
THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

 
VERONICA A. WILLIAMS  
 
   Plaintiffs, 
   
  v. 
 
LITTON LOAN SERVICING; HSBC 
BANK USA, N.A.; GOLDMAN SACHS 
MORTGAGE COMPANY; FREMONT 
HOME LOAN TRUST 2006-C 
MORTGAGE-BACKED CERTIFICATES, 
SERIES 2006-C; OCWEN LOAN 
SERVICING LLC; STERN & 
EISENBERG, PC; AND OCWEN 
FINANCIAL CORPORATION, 
 
   Defendants. 

 

 
 
Case No.: 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD 
 
 
 

 

 
DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF’S 

MOTION FOR INTERLOCUTORY INJUNCTION 
 

Presently at issue is Plaintiff Veronica A. Williams (“Williams”)’s motion for an injunction 

to stay Defendant HSBC Bank USA, N.A., Freemont Home Loan Trust 2006-C Mortgage-Backed 

Certificates, Series 2006-C (“HSBC”)’s foreclosure proceeding in the state court, Essex County 

Docket No. F-000839-13.  But the Anti-Injunction Act expressly bars the stay that Williams seeks.  

Moreover, an injunction is an extraordinary remedy and Williams’ application is woefully 

inadequate, as it fails to address any of the four required elements to obtain an injunction.  

Accordingly, her motion should be denied. 
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I. BACKGROUND FACTS RELEVANT TO THIS MOTION 

In March 2006, Williams refinanced the property located at 541 Scotland Road, South 

Orange, NJ 07079 (the “Property”).  Complaint, ¶ 3.  On March 27, 2006, Williams executed a 

Mortgage to Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, as nominee for FGC Commercial 

Mortgage Finance, DBA Fremont Mortgage its Successors and/or Assigns (“Fremont”), in the 

amount of $261,000.00 (the “Mortgage”), which is recorded in the Essex County Records at Book 

11177 at page 730.  Certification of Stuart I. Seiden (“Seiden Cert.”), ¶ 3; Ex. A.  The mortgage 

subsequently was assigned to HSBC.  Complaint, ¶ 4.   

HSBC filed a foreclosure action against Williams on January 9, 2013, which is Docket No. 

F-000839-13.  Seiden Cert., ¶ 4, Ex. B.  Williams’ filed an Answer on August 9, 2013.  Id., Ex. B.  

HSBC filed a motion for summary judgment and strike the answer and defenses, which was 

granted on March 31, 2014.  Id., Ex. B.  HSBC filed a motion for final judgment on September 17, 

2014.  Id., Ex. B.  Williams filed an objection to the amount due in response to that motion, but 

final judgment was entered on October 27, 2014.  Id., Ex. B.  There is no pending sheriff’s sale 

date scheduled with the Essex County Sheriff.  Seiden Cert., Ex. ¶ 5 and Ex. C.1   

On October 13, 2016, Williams filed a complaint to initiate the present action.  ECF Doc. 

No. 1.  On December 20, 2016, Defendants filed a motion to dismiss the complaint, in its entirety.  

ECF Doc. No. 15.  The motion to dismiss is currently pending and the outcome of that motion will 

shape the trajectory of this litigation. 

                                              
1 Williams’ motion or injunction lists two other Law Department cases in her caption, but both of 
those cases have been dismissed and are not active.  The foreclosure with Docket No. F-000839-
13 is the only active case pending in state court against Williams. 
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II. ARGUMENT 

A. THE ANTI-INJUNCTION ACT BARS WILLIAMS’ PRECISE REQUEST. 

Williams cites to the Anti-Injunction Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2283, which expressly “prohibits  

federal courts from granting injunctions to stay proceedings in a state court.”  Bono v. O'Connor, 

No. 156326FLWDEA, 2016 WL 2981475, at *11 (D.N.J. May 23, 2016), reconsideration denied 

sub nom. Re v. O'Connor, No. CV 15-6326(FLW), 2016 WL 7315161 (D.N.J. Oct. 5, 2016) 

(emphasis added); Riddhi Sub. LLC v. One Exch. JC LLC, No. CIV.A. 12-42, 2012 WL 33903, at 

*2 (D.N.J. Jan. 6, 2012) (“under the Anti–Injunction Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2283, this Court generally 

lacks the authority to stay any state court proceedings”); see also U.S. Steel Corp. Plan for Emp. 

Ins. Benefits v. Musisko, 885 F.2d 1170, 1175 (3d Cir. 1989) (holding plaintiff cannot evade 28 

U.S.C. § 2283 by making request for injunction against party instead of against state court). 

Although there are three exceptions to the Anti-Injunction Act, none of them apply to the 

instant case (nor does Williams argue that any do apply).  The three exceptions are when “expressly 

authorized by Act of Congress, or where necessary in aid of its jurisdiction, or to protect or 

effectuate its judgments.”  Unger v. Sogluizzo, No. CIV.A. 14-4074 ES, 2015 WL 1530678, at *8 

(D.N.J. Apr. 6, 2015), aff'd, No. 15-2149, 2016 WL 7402996 (3d Cir. Dec. 21, 2016).  Here, there 

are no jurisdictional or federal judgment enforcement issues, nor has Williams cited any express 

authority of Congress to permit the requested injunction.  Thus, the Anti-Injunction Act bars 

Williams’ request and the motion should be denied. 

B. WILLIAMS FAILS TO CARRY HER BURDEN OF PROOF TO 
WARRANT AN INJUNCTION. 

Even if this Court considers the merits of Williams’ motion beyond the Anti-Injunction 

Act, the motion is fatally deficient.  “It frequently is observed that a preliminary injunction is an 

extraordinary and drastic remedy, one that should not be granted unless the movant, by a clear 

Case 2:16-cv-05301-ES-JAD   Document 49   Filed 05/18/17   Page 3 of 6 PageID: 655



 4 

showing, carries the burden of persuasion.”  Figueroa v. Precision Surgical, Inc., 423 F. App'x 

205, 208 (3d Cir. 2011) (emphasis in original); Instant Air Freight Co. v. C.F. Air Freight, Inc., 

882 F.2d 797, 799 (3d Cir. 1989).  “There are four factors to consider in assessing a motion for a 

preliminary injunction: (1) whether the movant has shown a reasonable probability of success on 

the merits; (2) whether the movant will be irreparably harmed by the denial of relief; (3) whether 

granting preliminary relief will result in even greater harm to the nonmoving party; and (4) whether 

granting the preliminary relief will be in the public interest.”  Figueroa, 423 F. App’x at 207–08 

(citing Council of Alternative Political Parties v. Hooks, 121 F.3d 876, 879 (3d Cir. 1997)).  

“The burden lies with the plaintiff to establish every element in its favor, or the grant of a 

preliminary injunction is inappropriate.” Figueroa, 423 F. App'x 205, 209 (3d Cir. 2011); P.C. 

Yonkers v. Celebrations of the Party and Seasonal Superstore, 428 F.3d 504, 508 (3d Cir. 2005). 

Williams’ paltry motion utterly fails to address any of the four required elements to obtain 

an injunction, much less demonstrate that she can establish every element in her favor.   

First, the motion does not address whether Williams can show a reasonable probability of 

success of her claims on the merits.  Williams wishes to prevent HSBC from moving forward with 

the next step of the foreclosure, which is the sheriff’s sale, although none is scheduled at this time.   

In a wholly conclusory manner, and without citing any evidence, Williams merely states that the 

“illegal foreclosure will be proven”.  Motion at p. 2.  Williams includes a hyperlink, which 

purportedly will provide the “foreclosure case file,” but Williams fails to brief any argument to 

explain her position regarding the stay to this Court.  Furthermore, Williams has not cured her 

default, which would have qualified her to redeem her Mortgage, or demonstrated any right to 

property, since her Mortgage has been foreclosed.  Under New Jersey law, the mortgage is merged 

into the final judgment of foreclosure and the mortgage contract is extinguished.”  Washington 
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Mut., FA v. Wroblewski, 396 N.J. Super. 144, 149, 933 A.2d 32, 35 (Ch. Div. 2007).  HSBC has 

the legal right under the Mortgage, as it has obtained a final judgment and writ of execution against 

Williams.   Regardless of Williams’ success in the case at hand, she has not asserted any legal 

basis in the present action to vacate the final judgment order in the foreclosure action. 

Second, the motion fails to explain how Williams will be irreparably harmed by the denial 

of her injunction request.  Williams does not present any argument to the Court to identify the 

harm presented by the foreclosure litigation, especially since judgment has already been entered 

against her.  Presumably, Williams does not want the property sold at sheriff’s sale; but, she does 

not indicate that HSBC has even taken steps toward this final action in the foreclosure.  The current 

Essex County Sheriff’s website does not indicate that any sheriff’s sale has been scheduled.  Seiden 

Cert., Ex. C.  To the contrary, final judgment was entered almost three years ago and still the 

property has not been put up for sale.  

Third, the motion fails to address the harm that HSBC will suffer if the injunction is 

granted.  Indeed, HSBC has held a final judgment for several years and is losing money by not 

selling the property.  Williams provides no legal reasoning or supporting evidence that bolsters 

hindering HSBC from exercising its legal right to execute on its judgment and sell the property.   

Fourth, the motion fails to address or demonstrate that granting injunctive relief would be 

in the public interest.  The only party affected by the State Court foreclosure action is Williams.  

Her motion does not explain how any public interests are at stake in the foreclosure action.   

III. CONCLUSION 

The Anti-INjunctin Act expressly bars the relief Williams seeks.  Moreover, Williams’ 

motion completely omits any reference to the critical four factors to obtain a preliminary objection 

and is devoid of any supporting evidence that can be construed as meeting the heavy burden 

requires to warrant this extraordinary remedy.  Accordingly, the motion should be denied.  
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Dated:  May 18, 2017     Respectfully submitted, 

DUANE MORRIS LLP 
 
/s/ Stuart I. Seiden_____________ 
By: Brett L. Messinger 
 Stuart I. Seiden 
 Kelly K. Bogue 
30 South 17th Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
Telephone: 215.979.1000 
 
Attorneys for Defendants Litton Loan 
Servicing, HSBC Bank USA, N.A., Freemont 
Home Loan Trust 2006-C Mortgage-Backed 
Certificates, Series 2006-C; Goldman 
Sachs; Ocwen Loan Servicing LLC 
(incorrectly pled as Ocwen) and Ocwen 
Financial Corporation 
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CERTIFICATION OF COUNSEL IN 
SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS’ 

OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF’S 
MOTION FOR INTERLOCUTORY 

INJUNCTION 
 

 
I, Stuart I. Seiden, of full age, hereby certify as follows: 

1. I am an attorney duly admitted to practice before the Courts of the State of New 

Jersey and an associate of the law firm Duane Morris LLP, counsel for Defendants Litton Loan 

Servicing (“Litton”), HSBC Bank USA, N.A., as trustee for Freemont Home Loan Trust 2006-C 

Mortgage-Backed Certificates, Series 2006-C (“HSBC”); Goldman Sachs Mortgage Company 

(“Goldman Sachs”); Ocwen Loan Servicing LLC (“Ocwen”), and Ocwen Financial Corporation 

(collectively, “Defendants”). 

2. I make this Certification in support of Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiff’s 

Motion for an Interlocutory Injunction.  
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3. Attached as Exhibit “A” is a true and correct copy of the recorded Mortgage 

executed by Williams and recorded in the public records of Essex County in Book 11177 at page 

730.   

4. Attached as Exhibit “B” is a true and correct copy of the state court docket of 

HSBC’s foreclosure action filed in Essex County Chancery Division, Docket No F-000839-13. 

5. I have searched the sheriff’s sales website for Essex County and can confirm that 

there is no pending sheriff’s sale date scheduled with the Essex County Sheriff for the property at 

issue in this case. Attached as Exhibit “C” is a true and correct copy of a print out of the sheriff’s 

sale website for Essex County. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing statements are true.  I am aware that if any of the 

foregoing statements are willfully false, I am subject to punishment. 

 

Dated:  May 18, 2017 

 
_/s/ Stuart I. Seiden_________________ 
STUART I. SEIDEN 
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CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE 

I certify that on May 18, 2017, I served copies of the foregoing Opposition to Motion for 

Interlocutory Injunction via the ECF system, and to all non-registered ECF users via email and 

U.S. First Class Mail upon the following: 

Veronica A. Williams 
P.O. Box 978 

South Orange, NJ 07079-0978 
stopfraud@vawilliams.com 

Plaintiff Pro Se 

I certify that the foregoing statements made by me are true.  I am aware that if any of the 

foregoing statements made by me are willfully false, I am subject to punishment. 

 
 
Dated:  May 18, 2017 

 
 
/s/ Stuart I. Seiden________________ 
STUART I. SEIDEN 
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