Nosember 22, 2018 ane yaar aftar his laovoa’s Hest avddar of Nasermbor 24,

2

Page 2



Case 11331 .3, Lauren L. Scheffers, Petitioner

2010, in this instant action, Judge Siegel signed an Order of Recusal pursuant to Rule 63
e anlgsed Appandiy Giday Exlibw 1.O)CAGE)

5. (OJn September 7, 2011, Judge O’ Leary presided over the foreclosure court in
Judge Siegel s absence. Per the Report of Proceedings, the Codilis attorney, Mr. William
Mo s, Mamded @ ok wigh 4 Orged signature of Judge O 'Leary &6 Sudge &VLeary’
(see AGE 1. D).

6. C)n November 20, 2011, via an e-mail subscription, the Petitioner received
o drac e Qerriromer s ovner ﬂ:frmm O Leave o Appeal ay & Madeor of Rigl, Case
113039, had allegedly been denied (see AGE 1.A.1).

7. S ubsequent to that public distribution of the notification of the disposition of
Case 11303%, mie Perivioner received & MociTcdaron fevter affegedly fomr dre Suprerme
Court refere ncing an order that the petition for leave to appeal or appeal as a matter of
right had all¢:gedly been denied (see AGE A.2). The Petitioner has added commentary to
that alleged demal (see AGE A.3j. No copy of the referenced order was encrosed.

8. F'or Case 113039, the Petitioner has enclosed the Petition for Leave to Appeal
Pursuant to Fule 315 or Appeal as a Matter of Right Pursuant to Rule 317 as filed on
September [ 5, 01T (see AGE [.B).

9. Cn April 11, 2011, the lllinois Supreme Court sent out a News Release. The
Petitioner ha:s added extensive commentary (see AGE 1.E).

10. On April 11, 2011, The Naperville Sun published a news article, "Naperville
man named to foreclosure committee” about Judge Gibson, judicial notice requested. 1t
is Judge Gibsion’s ruling in Case 113039 that is being appealed as a matter of right. The

Petitioner ha s added commentary (see AGE 1.F).
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11. O)n June 20, 2011, a Media Advisory was released by the Supreme Court:
“Chief Justi.;e Thomas L. Kithride 10 Unvell Program by Sunrewme Count Comomussion on
Professionalism to Mentor New Attorneys” (see AGE 1.G).
12. On August 22, 2011, the Petitioner sent a letter to Carolyn Taft Grosboll,
Clerk of the Supweme Cowrd, Re: Apnlication to Defend a5 an Indigent Parson with the
Supreme Court. The letter included the requisite Affidavit of Assets and Liabilities {(see
AGE 1.H).
13. Qim November 17, 2011, PeritioneriAnnellant sent 2 letter to Gist Flashwmarn,
Clerk of the Illinois Appellate Court, Third District, Case 3-11-0476, re: Judicial
Complaints t o be filed for judicial misconduct/violations of Supreme Court Rule 63,
thereby heco ming aocessaries 1o the Class 4 Felony of Loan Fraud wnder the Minair
Financial Cr:ime Law (see AGE 1.1).
Case 113313 Notifications of alleged orders - Illinois Supreme Court (AGE 2.A)
4L D Novamabar 11, 2003, Carslyn Tl Groshall, Clark of the Suyprame Cowd,
allegedly serit a notification letier for this instant action, Case 113313, to the Petitioner
with copies s ent to Mr. Denis Pierce, Mr. David Co, and Mr. Patrick Stanton” (see AGE
240 The Tanar sefaremoad ardlars allagadly Slad by Clndef faninoe il A aspies
of the allegec] orders were enclosed.
Case 11331 3 ijrespondence with Clerk of the [}inois Supreme Court (AGE 2.B)
L5 Ovip Rovambar 16, 200 1, dhe Patitianar sant £ osvar fettar & Caralyr Taft
Grosboll, Clerk of the Supreme Court, including a Notice of Filing the “Aleged
November 10, 2011 Order by the Third Appellate Court Denying the Petition for

Catficate o deyportance”Vsae AGE 2.2 1) Al doveamnonds RiKT rafuisite MovaTZabnes
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were enclos ed.

16. (JIn November 21, 2011, Carolyn Taft Grosboll, Clerk of the Supreme Court,
allegedly scnt a letter to the Petitioner in the self-addressed stamped envelope suppiied by
the Petition:zr with an extra Notice of Filing for confirmation that the Notice of Filing had
been filed a nd recorded. Yet, no such Notice of Filing with filed/recorded stamps was
enclosed. (s;ee AGE 2.B.2). |

17. ¢(On November 28, 2011, the Petitioner called the office of the Clerk to request
copies of th e confirmation of filing/recording, assuming that a clerical error had been
made. The office worker found the hard copy of the Notice of Filing, apparently in the
storage area for this instant action. However, the Petitioner was told that the Notice of
Filing had n ot been filed nor recorded. The Petitioner swore with a statement as to why
no such not 1ce had been sent to the Petitioner and hung up.

18. (On November 28, 2011, Carolyn Taft Grosboll, Clerk of the Supreme Court,
allegedly se nt a letter to the Petitioner. The orniginal Notice of Filing with all the
supporting documents, including original notarized Proof of Service and Verification by
Certificatior 1, were never returned to the Petitioner for the stated resubmission. (see AGE
2.B.3).

Case 1 13313 Notifications of alleged orders — 3™ Appeflate Court (AGE 2.C)

19. (In August 23, 2Q1 1, Gist Fleshman, Clerk of the 3™ Appellate Court,
allegedly se ot a notification letter to the Petitioner with a copy to Mr. Robert J. Deisinger
(see AGE 2.C.1). The letter referenced an order allepedly entered by Justice William E.
Holdridge, I residing Justice Robert L. Carter and Justice Mary K. (’Brien. No copy of

the referenct :d order was enclosed.



Case 113313, Lauren L. Scheffers, Petitioner

20. The August 23, 2011 notification letter (see AGE 2.C.1) was also copied to
Ms. Pamelz: McGuire, Circuit Clerk in violation of Rule 368.

21. Since no mention was made of the Petitioner/Appellant’s Emergency Motion
for Stay of . Judgments Pending Appeal Pursuant to Rule 305 filed on August 4, 2011, the
Petitioner ¢ alled the 3™ Appellate Court and was told that there would be no ruling, that
the Emergency Motion was a “moot point™.

22..As aresult of the Petitioner’s phone call, a printed copy of the computer
screen was mailed to the Petitioner with no cover letter. The printed copy indicated that
on August 23, 2011, someone had been instructed to enter “Moot Point” into the
computer sysstem (see AGE 2.C.2).

23.(DJn October 4, 2011, Gist Fleshman, Clerk of the 3w Appellate Court,
allegedly nhailed a notification letter to the Petitioner with no copies to opposing counsel
(see AGE 2 .C.3). The letter referenced an order allegedly denying the Petition for
Rehearing. No Justice was named and no copy of such an alleged order was enclosed.

24. -On November 10, 2011 Gist Fleshman, Clerk of the 3 Appellate Court,
allegediy m ailed a notification letter to the Petitioner with copies to Mr. Michael R.
Kemock anid Mr. Robert J. Deisinger” (see AGE 2.C.4). The letter referenced an order
allegedly denying the Petition for Certificate of Importance. No Justice was named and
no copy of s;uch an alleged order was enclosed.

Case 113 039 Notifications of alleged orders - Illinois Supreme Court (AGE 3.A)

25130 October 11, 2011 relative to Case 113039, Carolyn Taft Grosboll, Clerk of
the Supreme: Court, allegedly sent two separate notification letters to the Petitioner with

copies to M:r. Robert J. Emanuel, Mr. Denis Pierce, Mr. Terry L.. Engel, and JPMC
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Spectalty Mort: gsage LLC (see AGE 3.A.1 and AGE 3.A.2 ). The letters referenced two
different orders: allegedly filed by Justice Thomas. No copies of the alleged orders were
enclosed.

26. Wit each Notice of Filing, the Petitioner has enclosed a self-addressed,
stamped envelo pe for return of a copy of the Notice of Filing with filed/recorded stamps
on it. When the Petitioner recéived no such confirmations, the Petitioner had to call the
office of the Cle:rk of the Supreme Court. An office worker sent photocopies of the covers
of the two moticons (see AGE 3.A.3.a and AGE 3.a.3.b) and used the self-addressed
envelope submt:tted by the Petitioner (see AGE 3.A.3.c).

27. On October 21, 2011, the Petitioner submitted a Motion to Recuse Justice
Robert R. Thomias pursuant to Synreme Court Rule 63 (see AGE 3.A.4) and a Motion 1o
Reconsider the Erroneous Order of October 11, 2011, pursuant to 735 ILCS 5, Seh. 5-
105.

28 OnMovember 17, 2001, Camdyo Taft Grasholl, Clerk of the Synreme Cowurt
allegedly sent a notification letter copied to “All attorneys of Record” (see AGE 3.A.5).
The letter refere nced two orders allegedly filed by Justice Thomas, including an order
where Justice Thaomas allagedly sacated his prior ruling. No copies oof the alleged arders
were enclosed.

Case 113039 Correspondence with Clerk of the Hlinois Supreme Court (AGE 3.B)

28 Ow Sepramber 8 2001, Cavalyin Taft Greshall, Clak of she Suprane Caud,
allegedly sent a letter to the Petitioner returning all documents submitted with the August
22,2011 Re: Ap plication to Defend as an Indigent Person with the Supreme Court {see

AGE 3.B.1). The lattar statad shat e Patitianar mawsd salamit @ mckiar v lagse &
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proceed in pat iperis.

29. On: September 10, 2011, the Petitioner sent a letter to Carolyn Taft Grosboll,
Clerk of the SSupreme Court with enclosure, Re: Response to your September 7, 2011
letter returnin;2 all enclosures from the August 22, 2011 ietter (see AGE 3.B.2).

30. On September 12, 201 1, Carolyn Taft Grosboll, Clerk of the Supreme
Court, allegec1ly sent a letter returning all documents from September 10, 2011 as unfiled
(see AGE 3.B..3).

31. On September 29, 2011, the Petitioner sent a letter to Carolyn Taft
Grosboll, Cler k of the Supreme Court RE CASE 1103039 TWO ORIGINAL MOTIONS
including Encliosures (see AGE 3.B.4).

Case 1131039 Notifications of alleged orders - 2" Appellate Court (AGE 3.C)

32. Relative to Case 113039, on July 19, 2011, Robert J. Mangan, Clerk of the 2™
Appellate Cou rt, allegedly sent a notification letter with a blank signature space to the
Petitioner with: cgpies to Much. Shelist. Denenberg, Ament & Rubenstein. P.C. and
Robert J. Emznuel (see AGE 3.C.1). The letter reference& orders allegedly by
“Jorgensen, M cLaren, Birkett, JJ.<sic>” granting the Appellee Motion to Dismiss and
denying the Appelant Mntiap to Strike. No copies of the alleged arders were enclosed.

33. The July 19, 2011 notification letter (see AGE 3.C.1) erroneously stated
“THIS ORDER IS FINAL AND SHALL STAND AS THE MANDATE OF THIS
COURT <sie> 7 and was also eopied to Hon. Chris Kachironhas, Circuit Clerk in
violation of Ruile 368.

33.0n August 11,2011, Robert J. Mangan, Clerk ofthe 2" Appellate Court,

allggediy sent 2 notification Jetter to the Petitioner with copies to Much. Shelist.
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Denenberg, A ment & Rubenstein, P.C. and Robert J. Emanuel (see AGE 3.C.2). The
letter referenc ed an alleged order denying the petition for rehearing. No Justice was
named. No copy of the alleged order was enclosed.

II1. Argument

1. The Petitioner's mission has been to send to the Supreme Court of lilinois a
detailed foréc losure case with all supporting Exhibits submitted under Section 1 109
certification thiat demonstrates that the vast majority of foreclosures in lilinois have been
wrongful/crim. inal foreclosures:

2. Any/ Mortgages with Notes that have an endorsement to "blank” were
sccuritized. A_ll Notes that are in mortgage-backed security trusts (“MBS”) were
securitized. A.ll Notes with property records and Assignments that reference Mortgage
Electronic Re gistration System ("MERS") were securitized.

3. Und er Section 15 1106 (b) of the Illinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law ("IMFL"},
securities can only elect to enforce the security if 1) the securities are in a land trust or 2)
the securities .are real estate installment contracts. Since MBS trusts are not land trusts
and mortgages: are not instaliment contracts, ALL FORECLOSURES AND SALES
BASED ON SECURITIZED NOTES ARE VOID, because the Circuit Courts did not
have jurisdiction under the IMFL under Section 2-619 of the Code of Civil Procedure.

4. The: unspecified Justices of the 3™ Appellate Court specifically refused to
address the Pe tition for Certificate of Importance and watted until one day after the
deadline for a Petition for Leave to Appeal to aliegedly deny the Petition.

5. Yet, the unspecified Justices of the 3% Appellate Court and the Second

Appellate Cou rt failed to address the Appellant's jurisdiction challenge that the 12
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Judicial Circu it Court (12" Circuit Court”™) and the 18™ Judicial Circuit Court (1"
Circuit Court’™") had no jurisdiction to grant Judgments for Foreclosure and Sale.

6. W ith the Supreme Court’s alleged denial (see Group Exhibit 1.A inclusive) of
the Petition fo r Leave to Appeal of Case 113039 (see Group Exhibit 1.B), the Justices ot
the Supreme ( “ourt also failed to address the lack of jurisdiction pursuant to Section 2-
619.

7. W1 thout jurnisdiction, there can be no "final” order by any court.

8. Th erefore, the property records of all foreclosures and sales based on
securitized N¢otes have been permanently clouded by the erroneous rulings of every levcl
of the Illinois judicial systemn.

9. Th e Supreme Court, the 3 Appellate Court, and the 2™ Appellate Court have
demonstrated in their own communications through USPS mail that the Iilinois judicial
system has ze:ro integrity for no "wet ink" signatures of any kind on fhe mulfitude of
communicatic:ns and no copies of the alleged orders with "wet ink” signatures at all:

A. Supareme Court - Case 113313 (see AGE 2.A and AGE 2.B inclusive)

B. Supreme Court - Case 113039 (see AGE 3.A and AGE 3.B inclusive}

C. Third Appeilate Court - Case 3-11-0476 (see AGE 2.C inclusive)

D. Seccond Appellate Court - Case 2-11-0466 (see AGE 3.C inclusive)

10. If forging a Judge’s signature on an order is grounds to have the atiorney
“locked up” (+see AGE 1.D), the Petitioner questions what s appropriate legal action
when the Peti tioner for both this instant action and Case 113039 has received no copy of
a single qrder with a “wet ink” signature dllegedly trom the Justices of tne Supreme

Court or the J ustices of the 3™ Appellate Court and the 2™ Appeliate Court.
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11. Al'l foreclosure cases in Illinois where the Plaintiff is not the original lender
and no affida vit was submitted to explain how the Plaintiff had legal standing to enforce
a Mortgage a re VOID.

12. The IMFL requires a judicial certificate of personal knowledge of any affiant.
All foreclosur e cases 1n [llinois where no judicial certificates have been filed. particularly
in relation to out-of-state notaries, are VOID.

13. For judgment, the IMFL requires that the original Note and the original
Mortgage be 1aroduced in open court. All foreclosure casces, such as the Petitioner's two
cases, Case 1 13133 and Case 113039, where the original Mortgage was not produced in
open court, ar e VOID.

14. W hcn the IMFL was cnacted with the Amendatory Act of 1986, it was before
the rampant s ecuritization of subprime, toxic loans. Therefore, it fails to address the
requirements for the production of the original Assignments in open court.

15. Pe r the Tilinois Conveyances Act, property Assignments must be notarized by
an Ilinois norary. All foreclosure cases in [ilinois with Assignments recorded with the
County Recor ders with out-of-state notaries are not only VOID, but have corrupted the
property records and have ciouded property titles throughout llinois.

16. Thie Supreme Court needs to rule as to whether the original Assignments for
the entire chai n of Assignments must be produced in open court prior to a judgment of
foreclosure an d sale, as a matter of law.

17. False Assignments were submitted for recording to the Will County Recorder
and the DuPa; 1e County Recorder, thereby creating an unenforceable chain of title in this

instant action, Case 113313, and in the Petitioner’s other action, Case 113039.
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8. Ttue Ithnois Attorney General has recently requested that 12 Cbunly
Recorders, all egedly including DuPage County, but not Will County, investigate the
property reco rds for robosigned Assignments.

19. Pe r the Illinois Conveyances Act, Assignments must meet the rules of
evidence. Thsz failure to submit copies of the chain of Assignments with the Complaint
and the failur-e to submit a sworn affidavit means that all such forectosures fail to meet
the jurisdictio n requirements of Section 2-619 and are VOID.

20. Urder the Holder in Due Course and Purchaser in Good Faith in the [Hinois
Uniform Comimercial Code, Assignments recorded in the property records after the Lis
Pendens docu ments have been filed and recorded are legally unenforceable against the
property ownecr.

21. Tine cause of action is between the Assignee and the Assignor. The courts
have no jurisd:iction over a foreclosure Complaint when the Assignment was recorded or
became effect ive after the Complaint had been filed. Clearly, no copy of the Assignment
could have btzen submiited with the Complaint. |

22. Un der Section 5-105, not only have both Chief Justice Kilbride and Justice
Thomas allege>dly signed orders granting Indigent status violated the Section 5-105
reguirements . as to the statements required in such orders, the Supreme Court clearly has
no procedures in place, so that the Indigent litigant does not have to pay service costs or
"costs, fees, arid expenses"”, even when this Petitioner has repeatedly requested such a
process.

23. When the Petitioner initially filed an application to to defend as an indigent

person with th ¢ Supreme Court (see AGE 1.H), the Clerk of the Supreme Court violated

Page 12



Case 1133123, Lauren L. Scheffers, Petitioner

the law by re-quiring a Motion that required service of the subporting Affidavit of
extremelv personal financial information, including full birth date, to the Respondent and
2 or 3 allege d law firms in the two cases, Case 113133 and Case 113039.

24. A s the Petitioner pointed out, even the Affidavit template violates Section 5-
105, because there is no entry area for monthly expenses and it requires full birth date
(see AGE 1. H).

25. Drue to the many Justice errors, the Petitioner, supposedly granted Indigent
status by the Supreme Court. has had hundreds of dollars of additional ink, paper, copy,
and service costs due 1o the lack of competence of the alleged Justices.

26. A 1l attorneys of record in this instant action and in Case 113039 have
committed a multitude of actions, per the several Motions for Sanctions. that constitute a
“fraud upon the court” and should immediately reported for disbarment under Rule 63.

27. Tihe Respondents in this instant action and in Case 113039 have no
Registered Asgents in [llinois, so thev are denied access to the lllinois judicial system.

28. N o attorney from either of the 2 law firms or the Respondent firm in this
instant actio n or from either of the 3 law firins or the Respondent {firm in Case
113039 has filed an Appearance under Verification by Certification.

29. A dditionally, the judges of the 12" Circuit Court and the 18" Circuit Court
violated Rule 63 also constituting a “fraud upon the court”.

30. Ju dge Siegel even recused himself under Rule 63 (see enclosed Group Exhibit
1. C) on the Dasis that the “appearance of impartiality is problematic”. The footnotes
reference Jud icial Complaints filed by the Debtor against the two bankruptcy judges for

granting Stay Motions to parties not listed as the Secured Creditors and not listed as
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creditors at a 1.

31.Y et, Justice Thomas allegedly denied (see AGE 3.C.5.a.) the Motion to
Recuse Justice Thomas (see AGE 3.C.4). Yet, the Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals
stated that "VVe think that this language [455(a)] imposes a duty on the judge to act sua
sponte, even if no motion or affidavit is filed." Balistrieri, at 1202.

32. The Clerk of the Supreme Court violated the Petitioner’s right to due process
by filing the “hard copy originals of a Notice of Filing with supporting documents (see
enclosed Gro up Exhibits 2.B.1, 2 B.2, and 2.B.3), but failing to file and record the Notice
of Filing in tihe record. The original documents have never been returned to the Petitioner
for resubmissiion.

33. Bioth the 3 Appellate Court and the 2" Appeliate Court violated Rule 368
relative to M andates by copying the notification letters (see AGE 2.C.1 and AGE 3.C.1)
to the two Curcuit Court Clerks. As a direct result, the preparation of the record in this
instant action was terminated.

34. T he judges in both the 12™ Cireuit Court and the 18™ Cireuit Court violated
the Petitioner ’s right to due process by violating Rule 281 that requires an Initial Case
Management Conference in not more than 182 days following the filing of the complaint,

35. It is also clear and well-settled Illinois law that any attempt to commit "fraud
upon the cour t" vitiates the entire proceeding. The People of the State of [llinois v. Fred
E. Sterling, 3:57 1. 354; 192 N.E. 229 (1934) ("The maxim that fraud vitiates every
transactton intto which it enters applies to judgments as weil as to contracts and other
transactions"):.

36. The U.S. Supreme Court has stated that "No state legislator or executive or
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judicial offi cer can war against the Constitution without violating his undertaking to
support it", Cooper v. Aaron, 358 U.S, 1, 78 §.Ct. 1401 (1958).

37. Any judge who does not comply with his oath to the Constitution of the
United Statc:s wars against that Constitution and engages in acts in violation of the
Supreme La.w of the Land. The judge is engaged in acts of treason. Having taken oaths
of office to support the Constitution of the United States, and the Constitution of the State
of Illinois, 2 ny judge who has acted in violation of the Constitution is engaged in an act
or acts of trczason.

38. iif a judge does not fully comply with the Constitution, then the judge’s orders
are void, In re Sawyer, 124 U.S. 200 (1888), he/she is without jurisdiction, and he/she has
engaged in :an act or acts of treason.

39. Under Illinois and Federal law, when any officer of the court has committed
"fraud upon the court”, the orders and judgment of that court are void, of no legal force or
effect.

40. £Should a judge not disqualify himself, then the judge is in violation of the Due
Process Clatise of the U.S. Constitution. United States v. Sciuto, 521 F.2d 842, 845 (7th
Cir. 1996) (" 'The right to a tribunal free from bias or prejudice is based, not on section
144, but on the Due Process Clause.").

41. $5hould a judge issue any order after he has been disqualified by law, and if the
party has be en denied of any of his / her property, then the judge may have been engaged
in the Federal Crime of "interference with interstate commerce”. The judge has acted in
the judge's p ersonal capacity and not in the judge's judicial eapacity.

42, T°he U.S. Supreme Court has also held that if a judge wars against the
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Constitution, or 11 ne acts without jurtsdiction. 'ne nas engaged n reason 1o the
Constitutior 1. If a judge acts after he has been automatieally disqualified by law, then he
15 acting wi thout jurisdiction, and that suggests that he is then engaging in criminal acts
of treason, :ind may be engaged tn extortion and the nterference with interstate

commerce.
43.'Courts have repeatedly ruled that judges have no immunity for their criminal

acts. Since tyoth treason and the interference with interstate commerce are criminal acts,

no judge ha:s immunity to engage in such aets.

1V. Recommendations

1. lt1s critical for the integrity of the judicial system in lllinois that each of the
Supreme Court Justices immediately audit the rulings related to Petitions for Leave to
Appeal as to» whether each Justice actually read the pleading.

2. #Additionally, each of the Supreme Court Justices must verify any rulings on
Motions that the Clerk of the Supreme Court referenced in notification letters as filed by
a specific Ju stice was, in fact, ruled upon with a signed order by that Justice.

3. I fthe standard operating procedure for the Clerks and the Justices of the
Supreme Court, the 3™ Appellate Court, and the 2" Appellate Court is to use ink stamps
for signature 's, how is access to those ink stamps controlied in the offices of the Clerks?
Could mone y be exchanged under the table to send out denial letters without any review
by any Justi ces and, possibly, without knowledge of the Cierks?

4. A«n even more basic issue relates to what firm makes those ink stamp

signature blocks? Ts it the same firm that makes the lettcrhead paper and the envelopes?
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Mgarn, wth dmacsy R oshengrAd wdrn the IR 1@ wnd v dpnial, \wtans, witht any
review by a ny Justices and, possibly, without knowledge of the Clerks?

5. If the Justices of the Supreme Court are engaged in treason against the U.S.
Constttution, rem what 'wind of "rmentormy’ s bting grven o new Womeys (see AGEE,
AGEF, and AGE G)? New attomeys routinely get on-the-job mentoring by the hiring
law firms. ‘Has any attorney/law firm legally challenged the lack of signed orders?

. F s v sty v e review wuirs wrd e rudgrs mobe frilemiae daodl,
courts that rieed mentoring regarding the Relevant Law above.

7. ‘When a nop-attomey Petitioner moves to reconsider an erroneous order (sce
AGE 3. A2} unds feeiee Tttt divprdly vanaded hin wwn e pian odes (e
enclosed Gr oup Exhibit 3.A.5), it appears that Rule 63 regarding "competence™ has been
violated. Petitioner has already filed a similar motion regarding the same erroneous order
allegedly by Cluied Fostee Kilor'ide.

5. I3ased on Petitioner's‘extensive background in CPA/auditing, the "shadow
mventory"” of already foreclosures home are not being listed for sale, so the losses are not
recognized rn \ne Tmential stuermems vl fe Maimitils.

9. (Given the fact that the Petitioner’s home, the property in this instant action,
was alleged ly sold on July 20, 2011, while the case was under appeal, has the servicer or
‘the Kespondient recognized the sdostartied 'ows o e Fremceh Yotemreme? A 1eh, e s
also crimina ! fraud relative to the financial statements submitted to the SEC, to investors,
and to the st .ock markets, here and abroad.

0. e P Wil wwint o e B e 'wan nedifaatinns, e silrs,

deeds in lievi, and sheriff’s deeds are being used to replace fraudulent property records
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and affidavits with ‘egelly enforteadole devuments thet allegedly “woaclouded” the titles.
V. Conclusion

1. As clearty documented in the enclosed Appendix Exhibits, the Petitioner has
no competent. evidience of arvy Word et 2iy Jusvier e Supiere Covat, the 3
Appellate Co urt, or the 2™ Appellate Court has ever even secn the Petitioner’s pleadings
before allege-dly ruling on them.

2. Ti' e Permioner quesnons whtdner wory Fasince of e Supieme Cowt iwmrmlorns
reviewing a p+leading with a Separate Appendix of 5 volurnes (see enclosed Group
Exhibits 1.B.3 and 1.B.4), particularly when the Petitioner only submitted one copy per
the alleged o1 ‘der of Ucetober 11, 2011 {sve AGE 3.4.2).

3. Biased on Petitioner's extensive background in CPA/auditing and Information
Technology/auditing with the supporting manuaj procedures, the Appendix Exhibits
submitted und ier Section 1 109 cernfication clearly docnmern he ermezh process fakuies
of the Supren e Court, the 3™ Appellate Court, the 2 Appellate Court, the 12" Circuit
Court, and th.e 18" Circuit Court.

4. Gi'ven the critical legal 1ssue of Jurisdiction raised oy tne Peritones analh
levels, it is ab-solutely imperative that this Motion for Service of Signed Orders by
Supreme Court and Appellate Court Justices be granted and enforced.

5. T a1l to do so would demonsirate that ¥ne iWHnois judicial system has 2210

integrity, ther eby violating the oaths of office and meeting the requirements of treason

against the Constitution.

6. Y, given the severity of tne 1ssue, witl Fustices of 1ot Suprerne Court, e 2

Appeliate Couirt, and the 2™ Appellate Court fabricate pre-dated orders with "wet ink"
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Case 113313, Lauren L. Scheffers, Petitioner

signatures ¢ 1S has been done with robosigned affidavits?

7. Given the major investigations at all levels of "robosigned" affidavits that
violated nc-tarization requirements, the Petitioner asks each Justice whether his/her honor
would be w illing to take a lie detector test that the numerous alleged orders referenced n
the notifica tion letters in these two cases, Case 113133 and Case 113039, actually existed
and were signed with "wet ink" signatures of the referenced Justices at the time the
notification letters were allegedly sent by the several Clerks.

VI. Future Actions

1. Per the Proof of Service, this pleading with Appendix has been served upon
the Crimiina I Investigation Division of the lllinois Attorney General for investigation of
the Justices of the Illinois Supreme Court, the 3 Appellate Court, and the 2™ Appellate
Court for treason, violations of their oaths of office, and as accessories to the Class 4
Felony of L oan Fraud under the Illinois Financial Crime Law.

2. . Al foreclosure hearings in the 12 Circuit Court and the 18" Circuit
Court are digitally recorded, so extensive competent evidence exists of the Class 4
Felonies oc curring on a regular basis in Will County and DuPage County.

3. "This pleading will be submitted to the Independent Foreclosure Review of the
OCC relative to all Citi Residential Lending transfers of servicing to Citi Mortgage in
February 2009, with no RESPA statements to that effect.

4. "Fhis pleading with Appendix will be submitted to the main stream media,
print and te levision, and, more importantly, to the alternative media foreclosure fraud

sites.

5. Fudicial Complaints will be filed against all Justices of the Supreme Court, the
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Case 11331 3, Lauren L. Scheffers, Petitioner

3™ Appellat e Court, and the 2™ Appellate Court, and the several judges in the 12" Cireuit
Court and tl1e 18" Circuit Court for aiding and abetting the theft of property owned by
{llinois citizzens, based on perjured affidavits and rulings in direct contradiction to
foundationa 1 Illinois sté.tutes, thereby committing “"fraud upon the court”, clear evidence
of treason.

6. The Petitioner has already established a Twitter account for @QJSIHinois
(Occupy Juddicial System) that will be dedicated to the impeachment of each of the
Justices of t he Supreme Court for treason and acting as accessories to the Class 4 Felony
of Loan Frzud under the Hlinois Financial Crime Law.

7.7 The Petitioner is already loading these pleadings to a hosting service for
publication on the Internet.

8. "The Petitioner has included a proposed order in the alternative, as required.

Respectfuily submitted,

Lauren L. Scheffers
1305 Moringstar Ct.
Naperville, IL 60564
H 630-305-3401
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113313

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS

LAUREN L. SCHEFFERS, ) Appellate Court, ™ Judicial

Petitioner ) District, Case No. 3-11-476
)

v, ) Circuit Court, Will County,

) Illinois, 12™ Judicial Circuit

DEUTSCHE: BANK NATIONAL TRUST COMPANY, ) Case No. 09CH3797

AS TRUSTEE IN TRUST FOR THE BENEFIT UF )

THE CERTI FICATE HOLDERS FOR AMERIQUEST ) The Honorable Raymond E.

MORTGAG E SECURITIES TRUST 2004-R1, } Rossi and

ASSET-BA(CKED PASS-THROUGH CERTIFICATES, J The Honorable Richard J.

SERIES 200:04-R1, ) Siegel,

Respondent ) Presiding Judges
SEPARATE APPENDIX

VOLUME I

GROUP EXHIBIT I, GENERAL

A,

2011/ 11730 Tase 117303Y Petition Tor Leave 1o Appeal as a Wiarter of Ragnt

allegedly deriied

B.

1. 2011/11/30 Notification by e-mailed Adobe Acrobat PDF file from
"Webmasrer [iinos Courts ™ <welmasenZ Court. st it (x> wiar disposion o
Case 113039 (1 pg.)
2. 2011/11/30 Copy of notification letter received allegedly from the
Supre=me Court, one as received, one win cornrnentary {2 pgs.)
a. Petition for Leave to Appeal or Appeal as a matter of Right
allegedly denied by all Justices of the Illinois Supreme Court
] “Thie Suprenie Coort oday GENTED dhe pedirom for fesve
to appeal or appeal as a matter of right in the above entitled cause”
2) “The mandate of this Court will issue to the Appellatc
Cuan un Fangary 4, 2002
b. Petition for Leave to Appeal or Appeal as a matter of Right
allegedly denied by all Justices of the Iilinois Supreme Court with
RTINS
2011./09/15 Case 113039 Petition for Leave to Appeal or Appeal Pursuant to Rule

315 or Appeal as a Matter of Right Pursuant to Rule 317

1 Maotice of Filing (2 pas)

2. Petition for Leave to Appeal (9 pgs.)
3 Digicam picture of Separate Appendix, Volumes | - 5 (! pg.)
4. Appendix List (6 nos. )
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SEPARATE APPENDIX (CON’T.)
VOLUME F (CON’T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT 1, GENERAL (CON’T.)

C. 2010+/11/22 Copy of Minute Entry Court Order of Recusal of Judge Sicgel (3 pgs.)
1. ““This matter comes before this court for hearing on various motions
inclu ding cross motions for summary judgment, motions to strike and a motion
for s: inctions™
Z “The court became aware ol certain allegaiions contained 1n recent
pleac lings filed by the Defendant which question the fairness of the courti <sic>
whic h along with similar earlicr allegations2 <sic> make the continued
appe:arance oi impartidlity of fhis court prdblemafic™
3. “l ‘Defendant [sic] Response to Plaintiff [sic]Motion to Strike
Defe ndant’s Motion for Summary Judgment’ filed October 18, 2010 and
‘Defendant (sic] Motion For Sanctions™ fifed November {5, 2010, paragraph Z26."
4, “Based on the above, and in consideration of the ongoing demeanor and
the c ontent of certain of the pleadings filed by the defendant in this matter, this
court. pursuar to Supreme Tourt rie 63 'nerdoy recuses 'nomseld from wmy Toriner
invol ved in this matter”

D. 2011./09/07 Copy of Report of Proceedings, Presiding Judge Susan T. O'Leary

(3 pgs.)

l. “The Court: You are even signing my name now” (pg. 2)
2, “The Court: No. I could lock you up for signing my name” (pg. 3)

E. 201140, Copy of hinor Supreme Court News Release with tatersive

commentary added by Petitioncr(3 pgs.)

F. 2011./04/11, Copy of Naperville Sun news article, “Naperville man named to

fealasare comritiae” Witk commontay” addad, Jadaoia! Novive Raqoaastad (2 pgs. )

G. 2011 /06/10, Mcdia Advisory, Chief Justice Thomas L. Kilbride to Unveil

Program by ‘Supreme Court Commission on Professionalism to Mentor New Attorneys

W

H. 2011,708/22, Copy of letter to Carolyn Taft Grosboll, Clerk of the Supreme Court,

Re: Applicat ion to Defend as an Indigent Person with the Supreme Court

L Lester (5 pos.)
2. List of Enclosures (2 pgs.)
I 2011 /11/17 Copy of lctter to Gist Fleshman, Clerk of the Illinois Appellate Court,

Third Distrigt, Case 3-11-0476 re, udicial, Complainis ta he filed for indicial,
misconduct//iolations of Supreme Court Rule 63, thereby becoming accessories to the
Class 4 Felor 1y of Loan Fraud under the Illinois Financial Crime Law

1 Letter (4 pgs.)

2. List of Enclosures (1 pg.)
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SEPARATE APPENDIX (CON’T.)

VOLUME Itt

GROUP EXHIBIT 2, CASE 113113

A. Casc
1.

113313 Notifications of alieged orders - Illinois Supreme Court
2011/11/13 Copy of notification letter received allegedly from Carolyn

Taft vGrosboll, Clerk of the Supreme Court with *cc: Mr. Denis Pierce, Mr. David
Co, Mr. Patrick Stanton” (1 pg.)

a. Motion by petitioner, pro se, to proceed 1n torma pauperis
allegedly aliowed and Order entered allegedly by Chief Justice Kilbride
b. Motion by petitioner, pro se, to waive the ninetecn (19) required

copies ol the pefition for leave to appeal to the Supreme Tourt and the
three (3) required copies to respondent and each of respondent’s alleged
law firm allegedly altowed in part and denied in part and Order entered
alleged(y by Chief Justice Kilbride:
1) "That part of the motion for leave to filc less than nineteen
(19) required copies of the petition for lcave to appeal with the
TherK s office is aliowed"
2) The request to waive the required three (3) copies to
counsel for respondent 1s denied”

. Case: {13315 Correspondence with Cierk of die fiffmols Saprenre Coure

L.

2011/11/16, Copy of letter to Carolyn Taft Grosboll, Clerk of the Supreme

Cour t with List of Enclosures (3 pgs.)

2.
Clerkz o

i

a. Attemnpted submission of notification letter of November 10, 2011
allegedly received from the Clerk of the 3™ Appellate Court that allegedly
denied the Petition for certificate of important, | day after deadline to file
a Petition for Leave to Appeal Cert of Importance Denied

1 Notice of Filing (1 pg.)

2) Proof of Service (2 pgs.)

Y YeriTratinm by Cewifrdion O pey

4) 2011/10/11, Copy of notification letter received allegedly

from Gist Fleshman, Clerk of the 3rd Appellate Court, of alleged

dawiz! of Pavitior S Cadificete of kmpavtence {1 pg.)
b. 2011/10/17 Notice of Filing Petition for Certificate of Importance
Pursuant to Rule 316 with the 3rd Appellate Court (1 pg.)

~

. 20111004 Copy of rotulication leiter received allegedly fiom Gist
Fleshman, Clerk of the 3rd Appellate Court, of alleged denial of the
petition for rehearing by unspecified justices

200171021, Copy of lester received allegedly from Caralyn Taff Grosholl,
f the Supremc Court

a. Letter with no mention of Notice of Filing submission (1 pg.)

b. Self-addressed. stamped envelage included for retum of Notice of
Filing with Filed/Recorded stamps (1 pg.)

2011/11/28, Copy of letter received allegedly from Carolyn Taft Grosboll,

Clerk of the Supreme Court without return of Notice of Filing submission {1 pg.)
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SEPARATE APPENDIX (CON’T.)
VOLUME II (CONT.)

GROUP EXHIBIT 1, CASE 113113 (CON’T.)
C.  Case 113313 Notifications of alleged orders - 3rd Appellate Court

1. 2011/U%723 Copy of nofification tetter received allegedly from Gist
Flesinman, Clerk of the 3rd Appellate Court “cc: Mr. Robert J. Deisinger” (1 pg.)
a. “Motion of Appellec to Dismiss Appeal, response of appellant

noted, 1s ALLOWED. APPEAL DISMISSED <sic>™

b. “Consisting of the panel of Justice William E. Holdridge, Presiding
Justice Robert L.. Carter and Justice Mary K. O’Brien”

. "cc: Wis. Pameia WicGuire, Circuit Clerk™

2. 2011/08/23 Copy of computer screen print-out (2 pgs.)
a. “Motion has become Moot™ (pg. 2)
b. Sent dy office start"via USFS withi no cover letter

c. “REHEARING PETITION DUE: 09/13/11™
d. “MANDATE ISSUE DUE: 09/27/11”

b, R Copy of nouficetion ieaer recetved ailegediy Trom Tnst
Flestiman, Clerk of the 3rd Appellate Court with no “cc:” (1 pg.)
a. Petition for rehearing allegedly overruled and denied by
arspecriiod Justicey of are Ind Appeitate Court
4, 2011/11/10 Copy of notification letter received allegedly from Gist

Flestaman, Clerk of the 3rd Appellate Court “cc: Mr. Michael R. Kemock, Mr.
Rafe b Deismeer” 4 peY
a. Petition for certificate of importance aliegedly denied by
unspecified Justices of the 3rd Appeliate Court

Page A-4



SEPARATE APPENDIX (CON’T.)

YOLUME 1)1

GROUP EX HIBIT 3, CASE 113039
A, Case 113039 Notifications of alleged orders - Illinois Supreme Court

1. 2011/10/11 Copy of notification letter received allegedly trom Carolyn
Taft Cirosboll, Clerk of the Supreme Court (1 pg.)

a. Motion by petitioner, pro se, for leave to proceed in format
pauperis allegediy allowed and Order entered allegedly by Justice Thomas
2. 2011/10/11 Copy of notification letter received allegedly from Carolyn
Taft (Grosboll, Clerk of the Supreme Court (1 pg.)

a. Motion by petition, pro se, to waive the ninetecn {19) required
copies of the petition for leave to appeal to the Supreme Court and the
three (3) required copies to respondent and each of respondent’s alleged
[aw firm aflegediy alfowed 1 part and denied in part and Order entered

allegedly by Justice Thomas:
1) “That part of the motion for leave to file less than nineteen

(1Y) required copies of the petition Tor leave 1o appedl with The

Clerk's office is allowed"
2) The request to waive the required threc (3) copies to

counset 1or respondent 1s denied”

3 2011/10/03 Copies of covers

a. Motion to Proceed In Forma Pauperis (1 pg.)

0. Movion 10 ‘Waive The 1% Required Copies and d Required Copies 1o
Respondent and Each of Respondent’s alleged 3 Law Firms (1 pg.)

2011/10/07 Self-addressed, stamped envelope (1 pg.)

c.
4 281 LG 2T Copy of Motiun 1o Recuse Soseroe Rodere R TTiommas prorswam®

to Supreme Court Rule 63

a. Notice of Filing (1 pg.)
. Muotion 10 Revuse Susvioe Rovert R, Thorees parsoant 40 Suprems

Court Rule 63 (7 pgs.)
c. Appendix (2 pgs.)
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SEPARATE APPENDIX (CON’T.)
VOLUME -1 (CON'T.)

GROUP EXHIBIT 3, CASE 113039 (CON'T.)
A. Case 113039 Notifications of alteged orders - Illinois Supreme Court (con’t.)

5. 201U/ LU/L7, Copy of natification letter teceived allegedly from Caralyn
Taft Cirosboll, Clerk of the Supreme Court “cc: All artorneys of Record” (1 pg.)
a. Motion to Recuse Justice Robert R. Thomas pursuant to Supreme
Cowt Rule 62 allegedly denied and Oirder entered allegedly by Justice
Thomas
b. Motion to Reconsider Erroneous Order of October 11, 2011,

pangaeh @ 13 ICS S 8. SN dlrgrdly Wlenrd wd O;‘def _nterad,
allegedly by Justice Thomas
I} "That portion of the order of October 11, 2011, denying the
FATUSST &G ware dhe raquirad divae (3] copes o cmn“sa‘ o the
respondent 1s vacated"
2) "The request to waive the required three (3) copies to
counsct for respondem s witowed.”
3) "That portion of the order of October 11, 2011, allowing
the request to file less than the nineteen (19) required copies of the
peurion for feave to appeal wirh the Clerk's orfice 1s confirmed.”
B. Case 113039 Correspondence with Clerk of the Illinois Supreme Court
i 2011/09/07, Copy of letter received allegedly from Carolyn Taft Grosboll,
Clerk «>f the Supreme Court returning all documents submitted with the August
22,20 11 Re: Application to Defend as an Indigent Person with the Supreme Court

(2 pgs.)
a. “Please submit together the tollowing documents on or before
September 15. 201 1: Motion to proceed in forma pauperis™

2. 2011/09/10, Copy of letter to Carolyn Taft Grosboll, Clerk of the Supreme

Court. Re: Response to your September 7, 2011 letter retuming all enclosures
from thie August 22, 2011 letter
a. Letter (2 pgs.)
b. List of Enclosures (1 pg.)
1). 2011/09/07 Letter (2 pgs.)
2} 2011/09/10 Notes used to leave *PERSONAL¥* phone
message for Carolyn Taft Grosboll (1 pg.)
c. Appendix - Petition for Rehearing, Appellate Case No. 3-11-0476
(3 pgs.)
d. 2011/09/09, Notice of Filing of the Petition for Rehearing with the
12th Judicial Circuit Court as previously filed with the 3™ Appellate Court
3. 201/09/12, Copy of letter received allegedly from Carolyn Taft Grosboll,
Clerk c+f the Supreme Court returning documents from September 10, 2011 (1 pg.)
4, 2011/09/29, Copy of letter to Carolyn Taft Grosboll, Clerk
of the Supreme Court with List of Enclosures RE CASE 1103039
TWO ORIGINAL MOTIONS (3 pgs.)
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SEPARATE APPENDIX (CON’T.)
VOLUME I (CON’T.)

GROUP E’XHIBIT 3, CASE 113039 (CON’T.)
C. Cas:e 113039 Notifications of alleged orders - 2nd Appellate Court
1. ZUT1A5719 Copy ot nofificafion letter received aflegedly from Raobert ).
Man gan, Clerk of the 2nd Appellate Court “cc: Much, Shelist, Denenberg, Ament
& Ruabenstein, P.C. and Robert J. Emanuel” (1 pg.)
a. Motion by Plamtifi-Appellee, JPMC Specialty Mortgage LLC, to
dismiss appeal allegedly granted allegedly by "Jorgensen, McLaren,
Birkett, JJ <sic>"
1) *This appeal 1s hereby dismissed for lack of jurisdiction”
2) "THIS ORDER IS FINAL AND SHALL STAND AS THE
MANDATE OF THIS COURT" <sic>
3 "ec: Hon. Onns Kachrroubas, Circuit Clerk™
b. Motion to Strike allegedly denied by "Jorgensen, McLaren,
Birkett, JJ <sic>”

T) " Appéitant's motion 1o strike ¥ne monion 10 d1smiss 1s
denied.”
2. 2011/08/11 Copy of notification letter reccived allegedly from Robert J.
Mar gan, CYerk or'the 2ud’ Appetiare Court “ce: Much, Shefist, Denenderg, Ament
& Rubenstein, P.C. and Robert J. Emanuel” (I pg.)

a. Petition for Rehearing aliegedly denied allegedly by unspecified
Justices of the 2Znd Appelime Count
1 “This Appellate Court notes this is the second dismissal of
a premature appeal filed by the appellant and states this Court has
Jumsaretno gver i appeals dfronm faa dempirasts addad} <sic>
orders. As stated on paragraph 5 of appcllee's JFMC Specialty
Mortgage LLC's motion to dismiss the order appealed from was
ok final, no order approving sale herving 'been entered.
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SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS
SLBREME LOURT RUTLIUNG
200 East Capitol Avenue
SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 62701-1721 t
CAROLY™M TAFT GROSBA V.1, ] FIREL WRLRYTT G

Cletk of the Usurt ' Tl Rorth LaSalie Street, U Fioor
Chicago, Iilinois 60601-3103
(217) 782-2035 (312) 793-1332
TDD: {217) 524-8132 January 6, 2012 TID: (A12) THAIRS

bt/ob //4

Ms. Lauren L. Scheaffers
1305 Morningstar (Zourt
Naperville, IL 60 564

e, ARG T, WARGSELD, WM., e CamReL , v . LRy
Bank National Trust Company, etc., respondent.

- It 3343 oty &F

Today the followiing oxrder was entered in the captioned case: p“ ’w

. . #——#
ee ce of signed orders py
UsStices. MOLION PErTem W

Order entervad by the Court. A mr’ (v A £

NO SteNGd QLB OF ANY K/

AU GF vIOATNS R 4L TUSTT e
IMPBAUR R OF FSE

TVl /AL comannil yocong W /N% »8

cc: Clerk of the ¥ippellate Court, Second District ﬂm
Clerk of the Fippellate Court, Third District

Zon. Lisa Mad:igan dy CAMM NAL yNVESTY @AT70A) UN oK
N i UT.O8 ST ARtdenpayy IR FATO LN

b

Totlion "py peatitioner, pro se, To
Supreme Cou:ct and Appellate Court
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RECEIVED

Case 113313, Lauren L. Scheriers, Fetinoner MAR - 8 2012

CLERK
SUPREME COURT

({3302

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF (ILLINOIS

LAUREN L. "S«CHEFFERS,
Petitioner

V.

") Appetiiate Tourt, ¥ Taticsh

} District, Case No. 3-11-476
)

§ Circuit Court, Wil County,
) Hlinois, 12 Judicial Circuit

DEUTSCHE ' ANK NATIONAL TRUST COMPANY, ) Case No. 80CHITH7

AS TRUSTE! : IN TRUST FOR THE BENEFIT OF }
THE CERTIF 1¢CATE HOLDERS FOR AMERIQJUEST ) The Honordble Raymond E.
MORTGAGE SECURITIES TRUST 2004-R1. 7 Rosstand
ASSET-BAC} ED PASS-THROUGH CERTIFICATES, ) The Honorable Richard J.
SERIES 2004- RI, j Sieger,
Respondent ) Presiding Judges
NOTICE OF FILING
To: By USF *S Priaricy Huil By USPS Priocity Mail
ATTN : David Co, Dizecror Denis Pierce, Robent Deisinger,
Deutst: h e Bank National Trust Shaun Callahan
Ce rivpatty, w0 weiR Thirteenih, Vi,
1761 E ast St. Andrew Place ! Nortk Dearborn
Santa /£ «na, CA 92705-4934 Chicago, IL 60602 F ! L E D
By US ¥'S Priority Mail
Patrick: Stanton, Amy Jonker MAR 8 - 2012
Dykenva. Gassets. PLLEC
10 Sout- h Wacker Drive. Suite 2300 SuP Rg rEER?(OURT

Chicag. », IL 60606

You a1 €2 hereby notified that on March 6, 2012, Petitioner, as an indigent person,
submitted for filling Motion ro Vacate Void Orders due to Lack of Jurisdiction Pursuant
to Section 2-6 i'%J, as served per the enclosed notarized Proof of Service.

Respectfully submitted,

-

Lauren L. Scheffers
1305 Momingstar Tt.
Naperville, IL 60564
H 430-105-3401

'



Case 113313, L :auren L. Schetfers, Petitioner

113313

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS

LAUREN L. SC "HEFFERS, ) Appellate Court, 3" Judicial

Petitioner } District, Case No. 3-11-476
i

V. } Circuit Court, Will County,

) liinois, 12™ Judicial Circuit
DEUTSCHE B- ANK NA TIONAL TRUST CORIPANY, 7 Ease N, $SCHF757

AS TRUSTEE IN TRUST FOR THE BENEFIT OF )
THE CERTIFIC TATE HOLDERS FOR AMERIQUEST ) The Honorable Raymond E.
MORTGAGE & ECURITIES TRUST 2004-R1, ) Rossi and
ASSET-BACKI:D PASS-THROUGH CERTIFICATES, ) The Honorable Richard J.
SERIES 2004-F 1. } Siegel,
Respondent } Presiding Judges

PROOF OF SERVICE

The undersignec | certifies that true copies of the foregoing instrument, Motion to Vacate
Void Orders dw 2 to Lack of Jurisdiction Pursuant to Section 2-619, excluding the
previously serve :d Complaint and Subpoena, to be served upon

ATTN: 1 Dawvid Co. Director

Deutsch «: Bank National Trust Company, as trustee

1761 Ea s+t St. Andrew Place

Santa A_ria, CA 92705-4934
by placing a coj 1y of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Delivery Confirmation
Receipt 0311 2: 350 0001 8753 2865, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
dMai), and depes. iting sadd emvelope a6 the Lindted Sizoes Pesaod Servare: eaadirm 39 1750
W. Ogden Ave. , Naperville, IL. 60540 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 6" day of March, 2012 and
to

Drein T vnr, P Drgngas ., Shn, Callahan,

Pierce & . Associates

Thirteer th Floor

1 North 'V Xedardorr

Chicago, IL 63602
by placing a copy y of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Delivery Confirmation
Receipt 031125 50 U ¥75% 4%, properry atiduessed - wiin posegt propdrd 'vy Rrarty
Mail, and depos iting said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W. Ogden Ave.. Naperville, [L. 60540 priat to 7:00 p.m. this 6™ day of March. 2012 and
to
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Case [ 3705 1L aurer L. Seireditrs, Seertumer

Patrick. Stanton. Amy lanker

Dykem 1 Gossett PLLC

10 Sout h Wacker Drive. Suite 2300

Chicage., ML 60606
by placing a co | 1v of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Delivery Confirmation
Receipt 0311 2350 0001 8753 2896, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail. and depo Yeimg wid ernwdope wole Urited Sates Pouveh Serdar 'weatdam i VTR
W. Ogden Ave. . Naperville. IL. 60540 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 6" day of March. 2012.

The undersigne « I certifes arae drwe cupies of o Oregunne e, Adrior o Fuoate
Void Orders du 2 to Lack of Jurisdiction Pursuant to Section 2-619, including the
Complaint and ( he Subpoena, to be served upon

Suprem: 2 Court Building

200 Eas. r Canital Avenue

Springfi«2[d, [L 62701
by placing a co; 1y of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Signature-Required
Receipt 2301 07578 8OGT 170 43804, prupen'y’ addressed with poseage prepaid &y Privridy
Mail. and depo:-:iting said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W. Ogden Ave . Naperville. [L. 60540 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 6" day of March. 2012 and
to

Hon, Th.omas L. Kilbride

Chief Ju stice of the Supreme Court of Iliinois

1819 4t 1 Avenue

Rock Is and. Il 61201
by placing a co_y of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Signature-Required
Receipt 2301 03 70 0001 1704 4511, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail. and depos iting said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W. Ogden Ave. . Naperville, JL 60540 prior o 7:00 pam. this 6™ day of March, 2012 and
1o

Hon. Ar. ne M. Burke

rusine v TR Suprene Cuorc oA Winkis

J60ON. 1 aSalle Street, 20ub Floar

Chicago .. IL 60601
by placing a cop »y ot'same in a USPS Priority Marl mailer with Signature-Required
Recaigh 2300 0370, Q0 1I0A 4528, preprily wddnrssed with, prstags pranpaid by Roininy
Mail, and depo:. iting said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at | 750
W. Ogden Ave.. Naperville. IL 60540 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 6™ day of March, 2012 and
to

Hon. Ch arles E. Freeman

Justice ¢ 'f the Supreme Court of Illinois

YOU N 1 aSedie Soeeh. 20 e

Chicago .. 1L 60601
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Caee 13717 auar L. Saefays, Dedianmer

by placing a ¢ py of'same 1n a USPS Prionty Mari maifer with Stgnature-Reauired
Receipt 2301 370 0001 1704 4535. properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail, and dep Hsiting said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W. Ogden Ave -, Naperville, IL. 60540 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 6™ day of March, 202 and
1o

Hon. M lary Jane Theis

Justice of thr Duprme Contoof IWinnis

160 N. LaSalle Street. 20th Floor

Chicag, a. L AAQL
by placing a cc gy g€ sanme it a USSP oy Many' ararier sk Sigravore- Reguinad
Receipt 2301 21370 0001 1704 4566, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail, and dep« ssreimg said arreelape ar e Ulnreed Saates Pustad Service dncadion ac | 758
W. Ogden Ave . Yapervilie, T OUOHY privrw 7% poan. s "ty o Wiatn, YO
10

Hon. R obert R. Thomas

Justice of"the Supreme Court of filinors

1776 S. Naperville Road

Buildii 1g A. Suite 207

Wheat n. TL 60187
by placing a ¢ py of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Signature-Required
Receipt 2301 0 370 0001 1704 4573, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail. and depcs siting said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W. Ogden Ave: .. Naperville, JL 60540 prior 10 7:00 pam. this 6™ day of March. 2012 and
io

Hon. R ita B. Garman

Justice - of e Suprere Court of Whinors

3607 N . Vermillion. Suite 1

Danvill e. IL 61832-1478
by placing a ctpy of'same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Signature-Required
Receipt 2301 (4370 0001 1704 4542, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail, and depc: siting said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W. Ogden Ave .. Naperville, IL 60540 prior to 7:00 p.m. this this 6™ day of March, 2012
and to

Hon. L ovd A. Karmeier

Justice of the Supreme Court of 1llinois

100 So ath. MilL Strees.

Nashvii ke 1. 462243
by placing a co py of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Signature-Required
Receips 2301 0 370 000) 1704 4559, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail, and depc srtimy said envelope at de Unieed Seaces Sustal’ Service location 4t 758
W. Ogden Ave ., Naperville, IL 60540 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 6" day of March, 2012 and
o)

Mr. Gis t Fleshman

Clerk ot “the lilinois Appellate Court. Third District

1004 Ce. ol Siraat

Ottawa IL 61350
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Case 113313. Lauren L. Scheifers. Petitioner

by placing a ¢ apy of’same (0 a USPS Priority Maif mailer with Signature-Required
Receipt 2301 0370 0001 1704 4580, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail, and dep asiting said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W. Ogden Ave:. Naperville, JL 60540 nrior fo 7:00 nap. this 6™ day of March, 2012 and
to

Mr. Ra bert J. Mangan

Clerk « 4 ¥ne Mhnmds Apprilee Cont. Second Districr,

Appeli ate Court Building

55 Syr. wphony Way

Elgin, I'L 60727
by placing a ¢« py of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Signature-Required
Receipt 2301 7,376 0OG1 { ’AM 4597, propen'y addnessed witl pastage prepard by ooty
Mail. and dep: »sifing said envelope at the 'United Jwaes Poved Servres 'weaimn ah VTR
W. Ogden Av ».. Naperville. IL 60540 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 6" day of March. 2012 and
to

Lisa M:adigan

lHinois Attorney General

Crimir: al Enforcement Division

500 So uth Second Street

Spring ield. 1L 62706
by placing a cvy-py of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Signature-Required
Receipt 2301 ©:370 0001 1704 4603, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority
Mail, and depo siting said envelope af the Linited Staies Pastal Service location as 1750
W. Ogden Av..:.. Naperville. IL 60540 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 6" day of March, 2012.

Lauren L. Schefters
1305 Momingstar Ct.
Naperville. IL 60564

H,630-305-3401

Lh
7o
Sworn to and ' s whscribed befare me fthis the Q ™ day of Marx}?ﬂ]?.
A T /-l D epuket -

Date

.. e o
My Commissicn Expires: A3 R




Case 113313, Lauren ., Scheffers, Petitioner

PE TITIONER VERIFICATION BY CERTIFICATION
MOTION TO "VACATE VOID ORDERS DUE TO LACK OF JURISDICTION
PLRSUANT TO SECTION 2-619

TUnden pRIAMRS 1 PRey Hided by Yo pussuent 4o, Section. 1 109 of the Code. of Civil Poogeduze.

(735 ILCS 5/1 109/fro:m Ch. 110, par. 1 109), the undersigned certifies that the statements set

forth in, and the exhibiiits submitted with, this instrument are true and correct, except as to matters

therein stated to be on  Wivrmmétun wd veied wd us 1 soch TRters Y s verifis us

aforesaid that Petitionezr verily believes the same to be true.

Lauren L. Schetlers
1305 Momingstar Ct.
Naperville, IL 60564
H 630-305-3401

DM SS A9/

Swom to and subscribed before me this the, 5— day of March, 2012.

s o .
; BAEPB&;R:J.WE&“

$ _ Notary Public, State off Minois 3
2 My Commission Expiros 04/26/15

e

My Conyﬁssion pisres:

O%@ZAQ '"__

3



Case 113313, L.a uren L. Scheffers, Petitioner

ey
()
(43
T ]
iy
43

N THE SUPREME COURT OF IL

LINGYS

LAUKEN L. 30 HEFTERS,
Petitioner

V.

DEUTSCHE BANK NA TIONAL TRUST COMPANY,
AS TRUSTEE 1 N TRUST FOR THE BENEFIT OF
THE CERTIFIC ATE HOLDERS FOR AMERIQUEST
MORTGAGE SI*CURITIES TRUST 2004-R1,
ASSET-BACKE: D PASS-THROUGH CERTIFICATES,
SERIES 2004-R 1,

Respondent

Y Appeiene Cuan, ¥ yiewl
) District, Case No. 3-11-476

)

j Circuit Court, Wil County,

) lilinois, 12" Judicial Circuit
P Case Ng. §OHZ 707

)

) The Honorable Raymond E.
3} TRossiand

) The Honorable Richard J.

) Siegel,

} Presiding Judges

MOTION T(): VACATE VOID ORDERS DUE TO LACK OF JURISDICTION

PURSUANT TO SECTION 2-619

Comes n« yw, Petitioner pro se, Lauren L. Scheffers, who respectfully petitions the

Court to allow th: 1is Motion to Vacate Void Orders due to Lack of Jurisdiction Pursuant to

Sactin 214 ¢ Matinn o Mwata?™y, s amattan of lam, 2wd. datrs the R)lawing in

support.
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Case ({3313, .oaarer £, Soreiers, Perrdomer

L. Refevant Caw
1. "7135ILCS 5/2 619. Involuntary dismissal based upon certain defects or
defenses.
+.4) Defendant may, within the time for pleading, file a motion for

dismiss:a | of the action or for other appropriate relief upon any of the following
grounds | T4 hr giownds 3 10h mppran onEr fwr of the prading wtackad the
motion shall be supported by affidavit:
(1) That the court does not have jurisdiction of the subject
- rradter of dre sodum, provided dire deffece caminet fre remmaved &y £
thiransfer of the case to a court having jurisdiction.
(4) That the cause of action is barred by a prior judgment.
52 "T'nat{ne claim set fortn in {ne piainufif s preading nas ‘oeen
1 eleased, satisfied of record, or discharged in bankruptey.
7y That the claim asseried b unenforeeable wnder the
) rovisions of the Statute of Frauds.
9 That the claim asserted against defendant is barred by
Orther affirmative matter avoiding the fegal effect of or defeating the
¢« -laim.
2. I LCS 735 5/Art. XV, lllinois Mortgage Foreclosure Law (“IMFL"™),
Sec. 15-1106
{17): “A secured party ... may at its election enforce its security interest in
a foreclor sure under this Article if its security interest...is created by (i) a
collater al assignment of beneficial interest in a land trust or (ii) an assignment
for secu ity of a buyer's interest in a real estate installment contract™ [emphasis
added]
3. Hi CS 810 5/Article 3, Uniform Commercial Code (“UCC™), re:
Negotiable Secu 1 rities [emphasis added)|

. PART 2. Negatiation, Tramsfar and Imdorsarromt
3] Sec. 3-201. Negotiation.
(a) "Negotiation" means a transfer of

possession, whether voluntary or involuntary, of an
astzument by a nerson other thao the issuer 1o 3 persan
who thereby becomes its holder.

(b) Except for negotiation by a remitter, if an
nEmunR S TRYIR 1R W idrniitind, prran., vrERSIAlAN.
requires transfer of possession of the instrument and its
indorsement by the holder. If an instrument is payable to
bearer, i sy be moganatad by wransfar of pessession alone.

2) Sec. 3-203. Transfer of instrument; rights acquired by
i1 ansfer.

{a) An insuument 1s ransierred wWoen 1L s
delivered by a person other than its issuer for the purpose
of giving to the person receiving delivery the right to
entorce the instrument.

Page 2




. auren ., Scheriers, Fettioner

(6 Ttanstér ot'an mnstrument, wiiethier or nat the
transfer is a negotiation. vests in the transferee any right of
the transferor to enforce the instrument. including any right
as a holder in due course, but the transferee cannot acquire
rights of a holder in due course by a transfer, directly or
indirectly. from a holder in due course if the transferee
engaged in fraud or illegality affecting the instrument.

(c) Unless otherwise agreed. if an instrument is
transferred for value and the transferee does not become a
holder because of lack of indorsement by the transferor, the
transferee has a specifically enforceable right to the
unqualified indorsement of the transferor, but negotiation
of the instrument does not occur until the indersement
is made.

(d)  1fa transferor purports to transfer less than
the entire instrument, negotiation of the instrument does not
occur. The transferee obtains no rights under this Article
and has only the rights of a partial assignee.

Sec. 3-204. Indorsement.

{a) "Indorsement” means a signature, other than
that of a signer as maker. drawer. or acceptor. that alone or
accompanied by other words is made on an instrument for
the purpose of

(i), nagotiating the insgfnunant.,

(i1)  restricting pavment of the
instrument, or

G Ancarieg andevsars Sl o he
instrument, but regardless of the intent of the signer,

a signature and its accompanying words is an

TAUTSTIRT Urless If dCUTHP Y 0, WU, '©RITe

of the instrument, place of the signature. or other

circumstances unambiguously indicate that the
signarure was made YOr a purpose otfer tian
indorsement. For the purpose of determining

whether a signature is made on an instrument, a

paper aifixed to the instrument is a part of the

instrument.
(b) "Indorser" means a person who makes an
indorsement.

{c) For the purpose of determining whether the
transferee of an istrument is a holder, an indorsement that
transfers a security interest in the instrument is effective as
an unqualified indorsement of the instrument.

(d)  If an instrument is payable to a holder under
a name that is not the name of the holder, indorsement may
be made by the holder in the name stated in the instrument
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Cse 113703, L durenr L.

9

Serrerfers, Feomaomer

ar in.the holder’s name ac hoth., hut signagure o hath
names may be required by a person paying or taking
the instrument for value or collection.

See. 3-205. Special mdorsereont; hank indersoment;

s momalous indorsement.

(b) If an indorsement is made by the holder of
an instrument and it is not a special indorsement. itis a
"blank indorsement’. When indorsed in blank, an
instrument becomes payable to bearer and may be
negotiated by transfer of possession alone until specially
indorsed.

(c) The holder may convert a blank
indorsement that consists only of a signature into a
special indorsement by writing, above the signature of
the indorser, words identifying the person to whom the
instrument is made payable.

[{&% PART 3. Enforcement of Instruments

)

Sec. 3-301. Person entitled to enforce instrument.

'Person entitled to enforce” an instrument means (i) the holder of the

~-nstrument. (ii) a nonholder in possession of the instrument who has the
1 ights of a holder.

2)

Sec. 3-302. Holder in due course.

‘ar Sadpeer g stbsectinar (of amd Seaior 3- 104
4y, "roideen o e voense! T Wi Toide o am
instrument if: -
(1) the instrument when issued or
negoviared ro the Aofder does nor bedr sucn
apparent evidence of forgery or alteration or is not
otherwise so irregular or incomplete as to cali
into guestion its authenficity, and

2) the holder took the instrument (i)
for value, (ii) in good faith, (iif) without notice
that the instrument is overdue or has been
dishonored or that there is an uncured default
with respect to payment of another instrument
issued as part of the same series

() Except to the extent a transferor or
predecessor in interest has rights as a holder in due
course, a person does not acquire rights of a
holder in due course of an instrument taken (i)
by legal process or by purchase at an execution,
bankruptcy, or creditor's sale or similar
proceeding,
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Case 113313, 1 _auren L.. Scheffers, Petitioner

4, “Ruie 65, CANIN 3, A Fdgr Sl Fonfum. e Duries o fudicial
Office Imparti z1lly and Diligently [emphasis added]
A. Adjudicative Responsibilities
(€] A judge slial pertforr fodVioin dadies withowd bies ar
prejudice.
B. Administrative Responsibilities
(3) A judge having Knowiedge of a vivhufivn uf Yiresve twnvns on
the part of a judge or a violation of Rule 8.4 of the Rules of
Professional Conduct on the part of a lawyer shall take or
initiate appropriate disciplinary measures.”

5. Rule 137. Signing of Pleadings, Motions and Other Papers—Sanctions
[emphasis add. ed)
A “The signature of an attorney or party constitutes a certificate by

him th:: t he has read the pleading, motion or other paper: that to the best of his

knowlex g, informeiion, and belief formed afier reanonabie inquiry i is well

grounde: «d in fact and is warranted by existing law or a good-faith argument for the

extensic »n, modification, or reversal of existing law, and that it is not interposed

tar any improper purpose”

6. [llinois Rules of Professional Conduct Rule 8.4, Misconduct {emphasis
added]

Xl “U2) A lawyer shall oo

(1) violate or attempt to violate these Rules;

(2) induce another to engage in conduct, or give assistance to
© WRIERT'S WRRARRY, whan the lawyer koows that eanduct will violate these
| Rules;

(N commit a criminal act that veflects adversely oun the

Tawyer"s fionesty, frusiwurtiniress or fidnesy &5 & lenyear in sther
1respects;

4} cmgage dr comducd invalviiong diskkomresdy, frrund, decel? or

misrepresentation;™
7. Illinois Financial Crime Law, 720 ILCS 5/16H-60 [emphasis added]
TN Sec. 161-45. Conspiracy to commit a financial crime.

{a) A person commits the offénse ot"a conspirdacy @ cormt &

financial crime when, with the intent that a violation of this Article
be committed, the person agrees with another person to the
commission of that offense.

b. Sec. 16H-50. Continuing financial crimes enterprise. A person
i.;ommits the offense of a continuing financial crimes enterprise when the
prerson knowingly, within an 18 month period, commits 3 or more separate
Lffenses under this Article, or, if involving 2 financial instiintion, any
other felony offenses established under this Code.

c. Sec. 16H 55. Organizer of a continuing financial crimes
Cmierprise.

(a) A person commits the offense of being an organizer of a
continuing financial crimes enterprise when the person:
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Cage 113313, laurer L. Solrefrs, ferraumer

(i with (he 1ntent to commil an offénse undear this
Article, or. if involving a financial institution. any other
felony offense established under this Code. agrees with
ancvher person 1o the commission of that affense on 3 ar
more separate occasions within an 18 month period, and
(2) with respect to the other persons within the conspiracy.
RRRVUPRS B PSRN U VIEUinRT . SUPRTVEV. 1 TRRARIRT
other position of management.
d. See. 16H-60. Sentence.

(i Now ehstanditg anms ofier pros isions of ois Seefion. a

financial erime which is loan fraud in eennection with # loan

secured by resideptial reai estate is a CLASS 4 FELONY”

8. TLUS 735 5/Art. 11. Pt. 10, Code of Tivi Procedure, re: Summary
Judgment
9 TLUS 765 5/0.01. NMhinots Conveyances Act

10. [LCS 735 5/Art. [T, Pt. 6. Code of Civif Procedure, re: Pleading

1t ILCS 735 5/1 109, Code of Civil Procedure. re: Verification by
Certification

12. United States Code: Title 18, Part 1, Chapter 9. Section 152, Concealment
of assets: falst - oaths and claims; bribery [emphasis added]:

“A per: -son who

(4} knowingly and fraudulently presents any false claim for proof
Agains.it the estate of 3 dehtor, or nses 3oy suchb claim io a0y rase poder fitle
11, in : a personal capacity or as or through an agent, proxy, or attorney; shall
be fine -d under this title, imprisoned not more than 5 years, or both.”

Wy, TWnitaed Sates Codre. Tide 1%, Par . Q‘fﬂq‘ﬁt‘i %, Seti 'H‘frypn‘m‘ml of
Felony:

a: “Whoever, having knowledge of the actual commission of a felony
cogniz able by a court of'the United States. conceals and docs not as soon as
possib e make kpawo.the same tn some iudge or ather persan. in.civil or malitary
author- ty under the United States, shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not
more tt 1an three years, or both.”
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Cuse (OIS, A Laurern L. Sofeders. fermaomer

(L, Statement af £3cts.

. As documented throughout the record in this instant action, this Mortgage
and Note were part of the Ameriquest Settlement with 49 State Attorney Generals on
Janvary 23, 2O . uiaediive artathdiom pryitRth, 'R Yargaes hed e San a flreR
of Claims. Per the letter from the Artorney General of the State of [llinois. Lisa Madigan,
the Release of Claims was valid, unless the property “in the future goes into
toreclosure” j«. ‘mphasis added].

2. On the back of the original Note. as produced in open court on April 4,
2011, there are two pairs of undated indorsements. one from Town & Country Credit to
Ameriquest M¢ rtgage Company and the second one from Ameriquest Mortgage
Company to “t- lank™, the “securitization” of the Note.

3. Per the record. the Defendant was sent a Notice of Intent to Foreclose. not
a Notice of Def ault, by Citi Residential Lending (““CRL™) as servicer, not by the ortginal
lender. on Dece mber 2. 2008,

4, Subsequent to the Note already being in default, CRL. not the original
lender. hired N: itionwide Title Clearing Inc. (“NTC”) to fabricate/record an assignment
see Aappendiy L Sxhilit 2.4 3) g 1) to the Plaintiff in 1his instans action

a. With an effective date of January 15. 2009, more than 4 years after
the REN {IC trust had closed in 2004, the assignment was a “prohibited

transaeey o 1Or @ REVIN trose amd’

1. From Town & Country Lending directly to the Plaintiff as owner.

not as tr- ustee.
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Cagte 13317, Lavurtar L. Soheiters, Pedmiomer

5. Per- the record. on January 30. 2009, the Defendant filed a Chagter 7
Bankruptcy that {i;-sted CRL as the secured creditor.

6 Pei- :the record, Pierce & Assoeiates clearly violated the FDCPA with full
knowledge of haviv g done s, by filing « faler $tay Quder Motion (ser Ralevapt Law 7
above) in the Unit: -d States Bankruptcy Court on April 17, 2009. with no recorded
Assignment from T own & Country Credit Corp to Ameriquest Mortgage Company,
although the R1 Trx3t Prospeoius filed with e SEC clearly mdicates ‘el Amerigeest
Mortgage Compan y was the Seller.

7. Per t he record. the Prospectus filed with the SEC by the Plaintiff in 2004.
the servicer was rec. juired to continue 1o pay tne mnvestors tne morigage merest, wnetner
or not the property -owner made the payment. In addition. the servicer was required to
pay all real estate t : xes on behalf of the property-owner.

8. Per 1 he record. the Stay Order Mofion was erroneously granted on April
24, 2011, when Pic rce & Associates failed to file the requisite paperwork to demonstrate
legal standing as a ‘3secured Creditor before the May 5, 2009 discharge.

g, The Detendant’s Chapter 7 Bankruptcy was discharged on May 5, 2009
with notice sent to CRL. not to the alleged Creditor who was never listed as a creditor.

10. Whe: n/not until the Complaint was served upon the Defendant on
September 10, 200¢.), the Release of Claims was waived.

11.  The Complaint was not filed by the original lender. Town & Country
Credit, nor by Ame 1-iquest Mortgage Company to whom the Note was endorsed by Town
& Couniry.

12 Per _he Camplainy, the Plaiotiff is a morigage-hacked security (“MBS™)
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Case {13313, Lauren . Schierfers, Fetitioner

trust, nat a land s,

13. Pe -the Complaint. the Defendant’s Note is a mortgage. not a real estate
instaliment contr ac:t.

14. Per e teeord, on Sarreary 2%, 2009, hudpe Siepel deried e Deferdari
Quiet Title Motio 1.

15.  Per the record. n November 22, 2010 after almost a full year of hearings
wiih no Case Man:: igement meeting set. Judge Siegel recused mimseli pursuant to Rule &3
{see Relevant Lav - 4 A above) relative to the "continued appearance of impartiality of

this court problen itic",
16.  Per the record. per Judge Rossi’s Memorandum and Decision Order of
March 22, 2011 d¢ :nied the cross-Motions of Summary Judgment and the hearing set for
April 4, 2011 was 1.0 set a trial date.
17.  Per the record. Judge Rossi granted the Plaintiff’s Motion for Summary
Judgment {“P MS. I"). instead of setting a trial date. even though:
a. The P MSJ that was granted had never been filed with the Court
nor served iupon the Defendant and
b Judloe Raowsi had elready demiad the P MET ov Marok 23, 2002 and
the:r ¢ was no Motion to Reconsider that denial before the Court.

18. Per the record, Judge Rossi’s Apnil 4. 2011 order stated:

T d Ifie Mamuari“serve rhe Derendant with e £ M8y arfer Sudge Kosst

had just gr:a nted the P MSJ and

b. The Plaintiff serve only a Courtesy Copy to the Court of the

Motion for Foreclosure and Sale .
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Case 113313, Law ren L. Scheffers, Petitioner

{9. O viune 27 A0 C_ fudpe Rnssi dened the (Jeréndant’s Motion to Vacate
that specifically i ncluded the May 25, 2011 Press Release by the lilinois Attorney
General relative 1o the issuance of a subpoena to Nationwide Title Clearing Inc. after
ayiansivg &-maiks famthe Drfredant to My . bumeson May 24,041

20. Tl e Defendant’s Freedom of Information request to get a copy of the
subpoena had bec> 1 denied, because “investigation continues™.

oo O Fdey 1Y, 200, Uk DreTendrrn Thied and servet a Tuice o hpped.

22, On1July 20, 2011, the property in this instant action was allegedly soid
while under Appc: al.

23.  Th.: staff of the Clerk of the Tiitnois Supreme Court and the K Appellate
Court sent all “nc tification letters™ to the Plaintift at an out-of-state address. because the
Plaintiff is not lic« :nsed to transact business in Hlinois and has no Registered Agent in
Ilinois.

24, Or February 2, 2012, the Defendant was notified of the Complaint against
Nationwide Title Clearing (see Appendix Exhibit 1.d inclusive). The Complaint was
filed under the Co nsumer Fraud Act by the [llinois Attomey General, the top lawyer in
the state of Illinoi s.

25.  Or: February 22, 2012, the Defendant recetved a copy of the May 24, 201!
Subpoena (see Ap pendix Exhibit 2.d inclusive) and found that all of the documents in
Exhibit A of the r ~ferenced Rinder were the very same documents suhmined io this
instant action und er Section 1 109 certification to Judges Siegel and Rossi that have been
ignored by all judy :es and justices and the assignment in Exhibit B is the very same

document that has . been igaoved in the Defendant’s relatad Case ) 13039,
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Case 113313, Lavorar L. Savafers, Peitromer

11). Argument

1. F’zrithe extensive record in this instant action. the Defendant has
repeatedly raisecd the issue of whether the 12 Judicial Circuit Court, the 3™ Appellate
Conzt 204 the. Siu yrme Cont, of Winis had yurisdiction o et 2 Qndar fon Fourclemine
and Sale. when t:: 1¢ Plaintiff electing to enforce its securitized Note under the IMFL is a
mortgage-backe-d security (“MBS™) trust, not a land irust, and the securitized Note is
wvaelh oy w1 gEape, U uy wred vt aselinmeTh ot e Relevearh w2
above).

2. F r om the outset of this instant action on August 26, 2009, the Defendant
‘nas repeatedly st 1’'bmitted extensive supporfing documentation under Section 1 109
certification that no Court at any level (e.g., Circuit. Appellate, Supreme Court) appears
to have considere d. per the 400+ pages of Reports of Proceedings and the minimal
“notification lette2 rs” received from the 3 Appellate Court and the Supreme Court.

3. T 1e Plaintiff is not licensed to transact business in Illinois, so the Plaintiff
has no access to t he lllinois judicial system.

4. Ne) attorney from either of the alleged law firms has filed an Appearance
under Verificatic n by Certification to receive such service.

5. TH e Note was discharged as a non-secured Note on May 5. 2009, so
Judicial estoppel :: ipplies (see Relevant Law 1 (a) (6)) above) , as a matter of law.

6. Pe rthe record. since the Plaintiff has failed 1o deny any of the Defendant’s
Exhibits submitte: d under Section 1 109 certification, there is no material fact at issue
regarding the Plaiv ntiff's lack of legal standing as the Real Party in Interest/Holder in Due

Course.
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Case 113313, Lz wren L. Scheffers. Petitioner

7. "ex thi rennnd. THR ASSENMAEN) 1S . Aredd, eaniradiclion. 1 the
indorsements or  the back of the original note. a material issue of fact.

8. Avs a matter of law, the Defendant has also raised the issue of who
received the mor gt TryTierte fromm 200 ‘ot 2009, 'tk was 1o 'wpdlty fivreadde
Chain of Title in the Will County property records as required by the Iilinois
Conveyances Ac: t.

9. By the PlainhifT s own requirements tn 1ts prospectus filed with the SET,
the Plaintiff effe «>tively made the servicer a “cosigner™ of the Note and Mortgage and the
Servicer made al | mortgage payments and real estate property taxes required. Therefore,
the Note is not ir : default, since the Investors were paid.

10. A s a matter of Jaw. the Defendant has been denied due process by:

a. The Defendant’s supporting documents raised extensive “genuine
issues of naterial fact” from the Defendant’s initial Answer.

b. The Circuit Court Orders denyving the Defendant’s Motions to
Compei 1 ’roduction and Motions for Sanctions for Fraud Upon the Court pursuant

to Rule 1. i7 (see Relevant Law 5 above), pursuant to Rule 63 (see Relevant Law 4

b above) and puvsaant & Rule 8.4 (soe Ralevant Law & abore)

c Judicial btas on the part of Judge Siegel. as documented in his own
recusal u1 1der Rule 63 (see Relevant Law 4 A above),

d T'fie fack o1"comperence o1 we newiy elected suage Kossi
regarding'. real estate law, the Hlinois Uniform Commercial Code. the IHinois

Mortgage Foreclosure Law, and the Illinois Civil Statutes (see Relevant Laws 8-

(Z above ) relative to basic requirements {0r notice of the P MSJ tor which the
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i

{3513, L. uren L. Schefters, Petitioner

Dot A&, A30L nder grapting i1 rempuired. Blainifi iy serve the Defendant. wirh. i
after it Ir ad been granted. when the Court had already denied both the P MSJ and
the Dete 1dant Motions for Summary Judgment on March 22, 2011,

€ The Cumiphaint wad TR RTTRA. hr Diaintif s Mlrprd vvwrer)
was una {dle to produce the original Mortgage in open Court, and the Court granted
the P M*>3J without producing the chain of assignments that the Court had required
the Plain fift to do per the Report of Proceedings,

f. The 3™ Appellate Court’s “notification letter” of denial of the
Petition for a Certificate of Importance relative to Plaintiff’s election to enforce a
securitizi 2d Note under the IMFL (see Relevant Laws 2 and 3 inclusive above),

. The 3" Appellate Court failure to address jurisdiction in this
instant a. :tion. and

h . The alleged denial of the Defendant’s Petition for Leave to Appeal
{(“PLA™ asa Matter of Right hy the Justices of Sypreme Court of Illinois. when
the PLA was submitted with 3 Appendix volumes of competent evidence
submitte d under Section 1 109 certification,

id ke Defandant s Movion & Sanvice of Ordars Segned by Justices of the

Supreme Court and the Appellate Courts was also allegedly denied by “notification

letter™ with no ju 1stice signature. Since this instant action relates to real estate, the

Justices of' the S upreme Court and the 3" Appetiate Court vivlkned ore fifmods Stavare o

Frands with nn < signed ardecs af any kind..

12. M foreover. the Illinois Appellate Court has held that the proper pleading of

the Plaintiff’s st .anding to bring a foreclosure sutt as the owner and fiofder of the
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Case 113313, 'wauren L. Scheffers, Petitioner

indebtedness is of paramount importance and in the event the Plaintiff is not the
correct legal e :atity to bring a foreclosure action, the entry of summary judgment
and orders of f oreclosure and sale are improper as a matter of law [emphasis added]
{Bayview Loarr Servitirg, LLAC . Nelson, (O e, buie 10, 2000y, Rk 23 Qndes
Filed May 21. . 2008.

13. /\s a matter of law, no Order for Approval of the Sale can be granted for
these many rea:s ons.

14, since there has been no Motion for Approval of the Sale and Distribution
of Funds for the alleged sale on July 20, 2011 while this case was under appeal, the
statute of limitas tions has not begun relative to Consumer Fraud.

15. ' since the Assignment was knowingly fabricated/recorded in the Will
County propert y records after the Note was in default, the only cause of action for the
Plaintiff as Ass i gnee is against the Assignor of CRL/NTC for knowingly assigning a
Note already in default, a violation of UCC ~“Good Faith Purchase™.

16. T 'or the many emphasized sections of Section 2-619 (see Relevant Law 1
inclustve above "1, no lllinois Court has/has had jurisdiction in this instant action.

17. A5 & matter of lan: any order hased an Frand wpom the Court s VOID, so
all orders in this instant action are VOID.

8. M Io order can be considered final, if it is based on fraud.

Page 14




Case P35 auren L. Schetfers, Petitioner

V. Conclnsion

i. For the many different matters of law documented above. no Illincis Court
has jurisdictio 1+ over the Plaintiff’s Complaint to Foreclose Mortgage pursuant to Rule 2-
1. Comsequs vty , wmiy Podicdeh yodgmerts o1 viders 1daied w dnis Comphaimt att
YOID.

2. T'he Defendant prays that the Justices of the Supreme Court of Illinois
honor their oat | 1s ol oifice and Rule 63 requirements to report this instant action to the
Iilinois Attorne :y General Criminal Enforcement Division for investigation as to
organizers and accessories (e.g, the 3 Appellate Court justices, Judge Siegel and Judge
Rossi, and Pier ce & Associates/Dyvkema Gassen) o the Class X felomy of assigning 2
Note in defau] to a financial institution and for litigating on the basis of that fraudulent
Chain of Title ¢1s now validated by the [AG lawsuit under Consumer Fraud (see Appendix
Exhibits 1.d an - d 2.d inclusive).

3. Far the Justices of the Sunreme Cowrt 1o £21) 1o vacate the many VOID
orders in this i)3:stant action is a blatant violation of the Defendant’s rights to due process.

4, ‘Violation of the oaths of office by the Justices of the Supreme Court is
acting without sudjecr marter jurisaicaons, ds 4 respdsser o e fdw. Von Keder etdl. v.
Johnson, 57 [11. 109 (1870). Elliott v. Peirsol, I Pet. 328, 340. 26 U.S. 328, 340 (1828); In
re TIP-PA-HALI NS Enterprises. Inc., 27 B.R. 780, 783 (1983). and acted in treason. U.S. v.
Will. 449 U.S. 200. 216. 101 S.Ct. 471, 66 L.Ed.2d 392, 406 (1980). Cohens v. Virginia.
19 U.S. (6 Wha: at) 264. 404, 5 L.Ed 257 (1821).

5. ! since this instant action has violated federal bankruptcy law in the

ongoing attemj 1t to collect a discharged debt. including a felony filing of the Motion for

Page 15



Caee N33 2 Faavar L. Sohatfars, Raidiomar

Automatic St v (see Refevant Law 7 above]. the Defendant has the aption of fifing a
Complaint ag aiinst all involved with this instant action in District 7 ot the federal courts.

6. The Defendant prays that the Justices of the Supreme Court will also
VLD the ord.s x denying, the Defendap) < (Qwes, Title Mation. apd. grant. i, w2 the indigens.
Defendant do :s not encounter additional extortion for fees and service in the blatantly
biased Chance: ry Courts of the 12" Judicial Circuit Court of Will County.

7. The Defendens 2leo pozpa o 2oy addivicreh 1elied wndes she Daeewirg of
Unconscionat. ility due to the Plaintiff"s filing of a lawsuit based on an assignment
recorded in the:: Will County Records that violates the Consumer Fraud Act per the
Complaint {se. > Appendix EXnibit 1.4 1nciusive) and the Subpoena (see Appendix Exhibit
2.d inclusive)

8. Again, the Defendant is required by the federal Misprision of Felony
statute (see Re levant Law 13 above) to report this felony to the Court relative to the
ongoing crimi;aal enterprise (see Relevant Law 7 above).

The Pe titioner has included a proposed order in the alternative. as required.

Respectfully submitted,

SV,

Lauren L. Scheffers
1305 Morningstar Ct.
Naperville, IL 60564
H 630-305-3401
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i 5. [ auren L. Scheffers, Petitioner

113313

IN THE SUPREME COLIRT OF JLLINOIS

TATDRER T & CHEFTERS,
Petitioner

v.
DEUTSCHE ‘BANK NATIONAL TRUST COMPANY,
ASTRUSTEE. TNTKUST FOR THE BENEFTT Ur
THE CERTIF.JCATE HOLDERS FOR AMERIQUEST
MORTGAGE SECURITIES TRUST 2004-R1,

ASSET-BACK ED PASS-THROUGH CERTIFICATES,

SERIES 2004-11.

Y Al Coers, Y udicioh
) District. Case No. 3-11-476
y

3 Circuit Court, Wil County,
} lllinois, 12" Judicial Circuit
} Case Na. SOCHI P97

)

) The Honorable Raymond E.
7 Rossi and

} The Honorable Richard J.

) Siegel.

Respondent ) Presiding Judges
APPENDIX

VOLUMEI

EXHIBIT 1. Nationwide Title Clearing Inc. Complaint

a. 2012/02/15 Notice of Filing with Will County Circuit Court. Copy
of E-mail to Peter M. Kellett, Re: SCHEFFERS/DYKEMA
FRAUD UPON THE COURT (1 pg.)

1. 2012/02/15 Certification of Service (1 pg.)

5 2012/02/10 Copy of E-mail, 10:27 a.m., Subject: SCHEFFERS/
DYKEMA FRAUD UPON THE COURT (3 pgs.)
1) With copy to Mr. Thomas James. Consumer Counsel.
Cansumer Frand Burean) of the Office af the linois

Anorney General

2) With 5 attached PDFs. including the Complaint
T4 28128282 Compiaine 120183682 i tlve Ciarvanit Coart of Cook

Canaty , Chanasry Division

1 The People of the State of Illinois, Plaintiff, v.
Nationwide Title Clearing, Inc., a Florida corporation,

Dofondaonds
2) Filed February 2, 2012

3) Complain¢ for Injunctive and Other Relief for
ikt of the Convamer Trawd wnd Dreephinee
Business Practices Act ("Consumer Fraud Act"), 815

ILCS 505/1 ef seq

Page A-1




Case 113313, Lauren L. Scheffers, Petittorter

IN THE SUPREME COLURT OF ILLINOJS

LAUREN L. SCHEFTERS, Y Appeiiate Co, Y Tedinial

Petitioner ) District. Case No. 3-11-476
y

v, § Crrewie Coure, WA Coony,

y llinois. 12" Judiciat Circuit
DEUTSCHE JANNX NATIONAL TRUST COMPANY. ) Case No. (O3 707

AS TRUSTEI » INTRUST FUR THE BENEF(T UF )

THE CERTIF ICATE HOLDERS FOR AMERIQUEST ) The Honorable Raymond E.

MORTGAGE SECURITIES TRUST 2004-R1. )} Rossiand

ASSET-BAC kED PASS-THROUGH CERTIFICATES. ) The Honorable Richard J.

SERIES 200<- R1. }  Siegel.

Respondent } Presiding Judges
APPENDIX

VOLUME 11

EXHIBIT 2. Nationwide Title Clearing Inc. Subpoena with Petitioner’s two cases
as supporting Exhibits
a. 2012/02/20 Notice of Filing with Will County Circuit Court, Copy
al F-matl o Peter M. Kellet,. Res SCHEFFERS NATIONWIDE
TITLE CLEARING SUBPOEANA (1 pu
20120220 Cerpdicaiion of Senviee 11 o )
MI2UOUL Cany of E-mail. Suhipes:. SCHEFEERS/
NATIONWIDE TITLE CLEARING SUBPOENA (2 pgs.)
1) With copy to Mr. Thomas James, Consumer Counsel.
Consarmar Frawd Bureaw of the Office of the Ninoes
Attorney General
2) With Subpoena PDF attached
a. 2065 Suopuera Doves T evom vl tne Avuroey Gerreral ol
the State of lilinois, The People of the State of IHinois
Consumer Protection Division
fj Subpoena Duces Tecum or'the Atvorney Generaf of tie
State of Ilinois (1 pg.)

2) Rider to Subpoena for Nationwide Title Clearing, Inc.
with Interrogatories and Requests tor Production
(3 pgs.)

3) Exhibit A, relative to this instant action (9 pgs.)

4) Exhibit B, relative to Case 113039 (2 pgs.)

3) Certified Mail (1 pg.)

iy
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SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS
SUPREME COURT BUILDING

200 East Capitol Avenue

| SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 6270}1-172]

CAROLYN TAFT GROSBU sLL FIRST DISTRICT OFFICE

Clerk of the Court LR Yl T oSl ;;:)w-, 1 Y'een
Chicage, {llinois 1-3103
March 20, 2012 (3123593_1332

(217) 782-2035

TDD: (217) 524-8132 DJ Iﬁ' (») /’J.

TDD: {312) 793-6185

Ms. Lauren L. Scheffers
1305 Mormingst ar Court
Naperville, IL 60564

TODAY THE FOLI.QWING QRDER WAS ENTERED:

No. 113313 - L.auren L. Scheffers, etc., petitiomer, v. Deutsche n“ f
S —— Flank dational Trust Company, etc., respondent. v‘ogﬁT-‘ ‘5§

,‘3313 T8tion by ﬁetﬁlomér ,‘m;:jo ;é, t; vacaté void bue,m
e TIEASDN

L aders e o heaek of frarieddciion porweani LU
& _ect:"Lon 2-.619. qutii.on c_lenieQ. A _ ‘
C'rder entered by the Court. A vam /Mb’earéc
MO Stang P OLOLL O MFKINO
RUCE &3 VIOATI o\ BY ALLYUSTY s
/MF“CHﬁ\laCé O‘F‘&)xf & INTEANET
! TYNCIAL LornaaiSin domE  AvBUcqron Ta

— .

cc: Clerk of :he Appel
Clerk of ‘he Appellate Court, Third District Cbﬂé

Mo Denia piara e CAUMINDL EN RO RLEME AN~ M\,
Mr. Denis . Pierce
Mr. David %o : plm #A-SSQC/AT AIV,

Mr. FPatric:i Stanto

! DYKEMA (OSSE OUT- D - STRIL & (AW
RES pans e s> FLAS —
AJo

* R ARALASE



- . ST
INCTRL ORI AT YR T, WL WA A, RN

WILL COUNTY - JOLIET ILLINOIS

SWLLISOIIL BANK Y2 XIONAL TREIST LOMPANY. 2L agr G9CHI87

AS TRUSTEEIN TR 1 ST FOR THE BENEFIT OF }
FHE CERTIFIC . '\'i'}' HOLDERS FOR AMERIQUIST J Judge Raymond E. Rossi

hr‘!{-‘;)nl {\J}‘(\ ., l ph Ny l!l)\ll l! < 'lq\{uo,!r j’\‘f{r“rq I'l . \‘;
ASSET-BACKED P4 < S-THROUGH CERTIFICATES. )
SERIES 2004-R1 }
e \"1“11 l't"rir t

)

VS )
LAUREN SCHEFFEFCH s A'KeA LAUREN LEE }
SCREFEERS: UNKM O WN HUEIRS AND LEGATEES !
ML ALIRN SR F RN G5 487V DIRIGWAPRT )
OWNERS AND NOM RECORD CLAIMANTS: }
)

DU ANMYS, Y

NOTICE OF FILING

To: By first class m ail By first class mail By first class mail
Denis Pierce. ATIN: David Co. Director Pairick Stanton. Amy Jonker

Rerhert Deiging e+
Shaun Callahan

Picrce & Assowic tes Deutsche Bank National Dvkema Giossett PLLC
Thineenth Fle ar Lrust Camrany . ay dusiee 10 Sk Backar Dinive
1 North Deartron W00 st S Avirdnes Plaee St LY

Chicago. 1L 6l 02 Santa Ana. CA 92705-4934  Chicago. 1. 606006

PLEASE TAKE NOTIC £ that on March 6. 2072, the undersigned tiled in person with the Clerk
ol the Cirenir Coun oW G Conoy, hinods. Copy of E-mail 10 Consumear Counsel. JAG Re:
SCHEFFERS/ILSC 1'RI CASONOLIS *DIENLAL* OF Movion In Vaeare Vaoid Orders Pursigar 1o
Scction 2-619. a copy o f which was served upon Dykema Gossett by e-mail on March 23, 2012,
Canptaesy wopeshan th e hran paddrd G b Hanprala Chiah bt Gl U Ginery b
Honorable Judec Susan. L. QYieary obe Unnesahle ludige Rasmond, B Rassi. and the Honerable

Judge Richard J. Siegel.

L.aurcn L. Schelfers

1305 Momingsiar (1,
Naperville. IL 60564
R T VR R




Case 09CII37 JT. Filed U8/26/7009

CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE

The undersignc- d., a non-attorney, certifies that she caused true copies of the foregoing
Anstrameats Al wiee of Filing and oy of Fomad) do Consumer Couasel 140 Re:
SCHEFFERS/A , .SC TREASONOUS *DENIAL* OF Motion to Vacate Void Orders Pursuant to
Section 2-619. '1 o be served upon:

ATTN : David Co, Director

Deuts::*he Bank Nationa! Trust Company. as trustee

P AER Foast §¢ Anaiew Plave

Santa .- \na, CA 92705-4934
by placing cof +ies of same in an envelope. properly addressed with postage prepaid by
Fors ey e | urd drpusting vud ervedrpe ol Wniet Setes Pousad Servce '"esiom
at 1750 W. Og.:den Ave., Napervilie, IL 60540 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 26™ day of March,
2012 and to

Denis i *ierce, Robert Deisinger, Shaun Callahan

Pierce & Associates

"T'nirtee ‘min Fioor

1 Nortt1 Dearborn

Chicayz o, IL 60602
by placing coj jes of same in an envelope, properly addressed with postage prepaid by
first class mail . and depositing said envelope at the United States Postal Service location
at 1750 W. Og den Ave.. Naperville, IL 60540 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 26" day of March,
2012.

The undersigr +2d. a non-attorney. certifies that she caused a true copy of the foregoing
instrument. N “tice of Filing of Copy of E-mail o Congumer Coumsed, 1AG, Re:
SCHEFFERS/I .SC TREASONOUS *DENIAL* OF Motion to Vacate Void Orders Pursuant to
Section 2-619.1 o be served upon:

Patrick Stanton. Amy Jonker

Dyken 1 a Gossett PL1.C

10 Sou th Wacker Drive, Suite 2300

Chicag o, IL. 60606
by placing cop y of same in an envelope, properly addressed with postage prepaid by first
class mail, and depositing said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at
1750 W. Ogden Ave.. Naperville, IL 60540 prior to 7:00 p.m. this 26" day of March,

2012.
.4

Lauren L. Schetfers
1305 Morningstar C1.
Naperville, IL 60564
H 630-305-3401
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James, Thomas P., 03:50 Pi‘'vt 3!23!2012 CHEFFERS/ILSC TREASONOUS *DENIAL* OF Motion to

To “dernes, Thomas &7 < Tlemeas@etg state it us>
From: Lauren Scheffer s < LaurenScheffers @yahoo.com>
Subject: SCHEFFERS /IL$::C TREASONQUS *DENIAL' OF Motion to Vacate Vond Orders
P-ua:s*uam & Setien 1A T '
ex‘”’E"‘Wyﬁ gh, Jr <rschiaybaugh@dykema.com>, pstanton@dykema com,
ajonker@dykema com jc oougherty@dykema.com, "Codilis and Associates, P.C." <codilis-
l@il.cslegal.com>, corv,. ‘bosrd@willcountiillinois com. countverecGrwilicounbilingie .com,
"Dunn, Martin, Miller & Hes ithcock” <marmild@sbceglobal.net>, "Morrie Much”
<mmuch@muchshelisst.cc )m>, "Robert J. Emanuel" <remanuel@muchshelist.com>, 'Terry L
Engel’ <cengei@diec.cam - 'Pad M. e drav@dies com et fL S <siein@riies
Freedman Anselmo Lir ydb «2rg <foreclosures @fal-illinois.com>, FAl-lllinois <fal-
iinois.com@domainst yyp r-oxy.com>

(eeesh st aass,

Aftached: C:A\Documerits £ mo'

Settings\LAUREN\Des ktop ASolarAppeallLSC20120320Moation2VacateVoidiLSCLtrDeniedAst.pdf, ~- k, 7
C\Documents and

Setings\LAUREN\Des «iag; MSalardqnealll S0 20 RMatinn2VacateMaid odf (S \Doynents,

and Settings\LAUREN! De ssktop\SolarAppeailLSC 20120306Motion2vacateVoid AppendixT OC .pdf,
CADacumeants and ]
Settings WAURENDes ktop \SolarAppeall. SC20120306Mofion2VacateVoidNOFPOS pdf, j

L &l

&M James,

btiom e eate Wk it i Prarvearrh o Seeion 2943, e ‘e ulowrmg s'ehetterh, i
James, given the fact hat' g Jusdioe of dhe Suprame Cout of IS o dhe AnaSd Appelate
Courts has ever signe d a ¢ .ingle order. | fully expect fo just receive yet another "notification” letter
that this Adotion has bevan c.aned as ol !

On March 12. 2012, | e -mi: 3:iled you two e-mails with the subject: SCHEFFERS 1 of 2A4L.SC

On March 6, 2012. { ha 4 fil exd. and served upon each Justice of the llinois Supreme Court
individually with. ssgnah._ire-r e sapred oraats of delivany (see attacherd
Motion2VacateVoidNO FPC  S.pdf) the Motion to Vacate Void Orders Pursuant to Rule 2-619

{see attached Motion2' Jacz iteVoid.pdf).

Per the Appendix (see att: ;r,hed Motion2VacateVoidAppendixTOC . pdf), the critical submissions

were the Nationwide 71 'tie learng Tompiant and the Subpoena that used my EXhibits as

submitted under Secticon 1 109 Certification to the Circuit Courts, the Appeliate Courts. and the

Supreme Court of lllinciis. ¢ ‘et, in both cases, Motions for Summary Judgment were granted with

10 "genuine issues of 1 mate ial fact”

As Iﬁredic@ in yestei 'day * s USPS mail, | received yet another "notification letter” dated March

2 s5ee attached Mo tion2VacateVoidiLSCLirDeniedAst pdf) allegedly from Carolyn Taft

Grosboll Clerk of the €.upr =2:me Court of linois, with the single word "DENIED" as the “order" *
"diiegedly” entered by tne U aurt to my Motion to Vacate Void Orders Pursuant to Rule 2-6719.

Mr. James, over the pzist se :veral months, | have submitted to you scanned PDFs of the several
“alleged™ iinois Suprer ne U ourt rufings that have fotally violated my rights to due process refative
to my *two* wrongful, (RN fIINAL foreclosures based on fraudufent properjx records In fact,

CRIA tnuN..




LAl Uy 3In. nwWSe MW
James, Thomas P., 03:50_P ‘ M 3/23/2012, SCHEFFERSALSC TREA DENIAL* OF Motion to

Fere s T CompRiETt 2 Jence that any Justice Has ever Woked al my pleadings, betore office
~orkers mailed “notific :ati-<>n letters” of motions DENIED.

Witk oy Mirtinm i e drsaf Qrdies, Sigtreb g P Cruat il dgariinte. Cruirt, I
Justices. that was als 2 - allegedly denied, | submitted to the Justices of the Supreme Court the
U.S Supreme Court r, it 1g:

Should a judge n ot v lisqualify himself, then the judge is in violation of the Due
Process Clause of tl-e L 1.S. Constitution. United States v. Sciuto, 521 F.2d 842, 845
{7th Cir. 1996) ("The rigat lo & dribewaal frae frovm Hies o prajnciioe is hesed, Rad ow

section 144, but o n ithe Due Process Clause.”).

The U.S. Suprem«> C ourt has also held that if a judge wars agau{sﬁ"t‘onsuunmn, ar
if he acts withoul jur isd.ction, he has engaged in treason to the Constitution. if a judge
acts after he has bee n a utomaticaily disqualified by law, then he is acting without

Jjurisdiction, and that su ggests that he is then engaging in criminal acts of treason, and
may be engaged in & it ~ritm andﬂrenn’eﬁumwﬁh vmas‘lare TUIMTIRILE,

i et AT i

T e e BT e : T T - T
Mr. James, if the Justuc es of the Supreme Court of fllinois are acting without jul’iSdlCtiOﬂ canthe
L‘llzzlﬁsﬂor:ey Gener:al in Jesligate the .lustices, st as they would any other "ordinan” Hlinoie"
gents?

i SRR 1 R et i R Rt L eipe e T SRR T P D e g R A

Previous submissions to you, in descendmg chronological order {that are also filed in the public
record of the Will Cour sty +Circuit Court for Case:2009CH3797):

1. As stated dpove, on Va “ch 12, 2012, | e-mailed you two e-mdils with the subject:
SCHEFFERS 1 of 2AL SC Wbtion to Vacate Vord Orders Pursuant fo Section 2619

2. On January 29, 20122, | sert¢ you arm e-mmiani’ witt ave sutject SOHEFFERS Ana' Yer “bre”
“' Blatant Treason by ln dis  Supeme o Justices

‘(3. On January 13, 207 2. | £52rh s 2 2-maihwith (e sdbiect SCHEFFERS Yei *WMore” Bhafarit
Treason by llinois Sup rem e Court Justices with the January 6. 2012 "nofification letter” related to
an alleged "order” that den ied my Motion for Service of Orders Signed by Supreme Court and
Appellate Court Justice s a.nd the lanuary 10 2012 "natification lefler related! 10 an alleged
“order” that denied my Mc tion to Extend Date of Final Mandate relative to my Aurora duplex,

Case 113039,

4. On January 9, 2012 Ise nt you an e-maif with the subject: SCHEFFERS More Blatant
freasor gy dinos Sup et € Court Jusdces miac incilekar’ & scan or'a ‘piece of’ paper  wit ot
aven a mention of a Ju stict 2 name. Someone denied the Motion for Service of Orders Signed
with a "piece of paper” witt yout even mention of the name of a Justice.

. On December 27, 2131° . |sent you an e-mail with the subject. SCHEFFERS UPDATE

Treason by flinois Suprem 2 Court Justices, where | received two rulings. aliegedfz bx Chief
Justice Kiibride of the linoi s Supreme Court. where his honor:

1) Vacated a portic: 1 0" a previous ruling allegediy by fis fronor and
2) Corrected anothi 2r cxrder regarding indigent status, also allegedly by his honor.

T




!
ne E/EY/T /LSQ Tﬁég% -
James, Thomas P., 03:513 PM 3[23!2012 SCHEFFERSI/ILSC TREASONOUS “DENIAL" OF Motion to

6. On December 17, 2011, | sent you 6 e-mails with subjects of "SCHEFFERS 1 of 6, Treason
by MNinois Supreme Cour t Justices™ to "SCHEFFERS 6 of 6, Treason by Hiinois Supreme Court
Jushicos" due lp the sxtnsie compelent svidance | had submilted as suppariing Exhibils Lader
the requisite Section 1 1 U Terifiicaiion Yor the Thotion Yor dervice of Trders Signed’ny
Supreme Court and . A ppellate Court Justices.

Mr. James, as t have p&i miad sut vy, $he offoe s&ff of She Clark of he Minsis Suprame
Court SERVED THE WF THE ILLINOIS ATTORNEY
GENERAL the compete 11t evide atant treason of the llinois Supreme Court Justices.
Will this recent “notific al “ion letter” sent to Springfield get "ost” in interoffice mail to the Chicago
office, as appears to h a' ve happened with the other "notification letters” copied to the Criminal
Enforcement Diw'sion’>

_____ A . e e
PR
- e e T

James given the fa(, tthat jUﬂSdlChOﬂ is the most fundamental legal requirement for any '
ruling to not be VOID, th = Justices of the Supreme Court and the Second/Third Appellate Courts }
have consistently comn . et Teason ageins! e Coursihdion due fo e tetart refusal o

address a single one Of the muftitude of jurisdictional issues, such as the PlaintiffRespondent
not even belng l:cense d 1o 6o business in I‘hnors

i oo

Therefore each/afl of the:+ Justices of all three Courts haslhave commrtted treason agalnst the

Constitution, a criminal c)fiarse mitr 7 wﬂ' Ly .

In addition, the Justice s in all three Courts are accessories to the ongoing criminal enterprise of ™~

foreclosure fraud in Wi is.. cA' Ir ’w ‘.‘

- .
mutamiy af susdves ¢ o al' tvee x’bur&ﬂavem‘aﬂu’ﬁlnta&ﬁyhﬂrgtvre@rﬂesecnﬂcm *,
to the flincis Attor ney General. which is judicial misconduct as well.  QUCE. ( g

M. lames , Lhawe bessn aaiting for exad&hnswnrblesa"mec&ofgauer’ thatcauldhavebaan :
mailed by the cleaning ¢ r-ew BEFORE GOING TO THE MANST] _ %
MEDIAPUBLIS '

As | stated previously, pl:2ase let Attorney General Lisa Madigan know that | have already

purchased the domain n ames for *
ww w.UCcupyJudicd D yssem . com and ww w.UccupyiddicidiSysem. org (URLs ‘ordren up
intentionally).

Fhas bean made parfact y claar that the Rule of Law does not axigt in llinois relative ko criminal
foreclosur&s based omn fr audubntpmpertyrecom’s

PR Y
e et
—,.

M. James, with two fo e er liinois govemors in a row convicted of corruption, should the ™
Justices of the Supremie Coawt be wrestigeted, a5 well, i this Datant eason agairst e
Constitution and as ac ce- :ssories 0 an ongoing criminal enterprise with the foreclosure mill law

firms? Qé.‘ ?_? *

Thank you.
Lauren Scheffers
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SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS
SUPREME COURT BUILDING
200 Last Capitol Avenue

SRPMMNATIRLD WA MOLE A27QL- 4728
FIRST DISTRICT OFFICE

CAROLYN TAFT GROSBt 'LL
Clerk of the Coun VO Ve LaSalie Yaets, T Y RRs
Chicago, Lilinois 60601-3103
March 20, 2012 (31217931332

20T TR 2038

TDD: {2171 324-8132 b"/JO/’J-

TDD: (312) T93-0185

Ms. Lauren L. Scheffers
1305 Morningst ar Court
Naperville, II &0564

TODAY THE FOLI., TMIRG OKRDER WAS ENTEKRED:

No. 113313 - L auren L. Scheffers, etc., petitioner, v. Deutsche -3
F! ot Naciooal Trust C‘ompany, erc., respondent. v‘b(ﬁr
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Na.3-11-0476

AN THE APPELLATE COLURT OF ILLINGIS
THIRD DISTRICT

DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST COMPANY, ) Appeal from the Circuit

AS TRUSTEL IN TRUST FOR THE BENEFIT OF ) Court of the 12% Judicial
THE CERTIFTCATE HULIERS FOR AMERIQUEST ) Coewre, Wil Courey;
MORTGAGTI: SECURITIES TRUST 2004-R1, } lllinois
ASSET-BAC KED PASS-THROUGH CERTIFICATES., )
SERIES 2004 R ") Case Wo: W77
PLAINTIFF/APPELLEE )
VS ) Presiding Judges:
j Kaymond E. Rossi
LAUREN SC'HEFFERS A/K/A LAUREN LEE } Richard J. Siegel
SCHEFFERS.; UNKNOWN HEIRS AND LEGATEES )}
OF LAUREN SCHEFFERS, IF ANY: UNKNOWN ) Date ol Nofice ot Appeal:
OWNERS AMD NON RECORD CLAIMANTS; y 07/01/11
)
DEFENDANT/APPELLANT }
NOTICE OF FILING

To: By US PS Priority Mail
Denis Pierce, Robert Dejsinger
Pierce: & Associates
Thirte enth Floor
I Nort h Dearborn
Chicayzo, IL 60602

PLEA SE TAKE NOTICE that on October 17, 2011, Defendant-Appeliant caused
to be filed by USPS Priority Mail with Signature-Confirmation Receipt
2307 1770 0000 1051 9700, properly addressed with postage prepaid by Priority Mail,
with Mr. Gist Fleshman, Clerk of the Hiinois Appellate Court, Third District, 1004
Columbus Sir cet, Ottawa, IL 61350, the following Petition for Certificate of Imporiance
Pursuant to R ule 316, a copy of which is served upon you.

%//m /J(/u/h/ fes

Lauren L. Scheffers
1305 Morningstar Ct.
Napervitie, [, 6035d4
H 630-305-3401




R

Appellate Ciese No. 3-1 [-0476. fifed G7/01(/T1

CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE

The undersign ed, a non-attormey, certifies that she caused a true copy of the foregoing instrument,
Petition for ( ertificate of lmporiance Pursuant 1o Rule 316, to be served upon:

Deniss Pierce, Robert Deisinger
Piercss & Assnoares
Thirtezenth Floor

1 Nor th Dearbom

Chicage, 1L £0602

by placing a copy of same in a USPS Priority Mail mailer with Delivery Confirmation
Receipt 0311 0240 0000 1276 1008, pioprsly 2ddiessed with postage prrpesd. by Priority
Maii, and dep»ositing said envelope at the United States Postal Service location at 1750
W. Ogden Avve., Naperville, IL 60540 prior ta 7:00 p.m. this 17" day of Qctober, 2011.
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Lauren .. Scheriers
1305 Momingstar Ct.
Naperville, IL. 60564
H 630-3053401



Appelfate Ca-se No. 3-£-0476, rtied ¢7/G{/T 1

DEFEN DANT CERTIFICATION - PETITION FOR CERTIFICATE OF

IHPORTANCE PURSUANT TO RULE 316

Under penalties as provided by law pursuant to Section 1 109 of the Code of Civil
Procedure (73 5 ILCS 5/1 109/from Ch. 110, par. 1 109), the undersigned certifies that the
statements se 1 TOITH 1n V'S INSTrumeny are rrug and CoOITect, EXCEPL 4 (U IIAers (e
stated to be o:n information and belief and as to such matters the undersigned certifies as

aforesaid that Defendant verily believes the same to be true.

<y S
N i T T e Ll
Lauren L. Scheffers e

1305 Morningstar Ct.
Naperville, IL 60564
H 630-305-3401

D
Sworn to and subscribed before me this the 7 day of October, 2011.

o i G e /D A

My Commassion Expires:

4303




Appelfate Cosurt, Third Jistrict Case 3-1 {-04 76, Fited 070/ F [

N 3-11-N476

IN THE APPELLATE COURT OF ILLINOIS
THIRD DISTRICT

DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST COMPANY, )} Appeal from the Circuit

AS TRUSTE E IN TRUST FOR THE BENEFIT OF ) Court of the 12" Judicial
THE CERTIFICATE AULOERS FOR AMERIGQUEST  j Cirewy, Wil Coany,
MORTGAGE SECURITIES TRUST 2004-R1, ) Illinois
ASSET-BACKED PASS-THROUGH CERTIFICATES, )
SERIES 200:3-R1 ) Case No: WD 77

PLAINTIFF/APPELLEE )}
VS ) Presiding Judges:

j Raymond E. Rossy
LAUREN SCCHEFFERS A/K/A LAUREN LEE ) Richard J. Siegel
SCHEFFERS; UNKNOWN HEIRS AND LEGATEES )
OF LAUREN{ SCHEFFERS, IF ANY: UNKNOWN )} Date of Notice of Appeal:
OWNERS AIND NON RECORD CLAIMANTS; ) 07/01/11
| )
DEFENDANT/APPELLANT )

PETITION FOR CERTIFICATE OF IMPORTANCE PURSUANT TO RULE 316

Deferadant/ Appellant ("Defendant™) respectfully petitions this Court for a
Certificate 01" Importance pursuant to Rule 316 and in support states as follows.

I. RELEVANT LAW

I. “Rule 316. Appeals from Appeliate Court to Supreme Court on Certificate
Appeals from the Appellate Court shall lie to the Supreme Court upon the certification by
the Apprllate: Conrt.that a case decided. by it invalves 2 questinn of such importance
that it should be decided by the Supreme Court “{emphasis added]

2 Linited States Coe: Title 1] Part 1, Chanter 1, Section 4, Masnrisiao nf
Felony:
a: “Whoever, having knowledge of the actual commission of a felony
wygiizale by woonst of the Unitad, Satas, anerals and. dnrs, nod. as span.
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
frpEranRed gt e shaw shrae yoans, o botk 7

Page 1



Appeilate Court, Third District Case 3-1[-0476, Filed G7/0i/1 1

I. RELEVANT LAW (CON’T.)

3. [linois Financial Crime Law, 720 ILCS 5/16H-60 |emphasis added]
a. Sec. 16H45. Conspiracy to commit a financial crime.
{a) A person commits the offense of a conspiracy to commit a
financial crime when, with the intent that a violation of this Article
'vt COMIITtRD, TR PRTSUL HZIees Wik el TRV QiR
commission of that offense.
b. Sec. 16H-50. Continuing financial crimes enterprise. A person
commits the offense of"a continuing financial crimes entrprise wiier o
person knowingly, within an 18 month period, commits 3 or more separate
offenses under this Article, or, if involving a financial institution, any
other felony offenses established under this Tode.
c. Sec. 16H 55. Organizer of a continuing financial crimes
enterprise.
(a) A person commits the offense of being an organizer ol'a
continuing financial crimes enterprise when the person:
{nH with the intent to commit an offense under this
Article, or, if involving a financial institution, any other
felony offense established under this Code, agrees with
another person to the commission of that offense on 3 or
more separate occasions within an 18 month period, and
(2) with respect to the other persons within the conspiracy,
occupies a position of organizer, supervisor, or financier or
other position of management.
d. Sec. 16H-60. Sentence.
(1) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Section, a
financial crime which is loan fraud in connection with a lean
secured by residential real estate is a CLASS 4 FELONY”

5. linnis Mortgage Foreclosure Law. Sec. 15-1106 (b): “A secured party ...
may at its eleection enforce its security interest in a foreclosure under this Article if its
security inte rest...is created by (i) a collateral assignment of beneficial interest in a
land trust or- {3i) an assignmeny for secarity of a huver's interest in a real estate
instaliment ¢ ontract” [emphasis added])

Page 2



Appeliate Cowurt, Third District Case 3-11-0476, Filed G771/ 1

LRELEVANT LAW (CON’T.)

3. Uniform Commercial Code, 810 ILCS 5, Article 3. Negotiable
Instruments | omeplasis addod]
a. PART 2. Negotiation, Transfer and Indorsement

1)

2)

Sec. 3-201. Negotiation.

1d)  "Weguigiun medns auunsien vl pussessen,
whether voluntary or involuntary, of an instrument by a
person other than the issuer to a person who thereby
becomes its floiger.

(b}  Except for negotiation by a remitter, if an
instrument is payable to an identified person, negotiation
requires transfer of possession of the instrument and its
indorsement by the holder. If an instrument is payable to
bearer, it may be negotiated by transfer of possession alone.
Sec. 3-203. Transfer of instrument; rights acquired by

transfer.

(a) An instrument is transferred when it is delivered by
a person other than its issuer for the purpose of giving to
the person receiving delivery the right to enforce the
instrument.

(b)  Transfer of an instrument, whether or not the
transfer is a negotiation, vests in the transferee any right of
the transferor to enforce the instrument, including any right
as a holder in due course, but the transferee cannot acquire
rights of a holder in due course by a transfer, directly or
indirectly, from a holder in due course if the transferee
engaged in fraud or illegality affecting the instrument.

(c) Unless otherwise agreed, if an instrument is
transferred for value and the transferee does not become a
holder because of lack of indorsement by the transferor. the
transferee has a specifically enforceable right to the
snqualified indoarsement of the transferor, hus negagtiation
of the instrument does not occur until the indorsement
is made.

WYy T utrerefraon pumperts e tnansfan \resthan tbe
entire instrument, negotiation of the instrument does not
occur. The transferee obtains no rights under this Article
and ey oy the mglhts of @ partia! assignee
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Appeliate Court, Third District Case 3-11-0476, Filed 07/01/11

LRELEVANT LAW (CON'T)

5. Uniform Commercial Code, 810 ILCS 5. Article 3. Negotiable
Instruments { can’tp
a. PART 2. Negotiation, Transfer and Indorsement (con’t.}
3 Sec. 3-204. Indorsement.
@)  "Indorsemem medns 4 Sighuure, e em Teh o

a signer as maker, drawer, or acceptor. that alone or

accompanied by other words is made on an instrument for

tfie purpose ot
(i) negotiating the instrument,
(i)  restricting payment of the instrument, or
(iii)  incurring indorser's Tiability on the
instrument, but regardless of the intent of the signer,
a signature and its accompanying words is an
indorsement unless the accompanying words, terms
of the instrument, place of the signature, or other
circumstances unambiguously indicate that the
signature was made for 