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No.     
 

 
 

 

 

IN THE 
 

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 
 

 

 

       Veronica Ann Williams — PETITIONER 
(Your Name) 

 

VS. 
 
 

LITTON LOAN SERVICES 
HSBC BANK USA NA 

GOLDMAN SACHS GROUP 
FREMONT HOME LOAN TRUST 2006-C  

MORTGAGE BACKED CERTIFICATES SERIES 2006-C 
OCWEN 

STERN & EISENBEREG PC LLC 
        STATE OF NEW JERSEY — RESPONDENT(S)    

 
MOTION FOR LEAVE TO PROCEED IN  FORMA  PAUPERIS 

The petitioner asks leave to file the attached petition for a writ of certiorari 
without prepayment of costs and to proceed in forma pauperis. 

 

Please check the appropriate boxes: 
 

  Petitioner has previously been granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis in 
the following court(s): 

 

The U.S. District Court, Third Circuit, Motion In Forma Pauperis Granted 3/14/19 
 

  The Superior Court of New Jersey Fee Waiver by Judge Carey March 2016 
 

Despite lower disposable income, Judge Orsen incorrectly denied Fee Waiver 2019 
 

 

 

 Petitioner  has  not  previously  been  granted  leave  to  proceed  in  forma 
pauperis in any other court. 

 
 Petitioner’s affidavit or declaration in support of this motion is attached hereto. 

 
 Petitioner’s affidavit or declaration is not attached because the court below 

appointed counsel in the current proceeding, and: 
 

 The appointment was made under the following provision of law:    
  ,  or 

 

 a copy of the order of appointment is appended. 
 
 

 

(Signature) 

√ 

√ 
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AFFIDAVIT OR DECLARATION 
IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR LEAVE TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS 

 
I, Veronica Ann Williams , am the petitioner in the above-entitled case. In support of 

my motion to proceed in forma pauperis, I state that because of my poverty I am unable to pay 
the costs of this case or to give security therefor; and I believe I am entitled to redress. 

 
1. For both you and your spouse estimate the average amount of money received from each of 

the following sources during the past 12 months. Adjust any amount that was received 
weekly, biweekly, quarterly, semiannually, or annually to show the monthly rate. Use gross 
amounts, that is, amounts before any deductions for taxes or otherwise. 

 

Income source Average monthly amount during Amount expected 
 the past 12 months next month 

 

 
 
Employment 

Self-employment 

Income from real property 

You 
 
$         0  

 
$         0  

 
$         0  

Spouse 
 

$    NA  
 

$     NA  
 

$    NA  

You 
 

$      0  
 

$      0  
 

$      0  

Spouse 
 

$    NA  
 

$    NA  
 

$     NA  
(such as rental income)     

Interest and dividends $       0  $     NA  $      0  $     NA  

Gifts $       0  $      NA  $      0  $     NA  

Alimony $       0  $      NA  $      0  $     NA  

Child Support $       0  $      NA  $      0  $      NA  

Retirement (such as social 
security, pensions, 
annuities, insurance) 

$   1,365  $      NA  $      0  $     NA  

Disability (such as social 
security, insurance payments) 

$    --   $     NA  $       0  $      NA  

Unemployment payments $      0  $     NA  $       0  $     NA  

Public-assistance 
(such as welfare) 

$   101.12  $    NA  $       0  $   

Other (specify):    $      0  $     NA  $      0  $     NA  

 
Total monthly income: $  1,466.12  $  $  $   

SSA changed my payments from disability to retirement in 2018 

Does not include Affordable Care Act insurance payments 

This Petitioner’s commercial rate realized  prior to this fraud in 2005 was $480.00 per hour; 
 

 her rate approved by the General Services Administration was $420 per hour. The  
 

Defendants’ actions drove this Petitioner from prosperity to welfare. 
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2. List your employment history for the past two years, most recent first. (Gross monthly pay 
is before taxes or other deductions.) 

 
Employer Address Dates of Gross monthly pay 

Employment 
$   0  
$   
$   

 

3. List your spouse’s employment history for the past two years, most recent employer first. 
(Gross monthly pay is before taxes or other deductions.) 

 
Employer Address Dates of Gross monthly pay 

Employment 
$   
$   
$   

 

4. How much cash do you and your spouse have? $   50.00             
Below, state any money you or your spouse have in bank accounts or in any other financial 
institution. 

 

Type of account (e.g., checking or savings) Amount you have Amount your spouse has 
 Checking  $    50.00  $    NA  
   $   $   
   $   $   

 

5. List the assets, and their values, which you own or your spouse owns. Do not list clothing 
and ordinary household furnishings. 

 
    Home      Other real estate 

Value “NA-The Defendants Illegally Foreclosed” Value    
 
 

      Motor Vehicle #1    Motor Vehicle #2 
Year, make & model  1998 Lexus 300  Year, make & model   NA  
Value   $900.00   Value    

 

      Other assets 
Description    Furniture   
Value     $500.00  

Retired 

NA 
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6. State every person, business, 
amount owed. 

or organization owing you or your spouse money, and the 

Person owing you or 
your spouse money 

Amount owed to you Amount owed to your spouse 

$  $   
 

$  $   

$  $   
 

7. State the persons who rely on you or your spouse for support. For minor children, list initials 
instead of names (e.g. “J.S.” instead of “John Smith”). 

Name Relationship Age 
 

   

 
 

   

 
 

   

 
8. Estimate the average monthly expenses of you and your family. Show separately the amounts 

paid by your spouse. Adjust any payments that are made weekly, biweekly, quarterly, or 
annually to show the monthly rate. 

You Your spouse 

Rent or home-mortgage payment 
(include lot rented for mobile home) 
Are real estate taxes included? D Yes 
Is property insurance included? D Yes 

 
 
D No 
D No 

 

$   

 

$    NA  

Utilities (electricity, heating fuel, 
water, sewer, and telephone) 

  

$   429.33  

 

$    NA  

Home maintenance (repairs and upkeep) 
 

$    450.00  $     NA  

Food 
 

$    300.00  $      NA  

Clothing 
 

$     25.00  $     NA  

Laundry and dry-cleaning 
 

$    15.00  $    NA  

Medical and dental expenses 
 

$    69.58  $     NA  
 

No One 

No One 

Under Illegal Foreclosure 
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You Your spouse 
 

Transportation (not including motor vehicle payments) $  152.00  $ NA  

Recreation, entertainment, newspapers, magazines, etc. $      0  $ NA   

Insurance (not deducted from wages or included in mortgage payments) 

Homeowner’s or renter’s $    0  $ NA   

Life $    0  $ NA  

Health $  210.00  $ NA  

Motor Vehicle $   90.00  $ NA  

Other:     $   0  $ NA  

Taxes (not deducted from wages or included in mortgage payments) 
 

(specify):     

Installment  payments 

Motor Vehicle 

Credit card(s) 

Department store(s) 

Other:                

Alimony, maintenance, and support paid to others 

Regular expenses for operation of business, profession, 
or farm (attach detailed statement) 

 
Other (specify):     

 
Total monthly expenses: 

$  $    NA  
 
 
 

$    0  $    NA  
 

$     50.00  $   NA  
 

$   0  $    NA  
 

$   0  $   NA  
 

$  0  $   NA  
 
 

$    $   NA  
 

$  $   NA  
 

$     1,843.92  $   NA  

Monthly Net Loss of $377.79 is covered by not buying medicine, borrowing or odd jobs, if found. 
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9. Do you expect any major changes to your monthly income or expenses or in your assets or 
liabilities during the next 12 months? 

 
   Yes      No If yes, describe on an attached sheet. 

 
 
 
10. Have you paid – or will you be paying – an attorney any money for services in connection 

with this case, including the completion of this form?   Yes  No 
 

If yes, how much?   Over $2,000 – Last payment was in 2014                              
If yes, state the attorney’s name, address, and telephone number: 
 Joshua Denbeaux, Esq. 
366 Kindermark Road 
Westwood, NJ   07605  
Phone  201-664-8855 
 

11. Have you paid—or will you be paying—anyone other than an attorney (such as a paralegal or 
a typist) any money for services in connection with this case, including the completion of this 
form? Printing, binding & delivery 

 
 Yes  No 

 
If yes, how much? $670.00 (Curry) + $306.32 est. (Staples) + $97.90 est. (Federal Express)                    

 If yes, state the person’s name, address, and telephone number: 
Rod Curry Staples Federal Express 
810 5th St NE 2933 Vauxhall Rd Suite 7 2933 Vauxhall Rd., Suite 7 
Washington, DC  20002 Vauxhall, NJ  07088 Vauxhall, NJ 07088 
Phone  202-350-9073   908-206-8765 800-463-3339 
 
12. Provide any other information that will help explain why you cannot pay the costs of this case. 

 
The Defendant’s illegal acts have virtually eliminated my income, wiped out my assets, 
most of my retirement and forced me into disability and ultimately a paltry retirement.  I no 
longer have the funds no ability to earn income sufficient to live without public assistance, 
much less pay the necessary to conduct desired depositions and other support for this case. 
 
 
 
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

 
Executed on:  December 26, 2019   

 
 
 
 

 

(Signature) 

√ 

√ 

√ 
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED 
 

This case sadly shows how the lower courts failed to 

facilitate due process for this Petitioner.  Decisions were 

made in support of Defendants collectively worth over $4 

Trillion, despite hard, irrefutable evidence of their guilt.   

The Defendants engaged in tortious acts of fraud that 

continue today.  The deceit and delays perpetrated by the 

Defendants and the legal professionals and others who 

supported them, have extended this fraud over 15 years, and 

counting. 
d 

The questions presented are: 
 

1) How long will legal deception, fraud and stonewalling 

be allowed to obfuscate and enable financial fraud at the 

expense of borrowers and investors? 

2) Do process errors supersede the facts and the law?  

3) Are designated Federal Pro Se organizations allowed 

to deny assistance to Pro Se Petitioners who reveal illegal 

acts; even acts by people and organizations in power? 

4) What changes to the Dodd Frank Act H.R. 4173 are 

needed to close the holes unearthed by the repeal of the 

Glass Steagall Act of 1932? What additional regulations are 

needed to control fraud? 

i 

https://www.congress.gov/bill/111th-congress/house-bill/4173/text
https://history.house.gov/Records-and-Research/Listing/lfp_038/
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The Defendants in this case – Litton Mortgage Servicing LP is the Parent of 

Litton Loan Servicing LP (Litton Loan); Hong Kong Shanghai Banking Corporation 

(HSBC Bank USA, N.A.); The Goldman Sachs Group (Goldman Sachs); Fremont Home 

Loan Trust 2006-C Mortgage-Backed Certificates, Series 2006-C (Fremont); Ocwen 

Financial Corporation (Ocwen); Stern & Eisenberg, PC; The State of New Jersey (NJ) – 

each played an integral role in the facilitation of the extensive reign of fraud identified 

in this case.  Some of the acts are identified in this writ; many are identified in the 

filings with the lower courts (see Appendix C p. 209 - 217); more will be explained at 

trial (see Appendix F p. 351) 

The infrastructure of knowledge, human capital and more has been erected to 

eradicate financial fraud.  This Petitioner’s effort advocates a smooth transition.  The 

world has had a glimpse of the fervor of people in many countries who oppose financial 

fraud.  The United States should join others in leading the way to virtually eliminate 

vulnerabilities in the world’s financial system.  This achievement will help improve life 

for billions around the globe.   

 

ii 
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PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI 

This case is an ideal vehicle for resolving financial fraud, including 

fraud associated with escalating foreclosures that have risen 

dramatically in recent decades. The origination and subsequent 

administration of this Petitioner’s mortgage violated virtually 

every Federal banking rule (12 CFR § 340.4  , 12 CFR § 371.4 , 12 

CFR § 811.2 , 12 CFR §  932.7 , 12 CFR § 100.1 (c ) , 12 CFR § 1003.5 

(a) , 12 CFR § 1007.104 , 12 CFR § 1012.40 (c ) , 12 CFR § 1010.105 

(d)(2)(i) , 12 CFR § 1016.4 (a ) , 12 CFR § 1022.42 , 12 CFR § 1024.2 , 

12 CFR § 1024.9 , 12 CFR § 1024.10 , 12 CFR § 1024.14 , 12 CFR § 

1026.34 , 12 CFR § 1026.39 , 12 CFR § 1026.41, 12 CFR § 1070 

(B)(C)(D)(E) , 12 CFR § 1080  (6)(8)(10), See Appendix E p. 338 - 350).  

Litton Loan, HDBC and the other Defendants violated Federal 

Statues (see complaint1).  The illegal gains from breaking these 

regulations and Federal statues far outweigh the penalties imposed. 

In other words, without imprisonment the financial penalties are 

woefully insufficient. The Defendants failed to provide proper 

documents even after repeated requests by this Petitioner.  

Fremont and Litton Loan (when owned by Goldman Sachs) 

provided written commitment that they would comply with 

Federal banking rules.  Their comments and letters proved to be 

red herrings that violated Federal torts laws2.  
 

                                                            
1 See Complaint filed with the U.S. District Court of New Jersey Case 
2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD.  http://finfix.org/Federal-Complaint-Amended-
2018_Case_2-16-cv-05301.pdf 
2 Ibid. 

https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/371.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/811.2
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/932.7
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/100.1
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1003.5
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1007.104
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1012.40
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1016.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1022.42
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1024.16
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1024.9
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1024.10
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1024.14
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.34
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.41
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/part-1070
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/part-1080
https://finfix.org/Federal-Complaint-Amended-2018_Case_2-16-cv-05301.pdf
https://finfix.org/Federal-Complaint-Amended-2018_Case_2-16-cv-05301.pdf
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Defendants used this Petitioner’s honesty and forthrightness to 

deceive. This Petitioner told Fremont and Litton Loan that the 

monthly payment amount did not match the agreement that she 

signed. This Petitioner also told Litton that the mortgage 

agreement had not been filed with NJ3, 4, 5.  Litton withdrew the 

foreclosure.  They later filed a forged agreement, and filed for 

foreclosure again.  NJ required that I travel to Trenton to get a 

copy of the foreclosure action and agreement.  Due to health and 

lack of money caused by the fraud, I was unable to make the trip. 

At least 4 law firms have been hired to stop this Petitioner.  HSBC 

hired a new law firm for Litton Loan and all other Defendants, and 

another new law firm to do the foreclosure. This Petitioner hired 

an attorney who withdrew and did not tell me about the 

foreclosure.  My former attorney sent a fraudulent letter signed by 

both my attorney and the attorney representing HSBC and the 

other Defendants. 

Several hearings were held without this Petitioner’s 

knowledge.  This Petitioner appealed to NJ Appellate Court, 

                                                            
3 See mortgage master amortization included in Discovery filed with NJ 
Court in 2014.   http://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discovery-Documents_ALL_11-
18-14.pdf 
4 See financial analysis backed by evidence presented to NJ Judge and 
filed with NJ Appeals Court in 2019 
http://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_FILING-NJ-
Superior-Court_6-21-19.pdf pp. 100 + 
5 See Report by Expert recognized by NJ, NY State and Federal Courts 
describing forged mortgage agreement, consistent with this Petitioner’s 
claims since 2006. http://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-
Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf 

https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discovery-Documents_ALL_11-18-14.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discovery-Documents_ALL_11-18-14.pdf
https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_FILING-NJ-Superior-Court_6-21-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_FILING-NJ-Superior-Court_6-21-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf
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Docket No. F-00839-13. NJ Court verbally gave her 

nonsensical requirements so she moved her case to Federal 

Court.  Focused on fraud, not the illegal foreclosure, this 

Petitioner tried again in NJ Foreclosure Court.  A Judge 

ignored evidence presented, then the Appellate Court 

stonewalled me.  The facts and law support my case.  USCA 

denied my appeal based on due process.  I was denied 

assistance provided to other Pro Se litigants6. 

While this Petitioner is not a lawyer, her education in 

legal procedures began long before she became a FINRA7 

Arbitrator in 2009.  This Petitioner made a diligent effort to 

follow the Rules of Federal Procedure and the rules of NJ 

Courts.  Ye the lower Courts seem to blame poor process as 

the reason for repeatedly denying this claim. If the Court 

places process above the facts and the law, may God help us 

all. 

This is a case of predatory financial and legal fraud that 

extends coast to coast and beyond. My case began with an 

attempt by a Defendant to convince me to pay a bill that did 

not fit the mortgage agreement that I signed.  When I 

                                                            
6 See filing to the U.S. Court of Appeals, Third Circuit on October 31, 
2019 references in Appendix A. 
7 This Petitioner was recruited and became an Arbitrator for the 
Financial Industry Regulatory Authority (FINRA) in 2009. 
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pointed this out to the servicing firm, they offered a 

modification to fix their error. That was one of the first of 

numerous acts of fraud that continue today.  By 2006, verbal 

and written commitments were made to fix their error.  

Rather a Defendant filed a foreclosure action but this 

Petitioner was never given a copy of the mortgage agreement 

or RESPA documents required by law.  This Petitioner told 

the Defendant that she never received these documents and 

that the mortgage had not been filed with the State of New 

Jersey as required.  The Defendants again promised to fix 

their error.    Instead, the firm withdrew the foreclosure 

filing, filed a forged mortgage agreement, filed a second 

foreclosure complaint and was awarded an illegal foreclosure.  

Despite several request since early 2006, the Defendants 

have failed to provide this Petitioner a copy of the “legally” 

executed mortgage agreement.  This Petitioner’s only copy is 

the fraudulent agreement in the New Jersey Foreclosure 

files.  

While fighting back, this Petitioner uncovered systemic, 

financial, legal and operational fraud that spans coast-to-

coast and beyond. The fraud has been perpetuated by the 

Defendants and their supporters for the ensuing decade.  
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Worse, as fraud persists catastrophic damages continue to 

mount. Yet, most who understand what is happening, and 

those who continue to gain illegally, will not speak up.  Many 

who attempted to stop these crimes have been shut down by 

our legal system.  “What good will it be for someone to gain 

the whole world, yet forfeit their soul?“ [Matthew 16:26, 

Bible] 

This case implicates lawyers, Judges, NJ State 

employees and others who work in or service our judicial 

systems. Corruption in New Jersey is well known.  This was 

corroborated on November 25, 2019 by a survey8 conducted 

for the Garden State Initiative (GSI) and Fairleigh Dickinson 

University’s School of Public & Global Affairs (See 

https://www.gardenstateinitiative.org/updates/2019/11/22/gsi-fdu-

poll). They found that NJ ranks #1 in population exodus, with 

44% of our residents fleeing the state. Corruption was cited 

as one of the top 4 reasons for people leaving.   

This case also implicates past and current executives at 

powerful financial service firms. Actions by two Defendants 

as far back as 1996 set the stage for some of the crimes that 

                                                            
8 Released Nov. 25, 2019, according to a survey conducted for the Garden 
State Initiative (GSI) and Fairleigh Dickinson University’s School of Public 
& Global Affairs , 44% of New Jersey residents are planning to leave the 
state in the not so distant future  See 
https://www.gardenstateinitiative.org/updates/2019/11/22/gsi-fdu-poll 

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Matthew%2016:25-27&version=NIV
https://www.gardenstateinitiative.org/updates/2019/11/22/gsi-fdu-poll
https://www.gardenstateinitiative.org/updates/2019/11/22/gsi-fdu-poll
https://www.gardenstateinitiative.org/updates/2019/11/22/gsi-fdu-poll
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followed against this Petitioner and others (will be presented 

at trial).  Only a fee large enough to support retirement might 

make the risk of taking on this case worthwhile for most 

attorneys. 

The widespread, well validated belief is that 

representing this Petitioner will be a career ending move, if 

not worse.  It is quite understandable, therefore, that my 

10—year effort to find an attorney to represent me, whom I 

could afford – failed. 
 

The likely cost to U.S. citizens of fraud uncovered in this 

case is in the Billions of dollars.  Filing #99 with the U.S. 

District Court of New Jersey (Appendix D p. 218 - 337) 

provides a broad, but not comprehensive, overview of my 

case.  Filing dated October 31, 2019 with the U.S. Court of 

Appeals (Appendix C p. 209 - 217) highlights recent efforts, 

and unfair denials, in my quest to find an attorney to 

represent me.  This document also explains how the Federal 

initiative to support Pro Se litigants failed me. 
 

The likely astronomical cost to U.S. citizens coupled with 

the systemic denial of representation by our Federal system 

warrants the waiver of Supreme Court of the United States 

Rule 28.8 for my case.  While I do not hold a Bar ID, I am a 

https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc99.pdf
https://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/%20Case_19-1032_Petition-for-Hearing_10-30-19.pdf
https://www.supremecourt.gov/ctrules/2019RulesoftheCourt.pdf
https://www.supremecourt.gov/ctrules/2019RulesoftheCourt.pdf
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U.S. Citizen with crucial expertise to present this case as 

well as having served our country as a good citizen. I deserve 

the right to represent myself (Appendix F p. 351).   
 

Please note that the thousands of pages filed with the 

Courts do not represent the entirety of supporting 

documentation for this case. Also note that this Petitioner 

does not have the resources to provide all available evidence. 

The numbers and other evidence show, however, that this is 

a multi-state problem with global tentacles. 

The legal delays since 2009 have been sufficient to allow 

the statutes of limitation to expire for many of the illegal acts 

exposed in this case.  Hearing this case in open court is 

essential to deter others from committing the same or similar 

acts in the future.  This is the last opportunity in this case for 

our legal system to prove its veracity and strength. God will 

continue to bring truth to light.  I pray that my story is told 

first in our Courts, after the Supreme Court of the United 

States (SCOTUS) approves my constitutional right to self-

representation and a jury trial in front of my peers. 
 

The widespread and egregious actions observed by this 

Petitioner are an affront to our financial, legal and 

democratic processes and institutions. 
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The Third Circuit refused to reconsider its rule and held 

that this Petitioner’s “appeal does not present a summarily 

question”. The “entire controversy doctrine” quoted in the 

appeal is superseded by the repeated denial of this 

Petitioner’s right to due process. That decision is wrong. This 

case is an ideal vehicle for resolving the important questions 

posed herein as well as mitigating fraud because this 

Petitioner would be an excellent candidate to receive a 

judgment and damages for wanton fraud and violation of 

several Federal laws. 

The lower court’s refusal to exercise jurisdiction over this 

Petitioner’s claim is also wrong and warrants this Court’s 

review. This Petitioner challenged Defendants collectively 

worth over $4 Trillion (U.S.) who continue to perpetrate and 

benefit from fraud. The Third Circuit refused to hear this 

Petitioner. Thus, here too, this Petitioner’s fate turns on the 

fact that she has been unable to retain reliable counsel and 

represents herself. This sort of disparity is profoundly unfair 

and antithetical to the national character of our financial and 

tort laws, and to our nation’s constitution. This Court’s 

prompt review is required. 
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OPINIONS BELOW 

The opinion of the Court of Appeals, Third Circuit 

(10/8/19) is in Appendix A (p. 34). This Petitioner’s response 

to the opinion of the U.S. District Court of New Jersey issued 

its opinion Dec. 17, 2018 (see Appendix A p. 34). 

JURISDICTION 

The Court of Appeals issued its opinion on October 8, 

2019.  

CONSTITUTIONAL & STATUTORY & OTHER PROVISIONS 
See Appendix E (p. 338 – 350) 

Third Amendment To The United States Constitution 

U.S. Const. art. III, § 2, cl. 
The judicial Power shall extend to all Cases, in Law and 

Equity, arising under this Constitution, the Laws of the 

United States, and Treaties made, or which shall be made, 
under their Authority;—to all Cases affecting Ambassadors, 
other public ministers and Consuls;—to all Cases of 

admiralty and maritime Jurisdiction;—to Controversies to 
which the United States shall be a Party;—to Controversies 

between two or more States;—between a State and Citizens 
of another State;—between Citizens of different States;—

between Citizens of the same State claiming Lands under 
Grants of different States, and between a State, or the 
Citizens thereof, and foreign States, Citizens or Subjects. 

The Trial of all Crimes, except in Cases of 
Impeachment, shall be by Jury; and such Trial shall be 
held in the State where the said Crimes shall have been 
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committed; but when not committed within any State, the 
Trial shall be at such Place or Places as the Congress may by 
Law have directed.   VIEW   

 

Sixth Amendment To The United States Constitution 

In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy 
the right to a speedy and public trial, by an impartial 
jury of the state and district wherein the crime shall have 

been committed….     VIEW  
 

Seventh Amendment To The United States Constitution 

In Suits at common law, where the value in controversy 
shall exceed twenty dollars, the right of trial by jury shall 
be preserved, and no fact tried by a jury, shall be otherwise 

re-examined in any Court of the United States, than 

according to the rules of the common law.    VIEW  
15 U.S.C. § 1692 

(a)ABUSIVE PRACTICES 
There is abundant evidence of the use of abusive, deceptive, 
and unfair debt collection practices by many debt collectors. 
Abusive debt collection practices contribute to the number of 
personal bankruptcies, to marital instability, to the loss of 
jobs, and to invasions of individual privacy. 
(b)INADEQUACY OF LAWS 

Existing laws and procedures for redressing these injuries 
are inadequate to protect consumers.      VIEW 

 

18 U.S.C.§ 1007 
18 U.S. Code § 1007. Federal Deposit Insurance 

Corporation transactions 
Whoever, for the purpose of influencing in any way the 

https://www.senate.gov/civics/constitution_item/constitution.htm#a3
https://www.uscourts.gov/about-federal-courts/educational-resources/educational-activities/sixth-amendment-activities
https://constitution.congress.gov/constitution/amendment-7/
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/15/1692
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/15/1692
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/15/1692
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/15/1692
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/15/1692
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/15/1692
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action of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, 
knowingly makes or invites reliance on a false, forged, or 
counterfeit statement, document, or thing shall be fined not 
more than $1,000,000 or imprisoned not more than 30 years, 
or both.       VIEW 

Restatement of Federal Torts Act9 

1. Restatement of Torts (Second), sec 525: "One who 
fraudulently makes a misrepresentation of fact, opinion, 

intention or law for the purpose of inducing another to act or 

to refrain from action in reliance upon it, is subject to 
liability to the other in deceit for pecuniary loss caused to 

him by his justifiable reliance upon the misrepresentation."  
 

2. Restatement of Torts (Second), sec 551(1): "One who 

fails to disclose to another a fact that he knows may 
justifiably induce the other to act or refrain from acting in a 

business transaction is subject to the same liability to the 

other as though he had represented the nonexistence of the 
matter that he has failed to disclose...."  

3. Restatement of Torts (Second), sec 531: "One who 
makes a fraudulent misrepresentation is subject to liability 

to the persons or class of persons whom he intends or has 
reason to expect to act or to refrain from action in reliance 
upon the misrepresentation, for pecuniary loss suffered by 
them through their justifiable reliance in the type of 
transaction in which he intends or has reason to expect their 
conduct to be influenced."     VIEW 

18 U.S.C. § 1962 
18 U.S. Code § 1962.Prohibited activities 

                                                            
9 See Claim filed by Petitioner with U.S. District Court o New Jersey, Count VII p. 14 - 15  
http://finfix.org/Federal-Complaint-Amended-2018_Case_2-16-cv-05301.pdf 

https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1007
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1007
https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/usao/legacy/2010/12/06/usab5806.pdf
https://finfix.org/Federal-Complaint-Amended-2018_Case_2-16-cv-05301.pdf
https://finfix.org/Federal-Complaint-Amended-2018_Case_2-16-cv-05301.pdf
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(a)  It shall be unlawful for any person who has received any 

income derived, directly or indirectly, from a pattern 
of racketeering activity or through collection of an unlawful 
debt in which such person has participated as a principal 

within the meaning of section 2, title 18, United States Code, 
to use or invest, directly or indirectly, any part of such 

income, or the proceeds of such income, in acquisition of any 
interest in, or the establishment or operation of, 

any enterprise which is engaged in, or the activities of which 

affect, interstate or foreign commerce. … ….. 
(b)  It shall be unlawful for any person through a pattern 

of racketeering activity or through collection of an unlawful 
debt to acquire or maintain, directly or indirectly, any 
interest in or control of any enterprise which is engaged in, 

or the activities of which affect, interstate or foreign 

commerce. 
(c) It shall be unlawful for any person employed by or 
associated with any enterprise engaged in, or the activities of 

which affect, interstate or foreign commerce, to conduct or 
participate, directly or indirectly, in the conduct of 

such enterprise’s affairs through a pattern of racketeering 
activity or collection of unlawful debt.     VIEW   

12 C.F.R. § 340.4 

§ 340.4 Restrictions on the sale of assets by 
the FDIC regardless of the method of financing 
(a) A person may not acquire any assets of a failed 
institution from the FDIC if the person or its associated 

person: 
 (3) Has demonstrated a pattern or practice of defalcation 
regarding obligations to any failed institution; 

https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
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(5) Would be prohibited from purchasing the assets of a 

covered financial company from the FDIC under 12 U.S.C. 
5390(r) or its implementing regulation at 12 CFR part 
380.13. 

 (c) For purposes of paragraph (a) of this section, a person or 
its associated person has demonstrated a “pattern or practice 

of defalcation” regarding obligations to a failed institution if 
the person or associated person has: 
(1) Engaged in more than one transaction that created 

an obligation on the part of such person or its 

associated person with intent to cause a loss to any insured 
depository institution or with reckless disregard for whether 
such transactions would cause a loss to any such insured 

depository institution; and    VIEW 
12 C.F.R. § 1026.34 

 
12 CFR § 1026.34 - Prohibited acts or practices in 

connection with high-cost mortgages. 
 (a) Prohibited acts or practices for high-cost 

mortgages - 
 (3) Refinancings within one-year period. Within one 

year of having extended a high-cost mortgage, a creditor 
shall not refinance any high-cost mortgage to the 
same consumer into another high-cost mortgage, unless the 

refinancing is in the consumer's interest. An assignee holding 
or servicing a high-cost mortgage shall not, for the remainder 

of the one-year period following the date of origination of the 
credit, refinance any high-cost mortgage to the 
same consumer into another high-cost mortgage, unless the 
refinancing is in the consumer's interest. A creditor (or 

https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/12/5390#r
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/12/5390#r
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/part-380
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/part-380
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4#a
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.34
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.34
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.34
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.34
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assignee) is prohibited from engaging in acts or practices to 
evade this provision, including a pattern or practice of 
arranging for the refinancing of its own loans by affiliated or 
unaffiliated creditors. 
 (5) Pre-loan counseling - 
(i) Certification of counseling required. A creditor shall 

not extend a high-cost mortgage to a consumer unless the 
creditor receives written certification that the consumer has 
obtained counseling on the advisability of the mortgage from 

a counselor that is approved to provide such counseling by 

the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development or, if permitted by the Secretary, by 
a State housing finance authority.     VIEW 

12 C.F.R. § 1026.39 
 

12 CFR § 1026.39 - Mortgage transfer disclosures. 
  (b) Disclosure required. Except as provided in paragraph 

(c) of this section, each covered person is subject to 
the requirements of this section and shall mail or deliver the 
disclosures required by this section to the consumer on or 
before the 30th calendar day following the date of transfer. 
(d) Content of required disclosures. The disclosures 

required by this section shall identify the mortgage loan that 
was sold, assigned or otherwise transferred, and state the 

following, except that the information required by paragraph 
(d)(5) of this section shall be stated only for a mortgage loan 

that is a closed-end consumer credit transaction secured by 
a dwelling or real property other than a reverse mortgage 
transaction subject to § 1026.33 of this part:    VIEW 

 

Ocwen $2.1B Federal & State settlement – EXCERPT 
 

https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.34
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.34
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.34
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.34
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.34
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39#c
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39#c
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39#d_5
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39#d_5
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.33
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
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CFPB, State Authorities Order Ocwen to Provide $2 Billion 
in Relief to Homeowners for Servicing Wrongs 
DEC 19, 2013 
Largest Nonbank Servicer Will Also Refund $125 Million to 

Foreclosure Victims and Adhere to Significant New 

Homeowner Protections 
WASHINGTON, D.C. — Today, the Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau (CFPB), authorities in 49 states, and the 

District of Columbia filed a proposed court order requiring 

the country’s largest nonbank mortgage loan servicer, Ocwen 
Financial Corporation, and its subsidiary, Ocwen Loan 

Servicing, to provide $2 billion in principal reduction to 

underwater borrowers. The consent order addresses Ocwen’s 
systemic misconduct at every stage of the mortgage servicing 

process. Ocwen must also refund $125 million to the nearly 

185,000 borrowers who have already been foreclosed upon 
and it must adhere to significant new homeowner 

protections. 

“Deceptions and shortcuts in mortgage servicing will not be 
tolerated,” said CFPB Director Richard Cordray. “Ocwen took 
advantage of borrowers at every stage of the process. Today’s 
action sends a clear message that we will be vigilant about 
making sure that consumers are treated with the respect, 
dignity, and fairness they deserve.” 
The proposed Ocwen Consent Order is available  [SIGNED 
12/12/13] at:  

https://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/201312_cfpb_consent-
order_ocwen.pdf 

https://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/201312_cfpb_consent-order_ocwen.pdf
https://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/201312_cfpb_consent-order_ocwen.pdf
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Borrowers Pushed into Foreclosure by Servicing Errors 
The CFPB and its partner states believe that Ocwen was 
engaged in significant and systemic misconduct that occurred 
at every stage of the mortgage servicing process. According to 
the complaint filed in the federal district court in the District 
of Columbia, Ocwen’s violations of consumer financial 
protections put thousands of people across the country at risk 
of losing their homes. Specifically, the complaint says that 

Ocwen: 

 Engaged in illegal foreclosure practices: One of the most 
important jobs of a mortgage servicer is managing the 

foreclosure process. But Ocwen mishandled foreclosures and 

provided consumers with false information. Specifically, 
Ocwen is accused of: 

o Providing false or misleading information to consumers 

about the status of foreclosure proceedings where the 
borrower was in good faith actively pursuing a loss 

mitigation alternative also offered by Ocwen; and 

o Robo-signing foreclosure documents, including preparing, 
executing, notarizing, and filing affidavits in foreclosure 
proceedings with courts and government agencies without 
verifying the information. 

 Provide $2 billion in relief to underwater 

borrowers: Over a three-year period, Ocwen must complete 
sustainable loan modifications that result in principal 

reductions totaling $2 billion. ….. If Ocwen fails to meet this 

commitment, it must pay a cash penalty in the amount of 
any shortfall to the CFPB and the states. 

 Provide $125 million in refunds to foreclosure 
victims: Ocwen must refund $125 million to consumers 
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whose loans were being serviced by Ocwen, Homeward 
Residential Holdings, or Litton Loan Servicing, and who lost 
their homes to foreclosure between Jan. 1, 2009 and Dec. 31, 
2012. All eligible consumers who submit valid claims will 
receive an equal share of the $125 million. Borrowers who 
receive payments will not have to release any claims and will 
be free to seek additional relief in the courts. Ocwen will also 
pay $2.3 million to administer the refund process. Eligible 

consumers can expect to hear from the settlement 

administrator about potential payments. 
o Properly process pending requests: For loans that are 

transferred to Ocwen, the company must determine the 

status of in-process loss mitigation requests pending within 
60 days of transfer. Until then, Ocwen cannot start, refer to, 

or proceed with foreclosure. 

The Ocwen consent judgment entered by the court can be 
found 

at: https://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/201403_cfpb_entered-

judgment-with-exhibits_ocwen.pdf  

U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia  13-cv-2025 

(RMC)   VIEW 
 

 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

A. Statutory Background 

1. This Petitioner was denied due process and 

documents filed with the Courts were ignored. Her first claim 

filed with NJ Court (Docket No. ESSX L-000081-11) was 

withdrawn (upon the Court’s advice) after the Defendants 

https://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/201403_cfpb_entered-judgment-with-exhibits_ocwen.pdf
https://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/201403_cfpb_entered-judgment-with-exhibits_ocwen.pdf
https://www.consumerfinance.gov/about-us/newsroom/cfpb-state-authorities-order-ocwen-to-provide-2-billion-in-relief-to-homeowners-for-servicing-wrongs/
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failed to appear and she was hospitalized. A law firm was 

retained, filed a new complaint, then withdrew, so this 

Petitioner filed the Discovery document with the NJ Court in 

2014. This document included the mortgage amortization of 

her home with copies of legal mortgage agreements filed with 

the state of NJ, starting at inception when her home was 

purchased in August 1983.  This document clearly shows that 

the remaining balance on her mortgage was far less than the 

amount on the forged mortgage agreement from Fremont.  

This filing also included written confirmation of the correct 

amount that should have been on RESPA and other 

documents that Federal law requires but were never 

provided by Fremont.  The fraud escalated after March 2006. 

The former Fremont employees who were the point persons 

responsible for the forgery, filing and initial cover-up of the 

fraudulent mortgage are on this Petitioner’s witness list.  

Others involved in this fraud were employees of or hired by 

the other Defendants. The legal fraud that ensued was such 

a wanton defiance of our laws and integrity10 that it 

warrants full prosecution of the lead people and entities 

responsible.  
                                                            

10 This is one of many Federal actions against one of more of these 
Defendants over the years.  See United States vs. Goldman Sachs et. al.  
277 U.S. 269 (1928), 
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B. Facts and Procedural History 

This Petitioner has insisted countless times since 2006 

that the mortgage bill did not match the agreement she 

signed.  Verbal, written, undeniable proof was presented to 

the Defendants, many others as well as the Courts for the 

State of New Jersey, the U.S. District Court of New Jersey 

and the U.S. Court of Appeals Third Circuit, and now to the 

U.S. Supreme Court11.  Despite irrefutable facts and 

evidence, this Petitioner has been denied due process and 

justice at virtually every step.  Since 2009, she has been 

subjected to unwarranted and deceptive legal delays.  This 

case exposes egregious and massive crimes whose impact is 

far beyond that imposed against this Petitioner.  Many of the 

facts and procedures in this case are presented in Court 

filings (see Appendix C p. 209). U.S. District Court of NJ 

Filing No. 99 (see Appendix D p 218 - 337) provides one 

summary and valuable insights of this case. 

Damages began to mount in 2006 and continue to 

escalate today.  Due to the Defendants’ actions this 

Petitioner lost lucrative 20-year Federal Supply Schedules 

                                                            
11 After 13 years of verbal and written requests, the Defendant’s attorney 
on Dec. 11, 2019 emailed this Petitioner a partial copy of the fraudulent 
mortgage. 
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(GSA12 Contracts GS-35F-0427R and GS-10F-0104P) as well 

as long- established Corporate business relationships and 

other sources of revenue.  Virtually all of her assets were 

wiped out.  Many organizations did not respond to this 

Petitioner’s requests, including the Federal Deposit 

Insurance Corporation (FDIC) who failed to respond to her 

Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests.   

Damages to this Petitioner’s firm went beyond revenue. 

Actions attacked her firm’s assets as well.  One example is 

trademarks for brands established over 40 years ago. The 

U.S. Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) received 

petitions to cancel copycat trademarks that were filed shortly 

before and during the illegal foreclosure.  Two remain under 

review, USPTO Petition Nos. 92071829 & 92072082. Other 

major corporations and others intensified as the illegal 

foreclosure drew near and exploded after the illegal 

foreclosure was granted. (note the timeline13  will be updated 

at trial). Efforts to cancel remaining copycats – 

http://www.discover-it.com/trademark-history.html – will be 
                                                            

12 GSA, the General Services Administration, a Federal agency, settled 
after cancelling this Petitioner’s company’s schedules after the 
Defendants’ actions caused her firm to miss requirements.  The 
Defendants then forced a hearing while this Petitioner was still 
recovering from major surgery.  This forced her to settle for less from 
GSA and also caused her to be hospitalized again. 
13 See timeline at http://www.finfix.org/Fraud-Timeline.html. 

http://www.discover-it.com/trademark-history.html
https://www.finfix.org/Fraud-Timeline.html
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paid as soon as money is available.   
 

To reiterate, the negative impact was beyond revenue 

and assets.  This Petitioner’s firm had attained a strong 

Paydex14 score and her FICO15 score was sound. Her firm’s 

and personal credit was decimated, dropping from over $20M 

and well over $750K respectively, to $0.00. 

This Petitioner’s doctors determined that the intense 

stress caused her health challenges, resulting in 8 major 

surgeries and additional hospitalizations.  Despite sharing 

this information with the Internal Revenue Service, her 

firm’s appeals were denied.  The IRS assessed her firm 

massive penalties and interest for filing taxes late when she 

was hospitalized or recovering.  These fines were imposed 

despite her firm’s earning dropping to zero taxable income!  

Was the decline in taxable income so precipitous that the IRS 

did not believe the facts presented? 

The Defendants’ acts caused this Petitioner personal 

losses that continue today. Through a program administered 

and funded by the State of New Jersey, in 2014 an 

unlicensed company owned by a New Jersey and resident of 

                                                            
14 Paydex is a numerical score used by Dun & Bradstreet to assess a 
firm’s creditworthiness. See http://products.dandb.com/paydex/ 
15 A FICO score measures consumer’s creditworthiness.  See 
https://www.fico.com/en/products/fico-score 

http://products.dandb.com/paydex/
https://www.fico.com/en/products/fico-score
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Texas16, solicited this Petitioner, performed unlicensed major 

capital improvements on her home, paid for by the State of 

New Jersey program. The company insisted upon an 

unacceptable contract and never paid for their damages 

which continue to mount. The damages caused by this 

company could reach 50% of the property value, particularly 

if this case does not reach trial in the next year.   

These are just a few of the many acts by the Defendants 

that hurt this Petitioner.  A series of predatory acts and 

catastrophic damages will be presented at trial. Damages to 

this Petitioner are depraved indifference at best. Targeting 

her as a victim of fraud and dragging it out for 15 years 

suggest she was selected due to her public successes17. 
 

REASONS FOR GRANTING PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI 

This case presents important and recurring questions on 

which the lower courts are in acknowledged conflict. Most 

cases probably do not each Federal Court because the legal 

cost exceeds the cost of losing most homes, especially those 

less than $1M.  Our current financial, regulatory and legal 

systems do not allow viable defense for the poor and middle 

                                                            
16 This company was assigned the most lucrative half of the State of New 
Jersey as its territory. 
17 This Petitioner’s select  achievements dating back to 1971 are 
displayed at www.VeronicaWilliams.com. 
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class against this fraud.  This case will shine light on those 

problems and by doing so, help to bring parity by attacking 

fraud on multiple fronts.  

I. Repeated Defiance of Federal and State Laws by 
Defendants. 

 

This is the rare case that raises a recurring issue of national 

importance on which citizens from multiple states are 

impacted and whose costs and time make litigation 

implausible. This case will have a significant impact on this 

Petitioner as well as countless current and future property 

owners.   

II. There Is Indisputable Evidence of Attempts to 

Litigate by Multiple Parties. 
 

Indisputable evidence has been filed but repeatedly 

dismissed. My research found several attempts to litigate 

similar actions using the RICO statute. The RICO relevant 

actions are facilitators for this scam but it is not the root 

cause.  It is difficult to win without focusing on the root cause 

of this compounding financial crime. Without decades of 

detailed records, this case could be challenging to explain to 

non-financial experts. It is particularly difficult without 

issuing subpoenas to all financial and operational entities 

involved. I am quite capable and ready to explain the 
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complexities of this case in open Court to a jury of my peers. 

This Petitioner is prepared to simplify the 

complexity of this case for the jury.  She has prepared a 

multimedia presentation that includes links to evidence, 

testimonies, interrogatories and other supporting 

evidence. This presentation will be available at 

www.FinFix.org and can be available as it is presented 

during or after trial.   
 

III. Information Needed To Expose and Quantify the 

Magnitude of this Fraud Must Be Subpoenaed. 
 

Indisputable evidence has been filed but repeatedly 

dismissed. Subpoenas have been stonewalled by failing to 

issue dates required by subpoenas approved by the NJ Court.  

This Petitioner has been blocked continually in her effort to 

quantity the magnitude of fraud that she recognizes from her 

expertise and experience.  

The FDIC has repeatedly failed to respond to this 

Petitioner’s FOIA requests.  It has been understood for well 

over a decade that auditors “are not geared towards the 

detection of fraud”18.  The information that this Petitioner 

                                                            
18 Yeoh, P. (2010). Causes of the global financial crisis: Learning from the 
competing insights. International Journal of Disclosure and 

https://www.finfix.org/
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seeks will likely reveal that hers is not the only mortgage 

agreement forged by Fremont. Based on Fremont’s SEC 

filings, the dollar amount of discrepancies had to be an order 

of magnitude greater to draw attention to uncovered debts. 

Such a magnitude is what a FDIC audit often results in cease 

and desist orders. 

A. The Decision Below Is Incorrect. 

This case presents extensive evidence of massive, coast-

to-coast financial and legal fraud.  Several Federal and State 

law have been broken.  The decision was made without 

allowing the Petitioner to appear before the Appeals Court.  

This is a prime example that begs to be heard by in the 

United States Supreme Court. 

B. This Case Is an Ideal Vehicle to Resolve This 

Recurring Issue of National Importance. 
 

This is an inherently national issue that arises with 

great frequency. Uncoordinated actions and regulations 

across the states is just one fact that paves the way for such 

massive fraud to succeed.  Additionally, since Petitioner is an 

especially strong candidate for discretionary relief, this is the 

ideal case to resolve the question. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                      
Governance, 7(1), 42-69. 
doi:http://dx.doi.org.libproxy.temple.edu/10.1057/jdg.2009.18  (p 57-58) 

 

http://dx.doi.org.libproxy.temple.edu/10.1057/jdg.2009.18
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The FDIC issued Fremont19 a cease and desist order in 

2007.  The State of California enacted a Residential 

Mortgage Lending Act in 2012.  Chapter 2 of this Act 

specified licensing requirements for Residential Mortgage 

lenders. This is just one step taken since the FDIC closed 

Fremont. The fraud perpetrated against this Petitioner by 

Fremont, based in California, was in 2006.  The damage had 

been done.   

The funds withheld from this Petitioner would cause the 

debt to be uncovered by Fremont.  The fraud against this 

Petitioner alone, however, was not sufficient to produce an 

amount of uncovered debt to warrant closing Fremont.  

Fremont filed many trusts with the SEC.  This suggests that 

there may have been a substantial number of fraudulent 

mortgages that forced Fremont to be shut down. With terms 

up to 30 years, the magnitude of this crime could be in the 

billions of dollars and continue for decades.  The $169,492.34 

initially stolen from this Petitioner would have yielded the 

Defendants at least $1,039,630.5820 for a home purchased for 

$88,000 if she did not fight back.  This is validated in 

                                                            
19 Fremont Investment and Loan was based in California. 
20 See Appeal filed with NJ Superior Court June 2019  
http://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_FILING-NJ-
Superior-Court_6-21-19.pdf, Attachment I, p. 89. Updated is over 
$1,087,011.83.VIEW $$ 

https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_FILING-NJ-Superior-Court_6-21-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_FILING-NJ-Superior-Court_6-21-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Attempted-Scam.pdf
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documents presented to a NJ Chancery Court Judge in May 

2019, and in Appeal Docket No.F-000839-13 filed with the 

State of New Jersey in June 2019.21,22   

   The path of this fraud may not be simple to follow.  It 

is the complexity of mega financial fraud that contributes to 

its success.  State and Federal regulations do not adequately 

protect against this fraud.  Many homeowners and lawyers 

assume that records presented by banks are correct, so 

foreclosures proceed without verifying the numbers. 

Subpoenas are not issued and audits are seldom done before 

foreclosures are finalized.  The homeowner simply loses their 

home, or refinances.  Both actions hide the fraud perpetrated 

by illegal foreclosures.  This is one way that mortgages are 

illegally reclassified as sub-prime.  In the case of this 

Petitioner, it appears that the mortgage administrator 

cashed payments without recording them.  Such nationwide 

fraud is a likely contributor to our country’s foreclosure crisis 

                                                            
21 See U.S. Court of Appeals, Third District filing on Oct. 30, 2019  
http://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Petition-for-Hearing_10-30-
19.pdf 
22 See Appeal filed with NJ Superior Court in June 2019  
http://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_FILING-NJ-
Superior-Court_6-21-19.pdf  p. 89 

https://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Petition-for-Hearing_10-30-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Petition-for-Hearing_10-30-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_FILING-NJ-Superior-Court_6-21-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_FILING-NJ-Superior-Court_6-21-19.pdf
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along with improperly rated MBSs and other CDOs23 that 

underlie subprime mortgages.  This is a variant of what some 

in the financial services industry call “Fool’s Folly”. 

(PROVERBS 26:4). The Petitioner will use her Flow of 

Financing diagram (Appendix E p. 338 – 350)) to explain how 

the collective actions of the defendants inflicted damages on 

investors, borrowers and others throughout the flow of 

financing. 

It would have been much easier and far less expensive if 

this Petitioner had just paid the illegal $169,492.34. Her 

personal and business credit would not have been wiped out, 

her firm’s Federal contracts would not have been cancelled, 

her Federal security clearances would have been approved, 

which would have affirmed her Federal job offer and task 

orders for her company.  Her forty year plan would have paid 

off quite handsomely.  Paying the defrauded amount was not 

a major expense at that time24.  

This massive fraud may not have been brought to light if 

this Petitioner had taken the easy way out.  But her 

conscious and responsibility as a citizen prevented her from 
                                                            

23 MBS – mortgage backed security; CDO – collateralized debt obligation. For 
definitions see https://www.thirdway.org/memo/your-cheat-sheet-for-the-big-
short#:~:targetText=A%20CDO%20is%20a%20sort,loans%20to%20credit%20c
ard%20loans. 
24 This Petitioner was a successful business owner with lucrative Federal 
contracts and Enterprise Corporate clients.   

https://biblehub.com/proverbs/26-4.htm
https://www.thirdway.org/memo/your-cheat-sheet-for-the-big-short#:%7E:targetText=A%20CDO%20is%20a%20sort,loans%20to%20credit%20card%20loans.
https://www.thirdway.org/memo/your-cheat-sheet-for-the-big-short#:%7E:targetText=A%20CDO%20is%20a%20sort,loans%20to%20credit%20card%20loans.
https://www.thirdway.org/memo/your-cheat-sheet-for-the-big-short#:%7E:targetText=A%20CDO%20is%20a%20sort,loans%20to%20credit%20card%20loans.
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doing that25.  She believes in choosing the harder right than 

the easier wrong. She knows that those who suffer the most 

are poor and middle class Americans who work hard most of 

their lives to buy their homes.  The Petitioner’s research 

suggest that many of these illegally gained profits were 

moved offshore.  This Petitioner could not let that continue.  

She prays that the U.S. Supreme Court takes the next step 

towards putting a stop to this fraud by granting her 

constitutional right to a trial in front of a jury of her peers. 

1. The fraud perpetuated in this case is quintessentially 

national in character. 

2. This case is an especially good vehicle for bringing 

national fraud to light and, thus, accelerating the steps to 

stop fraud.  

3. The global effects26 of financial fraud can be mitigated 

after acts in this case are brought to light. 

  The Defendants’ well evidenced acts beg a question. Is 

the Defendants’ reign of fraud against this Petitioner 

payback for her providing Federal authorities evidence that 
                                                            

25 See U.S. Court of Appeals, Third District filing on Oct. 30, 2019  
http://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Petition-for-Hearing_10-30-19.pdf 
 

26 The United States plays a critical role in the global economy.  Improper 
financial acts in our country have attracted criticism from leaders for 
decades. See. Yeoh, P. (2010). Causes of the global financial crisis: 
Learning from the competing insights. International Journal of 
Disclosure and Governance, 7(1), 42-69. 
doi:http://dx.doi.org.libproxy.temple.edu/10.1057/jdg.2009.18  (p 57-58)  

https://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Petition-for-Hearing_10-30-19.pdf
http://dx.doi.org.libproxy.temple.edu/10.1057/jdg.2009.18
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precipitated fines against HSBC, Goldman Sachs and 

Ocwen?  Or, are their actions merely depraved indifference? 

Sanctions, disbarment, firing or paying record 

breaking fines are not sufficient penalties for crimes that fly 

in the face of our Nation’s laws.  The United States should 

follow the example of Iceland by imprisoning top 

bankers27. Iceland’s bankers reported crimes had less 

impact than the crimes alleged against people and entities 

identified in this case.   

  Record breaking fines have not deterred these 

Defendants. Decisions against these Defendants and others 

imposed heavy penalties, yet financial crimes by these firms 

continue. Ocwen paid $2.1B for “Ocwen’s systemic 

misconduct at every stage of the mortgage servicing 

process28“while at the same time this firm was forging ahead 

with an illegal foreclosure against this Petitioner!  Goldman 

Sachs paid $5.1B for mortgage fraud29 in 2016 but did not 

                                                            
27 “If Iceland Can Jail Bankers for the Crash Then Why Can’t America?, 
Tim Worstall, Forbes magazine, Oct. 24, 2015, Forbes.com, 
https://www.forbes.com/sites/timworstall/2015/10/24/if-iceland-can-jail-
bankers-for-the-crash-then-why-cant-america/#ded52452b30c 
 

28 Consumer Protection Financial Bureau Press Release Dec. 13, 2013. 
https://www.consumerfinance.gov/about-us/newsroom/cfpb-state-authorities-
order-ocwen-to-provide-2-billion-in-relief-to-homeowners-for-servicing-wrongs/ 
29 See DOJ April 11, 2016 Press Release 
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/goldman-sachs-agrees-pay-more-5-billion-
connection-its-sale-residential-mortgage-backedthat states “conduct in 
the packaging, securitization, marketing, sale and issuance of residential 

https://www.forbes.com/sites/timworstall/2015/10/24/if-iceland-can-jail-bankers-for-the-crash-then-why-cant-america/#ded52452b30c
https://www.forbes.com/sites/timworstall/2015/10/24/if-iceland-can-jail-bankers-for-the-crash-then-why-cant-america/#ded52452b30c
https://www.consumerfinance.gov/about-us/newsroom/cfpb-state-authorities-order-ocwen-to-provide-2-billion-in-relief-to-homeowners-for-servicing-wrongs/
https://www.consumerfinance.gov/about-us/newsroom/cfpb-state-authorities-order-ocwen-to-provide-2-billion-in-relief-to-homeowners-for-servicing-wrongs/
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/goldman-sachs-agrees-pay-more-5-billion-connection-its-sale-residential-mortgage-backed
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/goldman-sachs-agrees-pay-more-5-billion-connection-its-sale-residential-mortgage-backed
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stop! HSBC paid $491M but did not stop! These fines are 

about 0.3389% and 0.0017% of their assets, respectively. 

Remember, these figures do not include off-balance sheet 

transactions which probably reduce these percentages 

further. The fines are laughable to banks with billions of 

dollars in assets. Obviously the penalties did not alter their 

actions.  The reason – the gains far exceed the penalties, so 

the penalties are a negligible cost of doing business. These 

fines are not even a slap on the wrist. HSBC carries 

mortgages on its balance sheet after hijacking billions in US 

assets. Goldman Sachs was in a position to stop or limit 

Litton Loan’s impact, but they accelerated damages imposed.  

Again, fines have not stopped these Defendants. Without 

imprisonment the financial penalties are woefully 

insufficient. 

  This case is a prime example of why SCOTUS Rule 

28.8 defies our nation’s constitution.  Rule 28.8 prevents 

citizens from protecting the laws of our country.  It is clear 

that the lower courts do not want the damaging evidence in 

this case to come to light within our legal system. This 

Petitioner prays that the U.S. Supreme Court will display 

                                                                                                                                                                                                      
mortgage-backed securities (RMBS) “.  Also see U.S. District Court filing 
# 99 (referenced in Appendix D). 
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the integrity and voracity of our nation’s legal system by 

granting this Petitioner’s Writ of Certiorari. 

  To deny this writ is not only a denial of this 

Petitioner’s constitutional rights, it also discourages others 

who want to demonstrate basic responsibilities of citizenship. 

“It Shouldn’t Be This Hard to Service Your County”30,31  

Millions of our ancestors fought and died for our right to life, 

liberty and the pursuit of happiness32.  This is one of the 

unalienable rights in the U.S. Declaration of Independence 

which led the way to our U.S. Constitution 11 years later.  

232 years later and forevermore, we must honor their 

sacrifices by protecting these rights. To do so, my case must 

be heard in open court in front of a jury of my peers. 
 

  The repeal of the Glass Steagall Act, limitations of the 

Dodd Frank Act, and lack of fairness and decency have 

allowed these Defendants and others to commit crimes that 

have gone unchecked for decades.  The result has widened 

the wealth gap, shrunk our middle class and escalated 

                                                            
30 Title of Book released October 22, 2019, “It Shouldn’t Be This Hard to 
Serve Your Country”, authored by former Veterans Affairs Secretary 
David Shulkin. See https://www.publicaffairsbooks.com/titles/david-
shulkin/it-shouldnt-bethis-hard-to-serve-your-country/9781541762640 
 

31 United States Court of Appeals, Third Circuit, Case No. 19-1032 Filing 
on October 31, 2019. http://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-
1032_Petition-for-Hearing_10-30-19.pdf  
 

32 U.S. Declaration of Independence, in Congress, July 4, 1776.. 
https://www.archives.gov/founding-docs/declaration-transcript 

https://constitutioncenter.org/learn/educational-resources/constitution-faqs#:%7E:targetText=The%20Declaration%20of%20Independence%20was,written%20and%20signed%20in%201787.
https://www.publicaffairsbooks.com/titles/david-shulkin/it-shouldnt-bethis-hard-to-serve-your-country/9781541762640
https://www.publicaffairsbooks.com/titles/david-shulkin/it-shouldnt-bethis-hard-to-serve-your-country/9781541762640
https://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Petition-for-Hearing_10-30-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Petition-for-Hearing_10-30-19.pdf
https://www.archives.gov/founding-docs/declaration-transcript
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turmoil of all types in our country and abroad.  Financial 

crimes violate our right to “life, liberty and the pursuit of 

happiness”33. Exposing the facts in my case is just one step 

towards achieving economic parity.  By granting my 

constitutional rights to a speedy trial and a trial in front of a 

jury of my peers, the Court allows another step to be taken 

towards deterring fraud by shining lights on the Defendants’ 

bad acts.  To deny my right to a trial, is to deny rights for 

which millions of our ancestors have fought and died. 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth above, this Court should grant 

the petition for certiorari. 

Respectfully submitted, 

  

 

 

 

 

Veronica Williams 

Pro Se Petitioner  
541 Scotland Road  

South Orange, NJ 07079 
Phone  (202) 486-4565 
StopFraud@vawilliams.com  

 

 

                                                            
33 Ibid.   

mailto:StopFraud@vawilliams.com


34  

Page 34 of 401 
 

 

APPENDIX A 
 
 

Opinion of the United States Court of Appeals for the 
Third Circuit, In Veronica A. Williams v. Litton Loan, 
HSBC, Goldman Sachs, et. al., No. 19-1032 (October 8, 
2019)……………………………………………..……Page 35 

 
The opinion by the United States District Court of New 
Jersey is marked “Not For Publication”.  The opinion 
is filing # 116 in Case 2:16-cv-5301………………Page 41 
 
Response to USDCNJ Opinion, In Veronica A. 
Williams, Litton Loan Servicing, HSBC Bank, 
Goldman Sachs, et. al. No. 16-5301 (ES) (JAD)(April 2, 
2019) ………………………………………………………………………..….... Page 71 
 
Court copies of documents filed. 
To View original copy of Response to USDCNJ Option 
Document Filed 
http://www.finfix.org/proof/ADDL/APPEAL_Wms-v-
BigBanks-FILED.pdf 
 
 
 
 

 
’d. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
  

   

 

https://www.finfix.org/proof/ADDL/APPEAL_Wms-v-BigBanks-FILED.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/ADDL/APPEAL_Wms-v-BigBanks-FILED.pdf


 

 

ALD-247        NOT PRECEDENTIAL 

 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 

FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT 

___________ 

 

No. 19-1032 

___________ 

 

VERONICA A. WILLIAMS, 

Appellant  

 

v. 

 

LITTON LOAN SERVICES; HSBC BANK USA NA;  

GOLDMAN SACHS GROUP;  

FREMONT HOME LOAN TRUST 2006-C  

MORTGAGE BACKED CERTIFICATES SERIES 2006-C;  

OCWEN; STERN & EISENBURG PC LLC;  

OCWEN FINANCIAL CORPORATION; STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

____________________________________ 

 

On Appeal from the United States District Court 

for the District of New Jersey 

(D.N.J. No. 2-16-cv-05301) 

District Judge: Honorable Esther Salas 

____________________________________ 

 

Submitted for Possible Dismissal Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B) or  

Summary Action Pursuant to Third Circuit L.A.R. 27.4 and I.O.P. 10.6 

August 1, 2019 

 

Before: McKEE, SHWARTZ, and BIBAS, Circuit Judges 

 

(Opinion filed: October 8, 2019)

Case: 19-1032     Document: 003113368660     Page: 1      Date Filed: 10/08/2019



 

2 

  

_________ 

 

OPINION* 

_________ 

 

PER CURIAM 

 Appellant Veronica Williams appeals from the District Court’s dismissal of her 

complaint against Litton Loan Servicing (“Litton”); HSBC Bank USA, N.A. (“HSBC”); 

Goldman Sachs; Fremont Home Loan Trust 2006-C Mortgage Backed Certificates Series 

2006-C (“Fremont”); Ocwen Loan Servicing (“Ocwen”); Ocwen Financial Corp.; and 

Stern & Eisenberg, PC, LLC. Because we find that the appeal does not present a substantial 

question, we will summarily affirm. See 3d Cir. L.A.R. 27.4; 3d Cir. I.O.P. 10.6. 

I. 

This matter has a complicated procedural history which is familiar to all parties on 

appeal, so we need not fully recite it here. In summary, Williams alleges in her complaint 

that, in 2006, she refinanced a mortgage with Fremont on a New Jersey property that she 

purchased in 1983. In 2009, she applied for a loan modification with Litton, which was 

allegedly owned by Goldman Sachs and was then servicer of the loan.1 She claims that she 

defaulted on her mortgage at the advice of Litton, and that she was promised the loan would 

be modified. Litton made loan modification contingent upon Williams’s compliance with 

                                              
* This disposition is not an opinion of the full Court and pursuant to I.O.P. 5.7 does not 

constitute binding precedent. 

 
1 The parties dispute whether Goldman Sachs or Goldman Sachs Mortgage Company is the 

proper name for the defendant. Like the District Court, we will assume that the defendant 

was properly named in the complaint.  
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the terms of a “Loan Workout Plan,” which required that she make three timely mortgage 

payments and provide sufficient proof of income. Williams executed the plan but failed to 

comply with its terms. Litton served Williams with foreclosure papers, but subsequently 

agreed to delay foreclosure. Williams was offered a “Revised Loan Workout Plan” pursu-

ant to which she allegedly made arrears payments which were accepted by Litton. In De-

cember 2009, foreclosure proceedings were commenced. Litton proposed a second revised 

loan workout plan in March 2010, but Williams did not execute it and stopped making loan 

payments; the loan was never modified. HSBC instituted a foreclosure action against Wil-

liams; the Superior Court of Essex County, Chancery Division, granted summary judgment 

to HSBC in February 2014, and final judgment was entered in October 2014. 

In 2013, Williams filed a complaint in the Superior Court of New Jersey, Law  

Division (“state-court action”), against the same defendants named in this action, with the 

exception of Ocwen Financial Corporation. The complaint alleged four causes of action: 

violation of the Federal Debt Consumer Protection Act (FDCPA), 15 U.S.C. § 1692 et seq. 

(count I); violation of the New Jersey Consumer Fraud Act (NJCFA), N.J. Stat. Ann. 

§ 56:8-1 et seq. (count II); breach of contract (count III); and intentional infliction of emo-

tional distress (count IV). Williams alleged that Litton breached the Loan Workout Plan 

and prevented her from obtaining a loan modification, causing her significant professional 

and personal losses. The Superior Court granted summary judgment in favor of defendants 

on all counts, except counts II and III against Litton. Williams was granted leave to amend 

the complaint against Litton; after she failed to take action, the complaint was dismissed 

Case: 19-1032     Document: 003113368660     Page: 3      Date Filed: 10/08/2019



 

4 

  

without prejudice for failure to prosecute in June 2016. No further action was taken in the 

Superior Court, and the matter was closed.2  

In August 2016, Williams filed the instant complaint in the District Court alleging 

the same four claims set forth in her state court complaint as well as claims for deliberate 

indifference and defamation. Williams also added as a defendant Ocwen Financial Corpo-

ration. The District Court determined that all of the claims were barred by res judicata 

against all defendants, except counts II and III against Litton, which the Court concluded 

were time barred. The complaint was dismissed with prejudice, and this appeal ensued. 

II. 

We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We exercise plenary review over a 

district court’s grant of a motion to dismiss based on Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 

12(b)(6). In re Schering Plough Corp. Intron/Temodar Consumer Class Action, 678 F.3d 

235, 243 (3d Cir. 2012). 

State court decisions are given “the same preclusive effect in federal court they 

would be given in the courts of the rendering state.” Del. River Port Auth. v. Fraternal 

Order of Police, Penn-Jersey Lodge 30, 290 F.3d 567, 573 (3d Cir. 2002). Accordingly, we 

look to the preclusion law of New Jersey—the “entire controversy doctrine”—in determin-

ing whether this federal suit is barred. Rycoline Prods., Inc. v. C & W Unlimited, 109 F.3d 

883, 887 (3d Cir. 1997); see Long v. Lewis, 723 A.2d 1238, 1243 (N.J. Super. Ct. App. 

                                              
2 The District Court noted that Williams sought to appeal the dismissal to the New Jersey 

Superior Court, but the appeal was dismissed as procedurally deficient in March 2017. 

Williams did not seek to correct the deficiency. 
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Div. 1999) (“The claim preclusion aspect of the entire controversy doctrine is essentially 

res judicata by another name.”).  

The entire controversy doctrine requires a party to bring all related claims in a single 

action “against a particular adversary or be precluded from bringing a second action based 

on the omitted claims against that party.” In re Mullarkey, 536 F.3d 215, 229 (3d Cir. 2008) 

(quoting Melikian v. Corradetti, 791 F.2d 274, 279 (3d Cir. 1986)). The doctrine applies 

when (1) the judgment in the first action is valid, final, and on the merits; (2) there is iden-

tity of the parties, or the parties in the second action are in privity with those in the first 

action; and (3) the claim in the later action grows out of the same transaction or occurrence 

as the claim in the first action. See Watkins v. Resorts Int’l Hotel & Casino, Inc., 591 A.2d 

592, 599 (N.J. 1991). A review of Williams’s complaint makes clear that most of the claims 

are barred by this doctrine.  

The parties in this matter are identical to those in the state-court action, with the 

exception of Ocwen Financial Group, which, as the parent of Ocwen, is in sufficient privity 

with it to invoke the entire controversy doctrine. See Lubrizol Corp. v. Exxon Corp., 929 

F.2d 960, 966 (3d Cir. 1991). And, as the District Court explained, the claims are substan-

tially the same, save for the added claims of deliberate indifference and defamation. We 

agree with the District Court that, even assuming the claim for deliberate difference is cog-

nizable,3 it arises out of the same factual circumstances that give rise to the claim for 

                                              
3 The District Court observed that, as alleged, “no such cause of action exists under either 

New Jersey or federal law.” Williams v. Litton Loan Servicing, No. 2:16-cv-05301-ES-

JAD, 2018 WL 6600097, at *4 n.8 (D.N.J. Dec. 17, 2018). The District Court liberally 

construed the complaint to state a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. But because none of the 
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intentional infliction of emotional distress (count IV), and indeed includes almost all of the 

same factual allegations. Similarly, the defamation claim could have been raised in the 

state-court action, as it stems from the same conduct as count IV. Finally, with the excep-

tion of the two claims discussed below, all of the claims against all of the defendants were 

finally adjudicated by the state court. Accordingly, these claims are barred by the entire 

controversy doctrine and were therefore properly dismissed for failure to state a claim pur-

suant to Rule 12(b)(6). 

As the District Court concluded, the NJCFA and breach of contract claims  

(counts II and III) against Litton were not final for purposes of claim preclusion because 

they were dismissed by the state court without prejudice. O’Loughlin v. Nat’l Cmty. Bank, 

770 A.2d 1185, 1192 (N.J. Super. Ct. App. Div. 2001) (“It is elementary that a dismissal 

without prejudice adjudicates nothing and does not constitute a bar to re-institution of the 

action, subject to the constraint imposed by the statute of limitations.”). They are therefore 

not precluded by the entire controversy doctrine. For the same reason, the claims are not 

barred by collateral estoppel. See Tarus v. Borough of Pine Hill, 916 A.2d 1036, 1050 (N.J. 

2007) (“Collateral estoppel . . . ‘bars relitigation of any issue which was actually deter-

mined in a prior action . . . .’” (emphasis omitted) (quoting Sacharow v. Sacharow, 826 

A.2d 710, 719 (N.J. 2003))). Nevertheless, we agree with the District Court that these 

claims are subject to dismissal as time barred.  

                                              

defendants are alleged to have acted under color of state law, we see no basis for § 1983 

liability. See West v. Atkins, 487 U.S. 42, 48 (1988).  
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Both counts II and III are governed by a six-year statute of limitations. See N.J. Stat. 

Ann. § 2A:14-1; see also Custom Commc’ns Eng’g, Inc. v. E.F. Johnson Co., 636 A.2d 

80, 86 (N.J. Super. Ct. App. Div. 1993). The limitations period, however, does not begin 

to run until the cause of action has accrued. See Baird v. Am. Med. Optics, 713 A.2d 1019, 

1025 (N.J. 1998); Lopez v. Swyer, 300 A.2d 563, 565 (N.J. 1973). Under New Jersey law, 

a cause of action accrues when a plaintiff “discovers, or by an exercise of reasonable dili-

gence and intelligence should have discovered that [s]he may have a basis for an actionable 

claim.” Baird, 713 A.2d at 1025 (quoting Lopez, 300 A.2d at 565). Williams’s allegations 

of fraud and breach of contract against Litton relate to its actions with respect to her loan 

modification application and arrears payments, which primarily occurred in 2009 and, at 

the latest, in March 2010. The latest actionable loss attributable to those actions accrued in 

May 2010, when Williams allegedly lost a professional contract as a result of her failure to 

obtain a loan modification.4 Accordingly, the complaint, filed in August 2016, was filed 

beyond the statute of limitations. These claims were therefore properly dismissed.  

Based on the foregoing, we will summarily affirm the District Court’s judgment.5  

                                              
4 Although Williams cites the prosecution of the foreclosure action as a breach of the con-

tract, HSBC is the sole plaintiff in the foreclosure proceeding against Williams. We note 

that Ocwen acquired Litton in September 2011, and Litton stopped servicing the loan on 

November 1, 2011.  

 
5 Appellant’s “Request [for a] Jury Trial” is denied. 
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OPINION 

 
SALAS, DISTRICT JUDGE  

This matter comes before the Court with an extensive history.  Pro se Plaintiff Veronica 

A. Williams (“Plaintiff”) alleges that Defendants Litton Loan Servicing (“Litton”), HSBC Bank 

USA, N.A. (“HSBC”), Goldman Sachs,1 Fremont Home Loan Trust 2006-C Mortgage-backed 

Certificates, Series 2006- C (“Fremont”), Ocwen Loan Servicing (“Ocwen”), Ocwen Financial 

Corp., and Stern & Eisenberg, PC, LLC (“Stern & Eisenberg”) (collectively, “Defendants”), 

wrongfully attempted to collect a debt following an alleged wrongful foreclosure in New Jersey 

State Court.  Plaintiff previously brought her grievances to New Jersey Superior Court, Essex 

County, Law Division, but her claims were dismissed.  On August 25, 2016, Plaintiff filed this 

matter based on the same operative facts and alleging substantially similar, if not identical, claims.  

Defendants moved to dismiss Plaintiff’s Complaint asserting jurisdictional challenges under 

                                                 
1  Defendants’ Counsel asserts that no legal entity named Goldman Sachs exists and assumes for the basis of 
its response, that Plaintiff intended to name Goldman Sachs Mortgage Company.  (See D.E. No. 15-1 at 1, n. 1).  
However, Plaintiff contests this fact, and insists that the selection of Goldman Sachs as a defendant was intentional 
because she is referring to “Goldman Sachs Group, commonly known as Goldman Sachs . . . .”  (See D.E. No. 51 at 
5, 7; see also D.E. No. 80 at 2-3).  The Court will assume for purposes of the present motions that Goldman Sachs is 
the correct defendant named in Plaintiff’s Complaint. 
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Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) and alternatively, for failure to state a claim under 

12(b)(6).2  Plaintiff also filed a motion for interlocutory injunction and a motion to amend the 

Complaint by adding a count. 

Having considered the parties’ submissions, the Court decides this matter and all pending 

motions without oral argument.  See Fed. R. Civ. P. 78(b).  For the reasons that follow, the Court 

GRANTS Defendants’ motions and dismisses Plaintiff’s claims with prejudice, and DENIES 

Plaintiff’s motions. 

I. BACKGROUND3 

A. Factual Allegations 

Plaintiff has owned a property located in South Orange, New Jersey (the “Property”) since 

August 1983.  (D.E. No. 1 Complaint (“Compl.”), ¶ 1).  Around March 2006, Plaintiff refinanced 

the Property with Fremont, of which HSBC Bank is the Trustee, to remove Litton as the servicer 

for her mortgage.  (Id. ¶ 3).  However, in 2008 Litton again began servicing Plaintiff’s loan, this 

time under the ownership of Goldman Sachs.  (Id. ¶¶ 3, 6 & 7).  In early 2009, Plaintiff sought a 

loan modification with Litton.  (Id. ¶ 14).  Plaintiff’s claims largely center around Defendants’ 

                                                 
2  Defendants Litton, HSBC, Goldman Sachs, Fremont, Ocwen, and Ocwen Financial Corp. filed a joint 
motion.  (See D.E. No. 15-1).  Defendant Stern & Eisenberg filed its own motion to dismiss.  (D.E. No. 29).  Stern & 
Eisenberg’s motion substantially tracks the same arguments as the other Defendants’ motion, with few exceptions.  
For ease of reference, this Court will refer to Docket Entry No. 15-1 as “Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss” (cited as 
“Defs.’ Mot. to Dismiss”) and any arguments raised solely in Docket Entry No. 29 will be identified as such under 
“Stern & Eisenberg’s Mot. to Dismiss.”  
 
3  The Court notes that many of the documents from the state-court proceedings, along with discovery materials, 
were attached to an electronic server and referenced in Plaintiff’s Complaint.  (See Compl., Exhibit A; D.E. No. 2 
Exhibits to Complaint (“Compl. Exs.”)).  However, for ease of reference, the Court will cite to the corresponding 
documents in Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss, which are available on the Court’s electronic filing system.  (See D.E. 
No. 15-2 (“Defs.’ Ex.”)).  Because these documents were attached to, referred in, and are otherwise integral to the 
Complaint, the Court properly considers them.  See Buck v. Hampton Twp. Sch. Dist., 452 F.3d 256, 260 (3d Cir. 
2006) (“In evaluating a motion to dismiss, we may consider documents that are attached to or submitted with the 
complaint, and any matters incorporated by reference or integral to the claim, items subject to judicial notice, matters 
of public record, orders, and items appearing in the record of the case.”) (citations and internal quotation marks 
omitted). 
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forthcoming promises and affirmations, in particular Litton’s, regarding said loan modification.  

Plaintiff alleges that Litton instructed her to default on her mortgage payments as the first 

step to receiving a favorable modification.  (Id. ¶ 16).  By correspondence dated May 28, 2009, 

Litton offered Plaintiff a “Loan Workout Plan” contingent on Plaintiff applying for a permanent 

loan modification, submitting proper documentation, and making three trial payments of $3,054.83 

on or before July 1, 2009, August 1, 2009, and September 1, 2009.  (Id. ¶ 18).  Plaintiff made 

timely payments for the first two months, but neglected to fulfill the third required payment under 

the agreement until September 11, 2009.  (Id. ¶¶ 21 & 26).  By this time, however, Litton had 

already served Plaintiff with foreclosure papers, but agreed to delay the foreclosure.4  (Id. ¶¶ 22 & 

27).  

In November 2009, Plaintiff received and fully executed a second “Revised Loan Workout 

Plan.”  (Id. ¶¶ 28-29).  Plaintiff contends that throughout this period, Defendant Litton continued 

to promise that Plaintiff could be eligible for a modification.  (See generally id.).  Then in 

December 2009, Defendant Litton “inexplicably failed to recognize [all of Plaintiff’s] arrears 

payments” and “secured a foreclosure.”  (Id. ¶¶ 30, 33).  Plaintiff further alleges that Defendant 

Litton accepted at least two of Plaintiff’s payments after the foreclosure action.  (Id. ¶ 32).   

In January 2010, Plaintiff once again asked for another modification, and Defendant Litton 

sent a revised loan workout plan on March 16, 2010.  (Id. ¶¶ 34 & 37).5  However, Plaintiff “did 

                                                 
4  The basis for the initial service of foreclosure papers is missing from Plaintiff’s Complaint.  However, 
according to the February 9, 2016, order and opinion on the state-court action (to which Plaintiff’s Complaint refers), 
Judge Stephanie Mitterhoff (“Judge Mitterhoff”) found that Litton sent Plaintiff a letter on August 14, 2009, informing 
Plaintiff that Litton would not offer a modification under the first “loan workout plan” because Litton did not receive 
all of the requested financial documents.  (See Defs.’ Ex. E, at 6). 
 
5  Judge Mitterhoff’s opinion in the state-court action (discussed below) indicates that Litton had advised 
Plaintiff in January 2010 that she would likely be denied a modification because her income was too high.  (See Defs.’ 
Ex. E, at 3).  Likewise, in March 2010, Litton denied the modification because of Plaintiff’s failure to recognize the 
third workout agreement.  (Id.). 
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not sign the modification agreement and stopped making monthly payments” because Defendant 

Litton had “mislead [sic] her to believe they would grant her a modification,” the foreclosure 

prevented her from keeping tenants, and “she knew that she was going to lose her job offer from 

Homeland Security. . . .”  (Id. ¶ 38).  Plaintiff alleges that in May 2010, as a result of Defendant’s 

conduct, FEMA and “Homeland Security withdrew their [job] offer . . . and she lost her GSA6 

contract because she did not pass the security clearance.”  (Id. ¶¶ 39 & 51-52).  She further alleges 

that Litton’s conduct caused the destruction of her business.  (Id. ¶ 44).   

In January 2013, HSBC filed a new foreclosure action for the Property.  (Id. ¶ 45).  On 

February 6, 2014, HSBC obtained summary judgment and final judgment in the foreclosure action 

before the Essex County Superior Court, Chancery Division, Docket No. F-839-13 (the 

“Foreclosure Order”).  (Defs.’ Ex. J). 

B. The State-Court Action 

On June 12, 2013, Plaintiff filed a complaint in the Superior Court of New Jersey against 

the same defendants in this action, except Ocwen Financial Corp. (the parent company for Ocwen).  

(See Defs.’ Ex. B (“State Court Complaint”); Defs.’ Mot. to Dismiss at 2).  In the State Court 

Complaint, Plaintiff asserted four claims against Defendants: Count I - violation of the Fair Debt 

Collection Practices Act (“FDCPA”), Count II - violation of the New Jersey Consumer Fraud Act 

(“NJCFA”), Count III - breach of contract, and Count IV - intentional infliction of emotional 

distress (“IIED”).  (Id.).  Plaintiff lodged these complaints against all defendants collectively, 

alleging that they “jointly engaged in a series of actions.”  (See, e.g., id. ¶ 81).  Stern & Eisenberg 

was brought into the litigation because of its representation of HSBC and Fremont in the second 

                                                 
6  Although Plaintiff does not define this term, the Court assumes she means General Services Administration, 
which is the government agency that among other things, manages federal real estate.  Plaintiff asserts she “owns a 
firm that once held GSA Schedules.”  (Compl. ¶ 3). 
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effort to “wrongfully foreclose on Plaintiff’s home and wrongfully collect a debt.”  (Id. ¶ 9).  

After discovery, Defendants filed for summary judgment on all four claims.  (Defs.’ Mot. 

to Dismiss at 3).  On January 23, 2015, Judge Mitterhoff for the Superior Court of New Jersey, 

Essex County Law Division, entered an order granting summary judgment in favor of Defendants 

on Counts I and IV, and denying summary judgment on Counts II and III.  (Defs.’ Ex. C).  On 

reconsideration, Judge Mitterhoff dismissed Counts II and III against all Defendants, except for 

Litton.  (Defs.’ Ex. E).  Thus, Litton was the only remaining defendant in the case. 

In a subsequent order, Judge Mitterhoff granted Plaintiff partial leave to amend her 

allegations supporting Counts II and III against Litton.  (Defs.’ Ex. F (“Denial Order”) at 1).  In 

particular, the court ordered that “Plaintiff is permitted to amend to include the following causes 

of action against Litton only: common law fraud, negligent misrepresentation, bad faith and 

tortious interference with [a] contract.”  (Id.).  However, the court explicitly stated that “no new 

causes of action may be brought against any other Defendant, as the Court has dismissed all parties, 

except for Litton, from this case.”  (Id.). 

On April 27, 2016, Plaintiff filed a motion to appeal the Denial Order with the Appellate 

Division of the Superior Court of New Jersey.  (See Defs.’ Mot. to Dismiss at 4).  By order dated 

June 13, 2016, the Appellate Division denied the motion and dismissed the appeal as interlocutory.  

(Defs.’ Ex. G).  Because Plaintiff failed to take further action on Counts II and III against Litton, 

the Superior Court of New Jersey dismissed Plaintiff’s State Court Complaint for lack of 

prosecution on June 14, 2016.  (Defs.’ Ex. H).  The dismissal notice expressly stated that dismissal 

was “without prejudice” and that “judgments previously entered in this case are not affected by 

this [dismissal] order.”  (Id.).  Plaintiff then attempted to file a notice of appeal of her Denial Order 
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to the Supreme Court of New Jersey, but it appears that the papers were not delivered.7  It remains 

unclear when exactly the appeal was docketed, but on April 17, 2017, Plaintiff advised this Court 

that the Supreme Court of New Jersey had denied her appeal on March 15, 2017, because of 

procedural deficiencies, but permitted Plaintiff to re-file.  (D.E. No. 39 at 3).  To date, it appears 

that Plaintiff has not taken any additional actions in state court.  

C. The Current Action 

  On August 25, 2016, Plaintiff initiated the instant matter.  Plaintiff’s Complaint alleges 

the same four claims alleged in the State Court Complaint: Count I - violation of the FDCPA; 

Count II - violation of the NJCFA; Count III - breach of contract; Count IV - IIED.  (See generally 

Compl.).  Plaintiff also added two more counts: Count V - “deliberate indifference”8 against all 

Defendants, and Count VI - defamation of character only against Stern & Eisenberg.  (Id.).9  

Indeed, she alleges almost all of the same facts alleged in the State Court Complaint.  (Compare 

Compl., with State Court Complaint).  And Plaintiff explicitly incorporates by reference those 

factual allegations as to all counts, except Count VI, in the instant Complaint.  (See Compl. ¶¶ 53, 

59, 67, 77 & 84).   

Defendants moved to dismiss Plaintiff’s Complaint asserting jurisdictional challenges 

                                                 
7 It appears that Plaintiff mailed her appeal on July 5, 2016, via certified mail.  (See Compl. Exs. Enclosure 4).  
However, as of August 16, 2016, the Supreme Court of New Jersey had not received the submission.  (See id., 
Enclosure 3).  Plaintiff makes no allegations and the record is silent as to whether the appeal was properly filed.  
Further, Defendants indicate that as of December 20, 2016, no docketing order had been issued by the Supreme Court 
of New Jersey.  (Defs. Mot. to Dismiss at 4).  On April 13, 2017, Plaintiff notified this Court that she had “re-filed the 
appeal with the New Jersey Supreme Court” and was “waiting for a letter the clerk’s office . . . promised to send via 
US Mail,” but she did not state when she filed the appeal.  (D.E. No. 38 at 2). 
 
8  Though no such cause of action exists under either New Jersey or federal law, the Court will liberally construe 
it in light of Plaintiff’s pro se status.  The Court will infer that Plaintiff intended to bring a Monell claim, based on the 
deliberate indifference standard.  See 42 USC § 1983; Monell v. Dep’t of Soc. Servs., 436 U.S. 658 (1978). 
 
9  The Court notes that even with the addition of two claims, Plaintiff Complaint is largely a mirror copy of her 
State Court Complaint, and adopts identical language in most of the factual and legal allegations.  (Compare Compl., 
with State Court Complaint). 

Case 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD   Document 116   Filed 12/17/18   Page 6 of 27 PageID: 1197



 7 

under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) and alternatively, dismissal for failure to state a 

claim under 12(b)(6).  (Defs.’ Mot. to Dismiss; Stern & Eisenberg’s Mot. to Dismiss).   

On June 5, 2017, however, Plaintiff notified Defendants and the Court that she “need[ed] 

a delay of these proceedings to be accepted by the Defendants and approved by the Court” in light 

of her impending “major surgery” and “deteriorating physical condition.”  (D.E. No. 55 at 1).  In 

light of Plaintiff’s request, the Court administratively stayed and closed this matter on July 10, 

2017, but gave the parties the right to move to re-open the case.  (See D.E. No. 65).  

On December 12, 2017, Plaintiff filed a “Motion for Interlocutory Injunction & Response 

to NJ Supreme Court Citing Problems.”  (See D.E. No. 69 (“Second Motion for Interlocutory 

Injunction”)).10  Specifically, Plaintiff requests that the Court “issue an interlocutory injunction” 

to “prevent the [D]efendants and the State of New Jersey from moving forward with the theft of 

[her] home.”  (Id. at 1).  On December 14, 2017, Defendants Litton, HSBC, Fremont, Goldman 

Sachs, Ocwen, and Ocwen Financial Corp. submitted a letter seeking clarification on the 

terminated status of this matter.  (See D.E. No. 70 at 2).  In light of Plaintiff’s pro se status, the 

Court construed Plaintiff’s motion as a motion to reopen this matter for good cause.  (D.E. No. 71 

at 2).  Following this Court’s order, Plaintiff filed a motion to amend her Complaint to add a count 

of “false inducement to inaction” and a motion in support thereof (D.E. Nos. 78 & 85 (together 

“Plaintiff’s Motion to Amend”)), curing some of the deficiencies identified in Defendants’ 

oppositions to the amended complaint (D.E. Nos. 82 & 83).   

On July 24, 2018, Plaintiff filed a letter updating the Court on her health status, indicating 

that she was “very hopeful that [she] will be healthy enough to proceed after Labor Day.”  (D.E. 

                                                 
10  The Court denied Plaintiff’s first motion for interlocutory injunction (D.E. No. 44) in an Order dated June 
19, 2017, because 28 U.S.C. § 2283 (the “Anti-Injunction Act”) expressly barred Plaintiff’s request (see D.E. No. 59 
at 3).   
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No. 105).  The Court again administratively stayed the case until September 30, 2018.  (D.E. No. 

106).  Plaintiff filed another letter on September 26, 2018 indicating, among other things, that she 

had “received medical approval to proceed to trial” (D.E. No. 109), which the Court construes as 

a motion to reopen the proceedings.11 

 The Court will now decide the pending motions.  While the majority of this Opinion 

addresses the threshold issues raised in Defendants’ motions to dismiss, Plaintiff’s other pending 

motions will also be addressed.  

II. STANDARDS OF REVIEW 

A. Lack of Subject-Matter Jurisdiction Under Rule 12(b)(1) 

The Court can adjudicate a dispute only if it has subject-matter jurisdiction to hear the 

asserted claims.  Bender v. Plaintiffport Area Sch. Dist., 475 U.S. 534, 541 (1986) (noting federal 

courts “have only the power that is authorized by Article III of the Constitution and the statutes 

enacted by Congress pursuant thereto”).  “Rule 12(b)(1) governs jurisdictional challenges to a 

complaint.”  Otto v. Wells Fargo Bank, N.A., 15-8240, 2016 WL 8677313, at *2 (D.N.J. July 15, 

2016), aff’d, 693 Fed. App’x. 161 (3d Cir. 2017).  In deciding a 12(b)(1) motion, “a court must 

first determine whether the party presents a facial or factual attack because the distinction 

determines how the pleading is reviewed.”  Leadbeater v. JPMorgan Chase, N.A., No. 16-7655, 

2017 WL 4790384, at *3 (D.N.J. Oct. 24, 2017).  “When a party moves to dismiss prior to 

answering the complaint, as is the case here, the motion is generally considered a facial attack” 

which “contests the sufficiency of the complaint because of a defect on its face.”  Id. (citations and 

internal quotation marks omitted).  In reviewing a facial attack, the court should consider only the 

                                                 
11  Plaintiff has since filed various letters providing the Court with a “Trial Sequence and Index,” a list of 
witnesses and evidence, as well as providing dates Plaintiff is unavailable due to other engagements.  (See D.E. Nos. 
110–115).  These submissions do not change the Court’s analysis for purposes of resolving the present motions. 
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allegations in the complaint, along with documents referenced therein, in the light most favorable 

to the nonmoving party.  See Constitution Party of Pennsylvania v. Aichele, 757 F.3d 347, 358 (3d 

Cir. 2014).  Thus, the motion is handled much like a 12(b)(6) motion, and allegations in the 

complaint should be accepted as true.  Leadbeater, 2017 WL 4790384, at *3. 

B. Failure to State a Claim Under Rule 12(b)(6) 

“To survive a motion to dismiss, a complaint must contain sufficient factual matter, 

accepted as true, to ‘state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.’”  Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 

U.S. 662, 678 (2009) (citing Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 570 (2007)).  

In assessing a Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) motion, “all allegations in the 

complaint must be accepted as true, and the plaintiff must be given the benefit of every favorable 

inference drawn therefrom.”  Malleus v. George, 641 F.3d 560, 563 (3d Cir. 2011).  But a 

reviewing court does not accept as true the complaint’s legal conclusions.  See Iqbal, 556 U.S. at 

678 (“[T]he tenet that a court must accept as true all the allegations contained in a complaint is 

inapplicable to legal conclusions.”).  

“[A] court must consider only the complaint, exhibits attached to the complaint, matters of 

the public record, as well as undisputedly authentic documents if the complainant’s claims are 

based upon these documents.”  Mayer v. Belichick, 605 F.3d 223, 230 (3d Cir. 2010); see also 

Buck, 452 F.3d at 260 (“In evaluating a motion to dismiss, we may consider documents that are 

attached to or submitted with the complaint, and any matters incorporated by reference or integral 

to the claim, items subject to judicial notice, matters of public record, orders, and items appearing 

in the record of the case.”) (citations and internal quotation marks omitted).  Further, “[a] document 

filed pro se is to be liberally construed . . . and a pro se complaint, however inartfully pleaded, 

Case 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD   Document 116   Filed 12/17/18   Page 9 of 27 PageID: 1200



 10 

must be held to less stringent standards than formal pleadings drafted by lawyers.”  Erickson, 551 

U.S. at 94 (citations and internal quotation marks omitted).   

III. DISCUSSION 

A. Rooker-Feldman Doctrine 

Defendants first move, pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1), to dismiss the 

Complaint for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction under the Rooker-Feldman doctrine.   (Defs.’ 

Mot. to Dismiss at 5).  Particularly, Defendants argue that “Plaintiff has already litigated the same 

claims regarding her loan modification application against Defendants in the State Court 

Complaint.”  (Id.).  As explained below, the Court finds that the narrow Rooker-Feldman doctrine 

does not bar the Court’s jurisdiction over these claims. 

“The Rooker-Feldman doctrine strips federal courts of jurisdiction over controversies that 

are essentially appeals from state-court judgments.”  Williams v. BASF Catalysts LLC, 765 F.3d 

306, 315 (3d Cir. 2014) (citations and quotation marks omitted).  This is because federal district 

courts are “empowered to exercise original, not appellate, jurisdiction.”  Exxon Mobil Corp. v. 

Saudi Basic Indus. Corp., 544 U.S. 280, 283 (2005).  The Rooker-Feldman doctrine is narrow and 

only applies to “cases brought by state-court losers complaining of injuries caused by state-

court judgments rendered before the district court proceedings commenced and inviting district 

court review and rejection of those judgments.”  Id. at 284.  

For the Rooker-Feldman doctrine to apply, the Third Circuit requires a showing that: “(1) 

the federal plaintiff lost in state court; (2) the plaintiff complains of injuries caused by the state-

court judgments; (3) those judgments were rendered before the federal suit was filed; and (4) the 

plaintiff is inviting the district court to review and reject the state judgments.”  Great W. Mining 

& Mineral Co. v. Fox Rothschild LLP, 615 F.3d 159, 166 (3d Cir. 2010) (citations and internal 
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quotation marks omitted).12  “The second and fourth requirements are the key to determining 

whether a federal suit presents an independent, non-barred claim.”  Id. 

Here, Plaintiff certainly meets the first requirement under Rooker-Feldman.  In fact, 

Plaintiff herself admits that she brought this action into federal court because “she has been denied 

mediation, a jury trial and more by the New Jersey Superior Court” (Compl. ¶ 1), and that she is 

“appealing both cases”13 (Compl. Exs. at 8), which she lost in state court, namely, the underlying 

foreclosure action (Docket No. Essex-F-000839-13) and the state-court action (Docket No. Essex-

L-004753-13).  Additionally, the third prong is also met, because judgements were rendered in the 

foreclosure action and the state-court action before the instant Complaint.  The foreclosure 

decision was entered on February 6, 2014, and the state-court action was dismissed in its entirety 

by June 14, 2016.  (See Defs.’ Exs. J & H).14  Plaintiff’s federal Complaint was filed over two 

months later on August 25, 2016.  (See Compl.).  

Prong two presents a more exacting question requiring “an inquiry into the source of the 

plaintiff’s injury.”  See Great W. Mining & Mineral Co., 615 F.3d at 167.  “When the source of 

the injury is the defendant’s actions (and not the state-court judgments), the federal suit is 

                                                 
12  The Court notes that Defendants’ moving brief fails to lay out the applicable four-part test followed by this 
Circuit, and instead encourages this Court to adopt a broader view of the Rooker-Feldman doctrine implicitly criticized 
by the Supreme Court in Exxon.  See Exxon Mobil Corp, 544 U.S. at 283.  The Third Circuit has guided that “for the 
sake of clarity, we should exercise caution in relying on our pre-Exxon formulation of the Rooker-Feldman doctrine, 
particularly those cases which may be read to suggest that the phrase ‘inextricably intertwined’ created an additional 
legal test.”  Great W. Mining & Mineral Co., 615 F.3d at 169, n. 4 (citations omitted).  Though the inextricably 
intertwined test has not been explicitly rejected by this Circuit, this Court joins the majority of courts that use the four-
part test articulated in Great Western Mining.  
 
13  Despite Plaintiff’s “inartful” pleading and use of this language, the Court must still analyze the applicability 
of Rooker-Feldman under the framework set by Exxon and the Third Circuit, which require a showing that the alleged 
injury was produced by the state-court judgment.  See Great W. Mining & Mineral Co., 615 F.3d at 167.  This is 
particularly important here in light of Plaintiff’s pro se status. 
 
14  As noted earlier, although it appears Plaintiff attempted to appeal the dismissal of her State Court Complaint 
to the New Jersey Supreme Court, it does not appear that the appeal had been docketed by the time Plaintiff filed the 
instant action.  In any event, the Court assumes that prong three is met without a more in-depth analysis because the 
appeal was dismissed and as discussed below, prong two of Rooker-Feldman cannot be established here. 
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independent, even if it asks the federal court to deny a legal conclusion reached by the state 

court[.]”  Id.  “A useful guidepost is the timing of the injury, that is, whether the injury complained 

of in federal court existed prior to the state-court proceedings and thus could not have been ‘caused 

by’ those proceedings.”  Id. (citations omitted).   For Rooker-Feldman to bar jurisdiction, the injury 

must have been “produced by a state-court judgment and not simply ratified, acquiesced in, or left 

unpunished by it.”  Id. at 167 (emphasis added) (citations and internal quotation marks omitted).  

Therefore, the Court must identify the source of the injury for each claim alleged by Plaintiff. 

1. Count I - Violation of FDCPA 

Plaintiff’s first count is brought under the FDCPA.  Plaintiff alleges that “the Defendants 

acted in concert to violate the FDCPA” by “attempting to collect a disputed debt[,]” “using foul 

and abusive language,” and harassing Plaintiff.  (Compl. ¶¶ 55 & 57).  Though this cause of action 

was previously brought in state court, and decided against Plaintiff, the injury Plaintiff alleges in 

her Complaint is not one caused by the state-court judgment.  In fact, her pleadings explicitly state 

that “[a]s a result of the actions of defendants which violate FDCPA,” the Plaintiff has suffered 

both physical and financial harm.  (Id. ¶ 58) (emphasis added).  

The Court finds the case cited by Plaintiff instructive as it provides the applicable standard 

articulated by the Supreme Court in Exxon.  (See D.E. 81 at 4 (citing Hageman v. Barton, 817 F.3d 

611 (8th Cir. 2016)).  In Hageman, the Eighth Circuit found that a plaintiff’s FDCPA claim was 

not barred by Rooker-Feldman because the federal complaint “[sought] relief from neither the 

[state-court judgment on the debt] nor the [following garnishment] order.  Rather, [the plaintiff] 

allege[d] statutory violations seeking statutory penalties based on [the defendant’s] actions in the 

process of obtaining the judgment and order.”  Id. at 616.  Here too, Plaintiff’s Complaint alleges 

injuries based on Defendants’ statutory violations, and thus, her FDCPA claim falls outside the 
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ambit of Rooker-Feldman.  See Destefano v. Udren Law Offices, P.C., No. 16-7559, 2017 WL 

2812886, at *7, (D.N.J. June 29, 2017) (finding that the plaintiff’s FDCPA claim was not barred 

by Rooker-Feldman because the alleged injuries did not derive from a judgment of the state court 

and the state courts foreclosure proceeding made clear that the plaintiff could pursue her claims in 

another forum). 

Further, Defendants arguments rely solely on the theory that Plaintiff’s present allegations 

and claims were already litigated in state court.  (See Def. Mov. Br. at 7-8).  But the Supreme 

Court in Exxon specifically instructed that “[d]isposition of the federal action, once the state-court 

adjudication is complete, would be governed by preclusion law[,]” and not Rooker-Feldman.  

Exxon, 544 U.S. at 293.  The Court is satisfied that Count I does not allege the type of injury and 

review anticipated by this doctrine, and thus ends the Rooker-Feldman inquiry as to Count I. 

2. Count II - Violation of NJCFA 

Plaintiff next pleads that the Defendants engaged in acts of unconscionable commercial 

practices which caused her to suffer damages and injury.  (Compl. ¶ 66).  To the extent that Plaintiff 

relies on “Defendants’ public listing of [her] home for foreclosure sale” (Id. ¶ 63) as a wrongful 

commercial practice, these allegations would arguably be barred by Rooker-Feldman.  However, 

because Plaintiff also relies on “the [D]efendants’ decision to solicit, offer and enter into a 

modification agreement for which it had no intention to honor” and “continued harassment” (Id. 

¶¶ 60 & 62), the Court finds that Rooker-Feldman does not bar Count II.  Additionally, Plaintiff 

complains of Defendants’ “decision to continue prosecuting the foreclosure action,” but not the 

actual securing of foreclosure.  (Id. ¶ 61).  To be clear, these injuries arise not from the prior state 

judgments, but from the actions of the Defendants.  Thus, the injuries were not produced by the 

state-court judgments and Rooker-Feldman does not apply to Count II.  
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3. Count III - Breach of Contract 

Plaintiff alleges that she entered into a contract with Litton, who entered into the contract 

on behalf of itself and the other Defendants.  (Id. ¶ 68).  Plaintiff asserts that this contract 

extinguished any default on her mortgage, because Plaintiff made payments and performed 

according to her obligations.  (Id. ¶¶ 69-70).  She claims that “[d]espite Plaintiff’s compliance with 

the contract, Defendants wrongly continued to prosecute a foreclosure complaint and litigated the 

matter to final judgment.”  (Id. ¶ 72).  In sum, Plaintiff does not allege that either the state court 

foreclosure or the law division judgment caused the injury; she alleges that Defendants caused her 

injury by pursuing the foreclosure judgment despite extinguishing the default through the contract 

modification.  (Id. ¶ 72).  Clearly then, the alleged injury here was not “produced by [the] state-

court judgment” but rather, it was at best “simply ratified, acquiesced in, or left unpunished by 

it.”  See Great W. Mining & Mineral Co., 615 F.3d at 167.  Rooker-Feldman, therefore, does not 

apply to Count III. 

4. Count IV- IIED 

Similarly, Plaintiff’s IIED claim is centered on the premise that Defendants “jointly 

engaged in a series of actions which were designed to make the plaintiff unhappy, cause her 

distress, and cause her to give up in an inappropriate war of attrition[,]” compelling Plaintiff “to 

leave her home.”  (Compl. ¶ 81).  Plaintiff contends that the “harassment by defendants . . . [has 

caused] health problems and . . .  injury.”  (Id. ¶ 83).  Consequently, Plaintiff’s IIED is not an 

injury caused by a state-court judgment, and the doctrine does not apply.  

5. Count V - Deliberate Indifference  

Plaintiff’s deliberate indifference claim was not raised in the State Court Complaint, 

although it raises identical issues, factual allegations and conclusions as the IIED claim.  (Compare 
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id. ¶¶ 77-83 with id. ¶¶ 84-91).  Thus, this claim is not barred by Rooker-Feldman for the same 

reasons Count IV is not barred.  

6. Count VI - Defamation of Character  

Finally, Plaintiff’s defamation of character claim is lodged only against Stern & Eisenberg. 

Though Plaintiff’s allegations as they relate to this claim are sparse, Defendant Stern & 

Eisenberg’s actions supporting the claim include submitting documents to the Superior Court of 

New Jersey in connection with the foreclosure action with “erroneous, disparaging remarks about 

the Plaintiff’s character.”  (Id. ¶ 93).  No injury is alleged in particular to this cause of action, but 

Plaintiff’s Complaint as a whole can be construed to allege that she suffered injury in the form of 

job loss and a damaged reputation.  (See generally id.).  Accordingly, it does not appear to the 

Court that the injury arises from a state-court judgment nor would review of this new cause of 

action undermine a previously held judgment. 

Accordingly, none of the claims are barred by Rooker-Feldman and this Court may 

exercise jurisdiction over the claims. 

B. Failure to State a Claim Under Rule 12(b)(6) 

Alternatively, Defendants move to dismiss the Complaint for failure to state a claim under 

Rule 12(b)(6), relying on res judicata, collateral estoppel, and the statute of limitations.  (Defs.’ 

Mot. to Dismiss at 9-13).  The Court will address these arguments in turn.  

1. Res Judicata 

Res judicata, also known as claim preclusion, bars “repetitious suits involving the same 

cause of action once a court of competent jurisdiction has entered a final judgment on the merits.”   

United States v. Tohono O’Odham Nation, 563 U.S. 307, 315 (2011).  It is a rule founded on the 

general public policy that once a court has decided a contested issue, the litigation may not be 
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renewed in another court.  See Heiser v. Woodruff, 327 U.S. 726, 733 (1946).  “[T]he Rooker-

Feldman inquiry is distinct from the question of whether claim preclusion (res judicata) or issue 

preclusion (collateral estoppel) defeats the federal suit.”  Great W. Mining & Mineral Co., 615 

F.3d at 170.  Thus, even though the narrow rule of Rooker-Feldman may not bar the claims, the 

preclusion doctrine may forbid this Court from hearing those claims.  Further, res judicata “may 

be raised and adjudicated on a motion to dismiss and the court can take notice of all facts necessary 

for the decision.”  Toscano v. Conn. Gen. Life Ins. Co., 288 F. App’x 36, 38 (3d Cir. 2008).  

The preclusive effect of a state-court judgment in a subsequent federal action depends on 

the law of the state that adjudicated the original action.  Greenleaf v. Garlock, Inc., 174 F.3d 352, 

357 (3d Cir. 1999) (“To determine the preclusive effect of [the plaintiff’s] prior state action we 

must look to the law of the adjudicating state.”).  New Jersey claim preclusion law, like federal 

law, has three essential elements: (1) a final judgment on the merits; (2) the prior suit involved the 

same parties or their privies; and (3) the subsequent suit is based on the same transaction or 

occurrence.  Watkins v. Resorts Int’l Hotel and Casino, Inc., 591 A.2d 592, 599 (N.J. 1991); United 

States v. Athlone Indus., Inc., 746 F.2d 977, 983 (3d Cir. 1984).  As explained below, res judicata 

bars all claims against all Defendants, except for Counts II and III against Litton. 

a. Counts I, II, III & IV 

The Court first addresses the third element.  Here, that element is easily met since 

Plaintiff’s Complaint alleges the same exact causes of action asserted in the State Court Complaint.  

In fact, a facial comparison of the factual allegations raised in the State Court Complaint with those 

raised in this action makes plain that the underlying factual basis is—without a question—the 

same.  (Compare State Court Complaint, with Compl.).   

The second element is also easily met.  Williams, the plaintiff in the instant action, was 
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also the plaintiff in the state-court action.  Similarly, Defendants Litton, HSBC, Fremont, Goldman 

Sachs, Ocwen, and Stern & Eisenberg were all named defendants in the State Court Complaint.  

(See State Court Complaint).  Defendant Ocwen Financial Corp., however, was not a named 

Defendant in the state-court action.  But “res judicata may be invoked against a plaintiff who has 

previously asserted essentially the same claim against different defendants where there is a close 

or significant relationship between successive defendants.”  Lubrizol Corp. v. Exxon Corp., 929 

F.2d 960, 966 (3d Cir. 1991) (quoting Gambocz v. Yelencsics, 468 F.2d 837, 841 (3d Cir. 1972)); 

see also Marran v. Marran, 376 F.3d 143, 151 (3d Cir. 2004) (“Privity is merely a word used to 

say that the relationship between one who is a party on the record and another is close enough to 

include that other within the res judicata.”) (internal quotation marks and citations omitted).  

Moreover, “a lesser degree of privity is required for a new defendant to benefit from claim 

preclusion than for a plaintiff to bind a new defendant in a later action.”  Lubrizol Corp., 929 F.2d 

at 966 (citation omitted).  Here, Ocwen Financial Corp. is Ocwen’s parent company, and thus, a 

sufficiently “close or significant relationship” exists to invoke the doctrine of res judicata.  See id. 

(holding that plaintiff was precluded from bringing federal claims against the parent company of 

a wholly owned affiliate who had been a defendant in a state-court action arising out of the same 

occurrence).   And as noted above, a facial comparison of the two complaints shows that Plaintiff 

here seeks to assert against Ocwen Financial Corp. “essentially the same claim[s]” she asserted 

against Ocwen in state court.  See Lubrizol Corp., 929 F.2d at 966.  Indeed, the Complaint does 

not allege any facts specifically against Ocwen Financial Corp.  (See Compl.). 

Lastly, the first element requires a closer analysis.  All claims in the state action were 

adjudicated on a motion for summary judgment, with the exception to the NJCFA and breach of 

contract claims against Litton.  (See Defs.’ Ex. E).  Plaintiff contends that there was no final 
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judgment because “the State never considered the issues [before it] because [the state court] 

blocked hearing the issues.”  (D.E. No. 81 at 2).15  However, “the whole point of the summary 

judgment practice is to enable a party in appropriate circumstances to obtain, on motion and 

without plenary trial, the final adjudication of an action, in full or in part, on its merits.”  Auster v. 

Kinoian, 378 A.2d 1171, 1174 (N.J. App. Div. 1977).  The same principle applies in federal court.  

See McLaughlin v. Bd. of Trs. of the Nat’l Elevator Indus. Health Benefit Plan, No. 16-3121, 2016 

WL 5955530, at *3 (D.N.J. Oct. 13, 2016) (“[S]ummary judgment is a final judgment on the merits 

for the purposes of res judicata.”).  And although Plaintiff may have appealed the state-court action 

to the New Jersey Supreme Court, that appeal was denied on March 15, 2017.  (D.E. No. 39 at 3).  

And in any event, “the fact that a judgment has been appealed does not affect the finality of the 

judgment for purposes of res judicata.”  McLaughlin, 2016 WL 5955530, at *3.  Therefore, res 

judicata bars Counts I, II, III, and IV against Defendants HSBC, Goldman Sachs, Fremont, Ocwen, 

Ocwen Financial Corp., and Stern & Eisenberg.  For the same reasons Counts I and IV are also 

barred against Litton. 

After the grant of summary judgment, the NJCFA and the breach of contract claims 

remained against Litton only.  These remaining claims were then dismissed for lack of prosecution.  

(Defs.’ Ex. H).  N.J. Court Rule 4:37-2, much like Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b), states 

that an involuntary dismissal operates as an adjudication on the merits “unless otherwise 

specified.”  N.J. Court Rule 4:37-2(d); see also Fed. R. Civ. P. 41 (involuntary dismissal is one the 

merits unless “the dismissal order states otherwise”).   Here, the state-court judge unequivocally 

stated that the dismissal was without prejudice.  (See Defs.’ Ex. H).  “The words ‘without 

prejudice’ generally indicate that there has been no adjudication on the merits of the claim, and 

                                                 
15  Though Plaintiff raises this claim against Defendants’ Rooker-Feldman argument, the Court liberally 
construes her pro se submissions to the Court.  See Erickson, 511 U.S. at 94. 
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that a subsequent complaint alleging the same cause of action will not be barred simply by reason 

of its prior dismissal.”  Velasquez v. Franz, 589 A.2d 143, 145 (N.J. 1991) (citations and internal 

quotation marks omitted).  Other New Jersey courts have found that a dismissal for lack of 

prosecution, without prejudice, does not bar a claim under res judicata.  See Thomas v. Spolnicki, 

No. L-3422-14, 2017 WL 4051728, at *2-3 (N.J. Super. App. Div. 2017) (finding that a dismissal 

without prejudice for lack of prosecution was not a judgment that carried preclusive effect for 

purposes of the res judicata analysis); Dingler v. Yallof, No. L-065-12, 2013 WL 3184658, at *2 

(N.J. Super. App. Div. 2013) (finding that plaintiff’s first complaint “was dismissed without 

prejudice for lack of prosecution and was not adjudicated on its merits”); Davis v. Riverview 

Towers, No. A-0389-07T3, 2009 WL 774698, at *1 (N.J. Super. App. Div. 2009) (holding that res 

judicata did not warrant dismissal of a second action because “disposition of the first suit did not 

constitute an adjudication on the merits but was simply a dismissal for lack of prosecution”).   

The Court holds that state court’s dismissal of the NJCFA and breach of contract claims 

against Litton, without prejudice, does not constitute an adjudication on the merits, and is not given 

a preclusive effect.  Accordingly, Counts II and III of the instant Complaint are not barred by res 

judicata as against Litton only. 

b. Counts V & VI 

“Claim preclusion applies not only to matters actually determined in an earlier action, but 

to all relevant matters that could have been so determined.”  McNeil v. Legislative Apportionment 

Comm’n of State, 828 A.2d 840, 859 (N.J. 2003) (quoting Watkins, 591 A.2d at 599).  Relevant 

here, “causes of action are deemed part of a single ‘claim’ if they arise out of the same transaction 

or occurrence.  If, under various theories, a litigant seeks to remedy a single wrong, then that 

litigant should present all theories in the first action. Otherwise, theories not raised will be 
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precluded in a later action.”  Watkins, 591 A.2d at 599. 

Even though Counts V and VI were not pleaded in the State Court Complaint, claim 

preclusion still applies.  After examining the present Complaint, the Court sees no material facts 

that differentiate the controversy from the one adjudicated in state court.  As previously stated, 

Plaintiff adopts the same facts alleged in the State Court Complaint.  (See generally Compl.; State 

Court Complaint).  And Plaintiff explicitly incorporates by reference those factual allegations as 

to all counts, except Count VI, in the instant Complaint.  (See Compl. ¶¶ 53, 59, 67, 77 & 84).  

Further, as with her state court claims, Counts IV and V here merely seek to remedy the same 

underlying wrong allegedly committed by Defendants.  Plaintiff’s deliberate indifference claim is 

identical to her IIED claim and uses a mere recitation of the elements used to discuss the IIED 

claim.  Similarly, Plaintiff’s defamation of character claim relies on the same “harassing conduct” 

cited for other causes of action.  Indeed, the relief sought remains consistent in all causes of action.  

In short, because Counts V and VI arise out of the same transaction or occurrence as the state court 

claims previously adjudicated on the merits against the same parties, they are also barred by res 

judicata.16 

Accordingly, Counts I through VI are dismissed with prejudice as to Defendants HSBC, 

Fremont, Goldman Sachs, Ocwen, Ocwen Financial Corp., and Stern & Eisenberg.  Counts I, IV, 

and V are dismissed with prejudice as to Defendant Litton.  However, Plaintiff’s NJCFA and 

breach of contract claims (Count II and III) against Litton are not barred by res judicata. 

                                                 
16  Despite the Court’s finding that Plaintiff’s NJCFA and breach of contract claims against Litton were not 
previously adjudicated on the merits, the Court still finds that Count V is barred by res judicata against Litton.  This 
is because this claim is substantially related to Count IV, which was adjudicated on the merits as to all Defendants.  
The Court also notes that Judge Mitterhoff’s Denial Order of Plaintiff’s motion to amend served as an adjudication on 
the merits.  The state court ordered that Plaintiff would be permitted to amend her complaint to include certain causes 
of action against Litton only, none of which included anything like deliberate indifference.  (See Denial Order). 
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2. Collateral Estoppel 

Defendants also move to dismiss under the doctrine of collateral estoppel, also known as 

issue preclusion, arguing that the core issues were already fully litigated in the state-court action.  

(Defs.’ Mot. to Dismiss at 9).   

“The purpose of the collateral estoppel doctrine is to promote judicial consistency, 

encourage reliance on court decisions, and protect defendants from being forced to repeatedly re-

litigate the same issues in multiple lawsuits.”  Great W. Min. & Mineral Co. v. ADR Options, Inc., 

882 F. Supp. 2d 749, 760 (D.N.J. 2012), aff’d, 533 F. App’x 132 (3d Cir. 2013).  “When an issue 

of fact or law is actually litigated and determined by a valid and final judgment, and the 

determination is essential to the judgment, the determination is conclusive in a subsequent action 

between the parties, whether on the same or a different claim.”  Restatement (Second) of 

Judgments § 27 (1982).  For collateral estoppel to apply, New Jersey courts require the party 

asserting the doctrine to show that: (1) the issue to be precluded is identical to the issue decided in 

the prior proceeding; (2) the issue was actually litigated in the proceeding; (3) the court in the prior 

proceeding issued a final judgment on the merits; (4) the determination of the issue was essential 

to the prior judgment; and (5) the party against whom the doctrine is asserted was a party to or in 

privity with a party to the earlier proceeding.  Wildoner v. Borough of Ramsey, 720 A.2d 645 (N.J. 

App. Div. 1998) (citing In re Dawson, 641 A.2d 1026 (N.J. 1994)) 

Although collateral estoppel would bar almost all of Plaintiff’s claims, the Court is not 

convinced that the doctrine bars the two remaining claims (Counts II and III) against Litton.  Like 

the analysis provided under res judicata, Plaintiff’s breach of contract and NJCFA claims against 

Litton were not bound by a valid and final judgment on the merits.  See Edmundson, 4 F.3d at 191 

(holding that issue preclusion would not apply to court proceedings dismissed for lack of 
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prosecution).  In fact, Judge Mitterhoff held that a “rational jury could conclude that Litton 

promised Plaintiff she would receive a modification” and that “there still exists genuine questions 

of material fact relating to whether the parties’ conduct formed the basis for an enforceable 

unilateral contract.”  (Defs.’ Ex. E at 10-11).  

Lastly, “under the generally accepted meaning of the term, a fact may be deemed essential 

to a judgment where, without that fact, the judgment would lack factual support sufficient to 

sustain it.”  Feng Li v. Peng, 516 B.R. 26, 47 (D.N.J. 2014), aff’d sub nom. In re Feng Li, 610 F. 

App’x 126 (3d Cir. 2015) (quoting Raytech Corp. v. White, 54 F.3d 187, 193 (3d Cir. 1995)).  Here, 

the issue that Defendant Litton engaged in a scheme to harass Plaintiff out of her home in violation 

of an alleged agreement is essential because Plaintiff would have no basis to sustain her breach of 

contract claim against the Defendant Litton without these facts.  But this issue was previously 

dismissed without reaching the merits.  (See Defs.’ Exs. E & H.).  Accordingly, Plaintiff’s breach 

of contract and NJCFA claims against Litton are not barred by issue preclusion.  

3. Statute of Limitations 

Defendants’ final argument centers on the statute of limitations.  (Defs.’ Mot. to Dismiss 

at 13).17  Under New Jersey law, the date that a “cause of action is deemed to have accrued is the 

date upon which the right to institute and maintain a suit first arises.”  Belmont Condo. Ass’n, Inc. 

v. Geibel, 74 A.3d 10, 29 (N.J. Super. Ct. App. Div. 2013) (citations and internal quotation marks 

omitted).  Since only the NJCFA and breach of contract claims against Litton remain, the Court 

will only address the time bar arguments as to those claims.  The Court finds that both claims are 

time-barred and must be dismissed with prejudice. 

                                                 
17  The Court notes that Defendant Stern & Eisenberg did not address the statute of limitations in its motion to 
dismiss. 
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a.  Count II - Violation of NJCFA 

The applicable statute of limitations for a violation of the NJCFA is six years.  See N.J.S.A. 

2A:14–1; DiIorio v. Structural Stone & Brick Co., 845 A.2d 658, 663 (N.J. Super. Ct. App. Div. 

2004).  NJCFA claims require proof of (1) an unlawful practice, (2) an ascertainable loss, (3) a 

causal relationship between the unlawful conduct and the ascertainable loss.  Gonzalez v. Wiltshire 

Credit Corp., 25 A.3d 1103, 1115 (N.J. 2001).   

The unlawful practice described in Plaintiff’s Complaint arose from Litton’s failure to 

honor a loan modification agreement by pursuing foreclosure despite Plaintiff’s alleged 

compliance with the modification agreement.  (Compl. ¶¶ 60-64).  However, the last time Litton 

offered Plaintiff a “workout plan” was in March 2010.  (Id. ¶ 37).  Plaintiff further claims that her 

ascertainable loss was in the form of losing her security clearance and having FEMA and 

Homeland Security contracts withdrawn.  (Id. ¶¶ 39, 44 & 51-52).  All injuries identified in the 

Complaint had accrued by May of 2010.  Accordingly, a violation of the NJCFA would be barred 

because Plaintiff’s Complaint was filed six years and two months after the cause of action 

accrued.18  The Court dismisses the NJCFA claim with prejudice.   

b. Count III - Breach of Contract 

Breach of contract claims are governed by the same six-year statute of limitations as 

NJCFA.  See N.J.S.A. 2A:14–1.  Plaintiff’s allegations for her breach of contract claim are based 

on the existence of an enforceable agreement to enter into a loan modification.  Most allegations 

                                                 
18  Plaintiff also relies on a “decision to continue prosecuting the foreclosure action in violation of the contract 
between the parties” as an unconscionable commercial practice.  (Compl. ¶ 61).  However, Plaintiff has failed to 
identify any ascertainable loss in connection with the foreclosure.  Defendant insists that to date Plaintiff’s home has 
yet to be put up for auction or sheriff’s sale.  (See D.E. No. 49).  Thus, to the extent that the foreclosure action would 
extend the statute of limitations, Plaintiff’s pleading would fall short of establishing a NJCFA claim.  Further, any 
wrongful action arising after November 2011 in support of Plaintiff’s NJCFA claim would obfuscate Litton’s liability.  
The last date that Litton took any actions as they relate to Plaintiff’s mortgage, or loan modification, was in March 
2010.  (See Compl.).  Therefore, even if Plaintiff were permitted to bring NJCFA claims based on the foreclosure 
action and subsequent collection of debt, any claims against Litton would still be barred. 
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are directed to Litton.  However, as previously indicated, the last time Litton took any actions as 

they relate to Plaintiff’s mortgage or loan modification was March 2010.  (See Compl. ¶¶ 37 & 68-

74).  And as noted above, the alleged injuries from this breach accrued by May 2010 at the latest.  

Accordingly, any breach of contract claims raised against Litton would have accrued by then, and 

are thus outside the six-year statutory bar.  The Court dismisses the claim with prejudice.   

IV. REMAINING MOTIONS 

Still pending are Plaintiff’s Second Motion for Interlocutory Injunction (D.E. No. 69) and 

Plaintiff’s Motion to Amend (D.E. Nos. 78 & 85).  The Court will address these motions now. 

A. Plaintiff’s Second Motion for Interlocutory Injunction 

Plaintiff requests that the Court “issue an interlocutory injunction” to “prevent the 

[D]efendants and the State of New Jersey from moving forward with the theft of [her] home.”  

(D.E. No. 69 at 1).  The Court denied Plaintiff’s first motion for interlocutory injunction (D.E. No. 

44) in an Order dated June 19, 2017, because 28 U.S.C. § 2283 (the “Anti-Injunction Act”) 

expressly barred Plaintiff’s request.  (See D.E. No. 59 at 3).  Under the Anti-Injunction Act, “[a] 

court of the United States may not grant an injunction to stay proceedings in a State court except 

as expressly authorized by Act of Congress, or where necessary in aid of its jurisdiction, or to 

protect or effectuate its judgments.”  28 U.S.C. § 2283; see also Bono v. O’Connor, No. 15-6326, 

2016 WL 2981475, at *11 n.13 (D.N.J. May 23, 2016) (“[I]f the federal court were to find that the 

defendant banks improperly instituted a state foreclosure action, it would also effectively constitute 

an injunction enjoining the state court from ordering a foreclosure sale, which is prohibited by the 

Anti-Injunction Act.”) (cleaned up).  Plaintiff’s new motion does not identify any issues with 

respect to this Court’s jurisdiction or enforcement of its judgments, nor did Plaintiff identify an 

Act of Congress that expressly authorizes the type of injunction Plaintiff seeks.  (See D.E. No. 69).  
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To date, the Court has not required opposition briefing to Plaintiff’s Second Motion for 

Interlocutory Injunction.  However, because Plaintiff’s Second Motion for Interlocutory Injunction 

fails to address the deficiencies already identified on the record, the Court denies the motion 

because it remains prohibited by the Anti-Injunction Act. 

B. Plaintiff’s Motion to Amend 

Plaintiff’s proposed amended complaint seeks only to add a claim of “false inducement to 

inaction.”  (See D.E. No. 78 & 85).  Liberally construing Plaintiff’s motion, the Court analogizes 

this to a claim for fraudulent inducement.   

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a)(2) governs Plaintiff’s motion to amend.  Plaintiff 

alleges that adding a count of fraudulent inducement would be proper because “[t]he Defendants 

clearly induced Plaintiff to . . . avoid another refinance of the mortgage [and] to continue payments 

on a fraudulent mortgage . . . .”  (D.E. No. 85 at 16).  A district court may deny leave to amend 

where “the complaint, as amended, would fail to state a claim upon which relief could be granted.”  

In re NAHC, Inc. Sec. Litig., 306 F.3d 1314, 1332 (3d Cir. 2002) (citations and internal quotation 

marks omitted).  Here, any proposed amendment would be futile.  

First, the amended complaint does not comply the pleading standard set out by Federal 

Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2), much less 9(b).  The Court finds persuasive Defendants’ argument 

that “allegations lumping all defendants together” does not comply with Rule 8(a)(2).  (D.E. No. 

87 at 2).  Rule 8(a)(2)’s pleading standard requires that a complaint set forth the plaintiff’s claims 

with enough specificity as to “give the defendant fair notice of what the . . . claim is and the grounds 

upon which it rests.”  Twombly, 550 U.S. at 570.  Even liberally construing Plaintiff’s amended 

complaint, her pro se status does not relieve her of the obligation to “clearly and specifically” 

identify which claims pertain to which defendants.  Pushkin v. Nussbaum, No. 12-0324, 2013 WL 
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1792501, at *4 (D.N.J. Apr. 25, 2013) (“[T]he Court cannot expect the Defendants to defend 

against claims that are not clearly and specifically alleged.”); see also, Boyd v. N.J. Dep’t of Corr., 

No. 12-6612, 2013 WL 4876093, at *6 (D.N.J. Sept. 10, 2013) (finding complaint deficient when 

it held “eleven Defendants liable on all claims, without pleading specific facts indicating each 

Defendant’s liability for each claim”).   

Second, even if the amendment complied with the pleading standard, the amendment 

would not change the forgoing analysis, particularly with respect to res judicata.  The alleged fraud 

pleaded in Plaintiff’s proposed amended complaint arises out of the same occurrence as the 

dismissed State Court Complaint.  The crux of Plaintiff’s Complaint is that Litton (and the other 

Defendants) failed to honor its promises to grant Plaintiff a loan modification, and as a result, the 

subsequent foreclosure action was wrongful.  (See Compl. ¶¶ 16, 25, 33, 40, 45, 60, 61, 69, 72, 79, 

86 & 92).  In accordance with the Court’s analysis above, any additional legal theory arising out 

of this occurrence and lodged against the same Defendants was granted final judgment and is part 

of the same “cause of action.” 

Finally, the applicable statute of limitations fraudulent inducement is six years.  See 

N.J.S.A. § 2A:14-1.  Plaintiff’s proposed fraud claim stems from false misrepresentations during 

the time Plaintiff sought a loan modification, which would date back, at the latest, to early March 

2010.  Even if Plaintiff’s new claim was to relate back to August 25, 2016—when she filed her 

Complaint—this occurred a few months after the applicable limitations period.  Accordingly, 

Plaintiff’s motion to amend is denied as futile. 

V. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth above, the Court GRANTS Defendants’ motions to dismiss 

Plaintiff’s Complaint.  Because amending would be futile, Plaintiff’s motion to amend is DENIED 
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and the Complaint is dismissed with prejudice.  Plaintiff’s second motion for interlocutory 

injunction is also DENIED.  An appropriate Order accompanies this Opinion. 

 

s/ Esther Salas                
Esther Salas, U.S.D.J. 
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December 28, 2018

Clerk
United States District Court of New Jersey
Martin Luther King Jr. Federal Building & U.S. Courthouse
50 Walnut Street 
Newark, NJ 07102-3595

Subject: Appeal Order to Dismiss USDC NJ, 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD
Veronica A. Williams v. Litton Loan Servicing, et al.

Dear Court,

My appeal is enclosed.  While I did not receive the response that I had anticipated, I do thank the 

Court and Judge Salas for providing a clear and candid response to my complaint.  This is the first 

time1 since 2005 that I feel I am being treated with honesty and respect.  I am truly grateful and glad 

to receive the fair treatment that I expect from our Justice system.

I shall give my perspective on some of the details in the Opinion and highlight other facts that I feel 

should be relevant.  I pray that the law will allow the U.S. Courts to provide a form to tell the full truth 

in this matter.  I trust that the appeals process will give us all the clarity of substance and courage to 

do what is right and morally sound, within the confines of the law, of course.  

I shall also cast some of the information presented in the Case Files in terms of the laws that support 

this case being heard in Federal Court.

My story has been told. All that remains is how this matter ends.  Those interested in my plight have 

agreed to wait on resolutions reached after seeking Court intervention.  It is my sincere desire that this 

injustice ends with a fair and constitutionally compliant solution facilitated by our Federal or State Courts.  

I realize that Court rules may have prohibited the review of the interactive timeline prepared for and 

referenced in Filing #99. A clearer version of USDCNJ Filing #992 may be viewed at 

http://www.finfix.org/Williams-v-BigBanks.pdf.  This filing included a thumb drive with all documents 

including those that could not be printed.  Since the interactive time line is a highly efficient, 

information packed tool, I have included a digital version on the thumb drive enclosed with this 

appeal.  The same timeline can be viewed at http://www.finfix.org/Fraud-Timeline.html. It can also be 

viewed on the enclosed thumb drive by opening the “FinFix_site” folder and typing or clicking on 

                                                           
1 With the exception of hearings presided over by Judge Rothschild (2011), Judge Carey (2014) & U.S. Magistrate Judge Dickson (2018). 
2

Note that Plaintiff, in error, wrote DOJ issued cease & desist order.  FDIC issued the cease & desist order (see p. 3 of Filing #99) . 

Veronica Ann Williams
541 SCOTLAND ROAD SOUTH ORANGE, NEW JERSEY 07079-3009

MAILING ADDRESS:  P.O. Box 978 SOUTH ORANGE, NEW JERSEY 07079-0978

TO DOWNLOAD DIGITAL COPY
http://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/APPEAL_Wms-v-BigBanks-FILED.pdf
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“Fraud-Timeline.html” after opening the thumb drive on a WINDOWS personal computer.  One of the 

paths along this timeline explains how the fraudulent foreclosure was gained in a deceptive process 

that evaded legal and financial protocol:

DATE ACTION from May 2014 – Jan 2015 see http://www.finfix.org/Fraud-Timeline.html

July 2014 Mediation NOT Scheduled per Court
Sept. 2014 Seiden & Denbeaux Give Fake Document – Denbeaux Withdraws
Sept. 2014 Foreclosure Awarded Unbeknownst To Plaintiff
Oct. 2014 Plaintiff’s Deposition – asked Seiden For Copy Of Mortgage
Nov. 2014 Defendants are NO SHOW in Court
Jan. 2015 Plaintiff Wins Hearing – Duane Morris Attorney(#37) Promises $35K Mortgage
Mar. 2015 Duane Morris Reneges On Mortgage

Information that I plan to present at our Discovery meeting includes:

People With The Most to Lose From Case Information (provided on a need to know basis only)
Sample Interrogatory – 94 interrogatories are ready for Discovery (1 interrogatory attached)
Minimum Evidence & Plan to reduce massive financial fraud (Filing #109 with names & detail)
Highlights of Key Evidence Items (1,132 total items)

Since the Defendants’ attorney have participated in the fraud and are duty bound to “represent 

Defendants to the best of their ability.  I am only willing to reveal case details with an appropriately 

assigned person. After being denied due process for 6 years by the NJ Courts, this Plaintiff has no 

confidence of undergoing a fair and open legal process in New Jersey.  To achieve fairness and use 

our Federal jurisdiction to bring a full attack on the financial fraud in our State, I shall ask the NJ 

Courts to agree to the removal of this case to Federal Court (letter enclosed).

In the spirit of full disclosure, this document is being sent to the NJ Courts. Being denied 
due process allowed an illegal foreclosure to be awarded. Financial fraud is systemic
in NJ. This Plaintiff’s story has been shared with a limited audience and promises a fair 
and equitable solution through our Court system.  If the Courts cannot bring the 
Defendants to the table and facilitate a solution that is fair for this Plaintiff and helps 
protect U.S. homeowners from fraud, then I ask the Courts to allow a fair and open trial.

A Courageous and Hopeful Citizen & Plaintiff,

Veronica A. Williams

attachment – Appeal of Court’s Dismissal Order

 

To The Federal & State Courts of New Jersey:

How can our Legal and Law Enforcement Officials expect people to take risks to report 
crimes if we are not protected or even heard ?  It is our civic and moral duty to hear 
those who are courageous enough to expose wrongdoings.

He who does not punish evil commands it to be done. ~ Leonardo da Vinci
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

VERONICA A. WILLIAMS,

Plaintiff, Pro Se

v.

LITTON LOAN SERVICING, HSBC BANK
USA, N.A.; GOLDMAN SACHS; FREMONT
HOME LOAN TRUST 2006-C MORTGAGE-
BACKED CERTIFICATES , SERIES 2006-C;
OCWEN; STERN & EISENBERG, PC
Ocwen Financial Corporation

Defendants

UNITED STATES FEDERAL COURT

Civ. No.  2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD

APPEAL OF DISMILLAL ORDER

FOR PROBLEMS WITH:
NJ Case Docket No. F – 000839-13
NJ Case Docket No. ESSX L – 004753-13
NJ Case Docket No. ESSX L – 000081-11

APPEAL OF DISMISSAL ORDER

Case Filings Explained More & Evidence Submitted Cast In Federal Laws

Summary
The fraudulent legal action began in 2009 but did not conclude until the State of New Jersey – against

the desire of the Defendants – released the fraudulent mortgage in 2017.  USDCNJ Complaint 2:16-sv-

05301 was filed in August 2016 in full anticipation of being able to prove the foreclosure to the 

understanding and acceptance of the legal audience through mediation or, if necessary, at trial. The 

fraudulent document was likely not filed with New Jersey’s Essex County Hall of Records until the 

spring of 2014.  The fraud was not consummated until the Defendant’s attorneys presented the 

fraudulent mortgage document to the NJ Court in September 2014 and received a foreclosure.

Attorneys & Judges Owe Plaintiff an Explanation

At a minimum, three Attorneys: Witness 25, Witness 35 and Witness 33 should explain why 

they submitted fraudulent legal documents to protect the Defendants. This Attorney (Witness 

25) should explain why he signed a false document and other Stern & Eisenberg attorneys

(Witnesses 33 – 36 & X) should explain why they condoned false documents filed with the NJ 

Courts. 

THIS DOCUMENT MAY BE DOWNLOADED AT 
http://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/APPEAL_Wms-v-BigBanks-FILED.pdf
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Also NJ Judges (Witness 62, Witness 64, Witness 65, Witness 69 and Witness 70) should 

explain why they conducted legal hearings or made legal decisions without the knowledge or 

presence of Veronica Ann Williams. 

Creating The Fraudulent Mortgage – Defendants Attempted The Impossible 

When I pointed out to Litton Loan that the agreement that I signed did not support their proposed 

monthly payment, they offered to fix it by doing a modification.  My agreement supported an 

amortization with a monthly payment that was about half of the amount that I was paying, and that no 

mortgage had been filed as required by NJ State law, they agreed to fix the error by Fremont.  I was 

certain that is why the first law firm hired to secure a foreclosure, agreed to reverse it.  Little did I 

know that Litton Loan was preparing to hire a law firm that would commit additional fraud to secure an 

illegal foreclosure.  When I began to challenge their attempt to coerce me into signing and agreeing to 

a different principal, defined rate, terms and conditions, the holder of Litton Loan’s note, HSBC, hired 

a top 50 law firm to protect their illegal attempts and sow further fraud and deception.  I learned about 

a year after the illegal foreclosure, around 2015, about a year after it was awarded.  I immediately 

began preparing to file my complaint in U.S. District Court.

I never received a fully executed mortgage, modification or any type of financial agreement from 

Fremont or Litton Loan.  A fully executed proper financial agreement must have a principal amount, 

defined rate, term and conditions.  From these items, a monthly payment can be calculated.  Fremont 

and Litton Loan attempted to pass of monthly payments that only supported double the principal 

balance, half the term or grossly inflated and improperly defined interest rates.

Trying to sell a loan based on the monthly payment alone is one of the oldest tricks of dastardly, 

conniving financial salespeople.  Good, honest salespeople and financiers know better.  I learned this 

at a very young age from my father.  I watched him unpack complex amortization formulas in real 

time during financial negotiations. It was at that moment that I decided I would learn to do complex 

calculations in my head and think quickly and with the sharp wit of my father. From that point I paid 

rapt attention to my father and learned under his tutelage so I could become excellent like him. I went 

on to earn degrees and build a career that is grounded in finance.  

My father negotiated a low purchase price, then financed with the U.S. Military Credit Union.  I 

learned later that he saved thousands of dollars. He brilliantly avoided the trap that the sales team 

was trying to set, smoothly and left with a written commitment from the sellers with a defined 
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purchase price that was not tied to financing they offered. I observed the value of highly skilled, 

lightning fast intellect that day.

So 40 years later, Fremont and Litton Loan did not have a chance of getting me to agree to a monthly 

payment not based on the principal, defined interest rate, term and conditions that was had agreed to.

In USDCNJ3 Filing #41 I explain why the mortgage included in the foreclosure complaint with the 

stated interest rate and term defies common sense.  I also explain why it is preposterous to believe

that I would sign such a document (see USDCNJ Filings #38, 39, 40 & 42). Please recall, that I was 

not able to see the mortgage document or even the foreclosure file until early 2017. I expect that 

access to the FDIC information supporting the cease and desist order against Fremont will confirm 

that such a mortgage was not legally issued nor was it condemned by Fremont.  It will not be difficult 

to find other bankers who concur unless they fear retribution from Goldman Sachs or HSBC.

I was acting in good faith with Litton Loan and Fremont.  I knew their failure to provide a proper loan 

agreement was a Federal offense that would lead to hard prison time.  I let them know that I would 

not accept anything short of a legal, properly fully executed agreement.  They committed to provide 

just that.  I paid the agreed upon terms, etc. and only stopped when each firm failed to provide the 

fully executed proper physical contract that we had verbally agreed upon. The illegal foreclosure was 

rescinded.  Another law firm (Witness #149) would not play the illegal game.  So the Defendants hired 

Stern & Eisenberg.  I have identified at least 9-16 attorneys – 10 % of their staff – who signed or lent 

their names to documents containing false information that were filed with the State of New Jersey 

Foreclosure Case. (NJ Case Docket No. F – 000839-13).

After Fremont’s failed attempt to send me a fully executed copy of the correct contract that I agreed to 

and signed myself.  I saved the document transmitted to me and noted the names of everyone 

involved in the mortgage creation and execution process.  A copy of the agreement that they 

attempted to convince me to accept is in the case files.  I have also located 7 people who were 

involved in the Fremont mortgage process.  Most of these people life in California and a couple are in 

New York.

                                                           
3

The United States District Court of New Jersey, Newark, NJ 
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Creating The Fraudulent Mortgage – Defendants Fear Prison

The Federal government was conducting a thorough investigation of Fremont’s finances and 

operations.  Fremont employees were already afraid of losing their jobs.  Some realized they were 

also vulnerable to prosecution and even prison.  FDIC imposed a cease and desist order. The 

Fremont employees who created the fraud on my account, and those employees who covered it up, 

hold jobs today – most in the financial services industry.  It appears that they may have learned their 

lessons.  I know at least 2 of these Former Fremont employees are afraid of being exposed.  If my 

case is forced to trial, I believe their identities should be concealed.  More lives need not be 

destroyed.  Although these Fremont employees and a few former Litton Loan employees (Witnesses 

# 11, 12, 14, 18, 31 & 38) laid the groundwork for the fraud perpetrated by HSBC, Goldman Sachs, 

Litton Loan and Ocwen in 2014, I believe in forgiveness.  The Defendants who caused and supported 

the illegal acts that caused this Plaintiff so much harm, however, should pay damages.

Creating The Fraudulent Mortgage – Defendants Resorted to Improper Acts

The mortgage in the Foreclosure file is not the document that I signed.  An original copy of the

document that I signed is in the USDCNJ Case file and was sent to me from Fremont Headquarters in 

California.  I do not know how my name was forged on the document but I have included the former 

Fremont employees involved in the deception, others who were unwittingly drawn in, and others 

whose signatures were on the false document. (Witnesses 3, 19, 20). A notary was not present when 

I signed my mortgage nor was the attorney present, whose signatures are on the document. The 

notary and the attorney are listed as witnesses (Witness 8 and 20).  The attorney who signed was 

reprimanded4 in 2015 by the State of New Jersey for doing something quite similar to anther 

homeowner.  He and his wife (Witness 21) have been known by my community for many years. His 

wife and stepson (Witness 22) run title companies5; could they have enable the late filing of the 

fraudulent mortgage?

I was stunned when the Defendants’ attorney showed me the fraudulent mortgage during my 

deposition.  I said the signature looked like mine but I did not recognize the document.  I asked for a 

copy so that I could ask the former Fremont employee how this happened.  He has been referred by a 

long-time friend so I know I could find him.  I didn’t know if the forgery and switch was done by the 

former Fremont employee in New Jersey or at their California headquarters.  I wanted to find out who 

was responsible so that I could lodge my charge against the responsible party.  So I tracked down the 

                                                           
4

See USDCNJ Filing #99 page 34, footnote 85.  Click to view. 
5

See USDCNJ Filing #99 page p. 110   Click to view. 
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former Fremont employee to whom I was referred and spoke with him. After a conversation, reviewing 

my notes and reflecting back on that time, I realized the person to whom I was referred was 

responsible for forging my signature and switching pages, and the Fremont employees in California 

were responsible for covering it up.  I have found most of them and they are listed as Witnesses 

(Witnesses 1, 2 and 3). People who were unwittingly brought into this process are Witnesses 4, 5 & 6.

Such fraud may underlie the reason that the FDIC issued Fremont a Cease and desist order.  This is 

addressed and presented in the USDCNJ Case files.  Despite my FOIA requests, the FDIC has not 

provided any information beyond their press release. 

The former Fremont employees from their California Headquarters told me that the mortgage 

document had been given to the affiliate and funds transferred but she could fix it by having another 

copy signed so that she could submit it as a modification.  Since it was only a few months the extra 

interest expense was minimal so I agreed.  I sent her the newly signed mortgage document.  She 

never sent back the corrected document so I stopped paying to firmly communicate that I did not 

agree to the principal, defined interest rate, terms and conditions that supported the monthly payment 

amount.  I also wanted t push her to send me the correct information as soon as possible.  The next 

thing I knew, Fremont was out of business!

The Defendants’ attorney who was not deposing me promised to get me a copy of the fraudulent 

mortgage and the attorney from the law firm who attended the deposition assured me that I would get 

a copy. (Witnesses 34 & 35).  I never got the copy.  Instead, the Defendants’ attorney and another 

attorney from my former law firm, sent me another fraudulent legal document (copy in the USDCNJ 

Case files) that had a January 2015 hearing date and was stamped by the NJ Court.  It looked official 

to me. I was assured that the foreclosure was on hold until after January; a couple of months later my 

attorney withdrew from my case.  I proceeded per se. I learned when I attended the Nov. 2014

hearing that it had not been postponed and the Judge presiding over the hearing told me that the 

document signed by both attorneys was “just a piece of paper”.  As I persevered, I learned in 2016 

that a foreclosure had been granted in Sept. 2014, a week or so before my attorneys withdrew.   As I 

worked through the stress, my body wore down, ultimately resulting in yet another major surgery 

since this matter began (will be addressed by Witnesses 125, 126 & 127).  The case files include a 

picture of me performing a difficult exercise in November 20146, before I found out that the 

foreclosure had been granted without my knowledge.  I expected to have been able to explain all of 
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Evidence Item 1,142. For an updated, digital list contact StopFraud@FinFix.org.   C:\CriticalFiles\CURRE NT_Post2010 \Veronica Williams\Legal_ Prepaid \Case_Litton Loa n\COURT_Federal-Court-Prep\COURT_ List-of-Fil ings -FO R-T RIAL.xlsx
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this at a Federal mediation or at the Discovery hearing.  I was denied the opportunity to explain to the 

NJ mediator.  I hope that I am not denied the opportunity to appear before the Federal Mediator.

Avoiding Successful Litigation – Defendants Flex Power and Money

Former Federal Officials who were apparently given false information about one or more of the 

Defendants (documents are included in the case files, have been located and are on the witness list.  

None are in New Jersey.  The documents that evidence their opinion are in the case files.

Former Federal Officials, who were members of the Mortgage Task Group, who worked for the SEC, 

DOJ, CFPB and Treasury and were familiar with details of my case, are on the witness list. 

(Witnesses 83, 84, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 96, 98 & 99).  This includes former officials who were 

assigned to the DOJ investigation that was opened on my 2014 submission.  The DOJ letter

(Evidence Item 10267) acknowledging this investigation is in the case files.  With the exception of 1 

person, all of these former Federal Officials are employed by law firms that have one or more o the 

Defendant as clients.  None o thee people live or work or practice in New Jersey.

Clearly, the State of New Jersey does not have the jurisdictional power or influence to compel 

cooperation from these and other witnesses who can further corroborate much of the evidence 

presented in my case.

One former Litton Loan employee (Witness 7), currently works for Ocwen, confirmed in a deposition 

that Litton Loan routinely committed mortgage fraud.  This person’s deposition in in the case files.  At 

least 5 additional former Litton Loan employees who were involved in their fraudulent processes are 

on the Witness List (Witnesses 11, 12, 14, 31& 39).  None list or work in New Jersey.

At least 5 other people from multiple firms hired by one or more of the Defendants, who were part of 

improper processes or threatened my witnesses are on the witness list.  None are in New Jersey.

Securing The Illegal Foreclosure Legal Fraud 

The illegal foreclosure that Stern & Eisenberg, under the protection of Duane Morris, was secured by 

presenting and filing false documents to support the fraud.  Using these documents, lying to Veronica 

Williams, the defendant in the foreclosure, telling her that the foreclosure would not be heard until 

after January 2015 and engaging Williams in intensive work to keep her from learning about the 
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An investigation was opened by DOJ April 23, 2015  CLICK TO VIEW
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hearing, the Defendants’ attorneys secured the illegal foreclosure. It was awarded by Judge Klein in 

September 2014 and signed by Judge Innes on Nov? 2014. Both actions took place without Williams’ 

knowledge and behind her back.  Williams would not learn of the foreclosure until almost 2 years 

later.

My investigation revealed that there should be a place or person in “south Jersey” where an illegal or 

poorly litigated legal action can be awarded.  The award of an illegal, “uncontested” foreclosure 

signed by a Judge in south Jersey (Witness 65) who did not hear the case, presented in a faraway

county in north Jersey begs to question the validity and integrity of this foreclosure.  A viable and 

honest explanation without interference from colleagues may probably only be obtained through the 

U.S. District Court of New Jersey or another Federal Court.

Actions by the Defendants and their lawyers and others prior to September 2014 demonstrate what 

lawyers refer to a consciousness of guilt and premeditation.  Many such actions have been presented 

in the case files.  For this appeal, I shall focus on the dastardly acts that support all counts in the 

initial complaint and amended complaint.

To do so, the Defendants’ employees and lawyers resorted to outright lies and fraud that is 

punishable by hard prison time.

Subterfuge Elevated & Rampant from May 2014 thru Jan 2015

My former attorney did not allow me to review the NJ complaint before it was submitted.  Not only 

was Ocwen omitted; Fremont was misspelled.  As my counsel I accepted his explanation that these 

errors would not matter because I would prevail regardless.

I prepared and submitted a master amortization document to the NJ Court (Nov. 2014), the Federal 

government (2015) and to the Defendants attorney (2014).  This document included a master, 

interlocked amortization schedule starting August 1983 when I purchased my home; it also included 

copies of all mortgage on file with Essex County at the time.  Based on this information, the principal 

balance before Fremont was about $35,000; after the Fremont correct mortgage the principal balance 

should not have exceeded $80,000.  Ocwen had a principal balance was overstated in 2011 by   at 

least $211,000. (Evidence Items 324 & 1064) Most importantly, the mortgage was not valid for it, was 

never fully executed. The Fremont mortgage in the foreclosure complaint did not have the correct, 

agreed upon principal, defined rate, terms and conditions.



Case 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD         Filed 12/28/18                                              Appeal Page 10 of 66

Securing The Illegal Foreclosure NJ Courts Hold Hearings Without Plaintiff’s Knowledge or 

Participation

The person who worked for Judge Mitterhoff and told me about the hearing that was scheduled in

January 2016, also told me that she threatened to fire him if he continued talking to me.  He is now a 

lawyer and also on my witness list (Witness 74).  I would learn much later that Judge Mitterhoff held 

another hearing without my knowledge and rules against me.  So I began appealing the decisions 

through the NJ Appellate and Supreme Courts.  Not only were my appeals denied, I was stonewalled 

throughout the process.  When I learned that several Judges held hearings without my knowledge 

and ruled against me, I knew I did not stand a chance of being heard in NJ Courts.  So I prepared the 

complaint that I filed in the U.S. District Court of New Jersey.

Plaintiff Fights Back – Does Civic Duty by Notifying Federal Authorities of Multistate Financial Fraud

I am sure that I am not the only person who submitted information to the U.S. Department of Justice

and other Federal Agencies. I contacted senior officials with whom I had commonality. My extensive 

evidence supported illegal actions for which HSBC and Goldman Sachs paid ~$470M and ~$5B in 

fines, respectively8.  The information that I provided, however, was quite compelling and extensive.  

Fines were levied and paid just months after the DOJ investigation into my case was opened. This 

information is well documented in the USDCNJ Case files.  It would be a travesty if I will not be 

allowed to be heard in either Federal or State Court.

Plaintiff Fights Back – Repeatedly Denied Due Process

In an effort to reveal the fraudulent and tortious actions by the Defendants, I filed two complaints (NJ 

Case Docket No. ESSX L – 000081-11 & NJ Case Docket No. ESSX L – 004753-13).  I was barred 

from or not notified of hearings by several NJ Judges.  One Judge made me wonder if there was false

information that induced their actions.  

To her credit, Judge Mitterhoff showed real concern when she came back into the courtroom after 

Attorney Messinger had left. She noticed that Attorney Mitterhoff and I had a lengthy discussion after 

the hearing. She wanted to know if we had worked out a solution.  I told her we had, now I would find 

out Monday if Attorney Messinger would deliver on his promise.  He did not.  Worse, I received a 

Photon type email from Attorney Seiden which demanded 8.4 times more than Messinger and I had 

agreed to.  Photon emails disappear when the reader attempts to save or print it.  If I had known, I 
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See USDCNJ Filing # 99 page 17, Evidence Item 444 and more.



Case 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD         Filed 12/28/18                                              Appeal Page 11 of 66

would have taken a screen shot of the message.  The first attorney’s (Witness 37) promise and 

second attorney’s (Witness 35) follow-up was a classic good cop – bad cop scam.  This was the 

beginning of my expedited degradation of trust in the NJ Courts and Legal system.  I would later learn 

that Mitterhoff conducted a subsequent hearing without my knowledge or attendance.  I believed my 

only recourse was to appeal in the Appellate Court, then to the NJ Supreme Court.

My instincts tell me that Judge Mitterhoff was given false information that, coupled with Court rules 

that unintentionally undermine per se litigants, prevented her from ensuring that I received fair 

treatment.  I cannot confirm that instincts without damaging Judge Mitterhoff unless she is 

subpoenaed in Federal Court.  The same may be true for Cocchia & Cresitello and Klein.  I cannot 

conceive of an explanation for Judge Innes but his response to Federal subpoena may reveal 

something that I could not imagine.

After several instances of legal improprieties or apparent fraud, I was stonewalled by the NJ Appellate 

Courts and by the NJ Governor’s Office in 2014.  The State of New Jersey Judicial and Executive 

Branches repeatedly denied me due process.  The current administration was not brought into office 

until 2018, long after I filed my case in U.S. District Court. I shall attempt to have my case re-opened 

and heard by The State of New Jersey Courts.

NJ’s newly elected Governor and appointed Attorney General are in the Executive Branch which is 

separate from the Judicial branch where my due process was repeatedly denied, I have not 

confidence that there has been sufficient turnover in the Legislative Branch to make sure that I am 

given fair and impartial proceedings.  Unfortunately, I also do not believe that sufficient Legislative 

Branch members remain with the courage to do what’s right. The reputation of unfairness amongst 

some NJ legal and law enforcement is long entrenched and a widely unspoken open “secret”.  

Of course, there are many good and honest people in law and legal.  I know many of them.  Several 

are my relatives whom I greatly admire.  But the honest legal and law enforcement professionals 

must have the courage to put as much at risk as I have, to allow that truth to be told.  Allowing my 

case to proceed in the USDC may help give them the courage that is needed.
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Stress Induced Medical Problems Caused by Defendants Intensify

Witnesses 125, 126 and 127 will explain how stress imposed by the Defendants, caused the extreme 

health problems that I have been subject to.  If necessary, I will reveal a HIPPA9 protected document 

that Witness Z told me rules out all possible reasons for my health problems except stress.

During my deposition by Attorney Seiden, a question was presented about a date which was the first 

day that I was hospitalized for stress, a few years after Litton Loan’s fraudulent stack began.  This

date is one of several comments made during my deposition that do not appear in the transcript. I

received unspoken confirmations that the Court Reporter recognized meanings behind things that I 

said that are not included in the transcript and whose deeper meaning appear to have not been 

understood by the two much younger men in the room during deposition.  The Court Reporter who 

performed the transcription during my deposition is also on my Witness list (Witness 73).  The two 

attorneys’ who were present during the deposition are also on my Witness list (Witness 34 & 35).

Plaintiff Recognizes Legal Deceit and Stonewalling

With all due respect to the Defendants’ attorneys, I know when someone is stonewalling and trying to 

bait me.  I have more than enough experience leading and facilitating executive meetings, legal 

training and arbitration experience, throughout my 62 years to recognize and thwart deception and 

stonewalling. See my profile in the Case file (Evidence Items 992, 994 & 995) that provide extensive 

validation of my background.  Videotapes, audio commendations, written referrals are referenced. 

Confirmation is also provided by letters from colleagues provided in the Case files.  I am also 

prepared to present numerous other witnesses who will corroborate my character and expertise. My 

background combined with my quest for truth, support me in the compilation, assembly and 

preparation of this appeal.  I can present extensive written, audio, video and witness testimony to 

corroborate this.

My case also exposes and explains ongoing fraud made possible by past deceptive and fraud actions 

by the Defendants and their attorneys.  Evidence and witnesses have been are included in the case 

files. My next filing, enclosed, is in response to a Defendant’s question and includes another 

evidence item. 

I have analyzed this matter extensively and conducted thorough investigations to compile evidence 

that corroborates my charges against the Defendants.  Other witnesses will attest to:
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A propensity of the Defendants for breaking laws to perpetuate this fraud

Defendants use of “excessive persuasion” to obtain information to which they are not entitled

And more

14 years fighting this injustice has honed a new set of legal and investigative expertise. The Plaintiff’s 

financial and operations expertise has been sharpened further. Highlights of a cross section that has 

been uncovered and presented to the Court may be found in Case Files and summaries downloaded 

at:

http://www.finfix.org/Case-Summary.html,

http://www.finfix.org/Fraud-Timeline.html ,

http://www.finfix.org/Williams-v-BigBanks.pdf ,

Case Filing #99 Court Filing     Clear-Document   

or you may peruse www.FinFix.org.

Plaintiff Wants To Be Heard

As a business owner and arbitrator, I believe in reaching a win-win resolution over trail. Always (see 

http://www.makeitwin-win.com).  All parties, however, must come to the table in good faith.  The 

Defendants have failed to do so.  The State of New Jersey as supported the Defendants, hopefully by 

only a few employees, in their avoidance of legal recourse available to this Plaintiff.  Given past acts, I 

am more than willing to mediation but, given past acts, only with an appropriate officer of the Court 

present or facilitating.  The mediation that I expected from the State of New Jersey, and to which I 

was entitled, was never held.  Yes, this Plaintiff was duped by attorneys on both sides. They 

proceeded with deceptive acts in an effort to steal the property in which I have invested over $1M 

over 36 years.  Their success shut down my ability to earn a living and consumed my retirement.  So 

I, of course, fought back.

Federal Statutes That Support USDCNJ Jurisdiction. Upon reading the Opinion, I realize that I did 

not tie the reasons that this case should be heard in the U.S. District Court of New Jersey back to the 

law. I could not find a law that justified removal of a case to Federal Court from State Court due to 

denial of due process by the State Courts. I did find laws that supported the removal of my case to 

Federal Court.  So I will attempt to extract filed information that is relevant to these laws.
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Diversity Jurisdiction

Diversity jurisdiction is codified at 28 U.S.C. § 1332

The Defendants’ headquarters are all located in states other than New Jersey.  Virtually all witnesses 

are in states other than New Jersey; many are far away in California, Texas and Florida.  

HSBC headquarters in NY Litton Loan headquarters in TX & FL
Goldman Sachs headquarters in NY Ocwen headquarters in FL
Fremont headquarters was in CA, it’s assets are managed in MD Stern & Eisenberg headquarters in PA

Fair and proper litigation of this case is beyond the jurisdiction of New Jersey. This case, therefore, 

should be tried in Federal Court to comply with Diversity Jurisdiction.

SUPPORTING CASE LAW:

Maine v. Thiboutot in 1980, the Supreme Court ruled that Section 1983 actions were not limited to civil 
rights laws, but also extended to violations of all federal laws, such as alleged discrimination in state 
implementation of federal programs like Medicare and Medicaid. 

(SOURCE: https://www.fjc.gov/history/courts/jurisdiction-federal-question)

Held:

1. Title 42 U.S.C. 1983 - which provides that anyone who, under color of state statute, regulation, or 
custom deprives another of any rights, privileges, or immunities "secured by the Constitution and laws" 
shall be liable to the injured party - encompasses claims based on purely statutory violations of federal 
law, such as respondents' state-court claim that petitioners had deprived them of welfare benefits to 
which they were entitled under the federal Social Security Act. Given that Congress attached no 
modifiers to the phrase "and laws," the plain language of the statute embraces respondents' claim, and 
even were the language ambiguous this Court's earlier decisions, including cases involving Social 
Security Act claims, explicitly or implicitly suggest that the 1983 remedy broadly encompasses 
violations of federal statutory as well as constitutional law. Cf., e. g., Rosado v. Wyman, 397 U.S. 397 ;
Edelman v. Jordan, 415 U.S. 651 ; Monell v. New York City Dept. of Social Services, 436 U.S. 658 .
Pp. 4-8.  (SOURCE: https://caselaw.findlaw.com/us-supreme-court/448/1.html )

Federal Question Jurisdiction

Federal question jurisdiction is codified at 28 U.S.C. § 1331

This case not only demands a contested federal issue (see Amendment Filed 3/1/18), it is a 

substantial one.  This Plaintiff fervently believes that rampant financial fraud is a major reason for 

New Jersey ranking #1 and #2 in foreclosures in the United States.  This is well evidenced throughout 

the case files, USDCNJ Filing #99 and in several Evidence Items).

SUPPORTING CASE LAW:

Franchise Tax Bd. of Calif. v. Constr. Laborers Vacation Trust for S. Calif., 463 U.S. 1, 7-8 (1983).

Article titled “Issues in Subprime Litigation: Removal Despite Lack of Federal Claims By: Travis P. 
Nelson” asserted  “Any civil action brought in state court may be removed by the defendant to the 
federal district court in the district where such action is pending, if the district court would have original 
jurisdiction over the matter.6 “  In support of this statement Nelson cited 28 U.S.C. § 1441(a); Franchise 
Tax Bd. of Calif. v. Constr. Laborers Vacation Trust for S. Calif., 463 U.S. 1, 7-8 (1983).
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SELECT FILINGS IN U.S. DISTRICT COURT OF NEW JERSEY CASE NO. 2:16-vs-05301 

USDCNJ 
FILING NO. 

RELEVANT INFO 
CATEGORY

TITLE 
DOWNLOAD 

LINK

26 1-2 Strategy 
RESPONSE TO TWO BRIEFINGS IN OPPOSITION REPRESENTING 
ALL DEFENDANTS

CLICK HERE 

27 1-2 Strategy SUPPLEMENT TO MOTION FOR DEFAULT JUDGMENT CLICK HERE 

33 Per Se Effort RESPONSE TO STERN & EISENBERG’S MOTION TO DISMISS CLICK HERE 

37 Per Se Effort 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR CASE UPDATE  From Federal 
Agency 

CLICK HERE 

38 Deny Due Process NEW JERSEY RELEASES NEW CASE FILES: CLICK HERE 

39 Deny Due Process NEW JERSEY CONTINUES TO DENY DUE PROCESS CLICK HERE 

40 Legal Fraud 
FORECLOSURE CASE FILE LADEN WITH FRAUDULENT AND 
ERRONEOUS INFORMATION 

CLICK HERE 

41 Legal Fraud 
FORECLOSURE:COMPLAINT, MORTGAGE & CERTIFIED FILES ARE 
FRAUDULENT 

CLICK HERE 

42 Deny Due Process STATE OF NEW JERSEY MAY BE ADDED AS DEFENDANT CLICK HERE 

45 Per Se Effort AMENDED COMPLAINT AND JURY DEMAND CLICK HERE 

56 Deny Due Process PLAINTIFF NOTIFIES NJ SUPREME COURT OF FRAUD CLICK HERE 

57 Legal Fraud ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE OF FRAUDULENT MORTGAGE CLICK HERE 

58 Legal Fraud STATE OF NEW JERSEY FORECLOSURE CASE FILES CLICK HERE 

68 Per Se Effort SEEK MEDIATION OR TRIAL IN COMING MONTHS CLICK HERE 

77 Per Se Effort MOTION TO DISMISS IS NOT JUSTIFIED  CLICK HERE 

78 Per Se Effort MOTION TO ADD COUNT:  FALSE INDUCEMENT TO INACTION CLICK HERE 

81 Per Se Effort UPDATE TO PLAINTIFF’S RESPONSE TO MOTIONS TO DISMISS CLICK HERE 

84 Per Se Effort PLAINTIFF’S EFFORT TO CONTAIN FRAUD ASSOCIATED COSTS CLICK HERE 

85 Per Se Effort 
MOTION FOR LEAVE OF COURT  TO AMEND COMPLAINT  
PLAINTIFF REQUESTS COUNT’S LEAVE TO ADD NEW COUNT

CLICK HERE 

3/1/2018 Per Se Effort AMENDED COMPLAINT AND JURY DEMAND CLICK HERE 

90 Per Se Support Character Letter from A. Engel CLICK HERE 

91 Per Se Support Character Letter from J. Sulak CLICK HERE 

94 Per Se Support Character Letter from Elizabeth Hull CLICK HERE 

97 Per Se Support Character Letter from J. Mitrano CLICK HERE 

98 Per Se Support Character Letter from M. Pappas CLICK HERE 

99 Per Se Effort 
OPPOSITION FILED BY DUANE MORRIS AND STERN & 
EISENBERG OUTWEIGHED BY FACTS AND COURT RULES AND 
LAW

CLICK HERE 

101 Per Se Support Character Letter from D. Doyle CLICK HERE 

107 Per Se Effort 
PLAINTIFF PROPOSAL TO DEFENDANTS TO DELAY SALE OF HER 
HOME UNTIL AFTER TRIAL

CLICK HERE 

109 Per Se Effort 
PLAINTIFF READY TO PROCEED: BURDEN OF EVICTION ON 
DEMAND; HEALTH UPDATE; PREVIEW OF TRIAL PLAN   Filing 
#109   Original  

CLICK HERE 

110 Per Se Effort TRIAL SEQUENCE & INDEX CLICK HERE 

115 Per Se Effort Plaintiff Provides New Dates to Help Avoid Scheduling Conflicts CLICK HERE 
SOURCE:   C:\CriticalFiles\CURRENT_Post2010\Veronica Williams\Legal_Prepaid\Case_LittonLoan\COURT_Federal-Court-Prep\Appeal-USDC Filings Info for Appeal.rtf 

 SOURCE:   C:\CriticalFiles\CURRENT_Post2010\Veronica Williams\Legal_Prepaid\Case_LittonLoan\COURT_Federal-Court-Prep\Appeal-USDC Filings Info for Appeal.rtf 
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December 28, 2018 
 
 

Clerk  
United States District Court of New Jersey 
Martin Luther King Jr. Federal Building & U.S. Courthouse 
50 Walnut Street  
Newark, NJ  07102-3595 
 
Subject: Appeal Order to Dismiss USDC NJ, 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD  
 Veronica A. Williams v. Litton Loan Servicing, et al.  
 
Dear Court, 
 
My appeal is enclosed.  While I did not receive the response that I had anticipated, I do thank the 

Court and Judge Salas for providing a clear and candid response to my complaint.  This is the first 

time1 since 2005 that I feel I am being treated with honesty and respect.  I am truly grateful and glad 

to receive the fair treatment that I expect from our Justice system. 
 

I shall give my perspective on some of the details in the Opinion and highlight other facts that I feel 

should be relevant.  I pray that the law will allow the U.S. Courts to provide a form to tell the full truth 

in this matter.  I trust that the appeals process will give us all the clarity of substance and courage to 

do what is right and morally sound, within the confines of the law, of course.   
 

I shall also cast some of the information presented in the Case Files in terms of the laws that support 

this case being heard in Federal Court. 
 
My story has been told. All that remains is how this matter ends.  Those interested in my plight have 

agreed to wait on resolutions reached after seeking Court intervention.  It is my sincere desire that this 

injustice ends with a fair and constitutionally compliant solution facilitated by our Federal or State Courts.   
 
I realize that Court rules may have prohibited the review of the interactive timeline prepared for and 

referenced in Filing #99. A clearer version of USDCNJ Filing #992 may be viewed at 

http://www.finfix.org/Williams-v-BigBanks.pdf.  This filing included a thumb drive with all documents 

including those that could not be printed.  Since the interactive time line is a highly efficient, 

information packed tool, I have included a digital version on the thumb drive enclosed with this 

appeal.  The same timeline can be viewed at http://www.finfix.org/Fraud-Timeline.html. It can also be 

viewed on the enclosed thumb drive by opening the “FinFix_site” folder and typing or clicking on 

                                                           
1 With the exception of hearings presided over by Judge Rothschild (2011), Judge Carey (2014) & U.S. Magistrate Judge Dickson (2018). 
2 Note that Plaintiff, in error, wrote DOJ issued cease & desist order.  FDIC issued the cease & desist order (see p. 3 of Filing #99) . 

 
Veronica Ann Williams 

541 SCOTLAND ROAD ♦ SOUTH ORANGE, NEW JERSEY 07079-3009 
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“Fraud-Timeline.html” after opening the thumb drive on a WINDOWS personal computer.  One of the 

paths along this timeline explains how the fraudulent foreclosure was gained in a deceptive process 

that evaded legal and financial protocol: 
 

DATE ACTION from May 2014 – Jan 2015  see http://www.finfix.org/Fraud-Timeline.html  
July 2014 Mediation NOT Scheduled per Court 
Sept. 2014 Seiden & Denbeaux Give Fake Document – Denbeaux Withdraws 
Sept. 2014 Foreclosure Awarded Unbeknownst To Plaintiff 
Oct. 2014 Plaintiff’s Deposition – asked Seiden For Copy Of Mortgage 
Nov. 2014 Defendants are NO SHOW in Court 
Jan. 2015 Plaintiff Wins Hearing – Duane Morris Attorney(#37) Promises $35K Mortgage 
Mar. 2015 Duane Morris Reneges On Mortgage 

 

Information that I plan to present at our Discovery meeting includes: 
 

• People With The Most to Lose From Case Information (provided on a need to know basis only) 
• Sample Interrogatory – 94 interrogatories are ready for Discovery (1 interrogatory attached) 
• Minimum Evidence & Plan to reduce massive financial fraud (Filing #109 with names & detail) 
• Highlights of Key Evidence Items (1,132 total items) 

 
Since the Defendants’ attorney have participated in the fraud and are duty bound to “represent 

Defendants to the best of their ability.  I am only willing to reveal case details with an appropriately 

assigned person. After being denied due process for 6 years by the NJ Courts, this Plaintiff has no 

confidence of undergoing a fair and open legal process in New Jersey.  To achieve fairness and use 

our Federal jurisdiction to bring a full attack on the financial fraud in our State, I shall ask the NJ 

Courts to agree to the removal of this case to Federal Court (letter enclosed). 
 

In the spirit of full disclosure, this document is being sent to the NJ Courts. Being denied 
due process allowed an illegal foreclosure to be awarded.  Financial fraud is systemic 
in NJ. This Plaintiff’s story has been shared with a limited audience and promises a fair 
and equitable solution through our Court system.  If the Courts cannot bring the 
Defendants to the table and facilitate a solution that is fair for this Plaintiff and helps 
protect U.S. homeowners from fraud, then I ask the Courts to allow a fair and open trial. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
A Courageous and Hopeful Citizen & Plaintiff, 
 

 
Veronica A. Williams 
 
attachment – Appeal of Court’s Dismissal Order 
  

 

To The Federal & State Courts of New Jersey: 
 

How can our Legal and Law Enforcement Officials expect people to take risks to report 
crimes if we are not protected or even heard ?  It is our civic and moral duty to hear 
those who are courageous enough to expose wrongdoings. 
 

He who does not punish evil commands it to be done. ~ Leonardo da Vinci 
 

    
            

            
             

       
            
           

        
    

          
          

           
            
          

   

https://www.finfix.org/Fraud-Timeline.html
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL18/COURT%20-%20Mediation%20Schepisi-Prop_date-ltr_6-20-14i.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/COURT_From-Seiden-Stipl-Ext-Discovery+Adj_Trial-Williams.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL18/Deposition%20of%20Williams_10-2-14.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL18/Court_NJ-Dismiss-Fremont-April-22-2016-Hearing_recvd_5-6-16.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc109.pdf
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

 
 

VERONICA A. WILLIAMS, 
 
               Plaintiff, Pro Se 

 
v. 

 
LITTON LOAN SERVICING, HSBC BANK 
USA, N.A. ;  GOLDMAN  SACHS; FREMONT 
HOME LOAN TRUST 2006-C MORTGAGE 
BACKED CERTIFICATES , SERIES 2006-C;  
OCWEN; STERN & EISENBERG, PC 
Ocwen Financial Corporation 
 
                Defendants 
 

 
 
 

UNITED STATES FEDERAL COURT 
 

Civ. No.  2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD 
 
 

 

APPEAL OF DISMILLAL ORDER 
 
 

FOR PROBLEMS WITH: 
NJ Case Docket No. F – 000839-13 
NJ Case Docket No. ESSX L – 004753-13 
NJ Case Docket No. ESSX L – 000081-11 

 
APPEAL OF DISMISSAL ORDER 

 

Case Filings Explained More & Evidence Submitted Cast In Federal Laws 
 

Summary 
The fraudulent legal action began in 2009 but did not conclude until the State of New Jersey – against 

the desire of the Defendants – released the fraudulent mortgage in 2017.  USDCNJ Complaint 2:16-sv-

05301 was filed in August 2016 in full anticipation of being able to prove the foreclosure to the 

understanding and acceptance of the legal audience through mediation or, if necessary, at trial.   The 

fraudulent document was likely not filed with New Jersey’s Essex County Hall of Records until the 

spring of 2014.  The fraud was not consummated until the Defendant’s attorneys presented the 

fraudulent mortgage document to the NJ Court in September 2014 and received a foreclosure. 
 

Attorneys & Judges Owe Plaintiff an Explanation 
 

At a minimum, three Attorneys: Witness 25, Witness 35 and Witness 33 should explain why 

they submitted fraudulent legal documents to protect the Defendants. This Attorney (Witness 

25) should explain why he signed a false document and other Stern & Eisenberg attorneys 

(Witnesses 33 – 36 & X) should explain why they condoned false documents filed with the NJ 

Courts.  

 

 
  

    
     

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

  
  
  

   
          
      
       

 
 

 
 

  

 

THIS DOCUMENT MAY BE DOWNLOADED AT   
http://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/APPEAL_Wms-v-BigBanks-FILED.pdf  
 

  
 
 

  
 

https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc99.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Response-to-Defendants-Objection-to-Count-2nd_4-2-18.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/Williams-v-BigBanks.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc109.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Submits-Trial-Preview-to-Court_9-26-18.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Submits-Trial-Preview-to-Court_9-26-18.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Response-to-Defendants-Objection-to-Count-2nd_4-2-18.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/APPEAL_Wms-v-BigBanks-FILED.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Submits-Appeal_12-28-18.docx
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Submits-Appeal_12-28-18.docx
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Submits-Trial-Preview-to-Court_9-26-18.docx
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Submits-Trial-Preview-to-Court_9-26-18.docx
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Also NJ Judges (Witness 62, Witness 64, Witness 65, Witness 69 and Witness 70) should 

explain why they conducted legal hearings or made legal decisions without the knowledge or 

presence of Veronica Ann Williams.  
 
Creating The Fraudulent Mortgage – Defendants Attempted The Impossible  
When I pointed out to Litton Loan that the agreement that I signed did not support their proposed 

monthly payment, they offered to fix it by doing a modification.  My agreement supported an 

amortization with a monthly payment that was about half of the amount that I was paying, and that no 

mortgage had been filed as required by NJ State law, they agreed to fix the error by Fremont.  I was 

certain that is why the first law firm hired to secure a foreclosure, agreed to reverse it.  Little did I 

know that Litton Loan was preparing to hire a law firm that would commit additional fraud to secure an 

illegal foreclosure.  When I began to challenge their attempt to coerce me into signing and agreeing to 

a different principal, defined rate, terms and conditions, the holder of Litton Loan’s note, HSBC, hired 

a top 50 law firm to protect their illegal attempts and sow further fraud and deception.  I learned about 

a year after the illegal foreclosure, around 2015, about a year after it was awarded.  I immediately 

began preparing to file my complaint in U.S. District Court. 

 

I never received a fully executed mortgage, modification or any type of financial agreement from 

Fremont or Litton Loan.  A fully executed proper financial agreement must have a principal amount, 

defined rate, term and conditions.  From these items, a monthly payment can be calculated.  Fremont 

and Litton Loan attempted to pass of monthly payments that only supported double the principal 

balance, half the term or grossly inflated and improperly defined interest rates. 

 

Trying to sell a loan based on the monthly payment alone is one of the oldest tricks of dastardly, 

conniving financial salespeople.  Good, honest salespeople and financiers know better.  I learned this 

at a very young age from my father.  I watched him unpack complex amortization formulas in real 

time during financial negotiations. It was at that moment that I decided I would learn to do complex 

calculations in my head and think quickly and with the sharp wit of my father. From that point I paid 

rapt attention to my father and learned under his tutelage so I could become excellent like him. I went 

on to earn degrees and build a career that is grounded in finance.   

 

My father negotiated a low purchase price, then financed with the U.S. Military Credit Union.  I 

learned later that he saved thousands of dollars. He brilliantly avoided the trap that the sales team 

was trying to set, smoothly and left with a written commitment from the sellers with a defined 
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purchase price that was not tied to financing they offered.  I observed the value of highly skilled, 

lightning fast intellect that day. 

 

So 40 years later, Fremont and Litton Loan did not have a chance of getting me to agree to a monthly 

payment not based on the principal, defined interest rate, term and conditions that was had agreed to. 

 

In USDCNJ3 Filing #41 I explain why the mortgage included in the foreclosure complaint with the 

stated interest rate and term defies common sense.  I also explain why it is preposterous to believe 

that I would sign such a document (see USDCNJ Filings #38, 39, 40 & 42). Please recall, that I was 

not able to see the mortgage document or even the foreclosure file until early 2017.  I expect that 

access to the FDIC information supporting the cease and desist order against Fremont will confirm 

that such a mortgage was not legally issued nor was it condemned by Fremont.  It will not be difficult 

to find other bankers who concur unless they fear retribution from Goldman Sachs or HSBC. 

 

I was acting in good faith with Litton Loan and Fremont.  I knew their failure to provide a proper loan 

agreement was a Federal offense that would lead to hard prison time.  I let them know that I would 

not accept anything short of a legal, properly fully executed agreement.  They committed to provide 

just that.  I paid the agreed upon terms, etc. and only stopped when each firm failed to provide the 

fully executed proper physical contract that we had verbally agreed upon.  The illegal foreclosure was 

rescinded.  Another law firm (Witness #149) would not play the illegal game.  So the Defendants hired 

Stern & Eisenberg.  I have identified at least 9-16 attorneys – 10 % of their staff – who signed or lent 

their names to documents containing false information that were filed with the State of New Jersey 

Foreclosure Case. (NJ Case Docket No. F – 000839-13). 

 

After Fremont’s failed attempt to send me a fully executed copy of the correct contract that I agreed to 

and signed myself.  I saved the document transmitted to me and noted the names of everyone 

involved in the mortgage creation and execution process.  A copy of the agreement that they 

attempted to convince me to accept is in the case files.  I have also located 7 people who were 

involved in the Fremont mortgage process.  Most of these people life in California and a couple are in 

New York. 

 

                                                           
3 The United States District Court of New Jersey, Newark, NJ 
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Creating The Fraudulent Mortgage – Defendants Fear Prison 
The Federal government was conducting a thorough investigation of Fremont’s finances and 

operations.  Fremont employees were already afraid of losing their jobs.  Some realized they were 

also vulnerable to prosecution and even prison.  FDIC imposed a cease and desist order. The 

Fremont employees who created the fraud on my account, and those employees who covered it up, 

hold jobs today – most in the financial services industry.  It appears that they may have learned their 

lessons.  I know at least 2 of these Former Fremont employees are afraid of being exposed.  If my 

case is forced to trial, I believe their identities should be concealed.  More lives need not be 

destroyed.  Although these Fremont employees and a few former Litton Loan employees (Witnesses 

# 11, 12, 14, 18, 31 & 38) laid the groundwork for the fraud perpetrated by HSBC, Goldman Sachs, 

Litton Loan and Ocwen in 2014, I believe in forgiveness.  The Defendants who caused and supported 

the illegal acts that caused this Plaintiff so much harm, however, should pay damages. 

 

Creating The Fraudulent Mortgage – Defendants Resorted to Improper Acts 
The mortgage in the Foreclosure file is not the document that I signed.  An original copy of the 

document that I signed is in the USDCNJ Case file and was sent to me from Fremont Headquarters in 

California.  I do not know how my name was forged on the document but I have included the former 

Fremont employees involved in the deception, others who were unwittingly drawn in, and others 

whose signatures were on the false document. (Witnesses 3, 19, 20).  A notary was not present when 

I signed my mortgage nor was the attorney present, whose signatures are on the document.  The 

notary and the attorney are listed as witnesses (Witness 8 and 20).  The attorney who signed was 

reprimanded4 in 2015 by the State of New Jersey for doing something quite similar to anther 

homeowner.  He and his wife (Witness 21) have been known by my community for many years. His 

wife and stepson (Witness 22) run title companies5; could they have enable the late filing of the 

fraudulent mortgage?   

 
 

I was stunned when the Defendants’ attorney showed me the fraudulent mortgage during my 

deposition.  I said the signature looked like mine but I did not recognize the document.  I asked for a 

copy so that I could ask the former Fremont employee how this happened.  He has been referred by a 

long-time friend so I know I could find him.  I didn’t know if the forgery and switch was done by the 

former Fremont employee in New Jersey or at their California headquarters.  I wanted to find out who 

was responsible so that I could lodge my charge against the responsible party.  So I tracked down the 
                                                           
4 See USDCNJ Filing #99 page 34, footnote 85.  Click to view. 
5 See USDCNJ Filing #99 page p. 110   Click to view. 

https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc99.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc99.pdf
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former Fremont employee to whom I was referred and spoke with him. After a conversation, reviewing 

my notes and reflecting back on that time, I realized the person to whom I was referred was 

responsible for forging my signature and switching pages, and the Fremont employees in California 

were responsible for covering it up.  I have found most of them and they are listed as Witnesses 

(Witnesses 1, 2 and 3).  People who were unwittingly brought into this process are Witnesses 4, 5 & 6. 

 

Such fraud may underlie the reason that the FDIC issued Fremont a Cease and desist order.  This is 

addressed and presented in the USDCNJ Case files.  Despite my FOIA requests, the FDIC has not 

provided any information beyond their press release.  

 

The former Fremont employees from their California Headquarters told me that the mortgage 

document had been given to the affiliate and funds transferred but she could fix it by having another 

copy signed so that she could submit it as a modification.  Since it was only a few months the extra 

interest expense was minimal so I agreed.  I sent her the newly signed mortgage document.  She 

never sent back the corrected document so I stopped paying to firmly communicate that I did not 

agree to the principal, defined interest rate, terms and conditions that supported the monthly payment 

amount.  I also wanted t push her to send me the correct information as soon as possible.  The next 

thing I knew, Fremont was out of business! 

 

The Defendants’ attorney who was not deposing me promised to get me a copy of the fraudulent 

mortgage and the attorney from the law firm who attended the deposition assured me that I would get 

a copy. (Witnesses 34 & 35).  I never got the copy.  Instead, the Defendants’ attorney and another 

attorney from my former law firm, sent me another fraudulent legal document (copy in the USDCNJ 

Case files) that had a January 2015 hearing date and was stamped by the NJ Court.  It looked official 

to me. I was assured that the foreclosure was on hold until after January; a couple of months later my 

attorney withdrew from my case.  I proceeded per se.  I learned when I attended the Nov. 2014 

hearing that it had not been postponed and the Judge presiding over the hearing told me that the 

document signed by both attorneys was “just a piece of paper”.  As I persevered, I learned in 2016 

that a foreclosure had been granted in Sept. 2014, a week or so before my attorneys withdrew.   As I 

worked through the stress, my body wore down, ultimately resulting in yet another major surgery 

since this matter began (will be addressed by Witnesses 125, 126 & 127).  The case files include a 

picture of me performing a difficult exercise in November 20146, before I found out that the 

foreclosure had been granted without my knowledge.  I expected to have been able to explain all of 
                                                           
6 Evidence Item 1,142. For an updated, digital list contact StopFraud@FinFix.org.   C:\CriticalFiles\ CURRE NT_Post2010 \Veroni ca Williams\Legal_ Prepaid\Case _LittonLoa n\COURT _Federal-Court-Prep\ COURT_ List-of-Filings -FOR-T RIAL. xlsx 
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this at a Federal mediation or at the Discovery hearing.  I was denied the opportunity to explain to the 

NJ mediator.  I hope that I am not denied the opportunity to appear before the Federal Mediator. 

 

Avoiding Successful Litigation – Defendants Flex Power and Money 
Former Federal Officials who were apparently given false information about one or more of the 

Defendants (documents are included in the case files, have been located and are on the witness list.  

None are in New Jersey.  The documents that evidence their opinion are in the case files. 

 

Former Federal Officials, who were members of the Mortgage Task Group, who worked for the SEC, 

DOJ, CFPB and Treasury and were familiar with details of my case, are on the witness list. 

(Witnesses 83, 84, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 96, 98 & 99).  This includes former officials who were 

assigned to the DOJ investigation that was opened on my 2014 submission.  The DOJ letter 

(Evidence Item 10267) acknowledging this investigation is in the case files.  With the exception of 1 

person, all of these former Federal Officials are employed by law firms that have one or more o the 

Defendant as clients.  None o thee people live or work or practice in New Jersey. 

 

Clearly, the State of New Jersey does not have the jurisdictional power or influence to compel 

cooperation from these and other witnesses who can further corroborate much of the evidence 

presented in my case. 

 

One former Litton Loan employee (Witness 7), currently works for Ocwen, confirmed in a deposition 

that Litton Loan routinely committed mortgage fraud.  This person’s deposition in in the case files.   At 

least 5 additional former Litton Loan employees who were involved in their fraudulent processes are 

on the Witness List (Witnesses 11, 12, 14, 31& 39).  None list or work in New Jersey. 

 

At least 5 other people from multiple firms hired by one or more of the Defendants, who were part of 

improper processes or threatened my witnesses are on the witness list.  None are in New Jersey. 

 

Securing The Illegal Foreclosure ♦ Legal Fraud  
The illegal foreclosure that Stern & Eisenberg, under the protection of Duane Morris, was secured by 

presenting and filing false documents to support the fraud.  Using these documents, lying to Veronica 

Williams, the defendant in the foreclosure, telling her that the foreclosure would not be heard until 

after January 2015 and engaging Williams in intensive work to keep her from learning about the 
                                                           
7 An investigation was opened by DOJ April 23, 2015  CLICK TO VIEW 

https://www.finfix.org/proof/DD/COURT_US-AG_HELP_AssignedNo3017165.pdf
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hearing, the Defendants’ attorneys secured the illegal foreclosure. It was awarded by Judge Klein in 

September 2014 and signed by Judge Innes on Nov? 2014.  Both actions took place without Williams’ 

knowledge and behind her back.  Williams would not learn of the foreclosure until almost 2 years 

later. 

 

My investigation revealed that there should be a place or person in “south Jersey” where an illegal or 

poorly litigated legal action can be awarded.  The award of an illegal, “uncontested” foreclosure 

signed by a Judge in south Jersey (Witness 65) who did not hear the case, presented in a faraway 

county in north Jersey begs to question the validity  and integrity of this foreclosure.  A viable and 

honest explanation without interference from colleagues may probably only be obtained through the 

U.S. District Court of New Jersey or another Federal Court. 

 

 Actions by the Defendants and their lawyers and others prior to September 2014 demonstrate what 

lawyers refer to a consciousness of guilt and premeditation.  Many such actions have been presented 

in the case files.  For this appeal, I shall focus on the dastardly acts that support all counts in the 

initial complaint and amended complaint. 

 

To do so, the Defendants’ employees and lawyers resorted to outright lies and fraud that is 

punishable by hard prison time. 

 
Subterfuge Elevated & Rampant from May 2014 thru Jan 2015 
My former attorney did not allow me to review the NJ complaint before it was submitted.  Not only 

was Ocwen omitted; Fremont was misspelled.  As my counsel I accepted his explanation that these 

errors would not matter because I would prevail regardless. 

 

I prepared and submitted a master amortization document to the NJ Court (Nov. 2014), the Federal 

government (2015) and to the Defendants attorney (2014).  This document included a master, 

interlocked amortization schedule starting August 1983 when I purchased my home; it also included 

copies of all mortgage on file with Essex County at the time.  Based on this information, the principal 

balance before Fremont was about $35,000; after the Fremont correct mortgage the principal balance 

should not have exceeded $80,000.  Ocwen had a principal balance was overstated in 2011 by   at 

least $211,000. (Evidence Items 324 & 1064)  Most importantly, the mortgage was not valid for it, was 

never fully executed.  The Fremont mortgage in the foreclosure complaint did not have the correct, 

agreed upon principal, defined rate, terms and conditions. 
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Securing The Illegal Foreclosure ♦ NJ Courts Hold Hearings Without Plaintiff’s Knowledge or 
Participation 
The person who worked for Judge Mitterhoff and told me about the hearing that was scheduled in 

January 2016, also told me that she threatened to fire him if he continued talking to me.  He is now a 

lawyer and also on my witness list (Witness 74).  I would learn much later that Judge Mitterhoff held 

another hearing without my knowledge and rules against me.  So I began appealing the decisions 

through the NJ Appellate and Supreme Courts.  Not only were my appeals denied, I was stonewalled 

throughout the process.  When I learned that several Judges held hearings without my knowledge 

and ruled against me, I knew I did not stand a chance of being heard in NJ Courts.  So I prepared the 

complaint that I filed in the U.S. District Court of New Jersey. 

 
Plaintiff Fights Back – Does Civic Duty by Notifying Federal Authorities of Multistate Financial Fraud 
I am sure that I am not the only person who submitted information to the U.S. Department of Justice 

and other Federal Agencies.  I contacted senior officials with whom I had commonality. My extensive 

evidence supported illegal actions for which HSBC and Goldman Sachs paid ~$470M and ~$5B in 

fines, respectively8.  The information that I provided, however, was quite compelling and extensive.  

Fines were levied and paid just months after the DOJ investigation into my case was opened. This 

information is well documented in the USDCNJ Case files.  It would be a travesty if I will not be 

allowed to be heard in either Federal or State Court. 

 
Plaintiff Fights Back – Repeatedly Denied Due Process  
In an effort to reveal the fraudulent and tortious actions by the Defendants, I filed two complaints (NJ 

Case Docket No. ESSX L – 000081-11 & NJ Case Docket No. ESSX L – 004753-13).  I was barred 

from or not notified of hearings by several NJ Judges.  One Judge made me wonder if there was false 

information that induced their actions.   

 

To her credit, Judge Mitterhoff showed real concern when she came back into the courtroom after 

Attorney Messinger had left.  She noticed that Attorney Mitterhoff and I had a lengthy discussion after 

the hearing.  She wanted to know if we had worked out a solution.  I told her we had, now I would find 

out Monday if Attorney Messinger would deliver on his promise.  He did not.  Worse, I received a 

Photon type email from Attorney Seiden which demanded 8.4 times more than Messinger and I had 

agreed to.  Photon emails disappear when the reader attempts to save or print it.  If I had known, I 
                                                           
8 See USDCNJ Filing # 99 page 17, Evidence Item 444 and more. 
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would have taken a screen shot of the message.  The first attorney’s (Witness 37) promise and 

second attorney’s (Witness 35) follow-up was a classic good cop – bad cop scam.  This was the 

beginning of my expedited degradation of trust in the NJ Courts and Legal system.  I would later learn 

that Mitterhoff conducted a subsequent hearing without my knowledge or attendance.  I believed my 

only recourse was to appeal in the Appellate Court, then to the NJ Supreme Court.  

 

My instincts tell me that Judge Mitterhoff was given false information that, coupled with Court rules 

that unintentionally undermine per se litigants, prevented her from ensuring that I received fair 

treatment.  I cannot confirm that instincts without damaging Judge Mitterhoff unless she is 

subpoenaed in Federal Court.  The same may be true for Cocchia & Cresitello and Klein.  I cannot 

conceive of an explanation for Judge Innes but his response to Federal subpoena may reveal 

something that I could not imagine. 

 

After several instances of legal improprieties or apparent fraud, I was stonewalled by the NJ Appellate 

Courts and by the NJ Governor’s Office in 2014.  The State of New Jersey Judicial and Executive 

Branches repeatedly denied me due process.  The current administration was not brought into office 

until 2018, long after I filed my case in U.S. District Court.  I shall attempt to have my case re-opened 

and heard by The State of New Jersey Courts. 
 

NJ’s newly elected Governor and appointed Attorney General are in the Executive Branch which is 

separate from the Judicial branch where my due process was repeatedly denied, I have not 

confidence that there has been sufficient turnover in the Legislative Branch to make sure that I am 

given fair and impartial proceedings.  Unfortunately, I also do not believe that sufficient Legislative 

Branch members remain with the courage to do what’s right. The reputation of unfairness amongst 

some NJ legal and law enforcement is long entrenched and a widely unspoken open “secret”.   

 

Of course, there are many good and honest people in law and legal.  I know many of them.  Several 

are my relatives whom I greatly admire.  But the honest legal and law enforcement professionals 

must have the courage to put as much at risk as I have, to allow that truth to be told.  Allowing my 

case to proceed in the USDC may help give them the courage that is needed. 
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Stress Induced Medical Problems Caused by Defendants Intensify 
Witnesses 125, 126 and 127 will explain how stress imposed by the Defendants, caused the extreme 

health problems that I have been subject to.  If necessary, I will reveal a HIPPA9 protected document 

that Witness Z told me rules out all possible reasons for my health problems except stress. 

 

During my deposition by Attorney Seiden, a question was presented about a date which was the first 

day that I was hospitalized for stress, a few years after Litton Loan’s fraudulent stack began.  This 

date is one of several comments made during my deposition that do not appear in the transcript. I 

received unspoken confirmations that the Court Reporter recognized meanings behind things that I 

said that are not included in the transcript and whose deeper meaning appear to have not been 

understood by the two much younger men in the room during deposition.   The Court Reporter who 

performed the transcription during my deposition is also on my Witness list (Witness 73).  The two 

attorneys’ who were present during the deposition are also on my Witness list (Witness 34 & 35). 

 

Plaintiff Recognizes Legal Deceit and Stonewalling 
With all due respect to the Defendants’ attorneys, I know when someone is stonewalling and trying to 

bait me.  I have more than enough experience leading and facilitating executive meetings, legal 

training and arbitration experience, throughout my 62 years to recognize and thwart deception and 

stonewalling. See my profile in the Case file (Evidence Items 992, 994 & 995) that provide extensive 

validation of my background.  Videotapes, audio commendations, written referrals are referenced. 

Confirmation is also provided by letters from colleagues provided in the Case files.  I am also 

prepared to present numerous other witnesses who will corroborate my character and expertise.  My 

background combined with my quest for truth, support me in the compilation, assembly and 

preparation of this appeal.  I can present extensive written, audio, video and witness testimony to 

corroborate this. 

 

My case also exposes and explains ongoing fraud made possible by past deceptive and fraud actions 

by the Defendants and their attorneys.  Evidence and witnesses have been are included in the case 

files.  My next filing, enclosed, is in response to a Defendant’s question and includes another 

evidence item.  

 

I have analyzed this matter extensively and conducted thorough investigations to compile evidence 

that corroborates my charges against the Defendants.  Other witnesses will attest to: 
                                                           
9 Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 
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• A propensity of the Defendants for breaking laws to perpetuate this fraud 

• Defendants use of “excessive persuasion” to obtain information to which they are not entitled 

• And more 
 

14 years fighting this injustice has honed a new set of legal and investigative expertise. The Plaintiff’s 

financial and operations expertise has been sharpened further.  Highlights of a cross section that has 

been uncovered and presented to the Court may be found in Case Files and summaries downloaded 

at: 
 http://www.finfix.org/Case-Summary.html,  
 

 http://www.finfix.org/Fraud-Timeline.html ,  
 

 http://www.finfix.org/Williams-v-BigBanks.pdf ,  
 

Case Filing #99  Court Filing     Clear-Document    
 

or you may peruse www.FinFix.org. 

 

Plaintiff Wants To Be Heard 
As a business owner and arbitrator, I believe in reaching a win-win resolution over trail. Always (see 

http://www.makeitwin-win.com).  All parties, however, must come to the table in good faith.  The 

Defendants have failed to do so.  The State of New Jersey as supported the Defendants, hopefully by 

only a few employees, in their avoidance of legal recourse available to this Plaintiff.  Given past acts, I 

am more than willing to mediation but, given past acts, only with an appropriate officer of the Court 

present or facilitating.  The mediation that I expected from the State of New Jersey, and to which I 

was entitled, was never held.  Yes, this Plaintiff was duped by attorneys on both sides.  They 

proceeded with deceptive acts in an effort to steal the property in which I have invested over $1M 

over 36 years.  Their success shut down my ability to earn a living and consumed my retirement.  So 

I, of course, fought back. 

 

Federal Statutes That Support USDCNJ Jurisdiction. Upon reading the Opinion, I realize that I did 

not tie the reasons that this case should be heard in the U.S. District Court of New Jersey back to the 

law.  I could not find a law that justified removal of a case to Federal Court from State Court due to 

denial of due process by the State Courts. I did find laws that supported the removal of my case to 

Federal Court.  So I will attempt to extract filed information that is relevant to these laws. 
 

https://www.finfix.org/Case-Summary.html
https://www.finfix.org/Fraud-Timeline.html
https://www.finfix.org/Williams-v-BigBanks.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc99.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Response-to-Defendants-Objection-to-Count-2nd_4-2-18.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/
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Diversity Jurisdiction 
Diversity jurisdiction is codified at 28 U.S.C. § 1332 

The Defendants’ headquarters are all located in states other than New Jersey.  Virtually all witnesses 

are in states other than New Jersey; many are far away in California, Texas and Florida.  

HSBC headquarters in NY Litton Loan headquarters in TX & FL 
Goldman Sachs headquarters in NY Ocwen headquarters in FL 
Fremont headquarters was in CA, it’s assets are managed in MD Stern & Eisenberg headquarters in PA 
 

Fair and proper litigation of this case is beyond the jurisdiction of New Jersey. This case, therefore, 

should be tried in Federal Court to comply with Diversity Jurisdiction. 
 

SUPPORTING CASE LAW: 

Maine v. Thiboutot in 1980, the Supreme Court ruled that Section 1983 actions were not limited to civil 
rights laws, but also extended to violations of all federal laws, such as alleged discrimination in state 
implementation of federal programs like Medicare and Medicaid.  

(SOURCE: https://www.fjc.gov/history/courts/jurisdiction-federal-question) 

Held: 
1. Title 42 U.S.C. 1983 - which provides that anyone who, under color of state statute, regulation, or 
custom deprives another of any rights, privileges, or immunities "secured by the Constitution and laws" 
shall be liable to the injured party - encompasses claims based on purely statutory violations of federal 
law, such as respondents' state-court claim that petitioners had deprived them of welfare benefits to 
which they were entitled under the federal Social Security Act. Given that Congress attached no 
modifiers to the phrase "and laws," the plain language of the statute embraces respondents' claim, and 
even were the language ambiguous this Court's earlier decisions, including cases involving Social 
Security Act claims, explicitly or implicitly suggest that the 1983 remedy broadly encompasses 
violations of federal statutory as well as constitutional law. Cf., e. g., Rosado v. Wyman, 397 U.S. 397 ; 
Edelman v. Jordan, 415 U.S. 651 ; Monell v. New York City Dept. of Social Services, 436 U.S. 658 . 
Pp. 4-8.  (SOURCE: https://caselaw.findlaw.com/us-supreme-court/448/1.html )   

Federal Question Jurisdiction   

Federal question jurisdiction is codified at 28 U.S.C. § 1331 

This case not only demands a contested federal issue (see Amendment Filed 3/1/18), it is a 

substantial one.  This Plaintiff fervently believes that rampant financial fraud is a major reason for 

New Jersey ranking #1 and #2 in foreclosures in the United States.  This is well evidenced throughout 

the case files, USDCNJ Filing #99 and in several Evidence Items). 
 

SUPPORTING CASE LAW: 

Franchise Tax Bd. of Calif. v. Constr. Laborers Vacation Trust for S. Calif., 463 U.S. 1, 7-8 (1983). 

Article titled “Issues in Subprime Litigation: Removal Despite Lack of Federal Claims By: Travis P. 
Nelson” asserted  “Any civil action brought in state court may be removed by the defendant to the 
federal district court in the district where such action is pending, if the district court would have original 
jurisdiction over the matter.6 “  In support of this statement Nelson cited 28 U.S.C. § 1441(a); Franchise 
Tax Bd. of Calif. v. Constr. Laborers Vacation Trust for S. Calif., 463 U.S. 1, 7-8 (1983). 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Title_28_of_the_United_States_Code
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/28/1332
https://www.fjc.gov/history/courts/jurisdiction-federal-question
https://caselaw.findlaw.com/us-supreme-court/397/397.html
https://caselaw.findlaw.com/us-supreme-court/415/651.html
https://caselaw.findlaw.com/us-supreme-court/436/658.html
https://caselaw.findlaw.com/us-supreme-court/448/1.html
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Title_28_of_the_United_States_Code
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/28/1331
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SELECT FILINGS IN U.S. DISTRICT COURT OF NEW JERSEY CASE NO. 2:16-vs-05301 
 

USDCNJ 
FILING NO. 

RELEVANT INFO 
CATEGORY TITLE DOWNLOAD 

LINK 

26 1-2 Strategy RESPONSE TO TWO BRIEFINGS IN OPPOSITION REPRESENTING 
ALL DEFENDANTS CLICK HERE 

27 1-2 Strategy SUPPLEMENT TO MOTION FOR DEFAULT JUDGMENT CLICK HERE 
33 Per Se Effort RESPONSE TO STERN & EISENBERG’S MOTION TO DISMISS CLICK HERE 

37 Per Se Effort RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR CASE UPDATE  From Federal 
Agency CLICK HERE 

38 Deny Due Process NEW JERSEY RELEASES NEW CASE FILES: CLICK HERE 
39 Deny Due Process NEW JERSEY CONTINUES TO DENY DUE PROCESS  CLICK HERE 

40 Legal Fraud FORECLOSURE CASE FILE LADEN WITH FRAUDULENT AND 
ERRONEOUS INFORMATION CLICK HERE 

41 Legal Fraud FORECLOSURE:COMPLAINT, MORTGAGE & CERTIFIED FILES ARE 
FRAUDULENT  CLICK HERE 

42 Deny Due Process STATE OF NEW JERSEY MAY BE ADDED AS DEFENDANT CLICK HERE 
45 Per Se Effort AMENDED COMPLAINT AND JURY DEMAND CLICK HERE 
56 Deny Due Process PLAINTIFF NOTIFIES NJ SUPREME COURT OF FRAUD CLICK HERE 
57 Legal Fraud ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE OF FRAUDULENT MORTGAGE CLICK HERE 
58 Legal Fraud STATE OF NEW JERSEY FORECLOSURE CASE FILES CLICK HERE 
68 Per Se Effort SEEK MEDIATION OR TRIAL IN COMING MONTHS CLICK HERE 
77 Per Se Effort MOTION TO DISMISS IS NOT JUSTIFIED  CLICK HERE 
78 Per Se Effort MOTION TO ADD COUNT:  FALSE INDUCEMENT TO INACTION  CLICK HERE 
81 Per Se Effort UPDATE TO PLAINTIFF’S RESPONSE TO MOTIONS TO DISMISS CLICK HERE 
84 Per Se Effort PLAINTIFF’S EFFORT TO CONTAIN FRAUD ASSOCIATED COSTS CLICK HERE 

85 Per Se Effort MOTION FOR LEAVE OF COURT  TO AMEND COMPLAINT ♦ 
PLAINTIFF REQUESTS COUNT’S LEAVE TO ADD NEW COUNT CLICK HERE 

3/1/2018 Per Se Effort AMENDED COMPLAINT AND JURY DEMAND CLICK HERE 
90 Per Se Support Character Letter from A. Engel CLICK HERE 
91 Per Se Support Character Letter from J. Sulak CLICK HERE 
94 Per Se Support Character Letter from Elizabeth Hull CLICK HERE 
97 Per Se Support Character Letter from J. Mitrano CLICK HERE 
98 Per Se Support Character Letter from M. Pappas CLICK HERE 

99 Per Se Effort 
OPPOSITION FILED BY DUANE MORRIS AND STERN & 
EISENBERG OUTWEIGHED BY FACTS AND COURT RULES AND 
LAW 

CLICK HERE 

101 Per Se Support Character Letter from D. Doyle CLICK HERE 

107 Per Se Effort PLAINTIFF PROPOSAL TO DEFENDANTS TO DELAY SALE OF HER 
HOME UNTIL AFTER TRIAL CLICK HERE 

109 Per Se Effort 
PLAINTIFF READY TO PROCEED: BURDEN OF EVICTION ON 
DEMAND; HEALTH UPDATE; PREVIEW OF TRIAL PLAN   Filing 
#109   Original   

CLICK HERE 

110 Per Se Effort TRIAL SEQUENCE & INDEX CLICK HERE 
115 Per Se Effort Plaintiff Provides New Dates to Help Avoid Scheduling Conflicts CLICK HERE 

SOURCE:   C:\CriticalFiles\CURRENT_Post2010\Veronica Williams\Legal_Prepaid\Case_LittonLoan\COURT_Federal-Court-Prep\Appeal-USDC Filings Info for Appeal.rtf 
  SOURCE:   C:\CriticalFiles\CURRENT_Post2010\Veronica Williams\Legal_Prepaid\Case_LittonLoan\COURT_Federal-Court-Prep\Appeal-USDC Filings Info for Appeal.rtf 
 

https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc26.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc33.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc33.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc37.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc38.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc39.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc40.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc41.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc42.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc45.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc56.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc57.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc58.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc68.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc77.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc78.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc81.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc84.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc85.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc90.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc91.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc94.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc97.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc98.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc99.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc101.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc107.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc109.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Submits-Trial-Preview-to-Court_9-26-18.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc109.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc110.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc115.pdf
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PRIMARY WITNESSES EXPECTED TO TESTIFY 
Names Have Been Withheld To Avoid Witness Tampering – Legend at Bottom 

First 
Name 

Last 
Name Company User 9 User 8 User 10 

Fred Concepcion 
Fremont Investment & Loan 001 A Fremont Fraud 

Elizabeth Rayford 
Fremont Investment & Loan 002 A Fremont Fraud 

Juan Carrillo 
Fremont Investment & Loan 003 A Fremont Fraud 

Andi Sjamsu 

 
004 A 

 
Andi Sjamsu 

 
005 A 

 
Lourdes Concepcion 

US Family Health Plan 006 A Fremont Fraud 

Kevin Flannigan 
Ocwen Financial Corporation 007 A Fremont-GS-Litton-Ocwen  

Marianne Petrozzino 

 
008 A Fremont Fraud 

Martin Gruenberg 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 009 A Fremont Fraud 

Blanket Subpeona 
Banks - Veronica Williams 010 A GS-Litton-Fremont fraud 

Larry Litton 
Litton Loan Servicing LP 011 A Litton Fraud 

Roy Hughes 
Litton Loan Servicing LP 012 A Litton Fraud 

Blanket Subpeona 
Telecom - Veronica Williams 013 A Litton Fraud 

Noel Connell 
Litton Loan Servicing LP 014 A 

 
Mike Koch 

Evangelical Christian Credit Union 015 A Fremont Fraud 

Patrick Lamb 
Fremont 016 A Fraud 

Michael Koch 
HomeXpress Mortgage Corp. 017 A Fremont Fraud 

Larry Litton 
Selene Finance L.P. 018 A Litton Fraud 

Doug Pollock 
US Bank 019 A Fremont Fraud 

Daniel Roy 
Attorney Daniel Roy 020 B Fremont Fraud & Legal  

Deborah Roy 
Royal Title Service Inc. 021 B Fremont Fraud & Legal  

Russell Watson 
Royal Title Service Inc. 022 B Fremont Fraud & Legal 

Bonnie Bonser 
Stern & Eisenberg, PC 023 B Legal Fraud 

Len Garza 
Stern & Eisenberg, PC 024 B Legal Fraud 

David Lambropoulos 
Stern & Eisenberg, PC 025 B Legal Fraud 

Stacey Weisblatt 
Stern & Eisenberg, PC 026 B Legal Fraud 

Alan Dombrow 
Retired 027 B Fed official knowledge of  

Lloyd Blankfein 
Goldman Sachs & Company 028 C Board-DI 

Gary Cohn 
Goldman Sachs & Company 029 C GS - Litton fraud 

Henry Paulson 
Paulson Institute 030 C Paulson Goldman to Treas 

Chris Wyatt 
Litton Loan Servicing LP 031 C Litton Fraud 

Crystal Lewis-Pierre 
c/o Stern & Eisenberg 032 D Legal Fraud 

Adam Deutsch 
Denbeaux & Denbeaux 033 D Legal Fraud 

Sal Sanchez 
Denbeaux & Denbeaux 034 D 

 
Stuart Seiden 

Duane Morris LLP 035 D 
 

John Soroko 
Duane Morris LLP 036 D Legal Fraud 

Brett Messinger 
Duane Morris LLP 037 D Legal Fraud 

Bessie Cahee 
Litton Loan Servicing LP 038 E Litton Fraud 

Randy Reynolds 
former Litton Loan employee 039 E Litton Fraud 

Gregg Gorse 
Opus Capital Markets Consultants 040 F GS-Litton-Ocwen fraud 
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PRIMARY WITNESSES EXPECTED TO TESTIFY 
Names Have Been Withheld To Avoid Witness Tampering – Legend at Bottom 

First 
Name 

Last 
Name Company User 9 User 8 User 10 

Ben Jonas 
Opus Capital Markets Consultants 041 F GS-Litton-Ocwen fraud 

Latonya Willis 
American Modern Home Insurance Company 042 F Litton Fraud 

Greg Brigner 
American Modern Home Insurance Company 043 F Litton Fraud 

Charles Sanders 
Federal Reserve Bank 044 F 

 
Patrick Burke 

HSBC North American Holdings Inc. 045 G Fremon-Litton- Ocwen  

N. Shells Current Manager 
HSBC North American Holdings Inc. 046 G Fremon-Litton- Ocwen 

Samuel Bergman 
Sclar Adler LLP 047 H GS - Litton fraud 

Daniel Gross 
Enhance Financial Services Group, Inc. 048 H GS - Litton fraud 

Brendan McDonagh 
HSBC North American Holdings Inc. 049 H Fremon-Litton- Ocwen 

Daniel Neidich 
Dune Capital Management LP (DCM) 050 I GS - Litton fraud 

David Oliner 
Dune Capital Management LP (DCM) 051 I GS - Litton fraud 

Russell Noncarrow 
Dune Capital Management LP (DCM) 052 I GS - Litton fraud 

Charles Seelig 
Dune Capital Management LP (DCM) 053 I GS - Litton fraud 

Tom Otte 
Dune Capital Management LP (DCM) 054 I GS - Litton fraud 

Laura Hammond 
Dune Capital Management LP (DCM) 055 I GS - Litton fraud 

Steven Mnuchin 
Dune Capital Management LP (DCM) 056 I GS - Litton fraud 

Nicholas Khuu 
Dune Capital Management LP (DCM) 057 I GS - Litton fraud 

Bruce Williams 
Shellpoint Partners LLC 058 I 

 
William Erby 

Ocwen Financial Corporation 059 J GS fraud 

John Schepisi 
Schepisi & McLaughlin 060 K Legal Fraud 

Madeleine Valentine 
Schepisi & McLaughlin 061 K Legal Fraud 

Michael Crestillo 
State of New Jersey Legislature 062 K Legal Fraud 

Dennis Carey 
State of New Jersey Legislature 063 K Legal Fraud 

Stephanie Mitterhoff 
State of New Jersey Legislature 064 K Legal Fraud 

Paul Innes 
State of New Jersey Legislature 065 K Leal Fraud 

Meg Morocco 
State of New Jersey Legislature 066 K Legal Fraud 

Karen Koval 
State of New Jersey Legislature 067 K Legal Fraud 

James Rothschild 
State of New Jersey Legislature 068 K Legal Fraud 

Harriet Klein 
State of New Jersey Legislature 069 K Leal Fraud 

Randal Chioccia 
State of New Jersey Legislature 070 K Legal Fraud 

Barbara D’Artagnan 
State of New Jersey Legislature 071 K Legal Fraud 

Vera Shaffe 
State of New Jersey Legislature 072 K Legal Fraud 

Terri Casaleggio 
TERRI CASALEGGIO 073 K 

 
Samuel John 

Wood, Smith, Henning & Berman LLP 074 K Legal Fraud 

Kenny Terrell 
State of New Jersey Department of Treasury 075 L Mail Fraud 

Megan Brennan 
United States Postal Service 076 L Mail Fraud 

Frank Veneziani 
United States Postal Service 077 L Mail Fraud 

Jeff Bond 
State of New Jersey Department of Treasury 078 L Mail Fraud 

Sabrina Habibulla 
State of New Jersey Department of Treasury 079 L Mail Fraud 

Elizabeth Warren 
United States Senator Elizabeth Warren 080 M Fraud 

Eric Holder 
Covington & Burling LLP 081 M Multiple 
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PRIMARY WITNESSES EXPECTED TO TESTIFY 
Names Have Been Withheld To Avoid Witness Tampering – Legend at Bottom 

First 
Name 

Last 
Name Company User 9 User 8 User 10 

John Dugan 
Covington & Burling LLP 082 M Fed Official VW Case 

Andrew Ceresney 
Debevoise 083 M Fed Official VW Case  

Mary White 
Debevoise 084 M Fed Official VW Case  

Richard Cordray 
United States Consumer Financial Protection Bureau 085 M Fraud 

Calvin Hagins 
United States Department of the Treasury 086 M Fed Official VW Case 

John Dugan 
United States Department of the Treasury 087 M Multiple 

Mortgage Member 
United States Department of the Treasury 088 M Fed Official VW Case 

Jeffery Ovall 
United States Securities and Exchange Commission 089 M Fed Official VW Case 

Josh Wilkenfeld 
United States Department of Justice 090 M Fed Official VW Case 

Kenneth Lench 
United States Securities and Exchange Commission 091 M Fed Official VW Case  

Bonnie Kartzman 
United States Securities and Exchange Commission 092 M Fed Official VW Case  

Lorin Reisner 
United States Securities and Exchange Commission 093 M Fed Official VW Case 

Robert Khuzami 
United States Securities and Exchange Commission 094 M Fraud 

Ollie Wade 
United States Securities and Exchange Commission 095 M Fed Official VW Case  

Mary Schapiro 
United States Securities and Exchange Commission 096 M Fraud 

Tom Coburn 
United States Senator Tom Coburn 097 M Fraud 

Jean Healey 
United States Consumer Financial Protection Bureau 098 M Fed Official VW Case 

Matthew Stegman 
United States Department of Justice 099 M Fed Official VW Case  

Michael Helfand 
Funded Justice 100 N 

 
Alan Savage 

Funded Justice 101 N 
 

Neel Kashkari 
Minneapolis Federal Reserve 102 O Paulson Goldman to 

Treasury  

Robert Steel 
Perella Weinberg Partners 103 O Paulson Goldman to 

Treasury  

Steve Shafran 
Upfront Ventures 104 O Paulson Goldman to 

Treasury  

S.A. Ibrahim) 
Radian Group Inc. 105 O GS - Litton fraud 

Kendrick Wilson 
Black Rock 106 O Paulson Goldman to 

Treasury  

Edward Forst 
Cushman & Wakefield, Inc 107 O Paulson Goldman to 

Treasury  

Dan Jester 
BDT & Company 108 O Paulson Goldman to 

Treasury  

Crystal Lewis-Pierre 
Ocwen Financial Corporation 109 P Fremont-GS-Litton-Ocwen 

fraud 

Samantha Radtke 
Ocwen Financial Corporation 110 P Fremont-GS-Litton-Ocwen 

fraud 

Veronica Williams 
Veronica Williams' in Essex County NJ 111 Q Legal Fraud 

Veronica Williams 
Veronica Williams' in Essex County NJ 112 Q Legal Fraud 

Veronica Williams 
Veronica Williams' in Essex County NJ 113 Q Legal Fraud 

Veronika Williams 
Veronica Williams' in Essex County NJ 114 Q Legal Fraud 

Veronica Williams 
Veronica Williams' in Essex County NJ 115 Q Legal Fraud 

Veronica Williams 
Veronica Williams' in Essex County NJ 116 Q Legal Fraud 

Veronica Williams 
Veronica Williams' in Essex County NJ 117 Q Legal Fraud 

Veronica Williams 
Veronica Williams' in Essex County NJ 118 Q Legal Fraud 

Michael Porter 
Harvard University 119 R GS Fraud 

Hyacinth Vassell 
Initiative for a Competitive Inner City (ICIC) 120 R GS fraud 
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PRIMARY WITNESSES EXPECTED TO TESTIFY 
Names Have Been Withheld To Avoid Witness Tampering – Legend at Bottom 

First 
Name 

Last 
Name Company User 9 User 8 User 10 

Patricia Dumas 
Capital One Financial Corporation 121 S Damages 

Nathan Nudelman 
Nudelman, Klemm and Golub 122 S Damages - Fraud 

Greg Moore 
Nudelman, Klemm and Golub 123 S Damages - Fraud 

Arthur Nudelman 
Nudelman, Klemm and Golub 124 S Damages - Fraud 

Jeffrey Shulman 
Shulman Wellness Center LLC 125 U Multiple 

 
TBD 

St. Barnabas Medical Center 126 U Damages 

James Pritsiolas 
Summit Medical Group 127 U Damages 

Customer Service 
Experian 128 V Damages - Credit 

Customer Service 
Trans Union LLC 129 V Damages - Credit 

Customer Service 
Dun & Bradstreet Corp. 130 V Damages - Credit 

  

Equifax Credit Information Services 131 V Damages - Credit 

Douglas Sell 
Economic Damage Advisory Services, LLC 132 V Damages 

Darold Hamlin 
Emerging Technology Consortium 133 V Damages 

Roosevelt Giles 
EndPoint Consulting Group, LLC 134 V Multiple 

Tommy Thomas 
GAP SOLUTIONS 135 V Multiple 

Debra Coley 
GSA - U.S. General Services Administration 136 V Multiple 

Steve Johnson 
Invizion, Inc. 137 V Damages 

Alan Noel 
Noel & Company, PC 138 V Fraud 

Kenneth Kobylowski 
State of NJDepartment of Banking and Insurance 139 V Fraud 

George Pappas 
The Lone Ranger, LLC 140 V Multiple 

Greg Gordon 
The McClatchy Company 141 V Fraud 

Joe Ballard 
The Ravens Group Inc. 142 V Damages 

J. Paul Johnson 
United States Department of Homeland Security 143 V Multiple 

Dennis Filler 
United States Department of Transportation 144 V Multiple 

Krista Brock 
Independent contractor 145 V Fraud 

Ozema Moore 
United States Dept of Housing & Urban Development 146 V Damages 

Paul Secrest 
World Information Technology Solutions, LLC 147 V Damages 

Dudley Allen 
World Information Technology Solutions, LLC 148 V Damages 

Sarah Powers 
Powers Kirn LLC 149 V 

 
  

INNOVIS 150 V Damages - Credit 

 
Lisa 

INNOVIS 151 V Damages - Credit 

George Pappas 
ACT Inc. 152 V Multiple 

Gail James 
Business Sense 153 V Multiple 
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INDEX TO WITNESSES TO TESTIFY 
Categories & Numbers Assigned to Witnesses  

CATEGORY DESCRIPTION 
A Fremont Fraud Process 
B Other Mortgage Fraud Process 
C Litton Fraud 
D Foreclosure Fraud Process 
E Litton Fraud Process 
F Other Mortgage Servicing Process 
G Underwriting Process 
H Mortgage Capital Sourcing 
I Mortgage Capital Leverage 
J Mortgage Collection Fraud 
K NJ Legal Fraud 
L Mail Fraud – Legal Evading 
M Fed Notify 
N Legal Interference 
O Goldman Sachs Positioning 
P Ocwen Extended Wrongful Collection 
Q Legal Scam – other Veronica Williams’ 
R Deceptive Information Gathering 
S Prior Bad Acts 
T  
U Physician & Healthcare Providers 
V VW Support 

 
 

Witness List with Numbers   C:\CriticalFiles\CURRENT_Post2010\Veronica Williams\Legal_Prepaid\Case_LittonLoan\COURT_Federal-Court-Prep\Witness_List-with-no.xlsx  CLICK HERE 
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Digital Copies Files & Available Upon Request 
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MORE DAMAGES NOT INCLUDED IN CASE FILES 
 

One Example, PLAINTIFF LACKS FUNDS AND TIME TO PROTECT AGAINST 
TRADEMARK INFRINGERS & OTHER COMPETITORS 

 
A space or capitalization of letters does not differentiate these marks from our mark, the original DiscoverIT.  These 
marks are obliterating the distinction, brand and value that I have been building since 1998.  These marks are destroying 
a lifetime of effort, just when my firm is finally positioned to give birth to the revamped products and services that I 
envisioned decades ago.  This will allow me to help others to grow. It is also a critical component of my retirement plan.  
~ V. Williams, Brand Creator 
 

COPYCAT DiscoverIT® MARKS 
     

MARK 
SERIAL 

NUMBER 
(click for Justia) 

DATE 
FILED 

DATE 
TRADEMARKED 
(click for USPTO) 

OWNER 

     

DISCOVER IT 85598955 2012 2013 DISCOVER FINANCIAL SERVICES 
     

Discover It 85503892 2011 2012 
KJB Security Products, Inc. 
 

https://www.kjbsecurity.com/  
     

 
85454506 2011 2013 Integrated Management 

Information, Inc. 
     

DISCOVER IT 86241878 2014 2016 IT COSMETICS, LLC 
 

 

Subsidiary of L'Oréal S.A. 
     

DISCOVER IT. LOVE IT. 
BELIEVE IT. 86055993 2013 2014 IT COSMETICS, LLC 

 
 

Subsidiary of L'Oréal S.A. 
     

DISCOVER IT 86171118 2014 2015 Discover Financial Services Inc.  
(listed as JOAT Company, The ??) 

DISCOVER It Forward 86088334 2013 2014 Lesinski, David 
     

Discover it. Together. 85907769 2013 2014 Lamb Creek Family Adventures 
Inc. 

     

DISCOVER IT. LIVE IT. SHARE 
IT. 86579306 2015 2016 Nikken International, Inc. 

     

 
86815401 2015 2016  Bruneau Antiques Inc. 

     

 
86750029 2015 2016 Fraser, Diane 

GAYGULL.COM DISCOVER 
IT. EMBRACE IT.  

GAYGULL IT! 
    

     
     

 
Since 2002, several other companies realized their infringement and withdrew or had their marks cancelled. 

 

For more information visit   http://www.discover-it.com/trademark-history.html 
 
 
 

https://trademarks.justia.com/search?q=discover+it&ewms=7&bwms=8&mwms=4&fts=110&page=1
https://www.uspto.gov/
https://trademarks.justia.com/855/98/discover-it-85598955.html
http://tmsearch.uspto.gov/bin/gate.exe?f=doc&state=4809:ylu5m5.3.1
https://trademarks.justia.com/owners/discover-financial-services-366840/
https://trademarks.justia.com/855/03/discover-it-85503892.html
http://tmsearch.uspto.gov/bin/gate.exe?f=doc&state=4809:ylu5m5.4.1
https://trademarks.justia.com/owners/kjb-security-products-inc-1471690/
https://www.kjbsecurity.com/
https://trademarks.justia.com/854/54/every-meal-has-a-story-discover-it-85454506.html
http://tmsearch.uspto.gov/bin/gate.exe?f=doc&state=4809:ylu5m5.18.1
https://trademarks.justia.com/owners/integrated-management-information-inc-1375610/
https://trademarks.justia.com/owners/integrated-management-information-inc-1375610/
https://trademarks.justia.com/862/41/discover-86241878.html
http://tmsearch.uspto.gov/bin/gate.exe?f=doc&state=4809:ylu5m5.5.1
https://trademarks.justia.com/owners/it-cosmetics-llc-1433529/
https://trademarks.justia.com/860/55/discover-it-love-it-believe-86055993.html
http://tmsearch.uspto.gov/bin/gate.exe?f=doc&state=4809:ylu5m5.7.1
https://trademarks.justia.com/owners/it-cosmetics-llc-1433529/
https://trademarks.justia.com/861/71/discover-86171118.html
http://tmsearch.uspto.gov/bin/gate.exe?f=doc&state=4809:ylu5m5.8.1
https://trademarks.justia.com/owners/joat-company-the-598514/
https://trademarks.justia.com/860/88/discover-it-86088334.html
http://tmsearch.uspto.gov/bin/gate.exe?f=doc&state=4809:ylu5m5.10.1
https://trademarks.justia.com/owners/lesinski-david-2726942/
https://trademarks.justia.com/859/07/discover-it-together-85907769.html
http://tmsearch.uspto.gov/bin/gate.exe?f=doc&state=4809:ylu5m5.12.1
https://trademarks.justia.com/owners/lamb-creek-family-adventures-inc-2617647/
https://trademarks.justia.com/owners/lamb-creek-family-adventures-inc-2617647/
https://trademarks.justia.com/865/79/discover-it-live-it-share-86579306.html
http://tmsearch.uspto.gov/bin/gate.exe?f=doc&state=4809:ylu5m5.13.1
https://trademarks.justia.com/owners/nikken-international-inc-3022278/
https://trademarks.justia.com/868/15/discoverit-86815401.html
http://tmsearch.uspto.gov/bin/gate.exe?f=doc&state=4809:ylu5m5.20.1
https://trademarks.justia.com/owners/bruneau-antiques-inc-3189705/
https://trademarks.justia.com/867/50/gaygull-com-discover-it-embrace-it-gaygull-86750029.html
http://tmsearch.uspto.gov/bin/gate.exe?f=doc&state=4809:ylu5m5.16.1
https://trademarks.justia.com/owners/fraser-diane-3150903/
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A PERSPECTIVE ON THE PROPERTY LOSS 
As The Owner of a 35-year Old Business, Losses Realized From Decimation of Income and Asset Value,  

and Other Factors is Order of Magnitude Greater Than Property Alone 
 

 
 
 

 

PURCHASE PRICE $88,000 ♦ PURCHASE + FINANCING $301,696 ♦ UPKEEP $175,000 ♦ UPGRADES $300,000 ♦TAXES $157,500 =TCO $934,196 
                                                                                                                                  Current Value of Investment in the Property ~ $1,300,000 
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A PERSPECTIVE ON THE PROPERTY LOSS cont’d. 
As The Owner of a 35-year Old Business, Losses Realized From Decimation of Income and Asset Value,  

and Other Factors is Order of Magnitude Greater Than Property Alone 
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A PERSPECTIVE ON THE PROPERTY LOSS cont’d. 
As The Owner of a 35-year Old Business, Losses Realized From Decimation of Income and Asset Value,  

and Other Factors is Order of Magnitude Greater Than Property Alone 
 

 
 

C:\CriticalFiles\CURRENT_Post2010\Veronica Williams\Legal_Prepaid\Case_LittonLoan\ Financial-Injury_5-31-18.xlsx 
 
WORKSHEET  Summary for Judges 
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1st Interrogatory of 94 

Remaining 93 Interrogatories Provided Upon Request of Court 
 
 

Congratulations on rising to become a Judge and Thank You for your service to the NJ Superior Court.  

Please give an overview of your background.  When were you born? Where did you grow up?  What 

Universities did you attend?  When did you move to NJ?  How long have you lived in NJ? How and when 

did you become a Judge?  Did you pursue it or were you pursued?  Where have you served as a lawyer 

and where have you served as a Judge?  Approximately over how many cases have you presided? 

 

Your Decision.  Did you have an opportunity to read or learn about this case before it was presented to 

you in Court? How did you learn about it?  About how much time did you spend reviewing the case info 

before each hearing/trial?  Did you review any information from Veronica Williams (the Plaintiff in cases 

USDCNJ 2:16-cv-05301 & NJ NJ-CASE-L-000081-11 & NJ NJ-CASE-L-004753-13 & Defendant in NJ 

Foreclosure Case NJ-CASE-F-000839-13)?  Did Veronica Williams appear at any of the hearings in which 

she was a defendant or plaintiff?  Did you question Veronica Williams’ absence? If so, how many times? 

Were you given any reason for Veronica Williams’ absence?  Why did you make a decision without 

hearing from Veronica Williams?  Did you or the State of New Jersey benefit in any way from your 

decision?  If so, how did you or the State of New Jersey benefit?  If not, why not? 

 

The lawyer, Daniel Roy, who signed the fraudulent mortgage was sanctioned on Feb. 8, 2015 by the 

Disciplinary Review Board of the Supreme Court of New Jersey after pleading guilty to:    violating RPC l.l 

(a) (gross neglect), RPC 1.3 (lack of diligence), and RPC 1.7(a)(2) (conflict of interest).  The other 

homeowner’s property was stolen with this lawyer’s help.  The lawyer’s wife owns a title company, Royal 

Title Service, Inc., that has operated in Essex County since 1984. The lawyer’s wife’s son owns a title 

company, Opal Title Service, LLC, that has operated in Essex County since 2012.   At the time of 

Veronica Williams’ (Plaintiff cases USDCNJ 2:16-cv-05301 & NJ NJ-CASE-L-000081-11 & NJ NJ-CASE-

L-004753-13)  investigation, both title firms operated out of the law office of this sanctioned lawyer, Daniel 

Roy.  Could either of them have assisted this lawyer – their husband and stepfather – in retroactively for 

filing the fraudulent mortgage?  The fraudulent mortgage was somehow added to the property records at 

NJ Essex County Hall of Records after the spring of 2010.  This was at least 15 months after the 

Foreclosure (NJ-CASE-F-000839-13) was filed.  Knowing this, would you have issued your ruling?  Would 

you have reversed your ruling?  Would you have dismissed the case and the foreclosure? 

 
COMPLETE INTERROGATORY DOCUMENT IS ENCLOSED WITH APPEAL 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

  
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

https://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-16-cv-05301-ES-JAD.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-000081-11/
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-004753-13/
https://www.finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13%20%20%20%20%20%20https:/finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13/
http://drblookupportal.judiciary.state.nj.us/DocumentHandler.ashx?document_id=1059667
https://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-16-cv-05301-ES-JAD.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-000081-11/
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-004753-13/
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-004753-13/
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USDCNJ FILING PREPARED IN RESPONSE TO 

 DEFENDANTS’ QUESTION 
 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

 
VERONICA A. WILLIAMS, 
 
               Plaintiff, Pro Se 

 
v. 

 
LITTON LOAN SERVICING, HSBC BANK 
USA, N.A. ;  GOLDMAN  SACHS; FREMONT 
HOME LOAN TRUST 2006-C MORTGAGE 
BACKED CERTIFICATES , SERIES 2006-C;  
OCWEN; STERN & EISENBERG, PC 
Ocwen Financial Corporation, The State of New 
Jersey 
 
                Defendants 
 

 
 

UNITED STATES FEDERAL COURT 
 

Civ. No.  2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD 
 
 

DOCUMENT QUESTIONED 
 

BY DEFENDANTS’ ATTORNEY 
 
 

FOR PROBLEMS WITH: 
NJ Case Docket No. F – 000839-13 
NJ Case Docket No. ESSX L – 004753-13 
NJ Case Docket No. ESSX L – 000081-11 

 

 
DOCUMENT QUESTIONED BY DEFENDANTS’ ATTORNEY 

 

Proof of Continuing Depraved Indifference 
 

The New Jersey Courts’ latest Ruling made without giving me notice is attached. I am the Plaintiff in 
USDCNJ Case 2:16 05301 & Defendant in NJ Case F-000839-13.  I was not given notice before the hearing or 
after the hearing. Such subversive acts that defy in the face of NJ Court rules (as presented in USDCNJ Case 
files - see http://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-16-cv-05301-ES-JAD.pdf) are par for the course for the 
defendants DCNJ Case 2:16-cv-05301 and their attorneys. 
 

One of the Defendant’s attorneys questioned my certainty of information in USDCNJ Filing No. 109 by 
this Plaintiff.  In addition to the attached document that was questioned, the Plaintiff will present extensive 
evidence at trial that corroborates this document.  I shall update the outline provided in USDCNJ Filings No. 
109 & No. 110 to incorporate this and other documents at trial. 
 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 

Veronica A. Williams  
Pro Se Counsel  

 

/s/ Veronica A. Williams    
Veronica A. Williams 
StopFraud@vawilliams.com   
 

December 29, 2018 (202) 486-4565 
 

 

 
 

  
 

 

 

https://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-16-cv-05301-ES-JAD.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc109.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc110.pdf
mailto:StopFraud@vawilliams.com
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Attachment I 

 
 

ADD DEC 2017  DOCUMENT FROM FORECLOSURE FILE 
 
FORECLOSURE    NJ-CASE-F-000839-13    http://www.finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13      
http://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13/   
 
0081                     finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-000081-11               http://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-000081-11/    
 
4753                     /finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-004753-13               http://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-004753-13/   
 
NJ Court filings submitted in USDC of NJ Case  2:16-cv-05301   - see http://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-16-cv-
05301-ES-JAD.pdf) 
 
 

 
  

https://www.finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13/
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-000081-11/
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-004753-13/
https://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-16-cv-05301-ES-JAD.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-16-cv-05301-ES-JAD.pdf
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Attachment I cont’d. 
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Attachment I cont’d. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

COMPLETE USDCNJ FILING DOCUMENT IS ENCLOSED WITH APPEAL 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 
http://www.njd.uscourts.gov/ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Civ. No.  2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE TO GOLDMAN SACHS & OCWEN 
 

I, Veronica Williams, certify that on this 28th day of December 2018, a true and correct copy of this 
document will be sent to the parties via the method and as addressed below: 

 
 

Via Facsimile 
Lloyd C. Blankfein 
Chairman and CEO 
 779431109047 
 
 
Goldman, Sachs & Co.  
200 West Street  
New York, NY 10282  
Phone   212-902-3474 
Fax       (212) 902-3000 
http://www.goldmansachs.com/who-we-are/leadership/executive-officers/lloyd-c-blankfein.html  

http://www.goldmansachs.com/who-we-are/leadership/executive-officers/gregory-k-palm.html  

Via Facsimile 
Gregory K. Palm 
Executive Vice President, 
General Counsel and Secretary 
of the Corporation 
 779431109047 
Goldman, Sachs & Co.  
200 West Street  
New York, NY 10282  
Phone  212-902-0300 
Fax       (212) 902-3000 
https://www.bloomberg.com/profiles/people/4122769-gregory-k-palm  
 

 

Via eMail 
Mr. Ronald M. Faris     
President & CEO 
Ocwen Financial Corporation  
1661 Worthington Road Suite 100  
West Palm Beach, FL 33409 
 
Email  Ronald.Faris@ocwen.com  

 
  
 

 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 

Veronica A. Williams  
Pro Se Counsel StopFraud@vawilliams.com 

 
/s/ Veronica A. Williams  
StopFraud@vawilliams.com 

December 28, 2018        (202) 486-4565 
 

  

 
VERONICA A. WILLIAMS, 

 
Plaintiff, 

 
v. 

 
LITTON LOAN, et al., 

 
Defendants. 

http://www.njd.uscourts.gov/
http://www.goldmansachs.com/who-we-are/leadership/executive-officers/lloyd-c-blankfein.html
http://www.goldmansachs.com/who-we-are/leadership/executive-officers/gregory-k-palm.html
https://www.bloomberg.com/profiles/people/4122769-gregory-k-palm
mailto:Ronald.Faris@ocwen.com
mailto:StopFraud@vawilliams.com
mailto:StopFraud@vawilliams.com
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 
http://www.njd.uscourts.gov/ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Civ. No.  2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE TO HSNC &THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY JUDICIARY 
 

I, Veronica Williams, certify that on this 26th day of October 2018, a true and correct copy of this 
document will be sent to the parties via the method and as addressed below: 

 
 

Via eMail 
Ms. Elizabeth Arlow or current 
Regulatory Operations Officer 
HSBC 
2929 Walden Avenue 
Depew, NY  14043 
 
Phone   855-334-1650  

 

Email  investor.relations.usa@us.hsbc.com 

http://www.goldmansachs.com/who-we-are/leadership/executive-officers/gregory-k-palm.html  

Via  eMail 
State of New Jersey 
Glenn A. Grant, J.A.D.  
Acting Administrative Director of the  
New Jersey Courts  
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Richard J. Hughes Justice Complex 
P.O. Box 037 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0037 
 
 

Email  
 
https://www.njcourts.gov/courts/aoc/grantbio.html 
 

 
 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 

Veronica A. Williams  
Pro Se Counsel StopFraud@vawilliams.com  

 
/s/ Veronica A. Williams  
StopFraud@vawilliams.com 

December 28, 2018        (202) 486-4565 
  

 
VERONICA A. WILLIAMS, 

 
Plaintiff, 

 
v. 

 
LITTON LOAN, et al., 

 
Defendants. 

http://www.njd.uscourts.gov/
http://www.goldmansachs.com/who-we-are/leadership/executive-officers/gregory-k-palm.html
mailto:StopFraud@vawilliams.com
mailto:StopFraud@vawilliams.com
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 
http://www.njd.uscourts.gov/ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Civ. No.  2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE 
 

I, Veronica Williams, certify that on this 28th day of December 2018, a true and correct copy of this 
document will be sent to the parties via the method and as addressed below: 

 
Via Email  
Clerk of NJ Supreme Court 
Clerk of Supreme Court     
HeatherJoy Baker 
R.J. Hughes Justice Complex 
Supreme Court Clerk's Office 
P.O. Box 970 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0970 
 
609-815-2955 

Via Email 
NJ Appellate Division Clerk    
Joseph H. Orlando 
Superior Court, Appellate Division 
Appellate Division Clerk's Office 
P.O. Box 006 
Trenton, New Jersey, 08625 
 
Phone: 609-815-2950 

Via eMail  
Clerk of Superior Court   
Michelle M. Smith 
R.J. Hughes Justice Complex  
Superior Court Clerk's Office  
P.O. Box 971  
Trenton, NJ 08625-0971  
 

Phone: 609-421-6100  
Fax: 609-292-6564  
Email: Scco.Mailbox@njcourts.gov 
 

Email is not considered received until recipient repl ies with a message. 

 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 

Veronica A. Williams  
Pro Se Counsel StopFraud@vawilliams.com  

 
/s/ Veronica A. Williams  
StopFraud@vawilliams.com 

December 28, 2018        (202) 486-4565 
  

 
 

 

   
 

 
     

     
          

  
    

    
   

   
 

  
 

        
   

 
VERONICA A. WILLIAMS, 

 
Plaintiff, 

 
v. 

 
LITTON LOAN, et al., 

 
Defendants. 

 
 
 

 

http://www.njd.uscourts.gov/
tel:609-815-2955
tel:609-815-2950
tel:609-421-6100
mailto:Scco.Mailbox@njcourts.gov
mailto:StopFraud@vawilliams.com
mailto:StopFraud@vawilliams.com
https://www.njcourts.gov/courts/supreme.html?lang=eng
tel:609-815-2955
mailto:Webmaster.Mailbox@njcourts.gov
https://www.njcourts.gov/courts/scco.html
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 
http://www.njd.uscourts.gov/ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Civ. No.  2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE 
 

I, Veronica Williams, certify that on this 28th day of December 2018, a true and correct copy of this 
document will be sent to the parties via the method and as addressed below: 

 
Via  Email  
Stuart I. Seiden, Associate 
Attorney for Litton Loan 
Servicing, HSBC Bank USA, 
Goldman Sachs, Ocwen,  
Fremont Home Loan trust 2006-C 
Mortgage-Backed Certificates 
Series 2006-C 
 

Duane Morris LLP 
30 South 17th Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-4196 
Phone  (215) 979-1124 
Fax       (215) 827-5536 
siseiden@duanemorris.com  
KKBogue@duanemorris.com 

Via  Email 
Evan Barenbaum, Esq  
Attorney for Stern & Eisenberg 
 
 
 
 
 
Director of Litigation 
Stern & Eisenberg, PC 
1581 Main Street, Suite 200 
Warrington, PA 18976 
Office   267-620-2130   Cell  215-519-2868 
Fax       215-572-5025 
ebarenbaum@sterneisenberg.com 
 

Via EMail  
Attorney General for the State of 
NJ 
 
 
Mr. Gurbir S. Grewal 
Attorney General 
Office of The Attorney General  
The State of New Jersey 
Richard J. Hughes Justice 
Complex (HJC) 
25 Market Street 
   8th Floor, West Wing 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0080 
OAGPress@njoag.gov 

Email is not considered received until recipient repl ies with a message. 

 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 

Veronica A. Williams  
Pro Se Counsel StopFraud@vawilliams.com  

 
/s/ Veronica A. Williams  
StopFraud@vawilliams.com 

December 28, 2018        (202) 486-4565 
 
 

 
VERONICA A. WILLIAMS, 

 
Plaintiff, 

 
v. 

 
LITTON LOAN, et al., 

 
Defendants. 

 
 
 

 

 

 
   

http://www.njd.uscourts.gov/
mailto:siseiden@duanemorris.com
tel:215-519-2868
mailto:ebarenbaum@sterneisenberg.com
mailto:StopFraud@vawilliams.com
mailto:StopFraud@vawilliams.com
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December 28, 2018 
 
 

State of New Jersey 
Glenn A. Grant, J.A.D.  
Acting Administrative Director of the New Jersey Courts  
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Richard J. Hughes Justice Complex 
P.O. Box 037 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0037 
 
Subject: Plaintiff Provides New Dates to Help Avoid Scheduling Conflicts 
 Veronica A. Williams v. Litton Loan Servicing, et al.  
 USDC NJ, 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD  
 
Dear Court, 
 

I am asking the State of New Jersey to agree to the removal of my case to Federal 
Court.  The reason is that the NJ Court System has repeatedly allowed the denial of 
my due process for more than 6 years. 
 
To honor the separation of powers, this request is addressed to the NJ Courts/NJ 
Judicial Branch.  For full disclosure, I am making the Executive and Legislative 
Branches of our State government aware of my request. 
 
Please send me an official response in sufficient time to allows the law to support 
my request. 
 
My case is quite extensive. All pertinent information is included in, or referenced, 
in the appeal1. This information may be viewed at www.FinFix.org. If the Court 
requires further explanation or additional information I can be best reached by 
email at StopFraud@vawilliams.com, by phone at 202-486-4565 or by facsimile at 
888-492-5864. 
 
As proclaimed by the namesake of the US District Court of NJ Courthouse, 
 
Let Justice & Freedom ring, 
 
 
Veronica A. Williams 
Plaintiff 
 
cc: NJ Executive Branch, Office of the Governor via fax U.S. Mail  https://nj.gov/governor/  
 NJ Legislative Branch via email leginfo@njleg.org             https://www.njleg.state.nj.us/  
 Stuart Seiden, Duane Morris LLC  via email 
 Evan Barenbaum, Stern & Eisenberg PC  via email 

                                                 
1 Download a full, digital copy of the appeal at: 
   http://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Submits-Appeal_12-28-18.pdf 
 

Veronica Ann Williams 
541 SCOTLAND ROAD ♦ SOUTH ORANGE, NEW JERSEY 07079-3009 

 

MAILING ADDRESS:  P.O. Box 978 ♦ SOUTH ORANGE, NEW JERSEY 07079-0978 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

     
   

              
  
  
        
   
 
 

TO DOWNLOAD DIGITAL COPY 
 

http://www.finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Appeal-NJ-Court-Request.pdf 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

 
VERONICA A. WILLIAMS, 
 
               Plaintiff, Pro Se 

 
v. 

 
LITTON LOAN SERVICING, HSBC BANK 
USA, N.A. ;  GOLDMAN  SACHS; FREMONT 
HOME LOAN TRUST 2006-C MORTGAGE 
BACKED CERTIFICATES , SERIES 2006-C;  
OCWEN; STERN & EISENBERG, PC 
Ocwen Financial Corporation, The State of New 
Jersey 
 
                Defendants 
 

 
 

UNITED STATES FEDERAL COURT 
 

Civ. No.  2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD 
 
 

DOCUMENT QUESTIONED 
 

BY DEFENDANTS’ ATTORNEY 
 
 

FOR PROBLEMS WITH: 
NJ Case Docket No. F – 000839-13 
NJ Case Docket No. ESSX L – 004753-13 
NJ Case Docket No. ESSX L – 000081-11 

 

 
DOCUMENT QUESTIONED BY DEFENDANTS’ ATTORNEY 

 

Proof of Continuing Depraved Indifference 
 

The New Jersey Courts’ latest Ruling made without giving me notice is attached. I am the 
Plaintiff in USDCNJ Case 2:16 05301 & Defendant in NJ Case F-000839-13.  I was not given notice 
before the hearing or after the hearing. Such subversive acts that defy in the face of NJ Court rules (as 
presented in USDCNJ Case files - see http://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-16-cv-05301-ES-
JAD.pdf) are par for the course for the defendants DCNJ Case 2:16-cv-05301 and their attorneys. 
 

One of the Defendant’s attorneys questioned my certainty of information in USDCNJ Filing 
No. 109 by this Plaintiff.  In addition to the attached document that was questioned, the Plaintiff will 
present extensive evidence at trial that corroborates this document.  I shall update the outline 
provided in USDCNJ Filings No. 109 & No. 110 to incorporate this and other documents at trial. 
 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 

Veronica A. Williams  
Pro Se Counsel  

 

/s/ Veronica A. Williams    
Veronica A. Williams 
StopFraud@vawilliams.com   
 

December 28, 2018 (202) 486-4565 
 

 

THIS DOCUMENT MAY BE DOWNLOADED AT   
http://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Response-to Defendant-Question-Filing#109_12-20-18.pdf  
 
 

  
 

 
 

        

      
 

     

https://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-16-cv-05301-ES-JAD.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-16-cv-05301-ES-JAD.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc109.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc110.pdf
mailto:StopFraud@vawilliams.com
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Response-to%20Defendant-Question-Filing#109_12-20-18.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Submits-Trial-Preview-to-Court_9-26-18.docx
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Attachment I 
 
 

ADD DEC 2017  DOCUMENT FROM FORECLOSURE FILE 
 
FORECLOSURE    NJ-CASE-F-000839-13    http://www.finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13      
http://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13/   
 
0081                     finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-000081-11               http://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-
000081-11/    
 
4753                     /finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-004753-13               http://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-
004753-13/   
 
NJ Court filings submitted in USDC of NJ Case  2:16-cv-05301   - see http://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-
2-16-cv-05301-ES-JAD.pdf) 
 
 

 
  

https://www.finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13/
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-000081-11/
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-000081-11/
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-004753-13/
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-004753-13/
https://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-16-cv-05301-ES-JAD.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-16-cv-05301-ES-JAD.pdf
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Attachment I cont’d. 
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Attachment I cont’d. 
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Attachment I cont’d. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

http://www.njd.uscourts.gov/ 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Civ. No.  2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE 
 

I, Veronica Williams, certify that on this 28th day of December 2018, a true and correct copy 
of this document will be sent to the parties via the method and as addressed below: 

 
Via Email  
Stuart I. Seiden, Associate 
Attorney for Litton Loan 
Servicing, HSBC Bank USA, 
Goldman Sachs, Ocwen,  
Fremont Home Loan trust 2006-C 
Mortgage-Backed Certificates 
Series 2006-C 
 

Duane Morris LLP 
30 South 17th Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-4196 
Phone  (215) 979-1124 
Fax       (215) 827-5536 
siseiden@duanemorris.com  
KKBogue@duanemorris.com 

Via Email 
Evan Barenbaum, Esq  
Attorney for Stern & Eisenberg 
 
 
 
 
 
Director of Litigation 
Stern & Eisenberg, PC 
1581 Main Street, Suite 200 
Warrington, PA 18976 
Office   267-620-2130   Cell  215-519-2868 
Fax       215-572-5025 
ebarenbaum@sterneisenberg.com 
 

Via U.S. Mail  
Attorney General for the State of 
NJ 
 
 
 
Mr. Gurbir S. Grewal 
Attorney General 
Office of The Attorney General  
The State of New Jersey 
Richard J. Hughes Justice 
Complex (HJC) 
25 Market Street 
   8th Floor, West Wing 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0080 

Email is not considered received until recipient repl ies with a message. 

 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 

Veronica A. Williams  
Pro Se Counsel StopFraud@vawilliams.com  

 
/s/ Veronica A. Williams  
StopFraud@vawilliams.com 
 

December 28, 2018        (202) 486-4565 

 
VERONICA A. WILLIAMS, 

 
Plaintiff, 

 
v. 

 
LITTON LOAN, et al., 

 
Defendants. 

 
 
 

 

 

 
   

http://www.njd.uscourts.gov/
mailto:siseiden@duanemorris.com
tel:215-519-2868
mailto:ebarenbaum@sterneisenberg.com
mailto:StopFraud@vawilliams.com
mailto:StopFraud@vawilliams.com
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March 3, 2019 
 

Ms.  Harriet  Farber  Klein 
Wilson, Elser, Moskowitz, Edelman and Dicker LLP  
200 Campus Drive     
Florham Park, NJ 07932  
 

p. 973.624.0800  ♦  f.  973.624.0808 ♦♦  https://www.wilsonelser.com/ 
 

FORMERLY 
Hon.  Harriet  Farber  Klein 
Essex County - Superior Court of New Jersey 
State of New Jersey Legislature 
Essex County Wilentz Justice Complex 
212 Washington St., 8th floor 
(DIFFERENT ADDRESS IN NOTES) 
Newark , NJ  07102    
C:\CriticalFiles\CURRENT_Post2010\Veronica Williams\Legal_Prepaid\Case_LittonLoan\COURT_Federal-Court-Prep\Witness-
Interrogatories\NJ-Klein.docx 

 

Dear Ms. Klein, 
 

Congratulations on rising to become a Judge and Thank You for your service to the NJ Superior 

Court.  Please give an overview of your background.  When were you born? Where did you grow up?  

What Universities did you attend?  When did you move to NJ?  How long have you lived in NJ? How 

and when did you become a Judge?  Did you pursue it or were you pursued?  Where have you 

served as a lawyer and where have you served as a Judge?  Approximately over how many cases 

have you presided? 
 

Your Decision.  Did you have an opportunity to read or learn about this case before it was presented 

to you in Court? How did you learn about it?  About how much time did you spend reviewing the case 

info before each hearing/trial?  Did you review any information from Veronica Williams (the Plaintiff in 

cases USDCNJ 2:16-cv-05301 & NJ NJ-CASE-L-000081-11 & NJ NJ-CASE-L-004753-13 & 

Defendant in NJ Foreclosure Case NJ-CASE-F-000839-13)?  Did Veronica Williams appear at any of 

the hearings in which she was a defendant or plaintiff?  Did you question Veronica Williams’ 

absence? If so, how many times? Were you given any reason for Veronica Williams’ absence?  Why 

did you make a decision without hearing from Veronica Williams?  Did you or the State of New Jersey 

benefit in any way from your decision?  If so, how did you or the State of New Jersey benefit?  If not, 

why not? 
 

The lawyer, Daniel Roy, who signed the fraudulent mortgage was sanctioned on Feb. 8, 2015 by the 

Disciplinary Review Board of the Supreme Court of New Jersey after pleading guilty to:    violating 

RPC l.l (a) (gross neglect), RPC 1.3 (lack of diligence), and RPC 1.7(a)(2) (conflict of interest).  The 

other homeowner’s property was stolen with this lawyer’s help.  The lawyer’s wife owns a title 

company, Royal Title Service, Inc., that has operated in Essex County since 1984. The lawyer’s 

wife’s son owns a title company, Opal Title Service, LLC, that has operated in Essex County since 

2012.   At the time of Veronica Williams’ (Plaintiff cases USDCNJ 2:16-cv-05301 & NJ NJ-CASE-L-

000081-11 & NJ NJ-CASE-L-004753-13)  investigation, both title firms operated out of the law office 

of this sanctioned lawyer, Daniel Roy.  Could either of them have assisted this lawyer – their husband 

and stepfather – in retroactively for filing the fraudulent mortgage?  The fraudulent mortgage was 

somehow added to the property records at NJ Essex County Hall of Records after the spring of 2010.  

This was at least 15 months after the Foreclosure (NJ-CASE-F-000839-13) was filed.  Knowing this, 

would you have issued your ruling?  Would you have reversed your ruling?  Would you have 

dismissed the case and the foreclosure? 

https://www.wilsonelser.com/
https://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-16-cv-05301-ES-JAD.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-000081-11/
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-004753-13/
https://www.finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13%20%20%20%20%20%20https:/finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13/
http://drblookupportal.judiciary.state.nj.us/DocumentHandler.ashx?document_id=1059667
https://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-16-cv-05301-ES-JAD.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-000081-11/
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-000081-11/
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-004753-13/


 

 

TO SEE THESE DOCUMENTS PLEASE CLICK TO DOWNLOAD FROM THE 
INTERNET OR SEND EMAIL TO StopFraud@FinFix.org  

 
ILLEGAL 
ACTIONS LEGAL CASE NUMBER DOWNLOAD DOCUMENTS 

FORECLOSURE NJ-CASE-F-000839-13 http://www.finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13      
http://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13/   

FRAUD, etc. NJ-CASE-L-000081-11 http://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-000081-11/    
FRAUD, etc. NJ-CASE-L-004753-13 http://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-004753-13/   
FRAUD, etc. USDC of NJ Case  2:16-cv-05301 http://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-16-cv-05301-ES-

JAD.pdf 
   
 
FORECLOSURE    NJ-CASE-F-000839-13    http://www.finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13      
http://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13/   
 
0081 finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-000081-11 http://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-000081-11/    
 
4753  /finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-004753-13  http://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-004753-13/   
 
NJ Court filings submitted in USDC of NJ Case  2:16-cv-05301   - see http://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-
16-cv-05301-ES-JAD.pdf) 
 
2009 Foreclosure near Christmas 
2014 Foreclosure  just before you left the bench the second time 
 
USPS MAIL FRAUD INFO 
Put letter sent here (w/Postal money orders)  (money orders) [USDCNJ Filing #39] 
Judge Klein background from  https://www.wilsonelser.com/attorneys/harriet_farber_klein  

 

mailto:StopFraud@FinFix.org
https://www.finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13/
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-000081-11/
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-004753-13/
https://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-16-cv-05301-ES-JAD.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-16-cv-05301-ES-JAD.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-F-000839-13/
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-000081-11/
https://finfix.org/proof/NJ-CASE-L-004753-13/
https://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-16-cv-05301-ES-JAD.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/US-Case-No-2-16-cv-05301-ES-JAD.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc39.pdf
https://www.wilsonelser.com/attorneys/harriet_farber_klein


 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Veronica A. Williams 
Kellogg MBA, a M7 MBA Program 

PgMP®, PMP®, ITIL® 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
ACT, Inc. 
 
NJ/New York City Area Office: 
UPON REQUEST 
South Orange, NJ  07079-1932 
Phone   973-761-7000 
Fax       888-492-5864 
 
Nation's Capital Area Office: 
UPON REQUEST 
Washington, DC  20250 
Phone 202-291-2000 
Fax     888-492-5864 
 
Home Page   www.ACT-IT.com 
 

Products       www.Discover-IT.com 
 

Services       www.The5Ps.com 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Veronica A. Williams is a recognized authority on 
business and technology. Her education and experience in 
finance, economics and operations spans decades: 
 

 

• Elevated in 1971 – 77 as employee at U.S. Department of 
Agriculture’s Economics Research Service 

 

 

• Formalized in 1973 as student at Brandeis University 
 

 

• Received Master’s Degree in 1979 from Northwestern 
University’s Kellogg Graduate School of Management 

 

 

• Achieved Expertise at enterprise corporations 1979 – 1995 
by delivering financial and operational custom solutions to 
money center banks, accounting firms and major firms. 

 

 

• Expertise Validated: 
 

o 1995 Industry Analyst and Author 

o 2009 vetted and appointed as FINRA Arbitrator 

o 2014 MBA International Competition Judge 

o 2017 named Marquis Lifetime Achievement awardee 
            elevated to a FINRA Arbitrator Chairperson 

 
 

Ms. Williams is a graduate of Brandeis University with a B.A. 
degree in economics; she received an MBA in finance and 
economics from the J.L. Kellogg Graduate School of 
Management at Northwestern University. She has studied in 
the US and Europe. With global awareness, Ms. Williams has 
consulted, served as an Advisor, and led major initiatives.  
 

 

For additional information visit www.VeronicaWilliams.com.  

 

 

 

 VERONICA A. WILLIAMS 
 
H i g h l i g h t s  o f  F i n a n c i a l  &  A d v i s o r y  E x p e r t i s e  

Sweet Spot 
Convergence 
of Expertise 

 
 
 

 FINANCE 

INFORMATION 
 TECHNOLOGY 

Veronica’s 
Sweet Spot 

OPERATIONS   

TO HELP REMEMBER THE PLAINTIFF 
 

        
 
 
 
 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Magnificent_Seven_(business_schools)
http://www.act-it.com/
http://www.discover-it.com/
http://www.the5ps.com/
http://www.veronicawilliams.com/
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December 28, 2018 
 

Clerk  
United States District Court of New Jersey 
Martin Luther King Jr. Federal Building & U.S. Courthouse 
50 Walnut Street  
Newark, NJ  07102-3595 
 
Subject: Appeal Order to Dismiss USDC NJ, 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD  
 Veronica A. Williams v. Litton Loan Servicing, et al.  
 
Dear Court, 
 
My appeal is enclosed.  While I did not receive the response that I had anticipated, I do 

thank the Court and Judge Salas for providing a clear and candid response to my 

complaint.  This is the first time34 since 2005 that I feel I am being treated with honesty 

and respect.  I am truly grateful and glad to receive the fair treatment that I expect from our 

Justice system. 
 

I shall give my perspective on some of the details in the Opinion and highlight other facts 

that I feel should be relevant.  I pray that the law will allow the U.S. Courts to provide a 

form to tell the full truth in this matter.  I trust that the appeals process will give us all the 

clarity of substance and courage to do what is right and morally sound, within the confines 

of the law, of course.   
 

I shall also cast some of the information presented in the Case Files in terms of the laws 

that support this case being heard in Federal Court. 
 
My story has been told. All that remains is how this matter ends.  Those interested in my 

plight have agreed to wait on resolutions reached after seeking Court intervention.  It is my 

sincere desire that this injustice ends with a fair and constitutionally compliant solution 

facilitated by our Federal or State Courts.   
 
I realize that Court rules may have prohibited the review of the interactive timeline 

                                                           
34 With the exception of hearings presided over by Judge Rothschild (2011), Judge Carey (2014) & U.S. Magistrate Judge 
Dickson (2018). 

 Veronica Ann Williams 
541 SCOTLAND ROAD ♦ SOUTH ORANGE, NEW JERSEY 07079-3009 

 

MAILING ADDRESS:  P.O. Box 978 ♦ SOUTH ORANGE, NEW JERSEY 07079-0978 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

     
   

              
  
  
        
   
 
 

TO DOWNLOAD DIGITAL COPY 
http://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/APPEAL_Wms-v-BigBanks-FILED.pdf 
 

 
 

APPENDIX A (original document filed) 
To View Document Filed http://www.finfix.org/proof/ADDL/APPEAL_Wms-v-BigBanks-FILED.pdf 
 

https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/COURT_Motion-Response-to-Briefings-in-Opposition.docx
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Dec-Submission-Cover-letter_12-26-16.doc
https://finfix.org/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Response-to-S&E-Motion-to-Dismiss.docx
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/APPEAL_Wms-v-BigBanks-FILED.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Submits-Appeal_12-28-18.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Submits-Appeal_12-28-18.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/ADDL/APPEAL_Wms-v-BigBanks-FILED.pdf
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prepared for and referenced in Filing #99. A clearer version of USDCNJ Filing #9935 may 

be viewed at http://www.finfix.org/Williams-v-BigBanks.pdf.  This filing included a thumb 

drive with all documents including those that could not be printed.  Since the interactive 

time line is a highly efficient, information packed tool, I have included a digital version on 

the thumb drive enclosed with this appeal.  The same timeline can be viewed at 

http://www.finfix.org/Fraud-Timeline.html. It can also be viewed on the enclosed thumb 

drive by opening the “FinFix_site” folder and typing or clicking on “Fraud-Timeline.html” 

after opening the thumb drive on a WINDOWS personal computer.  One of the paths along 

this timeline explains how the fraudulent foreclosure was gained in a deceptive process 

that evaded legal and financial protocol: 
 

DATE ACTION from May 2014 – Jan 2015  see http://www.finfix.org/Fraud-Timeline.html  
July 2014 Mediation NOT Scheduled per Court 
Sept. 2014 Seiden & Denbeaux Give Fake Document – Denbeaux Withdraws 
Sept. 2014 Foreclosure Awarded Unbeknownst To Plaintiff 
Oct. 2014 Plaintiff’s Deposition – asked Seiden For Copy Of Mortgage 
Nov. 2014 Defendants are NO SHOW in Court 
Jan. 2015 Plaintiff Wins Hearing – Duane Morris Attorney(#37) Promises $35K 

Mortgage 
Mar. 2015 Duane Morris Reneges On Mortgage 
 

Information that I plan to present at our Discovery meeting includes: 
 

• People With The Most to Lose From Case Information (provided on a need to know 
basis only) 

• Sample Interrogatory – 94 interrogatories are ready for Discovery (1 interrogatory 
attached) 

• Minimum Evidence & Plan to reduce massive financial fraud (Filing #109 with 
names & detail) 

• Highlights of Key Evidence Items (1,132 total items) 
 
Since the Defendants’ attorney have participated in the fraud and are duty bound to 

“represent Defendants to the best of their ability.  I am only willing to reveal case details 

with an appropriately assigned person. After being denied due process for 6 years by the 

NJ Courts, this Plaintiff has no confidence of undergoing a fair and open legal process in 

New Jersey.  To achieve fairness and use our Federal jurisdiction to bring a full attack on 

the financial fraud in our State, I shall ask the NJ Courts to agree to the removal of this 

case to Federal Court (letter enclosed). 
 

In the spirit of full disclosure, this document is being sent to the NJ Courts. 
Being denied due process allowed an illegal foreclosure to be awarded.  

                                                           
35 Note that Plaintiff, in error, wrote DOJ issued cease & desist order.  FDIC issued the cease & desist order (see p. 3 of 
Filing #99) . 

    
            

            
             

       
            
           

        
    

          
          

           

https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc99.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/Fraud-Timeline.html
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL18/COURT%20-%20Mediation%20Schepisi-Prop_date-ltr_6-20-14i.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/COURT_From-Seiden-Stipl-Ext-Discovery+Adj_Trial-Williams.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL18/Deposition%20of%20Williams_10-2-14.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL18/Court_NJ-Dismiss-Fremont-April-22-2016-Hearing_recvd_5-6-16.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc109.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc99.pdf
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Financial fraud is systemic in NJ. This Plaintiff’s story has been shared with a 
limited audience and promises a fair and equitable solution through our 
Court system.  If the Courts cannot bring the Defendants to the table and 
facilitate a solution that is fair for this Plaintiff and helps protect U.S. 
homeowners from fraud, then I ask the Courts to allow a fair and open trial. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
A Courageous and Hopeful Citizen & Plaintiff, 
 

 
Veronica A. Williams 
 
attachment – Appeal of Court’s Dismissal Order 
  

 

To The Federal & State Courts of New Jersey: 
 

How can our Legal and Law Enforcement Officials expect people to take risks to report 
crimes if we are not protected or even heard ?  It is our civic and moral duty to hear 
those who are courageous enough to expose wrongdoings. 
 

He who does not punish evil commands it to be done. ~ Leonardo da Vinci 
 



170  

Page 170 of 401 
 

 
 

 
 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

 
 

VERONICA A. WILLIAMS, 
 
               Plaintiff, Pro Se 

 
v. 

 
LITTON LOAN SERVICING, HSBC BANK 
USA, N.A. ;  GOLDMAN  SACHS; FREMONT 
HOME LOAN TRUST 2006-C MORTGAGE 
BACKED CERTIFICATES , SERIES 2006-C;  
OCWEN; STERN & EISENBERG, PC 
Ocwen Financial Corporation 
 
                Defendants 
 

 
 
 

UNITED STATES FEDERAL COURT 
 

Civ. No.  2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD 
 
 

 

APPEAL OF DISMILLAL ORDER 
 
 

FOR PROBLEMS WITH: 
NJ Case Docket No. F – 000839-13 
NJ Case Docket No. ESSX L – 004753-13 
NJ Case Docket No. ESSX L – 000081-11 

 
APPEAL OF DISMISSAL ORDER 

 

Case Filings Explained More & Evidence Submitted Cast In Federal Laws 
 

Summary 
The fraudulent legal action began in 2009 but did not conclude until the State of New Jersey 

– against the desire of the Defendants – released the fraudulent mortgage in 2017.  USDCNJ 

Complaint 2:16-sv-05301 was filed in August 2016 in full anticipation of being able to 

prove the foreclosure to the understanding and acceptance of the legal audience through 

mediation or, if necessary, at trial.   The fraudulent document was likely not filed with New 

Jersey’s Essex County Hall of Records until the spring of 2014.  The fraud was not 
consummated until the Defendant’s attorneys presented the fraudulent mortgage 

document to the NJ Court in September 2014 and received a foreclosure. 
 

Attorneys & Judges Owe Plaintiff an Explanation 
 

At a minimum, three Attorneys: Witness 25, Witness 35 and Witness 33 should 

explain why they submitted fraudulent legal documents to protect the Defendants. 

This Attorney (Witness 25) should explain why he signed a false document and 

other Stern & Eisenberg attorneys (Witnesses 33 – 36 & X) should explain why they 

condoned false documents filed with the NJ Courts.  

 
  

    
     

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

  
  
  

   
          
      
       

 
 

 
 

  

 

THIS DOCUMENT MAY BE DOWNLOADED AT   
http://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/APPEAL_Wms-v-BigBanks-FILED.pdf  
 

  
 
 

  
 

https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc99.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Response-to-Defendants-Objection-to-Count-2nd_4-2-18.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/Williams-v-BigBanks.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc109.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Submits-Trial-Preview-to-Court_9-26-18.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Submits-Trial-Preview-to-Court_9-26-18.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Response-to-Defendants-Objection-to-Count-2nd_4-2-18.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/APPEAL_Wms-v-BigBanks-FILED.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Submits-Appeal_12-28-18.docx
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Submits-Appeal_12-28-18.docx
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Submits-Trial-Preview-to-Court_9-26-18.docx
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Submits-Trial-Preview-to-Court_9-26-18.docx
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Also NJ Judges (Witness 62, Witness 64, Witness 65, Witness 69 and Witness 70) 

should explain why they conducted legal hearings or made legal decisions without 

the knowledge or presence of Veronica Ann Williams.  
 
Creating The Fraudulent Mortgage – Defendants Attempted The Impossible  
When I pointed out to Litton Loan that the agreement that I signed did not support their 

proposed monthly payment, they offered to fix it by doing a modification.  My agreement 

supported an amortization with a monthly payment that was about half of the amount that I 

was paying, and that no mortgage had been filed as required by NJ State law, they agreed 

to fix the error by Fremont.  I was certain that is why the first law firm hired to secure a 

foreclosure, agreed to reverse it.  Little did I know that Litton Loan was preparing to hire a 

law firm that would commit additional fraud to secure an illegal foreclosure.  When I began 

to challenge their attempt to coerce me into signing and agreeing to a different principal, 

defined rate, terms and conditions, the holder of Litton Loan’s note, HSBC, hired a top 50 

law firm to protect their illegal attempts and sow further fraud and deception.  I learned 

about a year after the illegal foreclosure, around 2015, about a year after it was awarded.  I 

immediately began preparing to file my complaint in U.S. District Court. 

 

I never received a fully executed mortgage, modification or any type of financial agreement 

from Fremont or Litton Loan.  A fully executed proper financial agreement must have a 

principal amount, defined rate, term and conditions.  From these items, a monthly payment 

can be calculated.  Fremont and Litton Loan attempted to pass of monthly payments that 

only supported double the principal balance, half the term or grossly inflated and 

improperly defined interest rates. 

 

Trying to sell a loan based on the monthly payment alone is one of the oldest tricks of 

dastardly, conniving financial salespeople.  Good, honest salespeople and financiers know 

better.  I learned this at a very young age from my father.  I watched him unpack complex 

amortization formulas in real time during financial negotiations. It was at that moment that I 

decided I would learn to do complex calculations in my head and think quickly and with the 

sharp wit of my father. From that point I paid rapt attention to my father and learned under 
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his tutelage so I could become excellent like him. I went on to earn degrees and build a 

career that is grounded in finance.   

 

My father negotiated a low purchase price, then financed with the U.S. Military Credit 

Union.  I learned later that he saved thousands of dollars. He brilliantly avoided the trap 

that the sales team was trying to set, smoothly and left with a written commitment from the 

sellers with a defined purchase price that was not tied to financing they offered.  I observed 

the value of highly skilled, lightning fast intellect that day. 

 

So 40 years later, Fremont and Litton Loan did not have a chance of getting me to agree to 

a monthly payment not based on the principal, defined interest rate, term and conditions 

that was had agreed to. 

 

In USDCNJ36 Filing #41 I explain why the mortgage included in the foreclosure complaint 

with the stated interest rate and term defies common sense.  I also explain why it is 

preposterous to believe that I would sign such a document (see USDCNJ Filings #38, 39, 

40 & 42). Please recall, that I was not able to see the mortgage document or even the 

foreclosure file until early 2017.  I expect that access to the FDIC information supporting 

the cease and desist order against Fremont will confirm that such a mortgage was not 

legally issued nor was it condemned by Fremont.  It will not be difficult to find other bankers 

who concur unless they fear retribution from Goldman Sachs or HSBC. 

 

I was acting in good faith with Litton Loan and Fremont.  I knew their failure to provide a 

proper loan agreement was a Federal offense that would lead to hard prison time.  I let 

them know that I would not accept anything short of a legal, properly fully executed 

agreement.  They committed to provide just that.  I paid the agreed upon terms, etc. and 

only stopped when each firm failed to provide the fully executed proper physical contract 

that we had verbally agreed upon.  The illegal foreclosure was rescinded.  Another law firm 

(Witness #149) would not play the illegal game.  So the Defendants hired Stern & 

Eisenberg.  I have identified at least 9-16 attorneys – 10 % of their staff – who signed or 

lent their names to documents containing false information that were filed with the State of 

New Jersey Foreclosure Case. (NJ Case Docket No. F – 000839-13). 

                                                           
36 The United States District Court of New Jersey, Newark, NJ 
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After Fremont’s failed attempt to send me a fully executed copy of the correct contract that 

I agreed to and signed myself.  I saved the document transmitted to me and noted the 

names of everyone involved in the mortgage creation and execution process.  A copy of 

the agreement that they attempted to convince me to accept is in the case files.  I have 

also located 7 people who were involved in the Fremont mortgage process.  Most of these 

people life in California and a couple are in New York. 

 

Creating The Fraudulent Mortgage – Defendants Fear Prison 
The Federal government was conducting a thorough investigation of Fremont’s finances 

and operations.  Fremont employees were already afraid of losing their jobs.  Some 

realized they were also vulnerable to prosecution and even prison.  FDIC imposed a cease 

and desist order. The Fremont employees who created the fraud on my account, and those 

employees who covered it up, hold jobs today – most in the financial services industry.  It 

appears that they may have learned their lessons.  I know at least 2 of these Former 

Fremont employees are afraid of being exposed.  If my case is forced to trial, I believe their 

identities should be concealed.  More lives need not be destroyed.  Although these 

Fremont employees and a few former Litton Loan employees (Witnesses # 11, 12, 14, 18, 

31 & 38) laid the groundwork for the fraud perpetrated by HSBC, Goldman Sachs, Litton 

Loan and Ocwen in 2014, I believe in forgiveness.  The Defendants who caused and 

supported the illegal acts that caused this Plaintiff so much harm, however, should pay 

damages. 

 

Creating The Fraudulent Mortgage – Defendants Resorted to Improper Acts 
The mortgage in the Foreclosure file is not the document that I signed.  An original copy of 

the document that I signed is in the USDCNJ Case file and was sent to me from Fremont 

Headquarters in California.  I do not know how my name was forged on the document but I 

have included the former Fremont employees involved in the deception, others who were 

unwittingly drawn in, and others whose signatures were on the false document. (Witnesses 

3, 19, 20).  A notary was not present when I signed my mortgage nor was the attorney 

present, whose signatures are on the document.  The notary and the attorney are listed as 
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witnesses (Witness 8 and 20).  The attorney who signed was reprimanded37 in 2015 by the 

State of New Jersey for doing something quite similar to anther homeowner.  He and his 

wife (Witness 21) have been known by my community for many years. His wife and 

stepson (Witness 22) run title companies38; could they have enable the late filing of the 

fraudulent mortgage?   

 
 

I was stunned when the Defendants’ attorney showed me the fraudulent mortgage during 

my deposition.  I said the signature looked like mine but I did not recognize the document.  I 

asked for a copy so that I could ask the former Fremont employee how this happened.  He 

has been referred by a long-time friend so I know I could find him.  I didn’t know if the 

forgery and switch was done by the former Fremont employee in New Jersey or at their 

California headquarters.  I wanted to find out who was responsible so that I could lodge my 

charge against the responsible party.  So I tracked down the former Fremont employee to 

whom I was referred and spoke with him. After a conversation, reviewing my notes and 

reflecting back on that time, I realized the person to whom I was referred was responsible for 

forging my signature and switching pages, and the Fremont employees in California were 

responsible for covering it up.  I have found most of them and they are listed as Witnesses 

(Witnesses 1, 2 and 3).  People who were unwittingly brought into this process are 

Witnesses 4, 5 & 6. 

 

Such fraud may underlie the reason that the FDIC issued Fremont a Cease and desist 

order.  This is addressed and presented in the USDCNJ Case files.  Despite my FOIA 

requests, the FDIC has not provided any information beyond their press release.  

 

The former Fremont employees from their California Headquarters told me that the 

mortgage document had been given to the affiliate and funds transferred but she could fix it 

by having another copy signed so that she could submit it as a modification.  Since it was 

only a few months the extra interest expense was minimal so I agreed.  I sent her the 

newly signed mortgage document.  She never sent back the corrected document so I 

stopped paying to firmly communicate that I did not agree to the principal, defined interest 

rate, terms and conditions that supported the monthly payment amount.  I also wanted t 

                                                           
37 See USDCNJ Filing #99 page 34, footnote 85.  Click to view. 
38 See USDCNJ Filing #99 page p. 110   Click to view. 

https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc99.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc99.pdf


175 
 
  

Page 175 of 401 
 

push her to send me the correct information as soon as possible.  The next thing I knew, 

Fremont was out of business! 

 

The Defendants’ attorney who was not deposing me promised to get me a copy of the 

fraudulent mortgage and the attorney from the law firm who attended the deposition 

assured me that I would get a copy. (Witnesses 34 & 35).  I never got the copy.  Instead, 

the Defendants’ attorney and another attorney from my former law firm, sent me another 

fraudulent legal document (copy in the USDCNJ Case files) that had a January 2015 

hearing date and was stamped by the NJ Court.  It looked official to me. I was assured that 

the foreclosure was on hold until after January; a couple of months later my attorney 

withdrew from my case.  I proceeded per se.  I learned when I attended the Nov. 2014 

hearing that it had not been postponed and the Judge presiding over the hearing told me 

that the document signed by both attorneys was “just a piece of paper”.  As I persevered, I 

learned in 2016 that a foreclosure had been granted in Sept. 2014, a week or so before my 

attorneys withdrew.   As I worked through the stress, my body wore down, ultimately 

resulting in yet another major surgery since this matter began (will be addressed by 

Witnesses 125, 126 & 127).  The case files include a picture of me performing a difficult 

exercise in November 201439, before I found out that the foreclosure had been granted 

without my knowledge.  I expected to have been able to explain all of this at a Federal 

mediation or at the Discovery hearing.  I was denied the opportunity to explain to the NJ 

mediator.  I hope that I am not denied the opportunity to appear before the Federal 

Mediator. 

 

Avoiding Successful Litigation – Defendants Flex Power and Money 
Former Federal Officials who were apparently given false information about one or more of 

the Defendants (documents are included in the case files, have been located and are on 

the witness list.  None are in New Jersey.  The documents that evidence their opinion are 

in the case files. 

 

Former Federal Officials, who were members of the Mortgage Task Group, who worked for 

the SEC, DOJ, CFPB and Treasury and were familiar with details of my case, are on the 

                                                           
39 Evidence Item 1,142. For an updated, digital list contact StopFraud@FinFix.org.   C:\CriticalFiles\ CURRE NT_Post2010 \Veroni ca Williams\Legal_ Prepaid\Case _LittonLoa n\COURT _Federal-Court-Prep\ COURT_ List-of-Filings -FOR-T RIAL. xlsx 
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witness list. (Witnesses 83, 84, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 96, 98 & 99).  This includes 

former officials who were assigned to the DOJ investigation that was opened on my 2014 

submission.  The DOJ letter (Evidence Item 102640) acknowledging this investigation is in 

the case files.  With the exception of 1 person, all of these former Federal Officials are 

employed by law firms that have one or more o the Defendant as clients.  None o thee 

people live or work or practice in New Jersey. 

 

Clearly, the State of New Jersey does not have the jurisdictional power or influence to 

compel cooperation from these and other witnesses who can further corroborate much of 

the evidence presented in my case. 

 

One former Litton Loan employee (Witness 7), currently works for Ocwen, confirmed in a 

deposition that Litton Loan routinely committed mortgage fraud.  This person’s deposition 

in in the case files.   At least 5 additional former Litton Loan employees who were involved 

in their fraudulent processes are on the Witness List (Witnesses 11, 12, 14, 31& 39).  None 

list or work in New Jersey. 

 

At least 5 other people from multiple firms hired by one or more of the Defendants, who 

were part of improper processes or threatened my witnesses are on the witness list.  None 

are in New Jersey. 

 

Securing The Illegal Foreclosure ♦ Legal Fraud  
The illegal foreclosure that Stern & Eisenberg, under the protection of Duane Morris, was 

secured by presenting and filing false documents to support the fraud.  Using these 

documents, lying to Veronica Williams, the defendant in the foreclosure, telling her that the 

foreclosure would not be heard until after January 2015 and engaging Williams in intensive 

work to keep her from learning about the hearing, the Defendants’ attorneys secured the 

illegal foreclosure. It was awarded by Judge Klein in September 2014 and signed by Judge 

Innes on Nov? 2014.  Both actions took place without Williams’ knowledge and behind her 

back.  Williams would not learn of the foreclosure until almost 2 years later. 

 

My investigation revealed that there should be a place or person in “south Jersey” where 

                                                           
40 An investigation was opened by DOJ April 23, 2015  CLICK TO VIEW 

https://www.finfix.org/proof/DD/COURT_US-AG_HELP_AssignedNo3017165.pdf
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an illegal or poorly litigated legal action can be awarded.  The award of an illegal, 

“uncontested” foreclosure signed by a Judge in south Jersey (Witness 65) who did not hear 

the case, presented in a faraway county in north Jersey begs to question the validity  and 

integrity of this foreclosure.  A viable and honest explanation without interference from 

colleagues may probably only be obtained through the U.S. District Court of New Jersey or 

another Federal Court. 

 

 Actions by the Defendants and their lawyers and others prior to September 2014 

demonstrate what lawyers refer to a consciousness of guilt and premeditation.  Many such 

actions have been presented in the case files.  For this appeal, I shall focus on the 

dastardly acts that support all counts in the initial complaint and amended complaint. 

 

To do so, the Defendants’ employees and lawyers resorted to outright lies and fraud that is 

punishable by hard prison time. 

 
Subterfuge Elevated & Rampant from May 2014 thru Jan 2015 
My former attorney did not allow me to review the NJ complaint before it was submitted.  

Not only was Ocwen omitted; Fremont was misspelled.  As my counsel I accepted his 

explanation that these errors would not matter because I would prevail regardless. 

 

I prepared and submitted a master amortization document to the NJ Court (Nov. 2014), the 

Federal government (2015) and to the Defendants attorney (2014).  This document 

included a master, interlocked amortization schedule starting August 1983 when I 

purchased my home; it also included copies of all mortgage on file with Essex County at 

the time.  Based on this information, the principal balance before Fremont was about 

$35,000; after the Fremont correct mortgage the principal balance should not have 

exceeded $80,000.  Ocwen had a principal balance was overstated in 2011 by   at least 

$211,000. (Evidence Items 324 & 1064)  Most importantly, the mortgage was not valid for 

it, was never fully executed.  The Fremont mortgage in the foreclosure complaint did not 

have the correct, agreed upon principal, defined rate, terms and conditions. 
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Securing The Illegal Foreclosure ♦ NJ Courts Hold Hearings Without Plaintiff’s 
Knowledge or Participation 
The person who worked for Judge Mitterhoff and told me about the hearing that was 

scheduled in January 2016, also told me that she threatened to fire him if he continued 

talking to me.  He is now a lawyer and also on my witness list (Witness 74).  I would learn 

much later that Judge Mitterhoff held another hearing without my knowledge and rules 

against me.  So I began appealing the decisions through the NJ Appellate and Supreme 

Courts.  Not only were my appeals denied, I was stonewalled throughout the process.  

When I learned that several Judges held hearings without my knowledge and ruled against 

me, I knew I did not stand a chance of being heard in NJ Courts.  So I prepared the 

complaint that I filed in the U.S. District Court of New Jersey. 

 
Plaintiff Fights Back – Does Civic Duty by Notifying Federal Authorities of Multistate 

Financial Fraud 
I am sure that I am not the only person who submitted information to the U.S. Department 

of Justice and other Federal Agencies.  I contacted senior officials with whom I had 

commonality. My extensive evidence supported illegal actions for which HSBC and 

Goldman Sachs paid ~$470M and ~$5B in fines, respectively41.  The information that I 

provided, however, was quite compelling and extensive.  Fines were levied and paid just 

months after the DOJ investigation into my case was opened. This information is well 

documented in the USDCNJ Case files.  It would be a travesty if I will not be allowed to be 

heard in either Federal or State Court. 

 
Plaintiff Fights Back – Repeatedly Denied Due Process  
In an effort to reveal the fraudulent and tortious actions by the Defendants, I filed two 

complaints (NJ Case Docket No. ESSX L – 000081-11 & NJ Case Docket No. ESSX L – 

004753-13).  I was barred from or not notified of hearings by several NJ Judges.  One 

Judge made me wonder if there was false information that induced their actions.   

 

To her credit, Judge Mitterhoff showed real concern when she came back into the 

courtroom after Attorney Messinger had left.  She noticed that Attorney Mitterhoff and I had 

a lengthy discussion after the hearing.  She wanted to know if we had worked out a 

                                                           
41 See USDCNJ Filing # 99 page 17, Evidence Item 444 and more. 
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solution.  I told her we had, now I would find out Monday if Attorney Messinger would 

deliver on his promise.  He did not.  Worse, I received a Photon type email from Attorney 

Seiden which demanded 8.4 times more than Messinger and I had agreed to.  Photon 

emails disappear when the reader attempts to save or print it.  If I had known, I would have 

taken a screen shot of the message.  The first attorney’s (Witness 37) promise and second 

attorney’s (Witness 35) follow-up was a classic good cop – bad cop scam.  This was the 

beginning of my expedited degradation of trust in the NJ Courts and Legal system.  I would 

later learn that Mitterhoff conducted a subsequent hearing without my knowledge or 

attendance.  I believed my only recourse was to appeal in the Appellate Court, then to the 

NJ Supreme Court.  

 

My instincts tell me that Judge Mitterhoff was given false information that, coupled with 

Court rules that unintentionally undermine per se litigants, prevented her from ensuring that 

I received fair treatment.  I cannot confirm that instincts without damaging Judge Mitterhoff 

unless she is subpoenaed in Federal Court.  The same may be true for Cocchia & 

Cresitello and Klein.  I cannot conceive of an explanation for Judge Innes but his response 

to Federal subpoena may reveal something that I could not imagine. 

 

After several instances of legal improprieties or apparent fraud, I was stonewalled by the 

NJ Appellate Courts and by the NJ Governor’s Office in 2014.  The State of New Jersey 

Judicial and Executive Branches repeatedly denied me due process.  The current 

administration was not brought into office until 2018, long after I filed my case in U.S. 

District Court.  I shall attempt to have my case re-opened and heard by The State of New 

Jersey Courts. 
 

NJ’s newly elected Governor and appointed Attorney General are in the Executive Branch 

which is separate from the Judicial branch where my due process was repeatedly denied, I 

have not confidence that there has been sufficient turnover in the Legislative Branch to 

make sure that I am given fair and impartial proceedings.  Unfortunately, I also do not 

believe that sufficient Legislative Branch members remain with the courage to do what’s 

right. The reputation of unfairness amongst some NJ legal and law enforcement is long 

entrenched and a widely unspoken open “secret”.   
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Of course, there are many good and honest people in law and legal.  I know many of them.  

Several are my relatives whom I greatly admire.  But the honest legal and law enforcement 

professionals must have the courage to put as much at risk as I have, to allow that truth to 

be told.  Allowing my case to proceed in the USDC may help give them the courage that is 

needed. 

 

Stress Induced Medical Problems Caused by Defendants Intensify 
Witnesses 125, 126 and 127 will explain how stress imposed by the Defendants, caused 

the extreme health problems that I have been subject to.  If necessary, I will reveal a 

HIPPA42 protected document that Witness Z told me rules out all possible reasons for my 

health problems except stress. 

 

During my deposition by Attorney Seiden, a question was presented about a date which 

was the first day that I was hospitalized for stress, a few years after Litton Loan’s 

fraudulent stack began.  This date is one of several comments made during my deposition 

that do not appear in the transcript. I received unspoken confirmations that the Court 

Reporter recognized meanings behind things that I said that are not included in the 

transcript and whose deeper meaning appear to have not been understood by the two 

much younger men in the room during deposition.   The Court Reporter who performed the 

transcription during my deposition is also on my Witness list (Witness 73).  The two 

attorneys’ who were present during the deposition are also on my Witness list (Witness 34 

& 35). 

 

Plaintiff Recognizes Legal Deceit and Stonewalling 
With all due respect to the Defendants’ attorneys, I know when someone is stonewalling 

and trying to bait me.  I have more than enough experience leading and facilitating 

executive meetings, legal training and arbitration experience, throughout my 62 years to 

recognize and thwart deception and stonewalling. See my profile in the Case file (Evidence 

Items 992, 994 & 995) that provide extensive validation of my background.  Videotapes, 

audio commendations, written referrals are referenced. Confirmation is also provided by 

letters from colleagues provided in the Case files.  I am also prepared to present numerous 

other witnesses who will corroborate my character and expertise.  My background 

                                                           
42 Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 
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combined with my quest for truth, support me in the compilation, assembly and preparation 

of this appeal.  I can present extensive written, audio, video and witness testimony to 

corroborate this. 

 

My case also exposes and explains ongoing fraud made possible by past deceptive and 

fraud actions by the Defendants and their attorneys.  Evidence and witnesses have been 

are included in the case files.  My next filing, enclosed, is in response to a Defendant’s 

question and includes another evidence item.  

 

I have analyzed this matter extensively and conducted thorough investigations to compile 

evidence that corroborates my charges against the Defendants.  Other witnesses will attest 

to: 

• A propensity of the Defendants for breaking laws to perpetuate this fraud 

• Defendants use of “excessive persuasion” to obtain information to which they are 

not entitled 

• And more 
 

14 years fighting this injustice has honed a new set of legal and investigative expertise. 

The Plaintiff’s financial and operations expertise has been sharpened further.  Highlights of 

a cross section that has been uncovered and presented to the Court may be found in Case 

Files and summaries downloaded at: 
 http://www.finfix.org/Case-Summary.html,  
 

 http://www.finfix.org/Fraud-Timeline.html ,  
 

 http://www.finfix.org/Williams-v-BigBanks.pdf ,  
 

Case Filing #99  Court Filing     Clear-Document    
 

or you may peruse www.FinFix.org. 

 

Plaintiff Wants To Be Heard 
As a business owner and arbitrator, I believe in reaching a win-win resolution over trail. 

Always (see http://www.makeitwin-win.com).  All parties, however, must come to the table 

in good faith.  The Defendants have failed to do so.  The State of New Jersey as supported 

the Defendants, hopefully by only a few employees, in their avoidance of legal recourse 

https://www.finfix.org/Case-Summary.html
https://www.finfix.org/Fraud-Timeline.html
https://www.finfix.org/Williams-v-BigBanks.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc99.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Response-to-Defendants-Objection-to-Count-2nd_4-2-18.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/
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available to this Plaintiff.  Given past acts, I am more than willing to mediation but, given 

past acts, only with an appropriate officer of the Court present or facilitating.  The 

mediation that I expected from the State of New Jersey, and to which I was entitled, was 

never held.  Yes, this Plaintiff was duped by attorneys on both sides.  They proceeded with 

deceptive acts in an effort to steal the property in which I have invested over $1M over 36 

years.  Their success shut down my ability to earn a living and consumed my retirement.  

So I, of course, fought back. 

 

Federal Statutes That Support USDCNJ Jurisdiction. Upon reading the Opinion, I 

realize that I did not tie the reasons that this case should be heard in the U.S. District Court 

of New Jersey back to the law.  I could not find a law that justified removal of a case to 

Federal Court from State Court due to denial of due process by the State Courts. I did find 

laws that supported the removal of my case to Federal Court.  So I will attempt to extract 

filed information that is relevant to these laws. 
 

Diversity Jurisdiction 
Diversity jurisdiction is codified at 28 U.S.C. § 1332 

The Defendants’ headquarters are all located in states other than New Jersey.  Virtually all 

witnesses are in states other than New Jersey; many are far away in California, Texas and 

Florida.  

HSBC headquarters in NY Litton Loan headquarters in TX & 
FL 

Goldman Sachs headquarters in NY Ocwen headquarters in FL 
Fremont headquarters was in CA, it’s assets are managed in 
MD 

Stern & Eisenberg headquarters in 
PA 

 

Fair and proper litigation of this case is beyond the jurisdiction of New Jersey. This case, 

therefore, should be tried in Federal Court to comply with Diversity Jurisdiction. 
 

SUPPORTING CASE LAW: 

Maine v. Thiboutot in 1980, the Supreme Court ruled that Section 1983 actions were not 
limited to civil rights laws, but also extended to violations of all federal laws, such as alleged 
discrimination in state implementation of federal programs like Medicare and Medicaid.  

(SOURCE: https://www.fjc.gov/history/courts/jurisdiction-federal-question) 

Held: 
1. Title 42 U.S.C. 1983 - which provides that anyone who, under color of state statute, 
regulation, or custom deprives another of any rights, privileges, or immunities "secured by 
the Constitution and laws" shall be liable to the injured party - encompasses claims based on 
purely statutory violations of federal law, such as respondents' state-court claim that 

 

 
 

 

 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Title_28_of_the_United_States_Code
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/28/1332
https://www.fjc.gov/history/courts/jurisdiction-federal-question
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petitioners had deprived them of welfare benefits to which they were entitled under the 
federal Social Security Act. Given that Congress attached no modifiers to the phrase "and 
laws," the plain language of the statute embraces respondents' claim, and even were the 
language ambiguous this Court's earlier decisions, including cases involving Social Security 
Act claims, explicitly or implicitly suggest that the 1983 remedy broadly encompasses 
violations of federal statutory as well as constitutional law. Cf., e. g., Rosado v. Wyman, 397 
U.S. 397 ; Edelman v. Jordan, 415 U.S. 651 ; Monell v. New York City Dept. of Social 
Services, 436 U.S. 658 . Pp. 4-8.  (SOURCE: https://caselaw.findlaw.com/us-supreme-
court/448/1.html )   

Federal Question Jurisdiction   

Federal question jurisdiction is codified at 28 U.S.C. § 1331 

This case not only demands a contested federal issue (see Amendment Filed 3/1/18), it is 

a substantial one.  This Plaintiff fervently believes that rampant financial fraud is a major 

reason for New Jersey ranking #1 and #2 in foreclosures in the United States.  This is well 

evidenced throughout the case files, USDCNJ Filing #99 and in several Evidence Items). 
 

SUPPORTING CASE LAW: 

Franchise Tax Bd. of Calif. v. Constr. Laborers Vacation Trust for S. Calif., 463 U.S. 1, 7-8 
(1983). 

Article titled “Issues in Subprime Litigation: Removal Despite Lack of Federal Claims By: 
Travis P. Nelson” asserted  “Any civil action brought in state court may be removed by the 
defendant to the federal district court in the district where such action is pending, if the 
district court would have original jurisdiction over the matter.6 “  In support of this 
statement Nelson cited 28 U.S.C. § 1441(a); Franchise Tax Bd. of Calif. v. Constr. Laborers 
Vacation Trust for S. Calif., 463 U.S. 1, 7-8 (1983). 

 

  

 

  

  
          

         

                 

                

          
 

         
         

  
     

 
 

                 

           

   
     

               

          

https://caselaw.findlaw.com/us-supreme-court/397/397.html
https://caselaw.findlaw.com/us-supreme-court/397/397.html
https://caselaw.findlaw.com/us-supreme-court/415/651.html
https://caselaw.findlaw.com/us-supreme-court/436/658.html
https://caselaw.findlaw.com/us-supreme-court/448/1.html
https://caselaw.findlaw.com/us-supreme-court/448/1.html
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Title_28_of_the_United_States_Code
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/28/1331
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Title_28_of_the_United_States_Code
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/28/1332
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Title_28_of_the_United_States_Code
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/28/1332
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Title_28_of_the_United_States_Code
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/28/1331
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Title_28_of_the_United_States_Code
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/28/1331


184  

Page 184 of 401 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

APPENDIX B 
 

Proof of Fraudulent Mortgage Was Filed  
with the NJ and Federal Courts 

 
 

Amortization supported by copies of previous 
mortgage agreements on this property  
http://finfix.org/proof/DD/Mortgage-History-wFinancials.xlsx  
 

Filed in 2014 NJ Court (http://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discovery-
Documents_ALL_11-18-14.pdf) & 2016 US District Court NJ 

(http://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc01.pdf) 
 
 
Expert’s Report of Forged Mortgage Agreement 
 

Filed in 2019 NJ Court (http://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-
Docket_F-00839-13_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-
19.pdf ) & U.S. Court of Appeals 
(http://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-of-
Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Mortgage-History-wFinancials.xlsx
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discovery-Documents_ALL_11-18-14.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discovery-Documents_ALL_11-18-14.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc01.pdf
https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf
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APPENDIX B cont’d. 
 

Amortization supported by copies of previous mortgage agreements on this property  
http://finfix.org/proof/DD/Mortgage-History-wFinancials.xlsx   PC 
 

Filed in 2014 NJ Court (http://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discovery-Documents_ALL_11-18-14.pdf) & 2016 US District 
Court NJ (http://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc01.pdf) 

 

DATE 
MORTGAGE 

PROVIDERS & 
SERVICERS 

OUT OF 
BUSINESS 

PROVIDER/ 
SERVICER 

PRIMARY 
HELOC 

BEGINNING 
PRINCIPAL 

BALANCE PER 
DEFENDANTS 

CORRECT 
PRINCIPAL 
BALANCE 

AMOUNT 
ADDED TO 
PRINCIPAL 

8/25/1983 City Federal 
Savings & Loan YES P P $75,536 $75,536 $0 

 

Main Street 
Mortgage                                                  YES S P 

  
$0 

 

Chase 
Mortgage 
(HELOC)     

DISMISSED P H 

  
$0 

5/6/2002 Aames Home 
Loan      YES P P $69,980 $69,980 $0 

 
PCFS Mortgage            YES S P 

  
$0 

2006 Litton Home 
Loan         YES S P $180,000 $67,675 $112,325 

3/27/2006 Fremont Home 
Loan             YES P P $261,000 $53,000 $95,675 

2009 Litton Home 
Loan     YES S P NA $53,000 NA 

2011 Ocwen NO S P NA NA NA 

  
 

   
TOTAL $208,000 

 
Litton Principal Payments, estimated 

  
$15,000 

 

 

As of Feb. 15, 
2010 

    
$38,000 

 

https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Mortgage-History-wFinancials.xlsx
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discovery-Documents_ALL_11-18-14.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc01.pdf
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All mortgages issued from Fremont Home Loan Trust and serviced by Fremont Home Loan 
should be cancelled immediately. Consumers cannot trust the validity or accuracy of the 
figures for Fremont mortgages in MERS or any other files and systems. 
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APPENDIX B cont’d. 
 

Proof of Fraudulent Mortgage Was Filed  
with the NJ and Federal Courts 

 

Expert’s Report of Forged Mortgage Agreement 
 

Filed in 2019 NJ Court (http://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-
Docket_F-00839-13_FILING-NJ-Superior-Court_6-21-19.pdf ) & U.S. 
Court of Appeals (http://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-
1032_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  
 

   

https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_FILING-NJ-Superior-Court_6-21-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_FILING-NJ-Superior-Court_6-21-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf




View complete report http://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/
Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf 
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APPENDIX C 
SELECTED COURT FILINGS 

AVAILABLE ON A NEED TO KNOW BASIS ONLY  

 

DATE 

FILING 
NO. 

(Click 
No. to 
View 

Filing) 

SELECT FILINGS WITH STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
COURTS, US DISTRICT COURT OF NEW JERSEY & US 

COURT OF APPEALS, THIRD CIRCUIT 

   

DATE 
USDCNJ 
FILING 

NO. 

COMPLAINT FILED WITH U.S. DISTRICT COURT OF 
NEW JERSEY AUGUST 24, 2016 

PLUS SELECTED SUBSEQUENT FILINGS 

   

8/25/2016 1 

COMPLAINT (w/voluminous exhibits, see Court file) against 
FREMONT HOME LOAN TRUST 2006-C MORTGAGE-
BACKED CERTTFlCATES,SERIES 2006-C, GOLDMAN 
SACHS. HSBA BANK USA, N.A., LITION LOAN 
SERVICING, OCWEN, OCWEN FINANCI AL 
CORPORATION, STERN & EJSENBERG, PC, LLC ( Filing 
and Admin fee $ 400 receipt num ber NEW030619) with JURY 
DEMAN D.filed by VERONICA A. WILLIAMS.(seb) (Entered: 
08/30/20 16) 

8/25/2016  SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS FILED WITH COMPLAINT 

   

12/2/2016 8 

APPLICATlON/PETITION for Extension of Time to 
Answer. Move, or Otherwise Reply for by FREMONT 
HOME LOAN TRUST 2006-C MORTGAGE-BACKED  
CERTrFICATES. SERIES 2006-C, GOLDMAN SACHS, 
HSBC BANK USA, N.A., LITTON LOAN SERVICING , 
OCWEN, OCWEN FINANCIAL CORPORATION. 
(SEfDEN, STUART) (Entered: 12/021201 6) 

12/7/2016 9 

Second MOTION for Extension of Time to File Answer 
10 Complaint by STERN & EISENBERG. PC. 
LLC.(BARENBAUM, EV AN) (Entered: 12/07/20 16) 

12/14/2016 12 

Third MOTION for Extension of Time to File Answer re 
l Complaint, by STERN & EISENBERG, PC, LLC. 
(Attachments:# lText of Proposed Order,# l Certificate of 
Service)(BARENBA UM. EVAN) (Entered:  J 2/14/2016) 

12/15/2016 13 

Letter from Evan Barenbaum requesting Extension of 
Time. (Attachments:# l Text of Proposed Order, # Certificate 
of Service) (BARENBAU M. EVAN) (Entered: 12/ 15/2016) 

https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc01.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc08.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc09.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc12.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc13.pdf
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DATE 

FILING 
NO. 

(Click 
No. to 
View 

Filing) 

SELECT FILINGS WITH STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
COURTS, US DISTRICT COURT OF NEW JERSEY & US 

COURT OF APPEALS, THIRD CIRCUIT 

   

12/20/2016 15 

MOTION  to Dismiss Complaint by FREMONT HOME 
LOAN TRUST 2006-C MORTGAGE-BACKED  
CERTIFICATES, SERIES 2006-C, GOLDMAN SACHS, 
HSBC BANK USA, N.A., LITTON LOAN SERVICING, 
OCWEN, OCWEN  FINANCIAL  CORPORATION. 
Responses due by 1/3/2017 (Attachments:# l Brief, # 
Certification of Stuart Seiden,# ;!Text of Proposed Order, # 
Certificate of Service) (SEIDEN, STUART) (Entered: 
12/20/2016) 

12/20/2016 16 

MOTION for Plain tiff to Lodge and Serve Exhibits to 
Complaint by STERN & EISENBERG, PC, LLC. 
(Anaclunents: # Exhibit J , # Exhibit 2, # l Exhibit 3, # :!. Text 
of Proposed Order, # 2 Ccnificate of Service)(BARENBA UM, 
EVAN) (Entered:  12/20/2016) 

1/3/2017 20 

BRIEF in Opposition filed by FREMONT HOME LOAN 
TRUST 2006-C MORTGAGE-BACK.ED  CERTIFICATES, 
SERIES 2006-C,GOLDMAN SACHS, HSBC BANK USA, 
N.A., LITTON LOAN SERVICING, OCWEN, OCWEN 
FINANCIAL CORPORATION re lli MOTION for Default 
Judgment as 10 (Attachments : # l Certificate of 
Service)(SEIDEN, STUART) (Entered:01/03/2017)  

1/6/2017 21 

BRIEF in Opposition filed by STERN & EISENBERG, 
PC, LLC re l..li MOTION for Default Judgment as to Stern & 
Eisenberg, P.C. {Attachments: # Certificate of 
Service)(BARENBAUM , EVAN) (Entered: 01/06/2017) 

1/6/2017 22 

MOTION to Withdraw J,& MOTION for Plaintiff to 
Lodge and Serve Exhibits to Complaint by STERN & 
EISENBERG , PC.LLC. (Attachments: # Certificate of 
Service)(BARENBAUM,EVAN) (Entered: 01/0612017) 

1/11/2017 26 

Plaintiffs RESPONSE to briefings in opposition representing 
all defendants: etc. (sr, ) (Entered: 01/ 1 1/2017) 

1/23/2017 29 

MOTION to Dismiss for Lack of Jurisdiction by STERN 
& EISENBERG. PC, LLC. Responses due by 2/6/2017 
(Allachmen ts: # Text of Proposed Order, # f Certificate of 
Service)(BARENBAUM, EVAN) (Entered: 01/23/2017) 

1/30/2017 30 

APPLICATlON/MOTION requesting to reschedule 29 Motion 
to Dismiss on or after 3/30/17 by VERONICA A. WI LLIAMS. 
(sr, ) (Entered: 01/31/2017) 

1/31/2017 31 

RESPONSE in Opposition filed by STERN & 
EISENBERG, PC, LLC re  29 MOTION to Dismiss for Lack 
of Jurisdiction (Attachments:# Text of Proposed Order, # J 
Certificate of  Service)(BARENBAUM, EVAN) (Entered: 
01/31/2017) 

2/6/2017 33 

RESPONSE to Motion filed by VERONlCA A. WlLLlAMS re 
:29 MOTION to Dismiss for Lack of Jurisdiction (sr. ) (Entered: 
02/08/201 7) 

https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc15.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc16.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc20.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc21.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc22.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc26.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc29.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc30.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc31.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc33.pdf
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DATE 

FILING 
NO. 

(Click 
No. to 
View 

Filing) 

SELECT FILINGS WITH STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
COURTS, US DISTRICT COURT OF NEW JERSEY & US 

COURT OF APPEALS, THIRD CIRCUIT 

   

4/11/2017 37 

RESPONSE to Request for Case Update (from Federal Agency) 
submitted by Veronica Williams.(sr, ) (Entered: 04/12/2017) 

4/17/2017 38 

 Letter from Veronica Williams RE: NJ additional case files: 
etc. (sr, ) (Entered: 04/ 19/201 7) 

4/18/2017 39 

 Letter from Veronica Williams RE: NJ denial of due process; 
etc. (sr, ) (Entered:04/19/20 17) 

4/19/2017 40 

 Letter from Veronica Williams re: foreclosure file.(sr. ) 
(Entered: 04/20/2017) 

4/24/2017 41 

Letter from Veronica Williams RE:foreclosure based on 
fraudulent mortgage. (sr. ) (Entered: 04/2512017) 

5/18/2017 49 

BRIEF in Opposition filed by HSBC BANK USA, N.A. re 
44 MOTION for interlocutory injunction (Attachments:# 
Certification of Counsel, # £ Certificate of Service)(SEIDEN, 
STUART) (Entered: 05/18/2017) 

6/2/2017 52 

Letter from Duane Morris  [RESPONSE TO 
PLAINTIFF'S IMPROPER AMENDED COMPLAINT] 

10/16/2017 67 
Ocwen Cease & Desist Request 

12/14/2017 70 
Letter from Duane Morris 

12/21/2017 71 

Court Order letter  [READ THIS - SALAS REOPENS 
ORDER] 

12/27/2017 72 
Letter Order Pursuant to Rule 16 

2/2/2018 77 
PLAINTIFF: Motion to Dismiss Not Justified 

2/6/2018 NA 

Seiden's letter   
C:\CriticalFiles\CURRENT_Post2010\Veronica 
Williams\Legal_Prepaid\Case_LittonLoan\COURT_Federal-
Court-Prep\Case_2-16-cv-05301_Seiden-letter-Feb9-hearing-2-
6-18.pdf 

2/13/2018 79 
S&E Asks for Time to Respond 

  82 

Memorandum of Law in Opposition to New Count by 
Seiden 

  83 

Stern & Eisenberg's Opposition to New Count by 
Barenbaum 

2/28/2018 84 
Plaintiff's Effort to Contain Fraud Associated Costs 

    
COPY OF RESPONSE TO TWO BRIEFINGS IN 
OPPOSITION REPRESENTING ALL DEFENDANTS * 
FIRST FILED Jan. 17, 2017 

    COPY OF  RESPONSE TO STERN & EISENBERG’S 
MOTION TO DISMISS * FIRST FILED Feb. 6, 2017 

    COPY OF  Letter to the Court Clerk * FIRST  FILED 
Feb. 8, 2017 

https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc37.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc38.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc39.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc40.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc41.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc49.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc52.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc67.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc70.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc71.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc72.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc77.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc79.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc82.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc83.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc84.pdf
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DATE 

FILING 
NO. 

(Click 
No. to 
View 

Filing) 

SELECT FILINGS WITH STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
COURTS, US DISTRICT COURT OF NEW JERSEY & US 

COURT OF APPEALS, THIRD CIRCUIT 

   
3/15/2018 86 Defendants Ignore Judge Dickson Directive 

3/19/18  87 

Defendant Seiden's Opposition to Plaintiff's Leave 
to Amend Complaint 

 3/20/18 88 

Defendant Barenbaum's Opposition to Plaintiff's 
Leave to Amend Complaint 

3/21/2018 89 Plaintiff Request for More Time 

 90 Character Letters for Plaintiff  from A. E. 

 91 Character Letters for Plaintiff  from J. S. 

3/30/2018 92 Plaintiff Requests Extension 

  93 error: Filing from Another Case 

3/23/2018 94 Character Letters for Plaintiff  from Elizabeth Hull 

4/6/2018 95 
LETTER ORDER granting [92] Plaintiff's Application for 
an extension of time to file a brief in further support of 
her motion to amend by 5/4/18. Signed by Magistrate 
Judge Joseph A. Dickson on 4/5/18. (sr, )  

4/6/2018 96 
LETTER/APPLICATION requesting an extension of time 
to respond to [87] memorandum & [88]brief by 
VERONICA A. WILLIAMS. (sr, )  

4/18/2018 97 Character Letters for Plaintiff  from John Mitrano 

4/19/2018 98 Letter from Marsha Pappas RE: Veronica Williams. (sr, )  

5/4/2018 99 

OPPOSITION FILED BY DUANE MORRIS AND 
STERN & EISENBERG OUTWEIGHED BY FACTS 
AND COURT RULES AND LAW 

 

Plaintiff's Response to Defendant's Latest Oppositions. 
(Attachments: # (1) Cover Letter, # (2) Envelope)(sms)  
 
 

http://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc99.pdf  
 
 

5/4/2018 99-1 Cover Letter 

5/4/2018 99-2 Envelope 

5/4/2018 ##  Revised Complaint  (Amended Complaint)    FILED 
3/2/18 

5/8/2018 100 Plaintiff's letter requesting that the Court order Mr. 
Seiden to send her files re: Two Depositions; etc. (sms)  

https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc86.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc87.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc88.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc89.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc90.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc91.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc92.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc94.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc95.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc96.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc97.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc98.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc99.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc99.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc99-1.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc99-2.pdf
https://finfix.org/Federal-Complaint-Amended-2018_Case_2-16-cv-05301.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc100.pdf
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DATE 

FILING 
NO. 

(Click 
No. to 
View 

Filing) 

SELECT FILINGS WITH STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
COURTS, US DISTRICT COURT OF NEW JERSEY & US 

COURT OF APPEALS, THIRD CIRCUIT 

   

5/14/2018 101 Letter from David Doyle Re: Veronica Williams.(sms)  

5/30/2018 102 Letter from Veronica Williams re: Meeting Duane Morris 
in court only. (sms)  

7/3/2018 103 Plaintiff Updates Subpoena List 

7/16/2018 104 Letter to Court -- copy of Response to IRS 

7/24/2016 105 Letter to Judge Salas & Court -- medical tests - ready 
after 9/1/18 

8/17/2018 106 Judge Salas Stays Case until 9/30/18 

9/6/2018 107 Plaintiff Proposes Defendants Suspend Sale of Her Home 

9/26/2018 108 Injunction Needed to Stop Sale of Foreclosed Properties 

9/26/2018 109 PLAINTIFF READY TO PROCEED: 

10/2/2018 110 Trial Sequence and Index 

10/5/2018 111 New Witnesses & Evidence 

110/30/18 112 The set scheduled dates to avoid scheduling conflicts 

11/1/2018 113 The set scheduled dates to avoid scheduling conflicts 

11/28/2018 114 Letter re Plaintiff Provides New Dates to Help Avoid 
Scheduling Conflicts 

12/14/2018 115 Letter from Veronica A. Williams re Plaintiff provides 
new dates to help avoid Scheduling Conflicts; etc. (sms)  

12/17/2018 116 Salas dismisses case with prejudice (NOT TO BE 
PUBLISHED) 

12/17/2018 117 Salas dismisses case with prejudice (NOT TO BE 
PUBLISHED) 

1/3/2018 118 
COVER PG ONLY - NOTICE OF APPEAL as to [117] 
Order of Dismissal, [116] Opinion by VERONICA A. 
WILLIAMS 

1/3/2018 118-1 Attachment 1 - Sample Interrogatory 

1/3/2018 118-2 Attachment 2 - Request to NJ Courts 

1/3/2018 118-3 Attachment 3 - Response to Filing #109 

https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc101.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc102.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc103.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc104.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc105.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc106.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc107.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc108.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc109.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc110.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc111.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc112.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc113.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc114.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc115.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc118.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc118-1.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc118-2.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc118-3.pdf
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DATE 

FILING 
NO. 

(Click 
No. to 
View 

Filing) 

SELECT FILINGS WITH STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
COURTS, US DISTRICT COURT OF NEW JERSEY & US 

COURT OF APPEALS, THIRD CIRCUIT 

   

1/4/2018 118-4 Attachment 4 - Complete Appeal not included in #118 

1/3/2018 119 Appl to Proceed Without Paying - Set Deadlines as to 
[119] MOTION for Leave to Appeal  

1/4/2019 120 
Restricted by Court * USCA Case Number 19-1037 for 
[118] Notice of Appeal (USCA), filed by VERONICA A. 
WILLIAMS. USCA Case Manager Stephanie (Document 
Restricted - Court Only) (ca3sb, )  

1/3/2018 120B MOTION for Leave to Appeal in forma pauperis by 
VERONICA A. WILLIAMS 

1/3/2018 120A Motion set for 1/22/2019  

7/29/2019 121 Final Order 

  US COURT OF APPEALS FILINGS 

 1/11/2019  

Case_19-1032_Recap_1-22-19.pdf : 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-
1032_Recap_1-22-19.pdf 
 

1/22/2019 
 

Case_19-1032_Recap_1-22-19.pdf : 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-
1032_Recap_1-22-19.pdf 
 
 

2/11/2019  
NJ-IdentityTheft.pdf 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/NJ-IdentityTheft.pdf 

2/11/2019  
NJ-IdentityTheft.pdf 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/NJ-IdentityTheft.pdf 

3/5/2019 
 

Case_19-1032_Request-Mid-Day-Hearing-Time_3-1-
19.pdf 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-
1032_Request-Mid-Day-Hearing-Time_3-1-19.pdf 

3/5/2019 
 

Case_19-1032_Request-Mid-Day-Hearing-Time_3-1-
19.pdf 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-
1032_Request-Mid-Day-Hearing-Time_3-1-19.pdf 

3/11/2019 
 

Case_19-1032_Comprehensive-Case-Overview 
http://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/OPINION-SUMMARY-
complete.pdf  
  

https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc118-4.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc119.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc120.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc120A.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc121.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Recap_1-22-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Recap_1-22-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Recap_1-22-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Recap_1-22-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/NJ-IdentityTheft.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/NJ-IdentityTheft.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Request-Mid-Day-Hearing-Time_3-1-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Request-Mid-Day-Hearing-Time_3-1-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Request-Mid-Day-Hearing-Time_3-1-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Request-Mid-Day-Hearing-Time_3-1-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/OPINION-SUMMARY-complete.pdf
https://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/OPINION-SUMMARY-complete.pdf
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FILING 
NO. 

(Click 
No. to 
View 

Filing) 

SELECT FILINGS WITH STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
COURTS, US DISTRICT COURT OF NEW JERSEY & US 

COURT OF APPEALS, THIRD CIRCUIT 

   

4/2/2019 

 

Case_19-1032_Response-Court-Opinion_4-2-19.pdf    
6 pgs 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-
1032_Response-Court-Opinion_4-2-19.pdf 
 
http://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-
13_Brief-for-5-10-19-Hearing_5-1-19.pdf 
 

4/10/19  Case-Docket_F-00839-13_Motions_4-10-19.pdf    3 pgs. 
 

AVAILABLE ON A NEED TO KNOW BASIS ONLY 

4/15/2019 
 

VW-letter-Litton-Ocwen-Insurance-Claim_4-15-
19.pdf 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/VW-letter-Litton-
Ocwen-Insurance-Claim_4-15-19.pdf 

4/15/2019 
 

VW-letter-Litton-Ocwen-Insurance-Claim_4-15-
19.pdf 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/VW-letter-Litton-
Ocwen-Insurance-Claim_4-15-19.pdf 

5/1/19  
Case-Docket_F-00839-13_Brief-for-5-10-19-
Hearing_5-1-19.pdf   37 pgs. 
 

AVAILABLE ON A NEED TO KNOW BASIS ONLY 

5/13/2019 

 

Case_19-1032_Additional-Info-Available_5-13-19.pdf 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-
1032_Additional-Info-Available_5-13-19.pdf 
 
 

http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-
1032_Additional-Info-Available_5-13-19-FU.pdf 

5/13/2019 

 

Case_19-1032_Additional-Info-Available_5-13-19.pdf 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-
1032_Additional-Info-Available_5-13-19.pdf 
 
 

http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-
1032_Additional-Info-Available_5-13-19-FU.pdf 

   
Attempted Scam 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Attempted-Scam.pdf 

   
Attempted Scam 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Attempted-Scam.pdf 

5/22/2019 
 

Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-with-Subpeonas_5-22-
19.pdf 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-
Evidence-with-Subpeonas_5-22-19.pdf 

https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Response-Court-Opinion_4-2-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Response-Court-Opinion_4-2-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_Brief-for-5-10-19-Hearing_5-1-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_Brief-for-5-10-19-Hearing_5-1-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/VW-letter-Litton-Ocwen-Insurance-Claim_4-15-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/VW-letter-Litton-Ocwen-Insurance-Claim_4-15-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/VW-letter-Litton-Ocwen-Insurance-Claim_4-15-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/VW-letter-Litton-Ocwen-Insurance-Claim_4-15-19.pdf
file:///C:%5CCriticalFiles%5CCURRENT_Post2010%5CVeronica%20Williams%5CLegal_Prepaid%5CCase_LittonLoan%5CCOURT_US-Supreme-Court%5C:%5CCriticalFiles%5CCURRENT_Post2010%5CVeronica%20Williams%5CLegal_Prepaid%5CCase_LittonLoan%5CCOURT-NJ-Foreclosure_2019%5CCase-Docket_F-00839-13_Brief-for-5-10-19-Hearing_5-1-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Additional-Info-Available_5-13-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Additional-Info-Available_5-13-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Additional-Info-Available_5-13-19-FU.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Additional-Info-Available_5-13-19-FU.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Additional-Info-Available_5-13-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Additional-Info-Available_5-13-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Additional-Info-Available_5-13-19-FU.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Additional-Info-Available_5-13-19-FU.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Attempted-Scam.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Attempted-Scam.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-with-Subpeonas_5-22-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-with-Subpeonas_5-22-19.pdf
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Filing) 

SELECT FILINGS WITH STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
COURTS, US DISTRICT COURT OF NEW JERSEY & US 

COURT OF APPEALS, THIRD CIRCUIT 

   

5/24/19  

Case-Docket_F-00839-13_Brief-for-Motion-
Deficiency_5-24-19.pdf  684 pgs. 
 
 

http://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-
13_Brief-for-Motion-Deficiency_5-24-19.pdf 
 

6/6/2019 
 

Case_19-1032_NJ-Unfair_6-6-19-MOTION-
EXCERPT.pdf 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_NJ-
Unfair_6-6-19.pdf 

6/7/2019  

Case-Docket_F-00839-13_More-Evidence-of-
Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-7-19.pdf   58 pgs. 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-
Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-7-19.pdf 
 

6/21/2019 
 

Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-
Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-
Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf 

7/8/2019 
 

Case_19-1032_May-I-Proceed_7-8-19.docx 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_May-I-
Proceed_7-8-19.docx 

8/5/2019 
 

Case_19-1032_Request-Jury-Trial_8-5-19.pdf 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-
1032_Request-Jury-Trial_8-5-19.pdf 

8/14/2019 
 

Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-for-Jury-Trial_8-14-
19.pdf 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-
Evidence-for-Jury-Trial_8-14-19.pdf 

9/6/2019 
 

Case_19-1032_Mortgage-Admin-Change_9-6-19.pdf 
http://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-
1032_Mortgage-Admin-Change_9-6-19.pdf 

  
2019 FILINGS WITH STATE OF 
NEW JERSEY SUPERIOR COURT 
– APPELLATE DIVISION  

6/21/19  

NJ Appeal  801 pages 
(included expert report corroborating my evidence 
of fraudulent mortgage) 
http://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-
13_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf  

https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_Brief-for-Motion-Deficiency_5-24-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_Brief-for-Motion-Deficiency_5-24-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_NJ-Unfair_6-6-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_NJ-Unfair_6-6-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-7-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-7-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_May-I-Proceed_7-8-19.docx
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_May-I-Proceed_7-8-19.docx
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Request-Jury-Trial_8-5-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Request-Jury-Trial_8-5-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-for-Jury-Trial_8-14-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-for-Jury-Trial_8-14-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Mortgage-Admin-Change_9-6-19.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Mortgage-Admin-Change_9-6-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf
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View 

Filing) 

SELECT FILINGS WITH STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
COURTS, US DISTRICT COURT OF NEW JERSEY & US 

COURT OF APPEALS, THIRD CIRCUIT 

   

6/21/19  

NJ Appeal  803 pages 
(included expert report corroborating my evidence 
of fraudulent mortgage) 
http://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-
13_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19-w-
bates#.pdf  

6/21/19  
Update: US Court of Appeals   58 pages 
http://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-
Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf  

6/21/19  

NJ Subpoenas Filed   26 pages 
Case-Docket_F-00839-13_Subpoenas-Filed_6-21-
19.pdf 
 

AVAILABLE ON A NEED TO KNOW BASIS ONLY 

10/31/19  
Petition for Hearing  11 pages 
http://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Petition-for-
Hearing_10-30-19.pdf  

  SELECT FILINGS WITH STATE 
OF NEW JERSEY COURTS 

2014  
NJ Discovery 

http://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discovery-Documents_ALL_11-
18-14.pdf 

 
 

2015  
NJ Proof Hearing 

http://www.finfix.org/proof/DD/Motion-for-Proof-
Hearing_SHARED.pdf  

 
 

2019  

NJ Appeal 2019 
http://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-

13_FILING-NJ-Superior-Court_6-21-19.pdf 
 
 

  

People Who Might Explain Some 
Acts Cited in This Case 

 

http://finfix.org/SCOTUS/Learn-From.pdf   
 

 
 
 
 

 
  

https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19-w-bates#.pdf
https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19-w-bates#.pdf
https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19-w-bates#.pdf
https://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_More-Evidence-of-Fraudulent-Mortgage_6-21-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Petition-for-Hearing_10-30-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/USAppealsCt/Case_19-1032_Petition-for-Hearing_10-30-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discovery-Documents_ALL_11-18-14.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discovery-Documents_ALL_11-18-14.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/DD/Motion-for-Proof-Hearing_SHARED.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/DD/Motion-for-Proof-Hearing_SHARED.pdf
https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_FILING-NJ-Superior-Court_6-21-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/NJSuperior_2019/Case-Docket_F-00839-13_FILING-NJ-Superior-Court_6-21-19.pdf
https://finfix.org/SCOTUS/Learn-From.pdf
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APPENDIX D 
 

U.S. District Court of New Jersey Filing #99 
 
 

USDCNJ Filing 
http://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc99.pdf 

 
 

Original Document Filed 
http://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-

Response-to-Defendants-Objection-to-Count-2nd_4-2-18.pdf 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 

  
   

    
 

https://finfix.org/proof/USDCNJ/USDC-Doc99.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Response-to-Defendants-Objection-to-Count-2nd_4-2-18.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/ADDL/Case_2-16-cv-05301_Plaintiff-Response-to-Defendants-Objection-to-Count-2nd_4-2-18.pdf


Case 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD   Document 99   Filed 05/04/18   Page 1 of 119 PageID: 1014



Case 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD   Document 99   Filed 05/04/18   Page 2 of 119 PageID: 1015



Case 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD   Document 99   Filed 05/04/18   Page 3 of 119 PageID: 1016



Case 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD   Document 99   Filed 05/04/18   Page 4 of 119 PageID: 1017



Case 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD   Document 99   Filed 05/04/18   Page 5 of 119 PageID: 1018



Case 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD   Document 99   Filed 05/04/18   Page 6 of 119 PageID: 1019



Case 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD   Document 99   Filed 05/04/18   Page 7 of 119 PageID: 1020



Case 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD   Document 99   Filed 05/04/18   Page 8 of 119 PageID: 1021



Case 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD   Document 99   Filed 05/04/18   Page 9 of 119 PageID: 1022



Case 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD   Document 99   Filed 05/04/18   Page 10 of 119 PageID: 1023



Case 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD   Document 99   Filed 05/04/18   Page 11 of 119 PageID: 1024
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APPENDIX E 

 

CONSTITUTIONAL & STATUTORY & OTHER PROVISIONS 

In addition to brazenly violating Federal Banking rules, 

these Defendants have broken several Federal laws. Over 23 

rules in the Code of Federal Regulations were broken (see 

Table of Authorities).    

15 U.S.C. § 1692 

(a)ABUSIVE PRACTICES 

There is abundant evidence of the use of abusive, deceptive, 
and unfair debt collection practices by many debt collectors. 
Abusive debt collection practices contribute to the number of 
personal bankruptcies, to marital instability, to the loss of 

jobs, and to invasions of individual privacy. 
(b)INADEQUACY OF LAWS 
Existing laws and procedures for redressing these injuries 

are inadequate to protect consumers.  
VIEW 

18 U.S.C.§ 1007 
18 U.S. Code § 1007. Federal Deposit Insurance 

Corporation transactions 
Whoever, for the purpose of influencing in any way the 

action of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, 
knowingly makes or invites reliance on a false, forged, or 
counterfeit statement, document, or thing shall be fined not 

more than $1,000,000 or imprisoned not more than 30 years, 
or both.  
 VIEW 

https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/15/1692
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/15/1692
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/15/1692
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/15/1692
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/15/1692
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/15/1692
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1007
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1007
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Restatement of Federal Torts Act43 
4. Restatement of Torts (Second), sec 525: "One who 

fraudulently makes a misrepresentation of fact, opinion, 
intention or law for the purpose of inducing another to act or 
to refrain from action in reliance upon it, is subject to 

liability to the other in deceit for pecuniary loss caused to 
him by his justifiable reliance upon the misrepresentation."  
 

5. Restatement of Torts (Second), sec 551(1): "One who 

fails to disclose to another a fact that he knows may 
justifiably induce the other to act or refrain from acting in a 
business transaction is subject to the same liability to the 

other as though he had represented the nonexistence of the 
matter that he has failed to disclose...."  

6. Restatement of Torts (Second), sec 531: "One who 

makes a fraudulent misrepresentation is subject to liability 
to the persons or class of persons whom he intends or has 
reason to expect to act or to refrain from action in reliance 

upon the misrepresentation, for pecuniary loss suffered by 
them through their justifiable reliance in the type of 
transaction in which he intends or has reason to expect their 

conduct to be influenced." 
VIEW 

18 U.S.C. § 1962 
18 U.S. Code § 1962.Prohibited activities 

(a)  It shall be unlawful for any person who has received any 
income derived, directly or indirectly, from a pattern 

of racketeering activity or through collection of an unlawful 
debt in which such person has participated as a principal 
within the meaning of section 2, title 18, United States Code, 

                                                           
43 See Claim filed by Petitioner with U.S. District Court o New Jersey, Count VII p. 14 - 15  
http://finfix.org/Federal-Complaint-Amended-2018_Case_2-16-cv-05301.pdf 

https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/usao/legacy/2010/12/06/usab5806.pdf
https://finfix.org/Federal-Complaint-Amended-2018_Case_2-16-cv-05301.pdf
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://finfix.org/Federal-Complaint-Amended-2018_Case_2-16-cv-05301.pdf
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to use or invest, directly or indirectly, any part of such 
income, or the proceeds of such income, in acquisition of any 

interest in, or the establishment or operation of, 
any enterprise which is engaged in, or the activities of which 
affect, interstate or foreign commerce. … ….. 

(b)  It shall be unlawful for any person through a pattern 
of racketeering activity or through collection of an unlawful 
debt to acquire or maintain, directly or indirectly, any 

interest in or control of any enterprise which is engaged in, 
or the activities of which affect, interstate or foreign 
commerce. 

(c) It shall be unlawful for any person employed by or 
associated with any enterprise engaged in, or the activities of 
which affect, interstate or foreign commerce, to conduct or 

participate, directly or indirectly, in the conduct of 
such enterprise’s affairs through a pattern of racketeering 
activity or collection of unlawful debt.  

VIEW   
 

FDIC Statement of Policy 5000 (link) 

FDIC STATEMENT OF POLICY ON THE 
APPLICABILITY OF THE GLASS-STEAGALL ACT TO 
SECURITIES ACTIVITIES OF SUBSIDIARIES OF 

INSURED NONMEMBER BANKS 
1 
This statement of policy addresses the applicability of the 

Glass-Steagall Act to securities activities of subsidiaries of 
insured nonmember banks. It is not intended to address any 
other issues that may be raised by such activities. 

https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1962
https://www.fdic.gov/regulations/laws/rules/5000-1900.html
https://www.fdic.gov/regulations/laws/rules/5000-1900.html#fdicfoot1_1
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Although the Supreme Court in Board of Governors v. ICI did 
not consider section 21 in the context of a bank and its 

subsidiary, we are of the opinion that the Court's conclusion 
regarding section 21 and holding company affiliates is 
equally applicable in this instance. Thus, the FDIC does not 

believe that it would be warranted in extending the reach of 
the prohibitions of section 21 of the Glass-Steagall Act 
to bona fide subsidiaries of insured nonmember banks. The 

FDIC intends, however, to continue to monitor closely 
developments related to the securities activities of 
bank subsidiaries. 

By Order of the Board of Directors, August 23, 1982.   
VIEW 
 

FDIC Statement of Policy 8000 (link) 

§ 5321.  Civil penalties 

(a)(1)  A domestic financial institution or nonfinancial trade 
or business, and a partner, director, officer, or employee of a 
domestic financial institution or nonfinancial trade or 

business, willfully violating this subchapter or a regulation 
prescribed or order issued under this subchapter 
(except sections 5314 and 5315 of this title or a regulation 

prescribed under sections 5314 and 5315), or willfully 
violating a regulation prescribed under section 21 of the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Act or section 123 of Public Law 

91--508 is liable to the United States Government for a civil 
penalty of not more than the greater of the amount (not to 
exceed $100,000) involved in the transaction (if any) or 

$25,000. For a violation of section 5318(a)(2) of this title or a 
regulation prescribed under section 5318(a)(2), a separate 

https://www.fdic.gov/regulations/laws/rules/5000-1900.html
https://www.fdic.gov/regulations/laws/rules/8000-120.html
https://www.fdic.gov/regulations/laws/rules/8000-1300.html#fdic8000mfa5314
https://www.fdic.gov/regulations/laws/rules/8000-1300.html#fdic8000mfa5315
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violation occurs for each day the violation continues and at 
each office, branch, or place of business at which a violation 

occurs or continues. 
VIEW 

 

12 C.F.R. § 340.4 
§ 340.4 Restrictions on the sale of assets by 
the FDIC regardless of the method of financing 

(a) A person may not acquire any assets of a failed 
institution from the FDIC if the person or its associated 
person: 

 (3) Has demonstrated a pattern or practice of defalcation 
regarding obligations to any failed institution; 
(5) Would be prohibited from purchasing the assets of a 

covered financial company from the FDIC under 12 U.S.C. 
5390(r) or its implementing regulation at 12 CFR part 
380.13. 

 (c) For purposes of paragraph (a) of this section, a person or 
its associated person has demonstrated a “pattern or practice 
of defalcation” regarding obligations to a failed institution if 

the person or associated person has: 
(1) Engaged in more than one transaction that created 
an obligation on the part of such person or its 

associated person with intent to cause a loss to any insured 
depository institution or with reckless disregard for whether 
such transactions would cause a loss to any such insured 

depository institution; and 
VIEW 

https://www.fdic.gov/regulations/laws/rules/8000-1300.html#fdic8000mfa5321
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/12/5390#r
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/12/5390#r
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/part-380
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/part-380
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4#a
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/340.4
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12 C.F.R. § 1024.14 
12 CFR § 1024.14 - Prohibition against kickbacks and 

unearned fees. 
§ 1024.14 Prohibition against kickbacks and unearned 
fees. 
 (g) Fees, salaries, compensation, or other payments. 

(1) Section 8 of RESPA permits: 
 (2) The Bureau may investigate high prices to see if they are 

the result of a referral fee or a split of a fee. If the payment of 
a thing of value bears no reasonable relationship to the 
market value of the goods or services provided, then the 

excess is not for services or goods actually performed or 
provided. These facts may be used as evidence of a violation 
of section 8 and may serve as a basis for 

a RESPA investigation. High prices standing alone are not 
proof of a RESPA violation. The value of a referral (i.e., the 
value of any additional business obtained thereby) is not to 

be taken into account in determining whether the payment 
exceeds the reasonable value of such goods, facilities or 
services. The fact that the transfer of the thing of value does 

not result in an increase in any charge made by 
the person giving the thing of value is irrelevant in 
determining whether the act is prohibited. 

VIEW 
 

 
12 C.F.R. § 1026.34 

 
12 CFR § 1026.34 - Prohibited acts or practices in connection 
with high-cost mortgages. 

§ 1026.34 Prohibited acts or practices in connection 
with high-cost mortgages. 

https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1024.14
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1024.14
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1024.14
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1024.14
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1024.14
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1024.14


344  

Page 344 of 401 
 

(a) Prohibited acts or practices for high-cost 

mortgages - 

 (3) Refinancings within one-year period. Within one 

year of having extended a high-cost mortgage, a creditor 

shall not refinance any high-cost mortgage to the 
same consumer into another high-cost mortgage, unless the 
refinancing is in the consumer's interest. An assignee holding 

or servicing a high-cost mortgage shall not, for the remainder 
of the one-year period following the date of origination of the 
credit, refinance any high-cost mortgage to the 
same consumer into another high-cost mortgage, unless the 

refinancing is in the consumer's interest. A creditor (or 
assignee) is prohibited from engaging in acts or practices to 
evade this provision, including a pattern or practice of 

arranging for the refinancing of its own loans by affiliated or 
unaffiliated creditors. 
 (5) Pre-loan counseling - 

(i) Certification of counseling required. A creditor shall 

not extend a high-cost mortgage to a consumer unless the 

creditor receives written certification that the consumer has 
obtained counseling on the advisability of the mortgage from 
a counselor that is approved to provide such counseling by 

the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development or, if permitted by the Secretary, by 
a State housing finance authority. 
VIEW 

 
12 C.F.R. § 1026.39 

 
12 CFR § 1026.39 - Mortgage transfer disclosures. 
 (a) Scope. The disclosure requirements of this section apply 

https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.34
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.34
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.34
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.34
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.34
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.34
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.34
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.34
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.34
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
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to any covered person except as otherwise provided in this 
section. For purposes of this section: 
(1) A “covered person” means any person, as defined in § 

1026.2(a)(22), that becomes the owner of an existing 
mortgage loan by acquiring legal title to the debt obligation, 

whether through a purchase, assignment or other transfer, 
and who acquires more than one mortgage loan in any 
twelve-month period. For purposes of this section, a servicer 

of a mortgage loan shall not be treated as the owner of 
the obligation if the servicer holds title to the loan, or title is 
assigned to the servicer, solely for the administrative 

convenience of the servicer in servicing the obligation. 
(2) A “mortgage loan” means: 

(i) An open-end consumer credit transaction that is secured 

by the principal dwelling of a consumer; and 
(ii) A closed-end consumer credit transaction secured by 
a dwelling or real property. 
(b) Disclosure required. Except as provided in paragraph 

(c) of this section, each covered person is subject to 

the requirements of this section and shall mail or deliver the 
disclosures required by this section to the consumer on or 
before the 30th calendar day following the date of transfer. 
(d) Content of required disclosures. The disclosures 

required by this section shall identify the mortgage loan that 
was sold, assigned or otherwise transferred, and state the 

following, except that the information required by paragraph 
(d)(5) of this section shall be stated only for a mortgage loan 
that is a closed-end consumer credit transaction secured by 

a dwelling or real property other than a reverse mortgage 
transaction subject to § 1026.33 of this part: 
(1) The name, address, and telephone number of the 

https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.2#a_22
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.2#a_22
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39#c
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39#c
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39#d_5
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39#d_5
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.33
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covered person. 
(i) If a single disclosure is provided on behalf of more than 

one covered person, the information required by this 
paragraph shall be provided for each of them 
unless paragraph (d)(1)(ii) of this section applies. 

(ii) If a single disclosure is provided on behalf of more than 
one covered person and one of them has been authorized in 
accordance with paragraph (d)(3) of this section to receive 

the consumer's notice of the right to rescind and resolve 
issues concerning the consumer's payments on the loan, the 
information required by paragraph (d)(1) of this section may 

be provided only for that covered person. 
(2) The date of transfer. 
(3) The name, address and telephone number of an agent or 

party authorized to receive notice of the right to rescind and 
resolve issues concerning the consumer's payments on the 
loan. However, no information is required to be provided 

under this paragraph if the consumer can use the 
information provided under paragraph (d)(1) of this section 
for these purposes. 

(4) Where transfer of ownership of the debt to the 
covered person is or may be recorded in public records, or, 
alternatively, that the transfer of ownership has not 

been recorded in public records at the time the disclosure is 
provided. 
VIEW 

 
Ocwen $2.1B Federal & State settlement, 

 

CFPB, State Authorities Order Ocwen to Provide $2 Billion 
in Relief to Homeowners for Servicing Wrongs 

https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39#d_1_ii
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39#d_3
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39#d_1
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39#d_1
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/12/1026.39
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DEC 19, 2013 
https://www.consumerfinance.gov/about-us/newsroom/cfpb-

state-authorities-order-ocwen-to-provide-2-billion-in-relief-to-
homeowners-for-servicing-wrongs/ 
 

Largest Nonbank Servicer Will Also Refund $125 Million to 

Foreclosure Victims and Adhere to Significant New 

Homeowner Protections 

WASHINGTON, D.C. — Today, the Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau (CFPB), authorities in 49 states, and the 
District of Columbia filed a proposed court order requiring 

the country’s largest nonbank mortgage loan servicer, Ocwen 
Financial Corporation, and its subsidiary, Ocwen Loan 
Servicing, to provide $2 billion in principal reduction to 

underwater borrowers. The consent order addresses Ocwen’s 
systemic misconduct at every stage of the mortgage servicing 
process. Ocwen must also refund $125 million to the nearly 

185,000 borrowers who have already been foreclosed upon 
and it must adhere to significant new homeowner 
protections. 
“Deceptions and shortcuts in mortgage servicing will not be 

tolerated,” said CFPB Director Richard Cordray. “Ocwen took 
advantage of borrowers at every stage of the process. Today’s 
action sends a clear message that we will be vigilant about 

making sure that consumers are treated with the respect, 
dignity, and fairness they deserve.” 
The proposed Ocwen Consent Order is available  

[SIGNED 12/12/13] 

at: https://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/201312_cfpb_consent-

order_ocwen.pdf  

https://www.consumerfinance.gov/about-us/newsroom/cfpb-state-authorities-order-ocwen-to-provide-2-billion-in-relief-to-homeowners-for-servicing-wrongs/
https://www.consumerfinance.gov/about-us/newsroom/cfpb-state-authorities-order-ocwen-to-provide-2-billion-in-relief-to-homeowners-for-servicing-wrongs/
https://www.consumerfinance.gov/about-us/newsroom/cfpb-state-authorities-order-ocwen-to-provide-2-billion-in-relief-to-homeowners-for-servicing-wrongs/
https://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/201312_cfpb_consent-order_ocwen.pdf
https://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/201312_cfpb_consent-order_ocwen.pdf
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Borrowers Pushed into Foreclosure by Servicing Errors 
The CFPB and its partner states believe that Ocwen was 

engaged in significant and systemic misconduct that occurred 
at every stage of the mortgage servicing process. According to 
the complaint filed in the federal district court in the District 

of Columbia, Ocwen’s violations of consumer financial 
protections put thousands of people across the country at risk 
of losing their homes. Specifically, the complaint says that 

Ocwen: 
 Took advantage of homeowners with servicing 

shortcuts and unauthorized fees: Customers relied on 

Ocwen to, among other things, treat them fairly, give them 
accurate information, and appropriately charge for services. 
According to the complaint, Ocwen violated the law in a 

number of ways, including: 
 Engaged in illegal foreclosure practices: One of the most 

important jobs of a mortgage servicer is managing the 

foreclosure process. But Ocwen mishandled foreclosures and 
provided consumers with false information. Specifically, 
Ocwen is accused of: 

o Providing false or misleading information to consumers 
about the status of foreclosure proceedings where the 
borrower was in good faith actively pursuing a loss 

mitigation alternative also offered by Ocwen; and 
o Robo-signing foreclosure documents, including preparing, 

executing, notarizing, and filing affidavits in foreclosure 
proceedings with courts and government agencies without 

verifying the information. 
 Provide $2 billion in relief to underwater 

borrowers: Over a three-year period, Ocwen must complete 

sustainable loan modifications that result in principal 
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reductions totaling $2 billion. For loan modification options, 
eligible borrowers may be contacted directly by Ocwen. Or 

borrowers may contact Ocwen to obtain more information 
about specific loan modification programs and to find out 
whether they may be impacted by this settlement. Ocwen can 

be reached at 1-800-337-6695 

or ConsumerRelief@Ocwen.com. If Ocwen fails to meet this 

commitment, it must pay a cash penalty in the amount of 
any shortfall to the CFPB and the states. 

 Provide $125 million in refunds to foreclosure 
victims: Ocwen must refund $125 million to consumers 

whose loans were being serviced by Ocwen, Homeward 
Residential Holdings, or Litton Loan Servicing, and who lost 
their homes to foreclosure between Jan. 1, 2009 and Dec. 31, 

2012. All eligible consumers who submit valid claims will 
receive an equal share of the $125 million. Borrowers who 
receive payments will not have to release any claims and will 

be free to seek additional relief in the courts. Ocwen will also 
pay $2.3 million to administer the refund process. Eligible 
consumers can expect to hear from the settlement 

administrator about potential payments. 
 Stop robo-signing official documents: Ocwen must 

ensure that facts asserted in its documents about borrowers’ 

loans used in foreclosure and bankruptcy proceedings are 
accurate and supported by reliable evidence. Affidavits and 
sworn statements must be based on personal knowledge. 

 Adhere to significant new homeowner 
protections: Ocwen must change the way it services 
mortgages to ensure that borrowers are protected from the 

illegal behavior that puts them in danger of losing their 
homes. To ensure this, the CFPB and the states are 

mailto:ConsumerRelief@Ocwen.com
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proposing that Ocwen follow the servicing standards set up 
by the 2012 National Mortgage Settlement with the five 

largest banks. Because of Ocwen’s track record of problems 
handling the large volume of mortgage servicing rights it has 
quickly acquired in recent years, Ocwen is also being ordered 

to adhere to additional consumer protections, including how 
it manages transferred lans. Among other things, Ocwen 
must: 

o Properly process pending requests: For loans that are 
transferred to Ocwen, the company must determine the 
status of in-process loss mitigation requests pending within 

60 days of transfer. Until then, Ocwen cannot start, refer to, 
or proceed with foreclosure. 

o Restrict servicing fees: All servicing fees must be 

reasonable, bona fide, and disclosed in detail to borrowers. 
For example, Ocwen cannot collect any late fees if a loan 
modification application is under review or if the borrower is 

making timely trial modification payments. 
The complaint is not a finding or ruling that the defendants 
have actually violated the law. The proposed federal court 

order will have the full force of law only when signed by the 
presiding judge. 
The Ocwen consent judgment entered by the court can be 

found 

at: https://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/201403_cfpb_entered-

judgment-with-exhibits_ocwen.pdf  

U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia  13-cv-2025 
(RMC) 

VIEW 
  

https://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/201403_cfpb_entered-judgment-with-exhibits_ocwen.pdf
https://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/201403_cfpb_entered-judgment-with-exhibits_ocwen.pdf
https://www.consumerfinance.gov/about-us/newsroom/cfpb-state-authorities-order-ocwen-to-provide-2-billion-in-relief-to-homeowners-for-servicing-wrongs/
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APPENDIX F 
 

 
 

 

This diagram, created by the Petitioner, is based 
on her 55+ years of experience and education in 
finance and banking. 
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Veronica A. Williams 
 DBA candidate –top global ranking  
Kellogg MBA, a M7 MBA Program 

PgMP®, PMP®, ITIL® 
 
  
 
 
 
 
ACT, Inc. 
 
NJ/New York City Area 
Office: 
UPON REQUEST 
South Orange, NJ  07079-
1932 
Phone   973-761-7000 
Fax       888-492-5864 
 
Nation's Capital Area 
Office: 
UPON REQUEST 
Washington, DC  20250 
Phone 202-291-2000 
Fax     888-492-5864 
 

Home Page   www.ACT-IT.com 
 

Products       www.Discover-IT.com 
 

Services       www.The5Ps.com 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Veronica A. Williams is a recognized authority on 
business and technology. She cut her teeth early on creating 
solutions to complex banking and financial problems. Her 
expertise flourished as she focused on the financial services 
industry for leading telecommunications and computing 
companies. Her education and experience in finance, economics 
and operations spans decades: 

 

 Elevated in 1974 – 77 as employee at U.S. Department of 
Agriculture’s Economics Research Service (Other Interning 
began 1971) 

 

 Formalized in 1973 – 77 as student at Brandeis University 
 

 Received MBA (Finance & Econ) Degree in 1979 from 

Northwestern University’s Kellogg Grad School of Mgmt. 
 

 Achieved Expertise at enterprise corporations 1979 – 1995 by 
delivering financial and operational custom solutions to money 
center banks, accounting firms and major firms. 

 

 Served on 3 Corporate Board of Directors 
 

 

 Expertise Validated: 

o 1995 Industry Analyst and Author 

o 2009 vetted and appointed as FINRA Arbitrator 

o 2014 MBA International Competition Judge 

o 2017 named Marquis Lifetime Achievement awardee 
            elevated to a FINRA Arbitrator Chairperson 

 
 

Ms. Williams is a graduate of Brandeis University with a B.A. 
degree in economics; she received an MBA in finance and 
economics from the J.L. Kellogg Graduate School of Management 
at Northwestern University. She is a candidate for a Doctorate of 
Business Administration degree.  Williams has studied in the US 
and Europe. With global awareness, Ms. Williams has consulted, 
served as an Advisor, and led major initiatives.  
 
For additional information visit www.VeronicaWilliams.com.  
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