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Your Name Here, pro per  

Your Address Here.

Scottsdale, Arizona 85000
(000) 000-0000
<youremail@email.com>

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

	Your Name Here, pro per


                               Plaintiff,


Vs.

BRIAN T. MOYNIHAN, and/or his successor, individually, and in his official capacity as PRES/CEO OF BAC HOME LOANS SERVICNG, LP, an ens legis being  used to conceal fraud,

JAMES F. TAYLOR and/or his successor, individually, and in his official capacity as PRES. OF FIN.& ADMIN. OF RECONTRUST COMPANY, N.A., an ens legis being used to conceal fraud,

BRIAN T. MOYNIHAN, and/or his successor, individually, and in his official capacity as PRES/CEO OF BANK OF AMERICA, an ens legis used to conceal fraud,

BRUCE PARADIS, and/or his successor, individually, and in his official capacity as PRES/CEO OF HOMECOMINGS FINANCIAL NETWORK, INC., an ens legis being used to conceal fraud,

ANGELO MOZILO, and/or his successor, individually, and in his official capacity as PRES/CEO OF COUNTRYWIDE HOME LOANS, INC., an ens legis being used to conceal fraud,

R.K. ARNOLD and/or his successor, individually, and in his official capacity as PRES/CEO OF MORTGAGE ELECTRONIC REGISTRATION SYSTEMS, INC., an ens legis being used to conceal fraud, 

AND JOHN DOES (Investors) 1-10,000,

      Et al,                                Defendant. 
	)

)

)

)

)

)

)
	Case no: CV-00-00000-PHX-AAA
    COMPLAINT

  Assigned to Honorable

  I. M. Abanker



         
Your Name Here, Plaintiff pro per, (“Plaintiff”), hereby enters this Complaint pursuant to ????????????.




PREFATORY STATEMENT

Plaintiff has discovered that Bank of New York Mellon FKA, Bank of New York as Trustee for Certificate Holders CWALT, Inc. (“Mellon CWALT”) are the Beneficiary and the Trustee for the Certificate Holders. Furthermore, BAC Home Loans Servicing LP is ONLY the Master Servicer and NOT the Beneficiary; and Bank of America is NOT the Beneficiary. 

Plaintiff has discovered NO assignment assigning any rights for Her purported Deed of Trust to Bank of New York Mellon FKA, Bank of New York as Trustee for Certificate Holders CWALT, Inc. has been recorded.
Therefore there is a broken chain of title causing none of Defendants by and through their ens legis to have any rights and/or authorities to hold the Trustee Sale currently scheduled for August XX, 2010.

Defendants’ counsel has purposefully attempted to prevent and/or interfere with the aforementioned discovery, which is prima facie evidence Defendants counsel is well aware of the fraud being committed on this Court by Defendants.  

At issue is the fact Defendants are committing numerous fraudulent and criminal acts to appear as though one or more of the Defendants are either Beneficiary or Trustee when all Defendants are well aware none of the Defendants have any rights or authority to foreclose on Plaintiff’s property. 

In short, Defendants and Defendants counsel are perpetrating a fraud upon this Court by attempting to cause this Court to believe Defendants have the right to foreclose when they have full knowledge they do not possess such rights. 

Plaintiff does not understand why and/or how Defendants can unlawfully divest Her of Her Property with the courts assistance and through the criminal act of filing false documents in a public office.

        



 INTRODUCTION


Plaintiff hereby alleges as follows:

1.
Plaintiff is suing each of the Defendants and/or their successor, individually in their official capacity as President/ CEO, and/or President of Finance and Administration of their ens legis.   
2.
Plaintiff is holding each of the Defendants and/or their successor accountable for what harm their ens legis has done to Plaintiff.   


3.
Each one of the Defendants and/or their successor, by and through their ens legis have caused events to occur within the jurisdiction of the Court from which Plaintiff’s complaint arises.


          

JURISDICTION AND PARTIES
4.
Your Name Here Plaintiff is a single woman and a citizen and civilian of the State of Arizona.  

5.
Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. merged into Homecomings Financial LLC, a Minnesota corporation authorized to do and is doing business in the State of Arizona.


6.
Defendant, Bruce Paradis and or his successor or predecessor, by and through his ens legis Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. caused events to occur within the jurisdiction of this Court from which Your Name Here’s Complaint arises.

7.
Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Inc., a Delaware corporation is neither registered nor authorized to do business within the state of Arizona as set forth in the records of the Arizona Corporation Commission.

8.
Defendant R.K. Arnold and or his successor or predecessor, by and through his ens legis, Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Inc. has caused events to occur within the jurisdiction of this Court from which Your Name Here’s Amended Complaint arises.


9.
Countrywide Home Loans, Inc., is a California Bank of America corporation authorized to do, and is doing, business in the State of Arizona.


10.
Defendant Angelo Mozilo, and or his successor or predecessor, by and through his ens legis Countrywide Home Loans, Inc. caused events to occur within the jurisdiction of this Court from which Your Name Here’s Complaint arises.


11.
Recontrust Company, N.A. is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Bank of America, N.A., a North Carolina corporation authorized to do, and is doing, business in the State of Arizona.


12.
Defendant, James F. Taylor, and or his successor or predecessor, by and through his ens legis, Recontrust Company caused events to occur within the jurisdiction of this Court from which Your Name Here’s Complaint arises.


13.
BAC Home Loans Servicing LP, is a Texas limited partnership registered with the Arizona Secretary of State.


14.
Defendant Brian T. Moynihan and or his successor or predecessor, by and through his ens legis BAC Home Loans Servicing LP has caused events to occur within the jurisdiction of the Court from which Your Name Here’s Complaint arises.


15.
 Bank of America is a North Carolina corporation authorized to do, and is doing, business in the state of Arizona.


16.
Defendant Brian T. Moynihan and or his successor or predecessor, by and through his ens legis Bank of America caused events to occur within the jurisdiction of this Court from which Your Name Here’s Complaint arises.


17.
This Court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331, venue lies in the Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331, declaratory judgment is authorized by 28 U.S.C. § 2201; the amount in controversy, without interest and costs, exceeds the sum or value specified by 28 U.S.C. § 1332.


      STATEMENT OF FACTS
          18.
Plaintiff reaffirms and realleges paragraphs 1 through 17 hereinabove as if set forth more fully hereinbelow. 


19.
On or about April XX, 2000, the Plaintiff and her then husband, His Name Here, purchased certain residential real property located within the jurisdiction of this Court, located at 11234 E. Whatever Dr. Phoenix, AZ 85000 (“property”).

 
20.
Plaintiff and her husband purchased the property through the sale of the Plaintiff and her husband’s Promissory Note to Countrywide Home Loans, Inc

21.
The Promissory Note was not integral to any Deed of Trust.


(Note:  Plaintiff recently discovered that since a Deed of Trust must 


be evidenced by a Promissory Note, a Deed of Trust not integral to 

a Promissory Note becomes unenforceable and is therefore, invalid. 


Plaintiff will use the term “dormant Deed of Trust” when referring to 

the unenforceable and invalid Deed of Trust). 

22.
The first dormant Deed of Trust was recorded on April XX, 2000 as Maricopa County recorded document no. 00000000000 (copy attached hereto as Exhibit 1).

23.
Pursuant to the terms of the dormant Deed of Trust Countrywide Home Loans, Inc., acted as the purported Lender and purported Beneficiary for the dormant Deed of Trust.  (See: Exhibit 1)

24.
On or about February XX, 2001, Plaintiff and her then husband, His Name Here, refinanced the property through the sale of the Promissory Note to Washington Mutual Bank, FA. 
25.
The dormant Deed of Trust was recorded on March XX, 2001 as Maricopa County recorded document no. 0000000000 (copy of attached hereto as Exhibit 2).
26.
Pursuant to the terms of the dormant Deed of Trust Washington Mutual Bank, FA. acted as the purported Lender and purported Beneficiary. (See: Exhibit 2)

27.
On or about July XX, 2004, Plaintiff refinanced the property into Plaintiff’s name after her divorce from His Name Here in 2001, through the sale of a Promissory Note to Downey Savings and Loan Association F.A. 
28.
The dormant Deed of Trust was recorded on August XX, 2004 as Maricopa County recorded document no. 00000000000 (copy of attached hereto as Exhibit 3).


29. 
Pursuant to the terms of the dormant Deed of Trust Downey Savings and Loan Association F.A. acted as the purported Lender and purported Beneficiary. (See Exhibit 3)

30.
On or about May XX, 2006, Plaintiff refinanced the property again through the sale of the Promissory Note to Homecomings Financial Network, Inc.
31.
The dormant Deed of Trust was recorded on June XX, 2006 as Maricopa County recorded document no. 00000000000. (copy of attached hereto as Exhibit 4)

32.
Pursuant to the terms of the dormant Deed of Trust, Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. was the purported lender.

33. 
Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. appointed Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Inc. to act as the Nominee, and also to act as Beneficiary. (Exhibit 4)

34.
At some point of time, Plaintiff was notified that her purported Loan with her dormant Deed of Trust was transferred to Countrywide Home Loans, Inc.

35.
On or about June 2008, Plaintiff was notified that her purported Loan with her dormant Deed of Trust was transferred to Bank of America.


36.
 Beginning in November XX, 2008, the Plaintiff attempted to short sell her home. (A copy of the MLS listing #0000000 is attached hereto as Exhibit 5)
37.
On or about September XX, 2009, Plaintiff attempted to modify her current purported mortgage through a homeowner assistance company, Neighborhood Assistance Corporation of America (“NACA”). (copy of the NACA Member’s Authorization attached hereto as Exhibit 9).


38.
On or about December 2009, Plaintiff was informed by a NACA agent that her purported mortgage was not able to be modified due to the terms of the purported mortgage pooling and servicing agreement.                     
          39.
Plaintiff hired two (2) experts in the fields of banking, mortgage and document analyses to comply with rules regarding due diligence requirements.

40.
On or about May 2010, Plaintiff hired 1st Experts Name Here and Associates (“1st Expert”) to conduct a Forensic Examination of her purported mortgage Loan documents and purported foreclosure documents.


41.
On May XX, 2010 Plaintiff received the Forensic Examination from 1ST Expert.  The examination showed multiple counts of; TILA; RESPA 3500.10; 12 C.F.R.; 24 C.F.R.; 15 U.S.C.; 18 U.S.C.; F.T.C. § 5; and 6500 F.D.I.C. paragraph 19(b)(2)(viii) violations against Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. while under the guidance/control of Bruce Paradis and/or his successor, et al. (copy of the Forensic Examination attached hereto as Exhibit 7, see: pages 1-6).  
42.
Pursuant to 1st Expert’s Examination, the discovery of numerous violations, cause the ORIGINAL contract/mortgage/Deed of trust/Promissory Note to be void ab initio.
43.
The following violations were committed by Transnation Title as stated by expert, 1st Expert and Associates; RESPA § 3500.10:  (See: Exhibit 7, pages 5-6).  
44.
The Forensic Examination shows the discovery of evidence of “Fraud, Malfeasance, and Perjury” regarding the Foreclosure documents was committed by Recontrust Company, N.A., while under the guidance/control of James F. Taylor and/or his successor or predecessor, et al. See: Inter alia, A.R.S. §§ 13-2311, 33-420, 33-804, 33-808. (See: Exhibit 7, pages 6-8).  
45.
Pursuant to maxims of law, which apply in U.S.D.C. cases, the fraud committed by Defendants causes all agreements and/or contracts, inclusive of the Deed of Trust, between Defendants and Plaintiff to be void ab initio according to SCOTUS. 

Maxim: FRAUS OMNIA VITIATE! (Fraud vitiates everything.)

See: Nudd v. Burrows, 91 US 426 (1875), “Fraud destroys the validity 

of everything into which it enters”


See also: B.
Boyce’s Executors v. Grundy, 3 Pet. (28 US) 210 (1830), 

“Fraud vitiates everything”


See also: United States v. Throckmorton, 98 US 61, 70 (1878) “Fraud 


vitiates the most solemn contracts, documents and even judgments,”


See also: Ellett v Ellett Virginia 0824-00-2 (March 13, 2001)14 where 

a property settlement is over turn and specifically cites Throckmorton.


See also: Dakota Partners v. Glopak, Inc, 2001 ND 168 North Dakota 


Supreme Court. 


See also: In Re Jose Alejandro Penafiel, Relator, No. 05-021316 Texas 

Supreme Court (2001) "Texas law holds that fraud vitiates every 


transaction tainted by the fraud."


See also: The People of the State of Illinois v. Fred E. Sterling, 357 Ill. 

354; 192 N.E. 229 (1934) ("The maxim that fraud vitiates every 


transaction into which it enters applies to judgments as well as to 


contracts and other transactions.").


See also: United States v. Sciuto, 521 F.2d 842, 845 (7th Cir. 1996) 


("The right to a tribunal free from bias or prejudice is based, not on 


section 144, but on the Due Process Clause.").

46.
Pursuant to 1st Expert’s Examination, the Assigner, Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Inc. does not have offices in Tarrant County, Texas, from which their employees could have signed the Corporate Assignment of Deed of Trust.
47.
Therefore, pursuant to 1st Expert’s Examination, employees of Recontrust Company, N.A. composed the Corporate Assignment of Deed of Trust and forged the signature of BAD NOTARY 1, as Assistant Secretary of Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Inc.
48.
Pursuant to 1st Expert’s Examination, the Assigner, BAC Home Loans Servicing LP. does not have offices in Tarrant County, Texas, from which their employees could have signed the Substitution of Trustee Arizona.
49.
Therefore, pursuant to 1st Expert’s Examination, employees of Recontrust Company, N.A. composed the Substitution of Trustee Arizona and forged the signature of BAD NOTARY 2, Assistant Secretary of BAC Home Loans Servicing LP
50.
Pursuant to 1st Expert’s Examination, Recontrust Company, N.A., does have offices in Tarrant County, Texas from which Recontrust Company, N.A., employees could have signed the Corporate Assignment Deed of Trust, Substitution of Trustee Arizona, and the Notice of Trustee Sale Arizona, all dated February xx, 2010. 

51.
1st Expert discovered evidence of fraud committed by BAD NOTARY 1 who notarized the Fraudulent Corporate Assignment of Deed of Trust, Fraudulent Substitution of Trustee Arizona, and Fraudulent Notice of Trustee Sale Arizona, all dated February XX, 2010 in Tarrant County, Texas.


52.
Therefore, BAD NOTARY 1 did not personally witness the signatures of BADNOTARY1orBADNOTARY 2 as she falsely claimed with her Notarization. 

53.
BAD NOTARY 1, who notarized the fraudulent foreclosure documents dated X-X-2010, is employed by Recontrust Company, N.A. and as such, does not have an unbiased interest in the instruments she is acknowledging.
54.
Plaintiff filed a complaint against the BAD NOTARY 1 with the Secretary of State of Texas on June XX, 2010. (copy of the Notary complaint  attached hereto as Exhibit 8).

55.
Pursuant to the Forensic Examination, Defendants jointly or separately, by and through their ens legis, have filed and/or recorded numerous forged, fraudulent, and/or false documents into the Maricopa County Recorder’s Office to steal Plaintiff’s property. (See: Exhibits 7, 9 10, 11).
56.
Pursuant to the Forensic Examination, Recontrust Company, N.A., committed three (3) acts of fraud by: 1. Creating; 2. Notarizing; 3. Recording in the Maricopa county recorders office a fraudulent Corporation Assignment Deed of Trust Arizona dated 2/XX/2010.
57.
 Pursuant to the Corporation Assignment Deed of Trust Arizona, Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Inc. fraudulently appointed BAC Home Loans Servicing, LP the Beneficiary (See: EXHIBIT 9 and See: Exhibit 7, page 6(1) fraud, malfeasance and perjury).
58.
Pursuant to the Forensic Examination, Recontrust Company, N.A., committed three (3) acts of fraud by: 1. Creating; 2. Notarizing; 3. Recording in the Maricopa county recorders office a fraudulent Substitution of Trustee Arizona dated 2/XX/2010.
59.
Pursuant to the Substitution of Trustee Arizona, BAC Home Loans Servicing, LP fraudulently appointed Recontrust Company, N.A., the Successor Trustee. (See: Exhibit 10 and See: Exhibit 7 page 7(1) defective Substitution of Trustee).
60.
According to the Forensic Examination, Recontrust Company N.A.., committed three (3) acts of fraud by: 1. Creating; 2. Notarizing; and 3. Recording in the Maricopa county recorders office a fraudulent Notice of Trustee Sale Arizona dated 2/XX/2010 to steal Plaintiffs real property.  (See: Exhibit 11 and See: Exhibit 7 page 8 defective Notice of Sale).      

61.
Plaintiff contends Recontrust Company, N.A. has a history of committing the same acts of fraud against Plaintiff and her real property.  
62.
The same claims of Fraud, Malfeasance, and Perjury listed in the Forensic Examination appear to have been committed in Exhibits 12, 13, and 14.
63.
 The Notaries are once again employees of Recontrust Company, N.A.
64.
  All three (3) documents were notarized in the County of Dallas, Texas, where Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Inc. is not registered to do business, nor has a business office location.

65.
Upon information and belief Recontrust Company, N.A., committed three (3) acts of fraud by: 1. Creating; 2. Notarizing; 3. Recording in the Maricopa county recorders office a fraudulent Substitution of Trustee Arizona dated 12/XX/2008.
66.
 Pursuant to the fraudulent Substitution of Trustee Arizona, Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Inc. fraudulently appointed Recontrust Company, N.A., the Successor Trustee. (See: Exhibit 12)    
67.
Upon information and belief Recontrust Company, N.A., committed three (3) acts of fraud by: 1. Creating; 2. Notarizing; 3. Recording in the Maricopa county recorders office a fraudulent Notice of Trustee Sale Arizona dated 12/XX/2008 to steal Plaintiffs real property. (See: Exhibit 13)        
68.
 Upon information and belief Recontrust Company, N.A., committed three (3) acts of fraud by: 1. Creating; 2. Notarizing; 3. Recording in the Maricopa county recorders office a fraudulent Cancelation of Notice of Sale Arizona dated 5/XX2009 to conceal the previous acts of fraud. (See: Exhibit 14)       

69.
Furthermore, expert 1st Expert states that Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Inc. has stated that they are not, and was not, the true beneficiary thereby nullifying the nomination to BAC Home Loans Servicing LP. See: Excerpt from the Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Inc. website:

“Normally, where the name of the grantee under the Trustee’s Deed upon 
Sale is different than the name of the foreclosing entity, the Trustee’s 
Deed 
upon Sale states that the "Grantee was not the foreclosing beneficiary." 
This designation triggers the imposition of transfer taxes on the sale. It is 
important to note that in a MERS foreclosure sale, even where the property 
reverts, the name of the grantee will be different than the name of the entity 
foreclosing. Nonetheless, the Trustee’s Deed upon Sale should state that "The 
Grantee was the foreclosing beneficiary." This is because MERS merely 
holds title as nominee for the true beneficiary; it is the true beneficiary that 
has actually foreclosed and acquired title”.


70.
On or about June XX, 2010, Plaintiff hired 2ND  Expert (“2ND  Expert”),  of 2ND  Expert Consultants, Inc., a certified banking “expert witness”  to investigate who is the actual Holder and Holder in Due Course of her Promissory Note, and what entity (if any) has the purported right to foreclose on her real property. (See: Fee agreement with 2ND  Expert Consultants Inc. Exhibit 15). 




Note: Plaintiff will provide this Court and Defendant’s counsel a copy 

of 2ND  Expert’s report once it is complete.  Due to the extensive work 

involved, 2ND  Expert needed additional time to complete the report for 

Plaintiff.  Plaintiff reserves the right to further amend her complaint if 


any additional evidence is uncovered.

71.
According to 2ND  Expert, Mellon CWALT has been identified as the current purported Beneficiary.

72.
Plaintiff has never been notified of such by Mellon CWALT nor by any of the Defendants or their ens legis.

73.
Upon information and belief based on the verified statements of two (2) experts, 2ND  Expert and 1ST  Expert, and the evidence discovered by said experts, Defendants or their successor or predecessor, by and through their ens legis, have a broken chain of title. 
 
74.
Mellon CWALT does not possess a valid chain of title evidencing it is the purported successor Beneficiary in this matter, and as such is not qualified to act as the purported “Beneficiary” of the Plaintiff’s dormant Deed of Trust as defined by A.R.S.  § 33-801(1).


75.
Bank of America does not possess a valid chain of title evidencing it is the purported successor Beneficiary in this matter, as the documents assigning the Beneficial rights to Bank of America are fraudulent.
76.
2ND  Expert also stated, and will testify to the fact that the recorded times for the Corporate Assignment of Deed of Trust, Substitution of Trustee Arizona, and the Notice of Trustee Sale Arizona dated FebruaryXX, 2010, all were recorded at the exact same second of the exact same day February XX, 2010 at 1:11:11 PM. (See: Exhibits 9, 10, and 11).  
77.
According to 6, since the Corporate Assignment of Deed of Trust did not occur before the Substitution of Trustee Arizona and the Substitution of Trustee Arizona before the Notice of Trustee Sale Arizona, the recording of the Notice of Trustee Sale was unlawful and voids, ab initio, the authority of the filing. 
78.
Furthermore, the same thing occurred with the Substitution of Trustee Arizona, and the Notice of Trustee Sale Arizona dated December XX, 2008.  Both documents were recorded at the exact same second of the exact same day December XX, 2008 at 1:11:11 PM.  (See: Exhibits 12, and 13).
79.
 Therefore, since the Substitution of Trustee Arizona did not occur before the Notice of Trustee Sale Arizona, the recording of the Notice of Trustee Sale dated December XX, 2008 was also unlawful and thus voids, ab initio, the authority of the filing.  
80.
Furthermore, 2ND  Expert stated, and will testify to the fact that only a Holder in Due Course has the right to foreclose on the property pursuant to U.C.C. § 3-302.

81.
2ND  Expert stated, since the Promissory Note was transferred, Mellon CWALT could not be the Holder in Due Course and therefore no entity exists today with the right to foreclose on Plaintiffs real property.
82.
Plaintiff Moves this Court to take Judicial Notice of, inter alia, U.C.C. § 3-302(d, e, g).

83.
Bank of America is inconsistent with their ‘STANDING’ in this matter as Bank of America claims to be a ‘Holder’ to this Court Bank of America claimed to be a ‘Holder in Due Course.’ in the non-judicial foreclosure proceeding. See: Inter alia, A.R.S. § 13-2705 ‘Perjury by inconsistent statements.’(See: F.R.Civ.P. Rule 17(a))

84.
Thus, Bank of America has confessed to this Court that Bank of America filed a non-judicial foreclosure proceeding as a ‘Holder in Due Course’ when Bank of America was in fact ONLY a ‘Holder’ at the time of the non-judicial foreclosure proceeding. 


85.
Pursuant to, inter alia, U.C.C. § 3-302. Holder in Due Course, specifically paragraphs d, e and g, a ‘Holder’ does not have the right to foreclose on a “property.” 
86.
Although Bank of America MAY be a Holder in some ways, Bank of America cannot be the Holder in Due Course as Bank of America can ONLY have a security interest in the property.   
    

See: U.C.C. § 3-302. Holder in Due Course.


87.
Bank of America and/or Bank of America’s counsels filing of a non-judicial foreclosure proceeding as a ‘Holder’ was a fraudulent and criminal act perpetrated on the Plaintiff.

88.
Based upon the forgoing, a controversy exists as to whether or not any of the Defendants or their successor or predecessor by and through their ens legis, are qualified or entitled to sell Plaintiff’s real Property as permitted by A.R.S. § 33-807.


89.
Plaintiff contends, based on documents Defendants recorded in the Maricopa County Recorder’s Office, that there exists a broken chain of ownership and that none of the Defendants or their successor or predecessor by and through their ens legis, have rights to act as the purported Trustee or purported Beneficiary of the Plaintiff’s dormant Deed of Trust pursuant to A.R.S. § 33-301et seq.


90.
By reason of the foregoing, this Court may conclude sua sponte a declaratory judgment is both necessary and proper in order to set forth and determine the rights, obligations and liabilities that exist among the parties to the Agreements.


91.
The Plaintiff has incurred Court costs and fees in this matter.


92.
Should Plaintiff prevail in this matter She is entitled to an award of Court costs and fees pursuant to F.R.Civ.P.


ADDITIONAL FACTS IN SUPPORT OF CLAIMS
           93.
Plaintiff reaffirms and realleges paragraphs 1 through 92 hereinabove as if set forth more fully hereinbelow. 

94.
On or about June 2010, the Plaintiff discovered that Plaintiff was not lent the sum of $000,000.00 on May XX, 2006 from Homecomings Financial Network, Inc., and therefore Plaintiff did not receive a Loan.

95.
Plaintiff has spent many weeks deciphering the dormant Deed of Trust from Homecomings Financial Network, Inc.
96.
On page 1 of the dormant Deed of Trust, Definitions are given for words used throughout the dormant Deed of Trust. (See: Exhibit 4 page 1).
97.
The word “Loan” is one of the words defined in said dormant Deed of Trust.

98.
On page 2 (H) of the dormant Deed of Trust it states: Loan means the debt evidenced by the Note, plus interest, any prepayment charges and late charges due under the Note, and all sums due under this Security Instrument, plus interest.” (See: Exhibit 4 page 2).
 99.
Plaintiff incorrectly believed for quite some time, that the word Loan in the dormant Deed of Trust meant that she was lent an amount of money that she had to make payments on, or lose her property.  

100.
Plaintiff now comprehends that is not what the dormant Deed of Trust says at all.  
101.
In fact, the dormant Deed of Trust never says that Plaintiff was ever lent the sum of $000,000.00 by Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. 

102.
Therefore Plaintiff does not understand how any of the Defendant’s ens legis can claim Plaintiff is in default of any Loan Plaintiff never received. 

103. 
Upon information and belief and in accordance with the fact that the Promissory Note is not integral to the dormant Deed of Trust, Plaintiff sold to Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. a Promissory Note.


104.
 Upon information and belief that the dormant Deed of Trust and the Promissory Note are two entirely separate documents. 
105.
The dormant Deed of Trust has 15 pages, and the Promissory Note has 5 pages, and they are not now nor have ever been conjoined as a single document.
106.
Pursuant to Carpenter v Longan, 83 U.S. 16 Wall. 271 (1872), the Promissory Note can survive without the dormant Deed of Trust.  

107.      In contrast however, the dormant Deed of Trust is invalid without the Promissory Note.  In other words, the dormant Deed of Trust and the Promissory Note cannot ever be apart in law, and the dormant Deed of Trust still be considered valid. See: Carpenter v Longan, Id.
108.      In this instant case, Plaintiff’s dormant Deed of Trust was recorded at the Maricopa County recorders office on June XX, 2006 (Maricopa County recorded document no. 00000000000) and the Promissory Note was sent to the purported lender, Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. (See: Exhibit 4)

109.
Upon information and belief, in order to enforce the dormant Deed of Trust, neither Defendants, nor their ens legis, can meet the burden of proving the dormant Deed of Trust and the Promissory Note were ever together.  

110.
Upon information and belief, the fact that the documents were not ever together in the first place, invalidates the dormant Deed of Trust.  

111.
Plaintiff contends, pursuant to law, since the dormant Deed of Trust is invalid it is therefore unenforceable. 

112.
Plaintiff contends, Defendants, by and through their ens legis, have committed acts which have led to fraud against this Court, and fraud against the Plaintiff by representing that Bank of America through it’s purported Trustee, Recontrust Company, N.A. has the right to hold a non-judicial Trustee Sale to steal Plaintiff’s real property pursuant to an invalid, and unenforceable dormant Deed of Trust and Fraudulently recorded Assignments and Substitution of Trustee documents.


113.
Upon information and belief, based on a copy of the Promissory Note discovered by Plaintiff, Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. altered said Promissory Note by stamping said Promissory Note “PAY TO THE ORDER OF ***”third party name”******* WITHOUT RECOURSE.” (copy of the Promissory Note attached hereto as Exhibit 16, see: page 5).

114.
Pursuant to, inter alia, several sections of the U.C.C. and Federal Reserve Board’s definition of “check” in Black’s Law Dictionary (6th ed., 1991), Homecomings Financial Network, Inc.’s act of altering the Promissory Note caused said Promissory Note to become a “check” and/or similar ‘instrument’. 

115.
Plaintiff believes, the ONLY reason for altering a Promissory in such a manner is to resell the Promissory Note. 
Note: The Federal Reserve Board defines a check as "a draft or order upon a bank 
or banking house purporting to be drawn upon a deposit of funds for the payment at all events of a certain sum of money to a certain person therein named or to him or his order or to bearer and payable instantly on demand." It must contain the phrase "pay to the order of." (Emphasis added)

116.
Plaintiff contends,  by altering the Promissory Note, Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. knowingly, intelligently and willfully, with full knowledge of the consequences thereof, discharged the Obligor, in this instant case Plaintiff, from the obligation.

117.
Plaintiff contends Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. then sold Plaintiff’s discharged Promissory Note to another entity.  
118.
Somehow, Bank of America claims to be the current “Holder” of Plaintiff’s discharged Promissory Note.  
119.
Plaintiff requests this Court take judicial notice that Bank of America does not claim to be the Holder in Due Course of the Promissory Note, and therefore admits they cannot lawfully foreclose.
120.
 Plaintiff need not be concerned any longer about the Promissory Note, or who is the “Holder” of it, since  Plaintiff has learned that the Promissory Note was “Altered” which has by law, discharged Plaintiff as the Obligor of any and all obligations of the Promissory Note. 

U.C.C. §§ 3-604(a)(i-ii), 3-302(a)(c)(1& 2iv), 3-407(a)(i), 3-305(a)(1)(ii-iii), 
3-602(a-b(i-ii), 3-416(a)(3), 3-417(a)(i-ii(2)) 

Black’s Law Dictionary (6th ed., 1991), p.77.

Alter. To make a change in; to modify; to vary in some degree; to change 
some of the elements or ingredients or details without substituting an entirely 
new thing or destroying the identity of the thing affected. To change 
partially. To change in one or more respects, but with​out destruction of 
existence or identity of the thing changed; to increase or diminish. See 
Alteration; Amend; Change.(Emphasis Added.)

121.
Upon information and belief Homecomings Financial Network, Inc.   knowingly, intelligently and willfully stamped the Original Promissory Note –“PAY TO THE ORDER OF ***** WITHOUT RECOURSE”.

122.
 Such “an intentional voluntary act of the addition of words to the instrument indicates[ing]discharge of” said Original Promissory Note.

123.
Upon information and belief, Homecomings Financial Network, Inc.  knowingly, intelligently and willfully converted the Original Promissory Note to a “CHECK” and then “cashed” and/or monetized the Original Promissory Note/CHECK and gave Plaintiff, and or a third party in lieu of Plaintiff, the Federal Reserve Notes as a “currency exchange” and NOT as a Loan. (See: Exhibit 16)

124.
Upon information and belief based on accounting documents, Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. then re-sold the “check/Promissory Note” yet failed to pay Plaintiff the money received from the sale of said check/ Promissory Note. 


125.
Upon information and belief the preceding events - as described in paragraphs 113 through 124 caused the sale of the Promissory Note to be completed and perfected.

126.
Plaintiff contends she did a currency exchange pursuant to Money Transmitter Law; and not a Loan, by selling her Promissory Note to Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. as described in the memorandum decision by U.S.D.C., District of Connecticut, District Judge MARK R. KRAVITZ: 
See: RAYMOND WINTSON McLAUGHLIN and Shakir Ra-Ade Bey, 
Plaintiffs, v. CITIMORTGAGE, INC., Defendant. No. 3:09CV1762 (MRK), 
United States District Court, D. Connecticut. June 11, 2010.
 “Private parties may enter into transactions to trade whatever they agree on 
as having equal value; they are not limited to gold and silver coins. Here, the 
Mortgage Company traded its check for [the] promise to pay on the 
promissory note executed at the time of the mortgage's creation. 
[Plaintiff] in turn traded the check for the house. Neither transaction 
implicates or violates a constitutional restriction on the states.” (Emphasis 
added).
127.
Plaintiff believes, Judge Kravitz’s statement: “promissory note executed at the time of the mortgage's creation” is the court’s admittance of the court’s knowledge that the promissory note was not a part of the Deed of Trust. 

128.
Upon information and belief based on the known fact the Promissory Note is not integral to the dormant Deed of Trust as evidenced by the accounting of the sale of the Promissory Note, Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. then used ‘legalese’ to trick Plaintiff into believing the money given to Plaintiff was not from the sale of the Promissory Note but was from a purported Loan Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. and Plaintiff were agreeing to; as described in the dormant Deed of Trust (See: Exhibit 4)

129.
Upon information and belief: as described in A, B and C below, Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. then knowingly, intelligently and willfully committed fraud in the factum and/or fraud in the inducement to trick Plaintiff into believing Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. provided a purported Loan equal to the face value of the check/Promissory Note to Plaintiff.

Page 1 of the document titled ADJUSTABLE RATE NOTE states: 


BORROROWER’S PROMISE TO PAY In return for a Loan that I 
have received, I promise to pay U.S. $000,000.00.” (Emphasis Added.)

A.
The statement in the Promissory Note, “In return for a Loan that 

I have received”, is written in the past tense and therefore, is not describing a sum of $000,000.00 “Loaned” to Plaintiff by Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. (Exhibit 16)



See: Black’s Law Dictionary (6th Ed., 1991).


Loan. A lending. Delivery by one party to and receipt by another 


party of sum of money upon agreement, express or implied, to 


repay it with or without interest.  (Emphasis Added.) 


See also:Boerner v. Colwell Co., 21 Ca1.3d 37, 145 Cal.Rptr. 380, 384, 

577 P.2d 20(1989). “Anything furnished for temporary use to a person 

at his 
request, on condition that it shall be returned, or its equivalent in 

kind, with or without compensation for its use.” and Liberty Nat. Bank 

& Trust Co. v. Travelers Indem. Co., 58 Misc.2d 443, 295 N.Y. S.2d 


983, 986 (2009).

B.
 Given the fact the dormant Deed of Trust states the word Loan is defined in the dormant Deed of Trust as “the debt evidenced by the Note…” and the Promissory Note does not state that Plaintiff ever received a Loan from Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. in which to have a Debt for, Plaintiff contends she therefore cannot be in default of any Loan from any of the Defendants, by and through their ens legis, as Plaintiff did not yet receive a Loan from any of the Defendants’ ens legis.

C.
Furthermore, Plaintiff contends she has been defrauded by Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. and Plaintiff has been defrauded by each and every Defendant, by and through their ens legis for they have shared portions of the events that have led to the Plaintiff paying unnecessary monthly payments, Plaintiff’s diminished credit standing, court costs, and ultimately the pending unlawful foreclosure of her property.


130.
Based upon the forgoing, a controversy exists as to whether or not Plaintiff ever received a Loan from Homecomings Financial Network, Inc.

131.
Upon information and belief, based on Plaintiff’s memory and the accounting of the transaction, Plaintiff did not receive the sum of $000,000 from selling Plaintiff’s Promissory Note to Homecomings Financial Network, Inc.
132.
 Upon information and belief, based on the accounting of the transaction, Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. used Plaintiff’s money to pay the former fraudulent lien holders as evidenced in the final HUD 1 statement dated June XX, 2006. (copy of the Final HUD 1 dated 6-2-2006 attached hereto as Exhibit 17).

133.
Based on the accounting of the transaction, Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. used Plaintiff’s money derived from the sale of Plaintiff’s check/Promissory Note to purchase the former fraudulent liens so as to re-encumber Plaintiff’s real Property with new fraudulent liens in Homecomings Financial Network, Inc.’s name.

134.
It appears that Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. then claimed said money paid to the former fraudulent lien holders was Homecomings Financial Network, Inc.’s money, instead of informing said party that Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. was only the Holder of Plaintiff’s money.

135.
Upon information and belief, Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. encumbrances and any other Defendant’s ens legis’ encumbrances on Plaintiff’s real Property are prima facie evidence of Defendants, by and through their ens legis, fraud.


136.
Upon information and belief, such deceptive acts by Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. may be evidence of ‘Fraud in the factum’ and/or ‘Fraud in the inducement’ and numerous criminal violations of state and/or federal law.

137.
Plaintiff herein supplies a more succinct description in accordance with Plaintiff’s information and belief of the actual events based on evidence derived from the accounting and/or recorded documents for this Court’s clarification and understanding: (See: Diagram Exhibit 18)


138.
Upon information and belief, the criminal and fraudulent attempts by Defendants jointly and/or separately, and or their successor or predecessor’s ens legis, to appear as the Creditor and Holder in Due Course when Plaintiff contends Defendants or their ens legis, will NEVER swear under Oath to be the Creditor and/or Holder in Due Course, is their confession to criminal and fraudulent acts. See: inter alia, A.R.S. § 44-1061. 

139.
To date, Plaintiff has still not received the money from the sale of Plaintiff’s Promissory Note to Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. 

140.
To date, Plaintiff has still not received the money promised by Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. for the purported Loan agreement although Plaintiff has made numerous monthly payments for the purported Loan promised by Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. as described in the dormant Deed of Trust.

141.
Plaintiff has paid a sum total of $XX,XXX.XX inclusive of:




a) 
Monthly payments totaling $XX,XXX.XX, per 





Plaintiff’s I.R.S. forms 1098



b)
Closing costs of $X,XXX.XX 



c) 
For a sum total of $XX,XXX.XX
   

142.
Plaintiff contends she was tricked into believing She received a Loan as opposed to a currency exchange through confusing legalese in the dormant Deed of Trust and Promissory Note, therefore causing Her to make payments to Defendants’ ens legis for a Loan She did not receive.
    DEFENDANTS’ ENS LEGIS’ ACTS OF FRAUD UPON THIS COURT
          143.
Plaintiff reaffirms and realleges paragraphs 1 through 142 hereinabove as if set forth more fully hereinbelow. 

144.
Upon information and belief based on the fact Defendants’ attorneys have never filed a Notice of Appearance as required by F.R.Civ.P. Rule 11, Defendants and Defendants’ attorneys appear to have a business relationship and therefore not an attorney client relationship as Defendants and Defendants’ attorneys would have this Court believe.

145.   
Upon information and belief pursuant to Defendants’ communications with Plaintiff, Defendants’ attorneys appear to be acting as “Debt Collectors” and not as Defendants’ attorneys and therefore any claim by Defendants and/or Defendants’ attorneys to any confidentiality privilege is void.


 

CLAIMS AND CAUSES OF ACTION
           146.
Plaintiff reaffirms and realleges paragraphs 1 through 145 hereinabove as if set forth more fully hereinbelow. 


147.
Plaintiff’s submits the following claims in simple and concise statements pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6):

Claim 1:      Plaintiff sold Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. Plaintiff’s 



Promissory Note, therefore completed and perfected the transaction.
Claim 2:      The proceeds from the sale of Plaintiff’ Promissory Note were and are 


the ONLY funds used to pay off the former Fraudulent liens on the 


Property, which evidences there was no Loan.

Claim 3:      Plaintiff NEVER received a Loan from Homecomings Financial 


Network, Inc.

Claim 4:      Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. is in default for not specifically 

performing and providing the Loan to Plaintiff.

Claim 6:      Defendant Bruce Paradis by and through his ens legis, Homecomings 


Financial Network, Inc. tricked Plaintiff into making payments for a 


purported Loan she never received.  

Claim 4:      The ONLY money and/or valuable consideration Plaintiff ever received 

from Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. was for Plaintiff’s 



Promissory Note, however, the consideration was never given to 


Plaintiff to use.  

Claim 5:      Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. committed unlawful conversion 

by using Plaintiffs money to purchase the existing 
fraudulent liens on 

Plaintiff’s property so Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. could 


hold said liens in their name.

Claim 6:      Defendant Angelo Mozilo by and through his ens legis, Countrywide 


Home Loans Inc. tricked Plaintiff into making payments for a 



purported Loan she never received.  

Claim 7:      Defendant Angelo Mozilo by and through his ens legis, Countrywide 


Home Loans Inc. attempted to foreclose on Plaintiff for default of a 


purported Loan she never received.  

Claim 8:      Defendant Brian T. Moynihan by and through his ens legis, Bank of 


America tricked Plaintiff into making payments for a purported 



Loan she never received.  

Claim 9:      Defendant Brian T. Moynihan by and through his ens legis, Bank of 


America is attempting to foreclose on Plaintiff for default of a 



purported Loan she never received.  

Claim 10:    Defendant Brian T. Moynihan by and through his ens legis, BAC 


Home Loans Servicing, LP, fraudulently appointed Recontrust 



Company, N.A. as Successor Trustee when BAC Home Loans 



Servicing, LP did not have the authority or lawful 
right to do so.

Claim 11:    R.K. Arnold, by and through his ens legis, Mortgage Electronic 



Registration System, Inc. fraudulently appointed other Defendant’s ens 

legis as Beneficiary and Trustee when Mortgage Electronic 



Registration System, Inc. did not have the authority or lawful right to 


do so.

Claim 12:     Plaintiff’s Promissory Note was sold to Mellon CWALT; who is not a 

party in this action, and who is possibly the actual current Holder of the 

Promissory Note. 

Claim13:     Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. altered Plaintiff’s Promissory 


Note by stamping Plaintiff’s Promissory Note “PAY TO THE ORDER 

OF” and “WITHOUT RECOURSE” thereby they discharged Plaintiff 


as the Obligor of the Promissory Note. 

Claim14:     Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. re-sold Plaintiff’s Promissory 


Note to access additional funds as defined in the concept of             


“fractionalized banking”. 

Claim15:     Bank of America is not a Holder in Due Course of the Promissory 


Note, 
therefore Bank of America may not foreclose on Plaintiff’s 


property.

Claim 16:    Bank of America can not foreclose on Plaintiff’s property as they 


do not have a valid chain of title to the property, and the dormant Deed 

of Trust is invalid and unenforceable.

Claim 17:    The sale of Plaintiff’s Promissory Note to Homecomings Financial 


Network, Inc. and the purported Loan called the dormant Deed of Trust 

are two (2) separate transactions, therefore the Deed of Trust is invalid 

and unenforceable.

Claim 18:    The Promissory Note and the dormant Deed of Trust have NEVER 


been integral, are currently not integral, and are separate documents, 

therefore the Deed of Trust is invalid and unenforceable. 

Claim 19:    Pursuant to numerous SCOTUS decisions “fraud vitiates everything,” 


therefore all contracts between parties involving fraud are void 



ab intio. Defendants must return to Plaintiff the Deed and all monies 


paid by Plaintiff to Defendants’ ens legis. 

Claim 20:    Plaintiff has been tricked into paying Homecomings Financial Network, 

Inc., Countrywide Home Loans Inc., and Bank of America, for an 


extended period of time for a Loan they have never supplied. Therefore 

Homecomings Financial Network, Inc., Countrywide Home Loans Inc. 

and Bank of America must return all money 
paid by Plaintiff.

Claim 21:    Defendants, jointly or separately, by and through their ens legis, have 


filed and recorded false and/or forged Fraudulent foreclosure 



documents in the Maricopa County Recorder’s Office in furtherance of 

criminal and Fraudulent activities against Plaintiff’s real property.  


Therefore all documents recorded by Defendants by and through their 


ens legis are null and void in this Court.

Claim 22:    Defendants and Defendants attorney have a ‘business relationship’ 


wherein Defendants’ attorneys act as Trustee and/or other party to 


directly benefit from the criminal and fraudulent acts committed by 


Defendants by and through their ens legis, against Plaintiff, the State 


and this country. Therefore Defendants’ counsel must inform this 


Court of their true relationship with Defendants.  If Defendants are 


something other than clients, then this Court must sanction Defendants’ 

counsel and allow Plaintiff to add them as a party to this case.                

Claim 23:    Plaintiff has NEVER been in ‘DEFAULT’ of the purported Loan in      

question since Plaintiff NEVER received a Loan to begin with.         

Claim 24:    Plaintiff’s Forensic examination showed multiple counts of; TILA; 


RESPA 3500.10; 12 C.F.R.; 24 C.F.R.; 15 U.S.C.; 18 U.S.C.; F.T.C. 


§ 5; and 6500 F.D.I.C. paragraph 19(b)(2)(viii) violations against 


Homecomings Financial Network, Inc. which negates the purported 


contract.

Claim 25:    The Forensic Examination shows the discovery of evidence of “Fraud, 

Malfeasance, and Perjury” regarding the Foreclosure documents. 


A.R.S. §§ 13-2311, 33-420, 33-804, 33-808, which by law nullifies any 

and all contractual relationship between the parties. 

Claim 26:    The Corporate Assignment of Deed of Trust dated 2-XX-2010, was 


fraudulently created and signed by an employee of Recontrust 



Company, N.A. pretending to be BAD NOTARY 1, Assistant 



Secretary of Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Inc., thus the 


Assignment of Deed of Trust dated 2-XX-2010 is void.

Claim 27:    Recontrust Company, N.A. is a subsidiary and wholly owned 



by Bank of America and who also owns BAC Home Loans Servicing, 

LP.  Therefore, this is a fraudulent and malfeasance act whereby an 


entity appoints oneself as the beneficiary with Power of Sale in a 


transaction involving real property securities and in so doing, 



commences foreclosure of Plaintiffs principle residence, thus the 


appointment and all authorities from the appointment are void.

Claim 28:    The Substitution of Trustee dated XX-2010, document was fraudulently 

created, and signed by an employee of Recontrust Company, N.A. 


pretending to be BADNOTARY2 as Assistant Secretary of BAC 


Home Loans Servicing, LP, thus the Substitution of Trustee dated XX-

2010 is void.

Claim 29:    Recontrust Company, N.A. has fraudulently appointed itself as 



the Trustee, thus Recontrust Company, N.A. is not the Trustee.  

Claim 30:    Recontrust Company, N.A. fraudulently recorded a Notice of Trustee 


Sale Arizona dated X-X-2010, in order to steal Plaintiff’s property on 


behalf of Bank of America, thus the Notice of Trustee Sale Arizona 


dated 2XX-2010 is void.

Claim 31:    The Notary, BADNOTARY 1, who notarized the fraudulent



foreclosure documents dated x-x-2010, is employed by Recontrust 


Company, N.A. and as such, does not have an unbiased interest in the 

instruments she is acknowledging; therefore any document notarized 


by BADNOTARY 1 is void.

Claim 32:    Pursuant to 1st Expert’s Examination, the discoveries of numerous 


violations, cause the ORIGINAL “contract”/mortgage/Deed of 



trust/Note to be void ab initio, therefore not enforceable.

Claim 33:    Pursuant to 2nd Expert’s examination, the Corporate Assignment of 


Deed of Trust, Substitution of Trustee Arizona, and the Notice of 


Trustee Sale Arizona all were recorded at the exact same second of the 

exact same day February x, 2010 at 1:11:11 PM.  Therefore, since the 


Corporate Assignment of Deed of Trust did not occur before the 


Substitution of Trustee Arizona and the Substitution of Trustee Arizona 

before the Notice of Trustee Sale Arizona, the recording of the Notice 


of Trustee Sale is a fraudulent and unlawful, thus all are void. 

Claim 34:    Defendant’s criminal acts against Plaintiff by and through their ens 


legis, has caused Plaintiff great emotional distress and interfered with 


Plaintiff’s ability to continue in her chosen profession as a real estate 


agent for which she was educated and highly proficient and successful, 

as Plaintiff refuses to perpetrate the fraud Defendants have committed 


on the unsuspecting and untrained public for pecuniary gain, thus 


Plaintiff should be compensated for Her loses.  

/

//

//


 




RELIEF REQUESTED

WHEREFORE, Defendants numerous acts of fraud by and through their ens legis have vitiated all contractual agreements between Plaintiff and Defendants and therefore for the foregoing reasons, Plaintiff respectfully requests this Court enter an order in favor of Plaintiff:

1.
Ordering Defendant Bruce Paradis or his successor by and 



through his ens legis to Specifically Perform and give Plaintiff the 


Loan pursuant to the lawful aspects of the dormant Deed of Trust; or 


in the alternative award Plaintiff ALL money Plaintiff has paid to 


acquire said Loan; and        

2.
Ordering Defendants, by and through Defendants’ ens legis, reconvey 


the Deed for the Property back to Plaintiff.
          3.
Ordering Defendants, by and through Defendants’ ens legis, correct all filings with the Maricopa County Recorder’s Office.
          4.
Ordering Defendants and/or Defendants’ ens legis reimburse Plaintiff 


for all of Plaintiff’ fees, costs, etc.

          5.
Ordering Defendants, by and through Defendants’ ens legis, inform all 

credit bureaus accordingly.

          6.
Ordering Defendants, by and through Defendant’s ens legis, invalidate all foreclosure documents and inform this Court and Maricopa County Recorder’s Office accordingly.
          7.
Ordering Defendants, by and through Defendant’s ens legis, immediately file a “Cancelation of Trustee Sale Arizona” in the Maricopa County Recorder’s Office.

          8.
Ordering Defendants, and/or Defendants’ ens legis be immediately enjoined and estopped from proceeding with any and all sales, transfers and/or the like of the Property and/or documents in question.

9.
Ordering all Defendants to acknowledge all Defendants’ foreclosure 


documents are invalid; and

10.
Award Plaintiff her Court costs and fees incurred herein,

Or in the alternative; if this Court does not sua sponte grant judgment in favor of Plaintiff; order an evidentiary hearing allowing Plaintiff to have her “day in court” and demand all Defendants appear and give sworn testimony under oath and penalty of perjury.

DATED: the Xth day of July, in the year of Our Lord, 2010

                 BY: ____________________________,
agent     

                          Your Name Here, pro per        







 Signed reserving all my rights at UCC 1-308




     VERIFIED STATEMENT


The undersigned Plaintiff, Your Name Here, pro per, a woman, and a civilian, hereinafter “Plaintiff”, does solemnly declare and state as follows:


1.
Plaintiff is competent to state the matters set forth herein.


2.
Plaintiff has knowledge of the facts stated herein.


3.
All the facts herein are true, correct and complete, not misleading, to the best of Plaintiffs knowledge and belief, and admissible as evidence, and if called upon as a witness, Plaintiff will testify to their veracity.

    



         BY: ____________________________, agent     

                          Your Name Here, pro per         






       Signed reserving all my rights at UCC 1-308




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

ORIGINAL and ONE COPY delivered to UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, DISTRICT OF ARIZONA, this _____ day of July, 2010. 


I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the above AMENDED COMPLAINT has been furnished by certified U.S. Mail on this ______day of July, 2010 to: 
XXXXX
XXXXX

XXXXX

XXXX

XXXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXX

XXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXXXXX

XXXXX

X

X

         BY: ____________________________, agent     

                        Your Name Here, pro per
                                                               Signed reserving all my rights at UCC 1-308
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