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New Jersey Judiciary
Superior Court - Appellate Division
COURT TRANSCRIPT REQUEST
Pleass type or clearty prind afl information
Instructions:
1. Complete all information
2. Fils a separate request for each court reporter or court clerk who recorded a portion of the proceeding
3. Attach the Appellate Division or Supreme Court Clerk's copy to the Notice of Appeal (B, 2:5-1(1))
4. Attach transcript fea.
PLAINTIFF(S) (1} TRIAL COURT DOCKET NUMBER (2)
Veronica A, Williams ESSX L -004753-13
v COUNTY i COURT (3)
Litton Loan Servicing, HSBC Bank USA, Fremont [ome Loan trust Baiax
006-C Mortgage-Backed Certificates Series 2006-C, Goldman
DEFENDANTI(S} Sachs, Ocwen, Stern & Eisenberg, PC Powers Kim, LLC
REQUESTING PARTY [4} B
MAME EMAIL ADDRESS PHONE MUMBER
Veronica A. Williams StopFraud@vawilliams.com I 202-486-4565
ADDRESS
PO Box 978 — s
CITY | STATE [zip
| South Orange N = | 07079-0978
TO (5) NAME | ADDRESS (COURT REPORTER or COURT CLERK (if sound recorded))
Court Reporter for Judge Stephanie Ann Mitterhoff
Superior Court of New Jersey, Essex County Historic Courthouse, st Floor (Courtroom 102)
470 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd,
Newark, NJ 07102
Itis hereby requested that you prepare for use on (check one) [ appeal [ non-appeal* an original and copies of the
following:
DATE OF PROCEEDING (7) TYPE OF PROCEEDING (e.g., rial, sentencing, motion, etc.) (8) NAME OF JUDGE (8)
Feb. 19, 2016 Hearing Stephanie Ann Mitterhoff
lan. 23, 2015 Hearing Stephanie Ann Mitterhoff
=
| agres 1o pay for thegfeparation and any copies @rflered of the transcnpt(s) for the above date(s) pursuant to B 2:5-3(d),
Z
(10) A ALl March 10, 2016
SIGNATURE OF REQUESTING PARTY DATE
Transcript fees are set by New Jersey Statute 2B:7-4, An additional sum or reimbursement may be required pricr to or at the
complation of the transcript order.
(11) DEPOSIT ATTACHED: $ Fee Waiver Attached
* Only the Supervisor of Court Reporters should receive copies of non-appeal transcript requests
CC: 1. CLERK, Appeliate Division, or CLERK, Supreme Court {see INSTRUCTIONS above)
(12) 2. Supervisor of Court Reporters
3. Tnal Court Transcript Office
4, Other attorneys / Pro Se parties

Wervined miteciore 307/2000 Page 1011
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Veronica Ann Williams
Mailing Address; P.O. Box 978 # South Orange, NJ 07079-0978
Residence — NO MAIL: 541 Scotland Road + South Orange, NJ 07079-3009

FACSIMILE

TO: Superior Court of New Jersey Fax: 973-424-2426
- Essex Vicinage Phone:
465 MLK Bivd.

Newark, NJ 07102
Attn: Civil Records Department

FROM: Veronica Williams
DATE: March 7, 2016

CC:

# pages including cover: 1

SUBJECT: Request Transcript for Feb. 19, 2016 Hearing
Case Docket No. L — 004753-13

messace: Would you please send me a CD with the

transcript or video recording of the Hearing held on

February 19, 2016 for Case Docket No. L — 004753-13 ?
Clhze> Cadg .5[9,4 447"

Please send it to: - o047 52~ 2,

V. Williams T AR B0 o
000n M=

PO Box 978 P 080842

South Orange, NJ 07079-0978

| will contact Cystomer Service to find out how to provide the $10

payment. /7 _ f
A Ll e 7. f//é_,,f

Thank you.
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Hew Jersey Judiciary
Superior Court - A llate Division
pe Ppe MODIFIED
HNOTICE OF APPEAL
Topa or daarky priv ol rdrrmien &Sns pidtiornsl pners Fracssms ATTORKEY ) ILAN FIEM/ PR SE LIMGANT |:2:|
TITLE I FUALL [R5 CAPTICRED DELOWNT “] FAME . )
Vieronica Williams v. Litton Loam Servicing, HSBC Bazk | Verozoca A Willomn:
LEA, MA, Freeons Home Leam trust 2 STREET ADDRE LS
-Backsd Cernificases Samies 2006-C, Goldmom 1 Scotand Feoad
Sac, Smm & Eanbarz PO Cmy ENTE | = FHOKE HUMIER
Sorath Dramen I 0T | IOEEL5ES
IEAL ADDFE GRS
SiopFrand sl fame com
OF SPPEAL FROM
TRIAL COURT JUDGE [ TRIAL COUNT OR STETE &GEROY 4] TFIAL DOURT DR ASCRCT KUMELE (3]
Seephanic Az Mitorha T NI Euparicr Conrt Essox Vicinags
Motice Is hersby given that |5 Veoica A Wilkans app=als o the Appelate

Division from a OJwdgment or Wl Order entered on 3416 & 21916 & 123715 Inthe ECHI

O Criminal or O Family Part of the Superor Court of from a [ State Agency decision entered on
11/22/13 & 9/25/13

It not appealing the entire judgment, order or agency decision, spectly what parts or paragraphs are
being appealed.

Hawe all Issues, as to all parties In this action, before the trial court or agency been disposed of? {In
consolldated actions, all Issues as o all partles In all actions must have been disposed of.) [JYes W Mo

It nat, has the order been propery cerifled a5 final pursuant to B, 4:42-27  OYes O Mo

For ciiminal, quask-criminal and juvenle acions only:

Glve a concise statement of the offanse and the Juggment Including date entered and any sentence
or disposiion Imposed:

This app=alls froma O conviciion B post jJudgment motion O post-corviction rellet.
it pest-conviction rallef, Is Rthe [J1st [] 2rd [J other

iy
Is dafandant Incarcerated? O Yes W Mo

Was Dall granied ar the sentencs or disposition slayed? O Yes [0 Hb

It In ciestody, name the place of confinemeant

Defendant was represented below by
OPublkz Cefender Os2if W private counsel Done Momis TTF

=

Farmma wfwri o BE U Fugu: | i
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| Wofce of appeal and attached case Infornation statement have been senied where applicable on the
following:

Hame Date of Sarvice

Trial Court Judgs Stophanie Amm Mitertof Apnl 15, Xilé
Trial Court Divislon Manager
Tax Court Administrator
State Agency
Attorney General or Attomey Tor other

Govemmental body pursuant o

B Z:5-1{a), (e} or {h)
Other parties In this action:

Hams and Deskgnathon Attomey Mams, Address and Telsphons Ho. Date of Sarvice

Litiom Lomn&HEEC & Oosen &  Stoart Seiden, Dreoang Moariz, 300 5. 178 52, Philadelphia, PA Aguil 25, 2016
iGoldmen Sachs etal -defendants. 191034185 Phong 213-979-1141

N Attached transcript request form has been served whers applicable on the following:

Mama Data of Amount of
Service Dapoalt
Tral Cowt Transcrpt OMce
Court Reporner {If applcable)
Supendsor of Court Repartars
Clem of tha Tax Court
Siate AQency

W Exempifrom submiting the transcript request form due to the following:
B Ho veroatim record.

B Transcript in possession of attorneay or pro se litgant (four coples of the transcript must be su-
mitied along with an electronic copy).

List the dabe(s) of the trial or hearing:
Tam. 23, 2015 & Feb. 19, 2016

0 Motion for abbreyiation of transcript fied with the court or agency below. Atach copy.
B Mobion for free transcript led with the court below. Atiach copy.

| certify that the foregoing statements are true to the best of my knowledge, mformation and belief.
| also certify that, undess exempt, the filing fee required by MLJS A& Z2A:2 has been paid.

(14} Apnl 75, 2016 15
DATE

BIONATURE OF ATTORMEY OF FRC SE LITIGANT

Pogn 3 it 3
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CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE

| certify that on April 11, 2016 sent a copy of the Notice of Appeal and Motion to the
following parties by to the following by: (Check which mailing method you chose. fyou sent it
by both regular and certified mail, check both)

U regular mail Vi certified mail Y1 email to siseiden@duanemorris.com

List each party to the lawsuit; use the attorney's name and address if the party is represented
by counsel.

Mr. Stuart . Seiden

Name Name
Address puane Motis st Address
305.17™st., Floor5
Philadelphia, PA 19103
Attorney for All Defendants — listed below Attorney for

Date: April 25.2016

Signature:
Veronica Ann Williams 9

Defendants represented by Mr. Seiden: (print or type your
Litton Loan Servicing,
HSBC Bank USA, N.A.,
Fremont Home Loan Trust 2006-C
Mortgage-Backed Certificates, Series 2006-C,
Goldman Sachs,
Ocwen,
Stern & Eisenberg, PC,
Powers Kirn, LLC

NOTE: THIS APPEAL & MOTION WAS SENT TO STUART SEIDEN ON APRIL 25, 2016

AND SENT TO THE NJ SUPERIOR COURT

APPELLATE DIVISION ON APRIL 25, 2016. DELIVERED MARCH 18, 2016
T fulouing s e raetaldutvwy s Desiing renter TTESET2I00
USPS CERTIFIED RECEIPT — SENT APRIL 25, 2016 —_— = —— ——
— Lagrad b by LR e 2t Doy mec e [oNFEE N TN
U.S. Postal Service™ s b i ::':':_'(::“
CERTIFIED MAIL® RECEIPT okt Detvar Wostsny =
g Domastic Mail Only S ——
Lq-. For delivery information, visit our websiio al www.usps.com”
o MEEREPOIA L USE Fodk x Fock = Fodk x FedE x FedE « FodE x FedE « Fedt
2 od3a30 | 035?5 a Pk« Fock = Fy Fock x Focktx Fed
3 Cuttadras $0.00 | e ACIBES
a Hlmwﬂlﬁu—'aTm_‘ i ez
O (Endormament Reguired) $0.00 | - g
[ =] U Srapgereg Irlormaton
P [mh:;?":;"% 5 | Teeing numter ST E) [reey=—— '
E rmnnw-g-arn-i!s 04/25/201 6 T T
= [ i ook SN Duane gy, 1P R B
B [FRaria 303, 1 X, Fleor S Semtamah e ains
City, Stain, ZPe4 DH 0 7 ]QIO:_'?) Pransegrs Pa V13 W
[ Pa— Rangoras b Fo 1T Mot &
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Maw Jarasy Judiclary
Superior Court - Appellate Division
CIVIL CASE INFORMATION STATEMENT

Flaams. s o Seary prr ml e

TmLE 18 FuLL 1] TRIAL COURT OR AGENOY DOCKET HUMEER 2]

Vormmica Wilkianss v Lifton Loan Sondcing HEBC Bami (154 N4, Cass Diockat FSEY L— 475313
Fremont Horw Toan trest 2006-C Mortsase-Backed Cortticaies Saries

2006-C, Goldomm Sachs, Ocamm, Stem & Elenbarg, PC,

M7 Caso Dincket FS5X L— D4TI3-13.

i  Abmcs sididoeal pheasin o =acsanary e ey infoemraiios beices

APFELLANTS KTTCRNEY s ADDRTSS: StopFrands romaliams com

B Fuswmrr  [] cermecast [ omeER mREcrn

FAME CLIEKT

Vamnica A Williams Varopica A Willams

STRACET ADOREGS oY 5T | zp TELESHOKE MUMBER
41 Scodamd Road South Omangs B |0 2024354565
RESPONDONTS ATTORNEDY *  [MAJL ADDRCSS

AT CLIEKT

St Seddan HEEC, Litton Loam et al.

STRACET ADORESS oY et | me TELEFHOKE MUMBER
Choang Mreris TIP, 305, 17t B, Philsdalphin PA | IP103-4| (20%)9Te-1041
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oy Chinek ChEmisec] wllholl i edoa? O Es [ mQ
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An order mary haes boan fvsood i Tamery 30175 et I was not allowed in the hearing ner did I recaine 2oy docments aftar the

Jan. 13, 2017 hearizg,

I 2 told Fudes Mitierhed rode » decizion oo 2 Motion Satf T Sled Fob. 17, 3016 et bor offics instnuced me o wait for

sonething in the il [ bave oot moanmd ing WL

Jndze Carey's decision when I represanted i oot Mo, D014, v reversed bt T b mot recaived docamands
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Superior Court of New Jersey

Appellate Divizion
Application for Permission to File Emergent Motion
To: Appellate Division Emergent Judge Date: 4122016
From: Veronica A. Williams Telephone: (207} 4854563

The following questions are to be answered by the attormey or self-represented litigant requesting permission o
file an emeargent motion. This questionnaime & desizned to assist the cour’s determination respecting s fmther
instructions. COMPLETION OF THIS APPLICATION DOES NOT IN ANY SENSE CONSTITUTE

THE FTLING OF AN APPEAL OR MOTION. Thers is no right to be heard orally on an emergency
apphcation. Further mstroctions will coms fom the cournt.

Except by pemmission of the court, the only documents you mayv submit with this application are: a copy of the
derision being appealed any opinion of statement of reasons given by the mial judge or agency, and amy order
or derizion derying or sranting a stay. A copy of this application mvast be served simultanecasly on beth your
adversary and the frial judee or agency. No answer shall be filsd unless divected by the cournt

If the court prants you permizsion to file an emerpent moton and you have not previously filed a motion for
l=ave o appeal or notice of appeal (whichewver is applicabls), you muost simolapegosly fle one. Ses
njcoariz.com for notice of appeal and Court Fules. Yoo mvost also pay the applicable filing fe= (550 for a
moion for l=ave to appeal; 3230 for a notice of appeal), diect the charping of an atbormey” s account with the
Superior Court, or file a motion to procsed as an indigent and supporting centification.

Case Mame: Veronica Williams v. Litton Loan Sarvicimg, HSHC Bank V54 WA, Goldman Sachs, Oowen, Frapsent Home Loan

Appellate Division Docket Mumber: (if available): Trust 2006-C Mortgage-Backed Certificates, Series 2006-(_3, and
Stern & Eisenbera, PC

Trial Cerart or Agency Docket Wumber: ESSY L - 004753-13

1. What is the vicinage of the matier? (Le., what judze, in what county or what agsncy entered the
decisionT)

Essax

d a) What is your name, address, inchoding any e-moail sddress, phone rumber and S nomber?
Veromica A Williams, PO Fox 878, 341 Scotland Boad, South Ommge, KT 07079 el
StopFrandEvawilliams com  Phone 202-4E6~4581 Fax EER-301-3864

b) Wha do voun represent? (ie | cHent, yourself)
Biysalf

Rewinal Form Effective 142015, CH- 10458 page | ol &
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Lid

List the namsz of all other partiss and name, address, incloding any known e-mail address, phone
mumber and fax oomber of atomey for each.

Smart Seiden, aftormay for all defendands, Cnang Morris LLF, 30 & 17th 5t Philadelphis, PA 19103-4194
Phono (213)978-1141, Fax (215) E27-3335 Epoil sivcddenidjnanomorriz com

4. What iz the narore of the emergency”
Diufendants bave exhansied my funds. I need fees waived to procsed.

5. What is the oreparable harm, and when do you expect this barm to ocomr?

I can ba evicied from vy home while T am shill nndargoing phoysical therapy and hawve no other placs to live. Ido
not want the stress of not buing able to receive doe process to camse a relapse of the smess mlated condifion
cemeed by the defundants.

. What relief do you seek”™

I weould like a foo wadver for motions., copies of case Hles, tanscripts and other cownt related foas in association
with this actica I wonld also like to snspend the foreclomrs (F — GHIE35-13) that wdll b proves invalid omce
this matter fmally reaches a jury tal

Dip yow have a wrttien ordsar or judpment enfered by the mal jodge or 2 written agency decision”
You must atfach a copy of the order, jodement or decision

Tas. Iiis attached.

2. a) Have you filed for a stay before the trial court or agency™
Ho.

b) I so, do yoo have a cournt arder o agency decision denying or granting same?
Attach a copy of any soch order or decision. Before yon seek a stay from the Appellage
Davision, you mstﬁ'sl:pp]?tnﬂuh'u]runrt nr:gEln'fnr utﬂndnht:lmangudnrdu'
or decision or other evidence of the ruling on vour stay application. (Couort Boles 2:9-5 and

2-9-T)

Rewinal Form Effective (F142015, O 104459 page 2 ol &
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If wou did not immeadiately seek a sty from the mal coart or agency, or if vou did oot mmediassly file
this application with the Appellate Division after the trial court or agency denied your stay application.
explain the reasons for the delay.

My afforts to Sle docomsents with the Suparior Coust in Meweark have bean met with changing regeirements 2md
sEressive walking that cxused severs pain. | bave besn nnsaccessful and seek to appsal to the Appellate
Dindsion. This matter started = 2004, legal action filed i 2010, and I have bad to endere excessive dalays.

Are there any claims against any party below, efiber m this or a conselidated acton, which bave ot
been disposed of, mchuding counterclaims, cross-claims, third-party claims and applications for coumsel
fees?

I su;, the decizion 15 not final but rather imterbocntory, and leave to appeal mast be sought. (Conrt
Enles 1:1-4 and 2:5-6)

Mot that I kmow of I havwe yet to review the case fles.

If the order or agency decision is inberlocutory (ie, not final), are vou filing a motion for leave to
appeal?

I do mot knowr et

If interlocatary, ars you filmz a motion to stay the trial court or agency procesding”

If the order, judpment or agency decision is final have you filed a potice of appeal?
This s my fimt notice of appeal.

What is the essence of the order, judzment or agency decisson”
The order responded to caly a porton of the complaint. The decivion is split amongst counts and defundanes
A summary is provided in the attached crder.

Revimal Form Effective 0142005, O3 1403 page 3ol 5
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2 Has any aspect of this matter been presented to or considered by another judes or pam of the
Appellats Division by emergent application or prior appeal procesdinzs? If so, which judze or part?
This has not bewn pressnied io the Appellate Divisiom. There have bean seraral jadpes assizned from the Essex
Vicinzge since the mital Slng in 2010

b) Have the ments briefs been filed in this matter” If s0, has the matter been calendared to a part of the

Appellats Division?
Dinoovery documsnt, Motion for Proof Hearing, Motons, Bespesses to Mobons. and other docnmests ke beean.
filed with the NT Supericr Court bt this is the £t documeat prosemted to the Appellats Divisica.

2 Have you served sinmltaneously a copy of this application on both vour adversary and the frial judze
or agency”

Yas

b) I so, specify method of service.

.5, Certified Mail and email to the Diefandants’ atiomey
1.5, Madl to the Superior Comrt Essex Vicinage and to Judge Miterhod

1) Have any mapscripts been ordered (particulachy of the tmal judee’s challenged mlng)?

I attepvpiud this and, after Tedee Carey signed the forms the Transcripts Section told mve I kad to file a Motion. 1
am inchuding the form required with this sebmizsion. Once this motton has beean approved, I skall re-soboedt the
request for ansapt.

b) I so, when will the transcript(s) be available?

That depeads on the MT Coust. I am told the tansaipt should be available @ 3 days but it depends on e
backlog.

Revisal Form Effective PR142005, O 145 page & ol &
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I8, Plesse give o belef summany of the facts of your case.

THE COMFLETE SUMMARY AND SUPPORTING INFO 15 IN THE ATTACHED DOCUIMENT
Ihis process hes confimed that PhiniifT's counsed provided subper deferse. My appenl 1o peesent this malier o
a pary shoald b granted.  There are several key points thal suppor al | st viclstion of Rreach of Conener and
e Mew femoy Conseemer Fraud ACTs agemal 38 defendanis;

* Fremont lnvossiont and Loary
o Lniedl 2 file: rejuingd docamonts with she Soip of Mew fersey, Essen Ciungy Hall of Becoeds

0 WWas tsued, and violacd, o cese-and-dosist onder Bsied by the U5 Deperiment al Juslice on VEOT [Moiion
Frood Heanng Ex-B-2E: Ariicde)

0 Preseeced false ducaments via their stlomey in teir respagse to my Maotion filed Feb, 17, 2006 (p. 156 62
& p 117 ) CMCritcal Files\ CURRENT Pedt20 180 Vierenica Willinma'Logal_PropaidiCase LitmaLoan
COURT_BummMurns 'WiSiaims-Mution-for-Sommarny-Judgmene-fded_recvd 2-18-16 01 &

tieg . finfie orp pooo (PVWDSCIURT Dusscddorris Willms- Mot for-Summary-Judgmeni - filed patt’

* HEBLC peera:d Se corporis voak Mr. Seiden jold me durtng his deponstion ol me during the sommer of 2014
fhast HEBIC was pving for the |egal defesss and reprosented all defendanis, When | iold Mr. Messiner
ety afer cur Feh, 19h bearng shat HEBC was paying legal Tioes, Be responiad with sumirise and
chlgin, How did you ks dhat 717

+ Geldiman Sacke: the corporane vell was poercod amd arma-kogth emaved when ihey advised Radian an the
wcdupsticm nl Endance Firamciad Servios, B owner of Liian Lo ai & Gme.

19, What legal citntion (i.e., statuie, regulation; coun case) is mast Emspertant for the propositon that veu are
likely i prevail on appeal?
Hreach of Cratre
Meghgent Misfcpesacntation
liad Faith
Violation of Kew kersey Coreumer Pod ACT [CFA)
Toitieus Interforesoe wiel Conleas

By signing helow. 1 certify that this application i made in good Taith, andl not for any impreger purposs wach as
o hlllr-'.ﬁ:ll-:-rl-ﬂl'-lll-hht unnecossary delay or enpense, | cortify that ke facousd statemenis contained in this
application are true to the best of my knowledge.

Date: 3102016

Vpsil . Wil

SeH-Feprevanied Litigam

Signatare of Alinmey ¢ SeI-Rapresenied Litigaal

Ruvissd Farm [Tective (93000513, CR: 0408 page 5 al s
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Superior Court of New Jersey
Appellate Divizion
Disposition on Application for Permission to File Emergent Motion

Case Wame: Veromica Williams v. Lition Loan Servicing, HEEC Haok US4, NA, Goldman Sachs, (owen, Fremont Home Loan

. - ] - . Trust 2006-C Mortgage-Backed Certificates, Series 2006-C, and
Appellate Divizion Docket Momber: (if availabla): Stern & Eisenberg, PC

Trial Court or Agency Balow:
Trial Court or Agency Docket Number: ESSX L — 004733-13

DO NOT FILL IN THIS SECTION - FOR COURT USE ONLY
L The applicaton for leave o file an emerzent moton on shert potice is Dended for the following reasons:

O The application on its face does not concem a threat of imeparable injury, or a situaton in which the
inferests of justice otherwise raquirs adpadication oo short notice. The applicant may file a moton with the
Clerk's Office in the ordimary course.

O The threstensd hanm or event is not schadulad to eoour pror to the time in which a metion counld be filed in
the Clerk's Offfce and decided by the court. If the applicant prooopely files a modon with the Cledk's Office
it shall be forwardad to a Pamel for decision as soon s the opposition is filad

O The applicamt did net apply to the trial court or agency for a stay, and obtain a sipned court order, agency
decision or other evidence of the niling befare seeking a stay from the Appellate Division

O The application comcems an order enpered durins mial or oo the eve of trial as to which thers s oo prins
facke showng that the proposed motion would satisfy the standards for pranting leave fo appeal.

O The timing of the application suggests that the emerpency is self-generated. given that no pood explaration
has been offered for the delay in seeking appellate relief Due to the delay, we cannot consider a shart-
nodice modon within the time frame the applicant seeks, without depriving the other party of a reasomable
time to submt opposition. And the magnitide of the threatenad harm does not otherwise warmnt

g this matter an shont notce despits the dalay. If the applicant propapehy fles a motion with the
Clerk's Office it shall be forwarded to a Panel for decision as soon as the opposition is filed

O  Orber reasons:

1AL Lt
Revimal Form Effective (FWI0 5, CHL 10298 page 1 ol 2
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Superior Court of New Jerzey
Appellate Dimizion
Disposition on Application for Permission to File Emergent Motion
Case Name: Vercmica Williams . Litton Lean Senvicing, HEBC Bank T34, HAL Goldman Sachs. Ocwen. Fremext Home Loan
. - ) . . Trust 2006-C Mortgage-Backed Certificates, Series 2006-C, and
Appellate Divizion Docket Muomber: (if available); Stern & Eisenberg, PC
Tral Coart or Agency Below:
Trial Comrt or Apency Docket Number- ESSX L — 004733-13

DO NOT FILL IN THIS SECTION - FOR COURT USE ONLY
L The application for leave to file an emerzent metion on shert potice is Dended for the following reasons:

O The application oo its face does net concemn a doeat of imeparable injury, or a sinaten in which the
inferests of justice otherwise raquire adiudication on short notice. The applicant may file a moGon with the
Clerk's Office in the ardmary course.

[0 The threatersd harm or event is not scheduled to eoour preor fo the time in which a metion conld be filed in
the Clerk's (ffice and decided by the court. If the applicant prompely files a modon with the Cledk's Cffice
it shall be forwardsd to a Pamel for decision as soon as the oppositdon is flsd

O The applicant did not apply to the trial court or asency for a stay, and obfain a signed court arder, agency
dedision or ather svidenre of the niling befare sseking a stay Tom the Appellate Thvision.

O The application concems an arder enfered duming frial or on the eve of trial as to which there 5 0o prina
facie showing that the proposed motion would safisfy the standards for pranfins leatves fo appeal.

O The timing of the application suzpests that the emerpency iz self-gensrated, ziven that no zeod explaration
has besn offered for the delay in seeking appellate mlisf The to the delay, we cannot consider a shart-
miice mofion within the ime fame the applicant seeks, withmst depriving the other party of a rexsomable
time to submit opposition. And the magnitade of the threatenad harm does not otherwise wammant

g this miter on shont potice despite the delay. If the applicant prompdy Sles a motion with the
Clerk's Office it shall be forwarded to a Panel fior decision as soon as the opposition i filed

O Criber reasens:

March 10, 2016
TALL Lt
Hewimal Form Fiffoctive (FWI015, O 10298 page 1 al
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Superior Court of New Jersey
Appellate Dinizion
Disposition on Application for Permission to File Emergent Motion

Cass Mame: Veronica Williams v. Litten Loas Servicing, HEBC Baznk UEA NA, Goldman Sachs, Ocowsn, Frameot Home Loan
Appeliate Division Docket Number: (if availabls): Trust 2006-C Mortgage-Backed Certificates, Series 2006-C, and

Stern & Eisenbera, PC
Trial Court or Agency Balow:
Trial Coart or Agency Docket Number: ESEX L—004733-13

DO NOT FILL IN THIS SECTION — FOR COURT USE ONLY
II. The application for leave to file an emerzent metion oo short notics is Granted on the fellowing temms:

A Bynolater than . ooz copy of the motion for emerzent relief st be deliversd
to the chambers of Tudzes and and to all coumssl self-
represented lfigands. Copies must alse be senf fo the tral judse or apency whaose dacision is being appealsad. If
this is & newly-Gled appeal, one copy each of the potics of appeal or moten for kkave to appeal and any
indizency metion, must also be delivered to the jodses and all coumsel'self-represented parties.

Ihea;-pﬁ:mmTﬂetemiﬂnﬂnndm:upvufﬁemhﬁarmgaﬂr&li&hiﬂlthﬂﬂl&iufthﬂ
A.ppﬂhm[uuunnmhmmhfm]mﬂlmmm?u&admmpﬂpmmduemmm

chamihers, - If the matter is net yet pending in the Appellats Divdsion, the
applicant mmst, on that same schedule. fle with te Clerk's Office, attention Emerpent Applications Unit, the
arigiral and ooe copy of a nodce of appeal or motion for leave to appeal, mgedlﬂﬁﬁhtemquﬁadﬁhmu
motion to proceed a5 an indizent [Mote: This scheduls anficipates that copées may be faxed to the fudzes'
chamibers and to adversaries, bt they must be overnisht mailsd or hand delivered to the Cledk's Office. Faihms
to file with the Clerk's Office or to submit the required foes may result in dismissal of the appeal and vacating of

amy stays granted |
B. Oppesition nmst be served and fled by no later than
C. Other terms:

March 10, 2016
TALL L

Revimal Form Fiffective (W05, O3 10238 page 2 ol
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Superior Court of New Jersey
Appellate Divison
Docket Mo. (2) Essex L — 004753-13

Notice of AMotion for
{3 {4)Leave to Appeal Since Litton Loan is 541l Open

V.
Litton Loan Servicing, HSBC Bank USA,
ThiL, Lroloman Cachs, Dowen, Fremon: Hame Loan Trust 2006-C Mortgage-Backed Certificates,
Series 2006-C, Stern & Eisenberg, PC

To: (§)

PLEASE TAEE NOTICE that the undsrsipnad hereby moves before the Superior Court of New
Jersey, Appellate Division, for an Order
{6) 1 allow leawe to appeal since Litton Loan actien is still open

In suppart of this motion, I shall rely on the accompanying boet. (T)
{8) April 122015 #

[T [T

(10

I herebry certify that ] am mailing or delivenng the onginal and four copies of this netice of
moton and accompanyving brief o tee Clerk of the Appellate Divizion and mailing or delivering
two copies of the same to the followmz:
(11) Mir. Sroar I Seiden Duane Morris LIP30 5. 17th 5t
Philadelphia PA 191034196

(12)April 12, 2016 fE))

[T 15 g s

(14)

Fovised 09, T 10503 Totsos of boliom ) puge Ll



WILLIAMS vs. HSBC, GOLDMAN SACHS, OCWEN, et. al.
Superior Court of New Jersey DOCKET NO. ESSEX-L-004753-13
U.S. Dept. of Justice Investigation No. 3017165

Page 25 of 59

APPEAL



Veronica Ann Williams WILLIAMS vs. HSBC, GOLDMAN SACHS, OCWEN, et. al.
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 978 + South Orange, NJ 07079-0978 Su perior Court of New Jersey DOCKET NO. ESSEX-L-004753-13
Residence-NO MAIL: 541 Scotland Rd <+South Orange, NJ 07079-3009 U.S. Dept of Justice |nvestigation No. 3017165

Page 26 of 59

April 19, 2016 . ..
Super Download this submission at
uperior Court of New Jersey

Appellate Division Clerk's Office H . _
P.0. Box 006 www.FinFix.org/Appeal-NJ.pdf

Trenton, New Jersey, 08625

Re: Plaintiff's Appeal of Judge’s Decision on Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment
Case NJ DOCKET NO. ESSEX-L-004753-13

Dear Officers of The Court;

The Superior Court of New Jersey — Essex Vicinage (Essex County Court) has handled this case
inappropriately and the Plaintiff’'s counsel may have provided subpar defense. This is validated by a
review of the case file, recent settlements by 2 defendants with the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ),
information presented in this appeal and facts to be presented at the upcoming trial. This matter demands
that the Appellate Court take over and schedule a long overdue jury trial.

TWO DEFENDANTS PAY BILLONS FOR SAME CHARGES CLAIMED BY PLAINTIFF

Essex County Court — After 6 Years, No Jury Trial
U.S. Dept. of Justice — After 9 months, Record Setting Settlements with 2 Defendants

HSBC Settlement Agreement Excerpt (complete agreement enclosed):
¢ The intention of the United States and the States in effecting this settlement is to remediate harms
allegedly resulting from the alleged unlawful conduct of the Defendants

¢ to provide cash payments to borrowers whose homes were finally sold or taken in foreclosure by
Defendants between and including January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2012

4 relief to consumers

Goldman Sachs Settlement Agreement Excerpt (complete agreement enclosed):

¢ the United States believes that there is an evidentiary basis to compromise potential legal claims by
the United States against Goldman Sachs for violations of federal laws in connection with the
marketing, structuring, arrangement, underwriting, issuance, and sale of RMBS.

¢ of consumer relief to remediate harms resulting from alleged unlawful conduct of Goldman Sachs,

¢ the activities where the representation, disclosure, or non-disclosure involves information about or
obtained during the process of originating, acquiring, securitizing, underwriting, or servicing residential
mortgage loans

+ common law theories of negligence, gross negligence, payment by mistake, unjust enrichment,
money had and received, breach of fiduciary duty, breach of contract, misrepresentation, deceit,
fraud, and aiding and abetting any of the foregoing

Copies of the settlement agreements that HSBC and Goldman Sachs executed with the United States
Department of Justice are enclosed with this appeal.

The Plaintiff first attempted to resolve “errors” by the defendants in 2006. After repeated deception
with no resolution, the Plaintiff filed a complaint with the Essex County Court in 2010. After 6 years of
legal calisthenics and expenses the Plaintiff has not had her day in front of a jury of her peers. Yet,
after advising Federal Agencies on her case (2011 — 2015), and DOJ opening an investigation in
2015, two defendants reached settlements that included the same charges levied by the Plaintiff


https://finfix.org/proof/DD/VW_vs_GS-et-al_To_Court-CIS_and_Complaint.pdf
mailto:9734242437@rcfax.com
mailto:siseiden@duanemorris.com
mailto:BLMessinger@duanemorris.com
mailto:stopfraud@vawilliams.com
http://www.judiciary.state.nj.us/appdiv/
http://www.judiciary.state.nj.us/appdiv/forms/forms.html
mailto:AppellateInformation.Mailbox@judiciary.state.nj.us
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INAPPROPRIATE ACTIONS BY ESSEX COUNTY COURT
Based upon what | have endured and a review of the case files, | have identified numerous actions by the
Essex County Court that were inappropriate. These include, but are not limited to:

Non-Jury Hearings Despite Repeated Demands for Jury Trial (multiple times in case file)
Hearings Scheduled Without Notifying Plaintiff

Per Se Plaintiff Barred From Hearing (1/23/15), Counsel That Had Been Removed (12/8/14 Case
File) Allowed to Represent Plaintiff Over Plaintiff's Verbal and Written Objections (proof available)

Orders Imposed Without Reading Discovery or Motion for Proof Hearing or listening to Witness
Testimony

Dismissed Defendants Without Plaintiff’'s Knowledge or Input (case file 11/22/13 Orders by Judge
Chiocca)

Six Judges Assigned to this Legal Effort including Four Assigned to Docket No. L-004753-13
Documents Missing From Case File (see pp. 60 — 61)

KEY POINTS SUPPORT CHARGES AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS

My appeal to present this matter to a jury, with all defendants and counts as originally filed, should be
granted. There are several key points that support at least a violation of Breach of Contract and the New
Jersey Consumer Fraud ACTs against all defendants:

Fremont Investment and Loan:
o Did not file required documents with the State of New Jersey, Essex County Hall of
Records

o0 Was issued, and violated, a cease-and-desist order issued by the U.S. Department of
Justice on 3/8/07 (Motion Proof Hearing Ex-B-28: Article)

o Presented false documents via their attorney in their response to my Motion filed Feb. 17,
2016 (p 156‘ 162 & p 117 ) C:\CriticalFiles\CURRENT_Post2010\Veronica Williams\Legal_Prepaid\Case_LittonLoan\

COURT_DuaneMorris_Williams-Motion-for-Summary-Judgment-filed_recvd_2-18-16.pdf &
http://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_DuaneMorris_Williams-Motion-for-Summary-Judgment-filed. pdf

HSBC pierced the corporate veil: Mr. Seiden told me during his deposition of me during the
summer of 2014 that HSBC was paying for the legal defense and represented all defendants.
When | told Mr. Messinger immediately after our Feb. 19" hearing that HSBC was paying legal
fees, he responded with surprise and chagrin, “How did you know that??!!”

Goldman Sachs: the corporate veil was pierced and arms-length removed when they
advised Radian on the acquisition of Enhance Financial Services, the owner of Litton Loan at
the time. (Motion Proof Hearing - Timeline 1996 & 2-17-1999 & 11-1-2000 & 11-14-2000 & 1-12-
2001 & 2-26-2002 & 12-27-2000 & 12-11-2007 & 11-21-2007 & 12-2007 & 2007 - p. 11 download)

Defamation by David M. Lambropoulus, Stern & Eisenberg, PC (Motion Proof Hearing Ex-
B-49: download)

Moreover, fraud by Litton Loan began in 2006; see Loan Amortization (Motion Proof Hearing
Timeline p. 12, 12-31-14 & Ex-B-52 p. 104 (Ex3: PROOF & PROOF)). Litton Loan and Fremont
wrapped Plaintiff’s mortgages with additions to principal using improper actions. This
was validated in a 10/27/14 deposition of Kevin Flannigan, an Ocwen employee and former
Litton Loan employee.


http://www.nytimes.com/2007/03/08/business/worldbusiness/08iht-mortgage.4840813.html?_r=1&
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_DuaneMorris_Williams-Motion-for-Summary-Judgment-filed.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/proof/DD/Mortgage-History-wFinancials.xlsx
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Mortgage-History-wFinancials.pdf
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NO DEFENDANTS SHOULD HAVE BEEN REMOVED

None of the defendants should have been removed. Yet, Litton was the only defendant
considered at the Feb. 19, 2016 Hearing.

Many legal professionals have told me that the scope of this matter is quite broad and complex. This
order (pp. 30 — 46) is narrowly defined by the points presented on Feb. 19, 2016 by Mr. Messinger,
the Defendants’ attorney. | refuted Mr. Messinger’s position but never had an opportunity to address
the points presented in the Motion that | submitted on Feb. 17, 2016. There is so much more
documentation presented in the Discovery Document, Motion for Proof Hearing, Response to
Defendant’s Motion received Feb. 18, 2016, Plaintiff's Motion submitted Feb. 17, 2016 and other
relevant documents. The scope and complexity of this matter cannot be adequately addressed
through a series of hearings. |, again, insist that the Superior Court of New Jersey quickly schedule
the jury trial that | have sought since 2010.

The Plaintiff does not object to the removal of Powers Kirn.

IN SUMMARY

The defendants’ fraud against me started in 2006 (see summarized, excerpt Timeline p. 27). Rather
than act in good faith to resolve my objections to their fraudulent actions, the defendants made false
commitments and sold my mortgage amongst themselves three (3) times in just a few years! After
repeatedly reneging on their word, the defendants forced me to take legal action in 2010. Since | filed
the first legal complaint, the defendants have driven up legal expenses and imposed unacceptable
delays. | deserved my day in court in 2011. With only 48 hours’ notice | prepared for and appeared
before Judge Mitterhoff on Feb. 19, 2016, and was granted a single count against the only remaining
defendant. | was not notified of the hearing on Feb. 19, 2016. | learned of the hearing when |
stopped by to give Judge Mitterhoff a copy of a motion | had just filed. With a little more notice and the
ability to have my selected witnesses heard during a jury trial, I am confident that | will prevail on
multiple accounts against all defendants. As a citizen | am entitled to a speedy trial in front of a jury of
my peers. Ten years is much too long. This appeal is to request that the appellate court schedule a
jury trial at the earliest possible date. See pp. 22 — 23 & 24 — 44 for explanation.

| request reconsideration of these orders and a written response. Please send your response to
Veronica Williams, PO Box 978, South Orange, NJ 07079-0978 and, if possible, via email at
StopFraud@vawilliams.com or via facsimile to 888-492-5864.

Thank you,

Veronica Williams

cc: Superior Court of New Jersey, Essex County Veterans Courthouse, Room 131 via US Mail
Judge Stephanie Ann Mitterhorf via facsimile to 973-424-2437
Stuart Seiden, Duane Morris via US certified mail & email to
Brett L. Messinger, Partner, Duane Morris via email to


mailto:StopFraud@vawilliams.com
mailto:9734242437@rcfax.com
mailto:siseiden@duanemorris.com
mailto:BLMessinger@duanemorris.com
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ATTACHMENT |

Plaintiff Denied Due Process — Inappropriate Court Actions

The Plaintiff has been denied due process. The Court has made inappropriate decisions. In addition to
scheduling a jury trail expeditiously the Appellate Division should decide what remedial action is required.

PER SE PLAINTIFF REFUSED ADMITTTANCE TO HEARING

Judge Mitterhoff refused to allow the Plaintiff to attend the Jan. 15, 2015 Hearing. This was despite the
fact that Denbeaux and Denbeaux stopped communicating with Plaintiff and the Plaintiff had accepted the
withdrawal of Denbeaux and Denbeaux in Sept. 2014. More importantly, Plaintiff's previous council filed a
Substitution of Counsel on 12/8/14. The Jan. 15, 2015 hearing was not recorded and Plaintiff has not
received a copy of the Order. Acting per se and with less than 48 hours’ notice, the Plaintiff achieved a
partial reversal in a short 30 minute hearing on Feb. 19, 2016. Had the Plaintiff received adequate
representation by counsel, the defendants would have been found guilty of the charges in this action.

OPINION VALIDATES LACK OF UNDERSTANDING — PLAINTIFF COULE HAVE EXPLAINED

In an Opinion decided by Judge Mitterhoff, J.S.C, it is written “Plaintiff is sophisticated in business matters
and has over 30 years of financial experience.” (Opinion, Jan. 23, 2015)". CHECK DATES IN THIS
OPINION. Yet it would be another thirteen months before | — just by chance — appeared before Judge
Mitterhoff. Even then, | was only allowed to present my position to a severely narrowed scope of my initial
complaint.

With pride, | earned a MBA in Finance and Economics from Northwestern University’s Kellogg Graduate
School of Management in 1979. | further validated my 30 years of expertise in Finance, Economics,
Process Improvement and Management Strategy when | earned the PgMP, PMP and ITIL credentials in
2009 and 2010. Through a strong track record in business, corroborated by Federal Contracts, speaking
engagements and publications, | earned global recognition as one of the top 1,000 experts in business and
technology. | am also one of 6,400 arbitrators heavily vetted by the SEC to serve the Financial Industry
Regulatory Authority (FINRA). Even without my credentials and achievements, as a citizen | have the right
to due process. | also have the right to present my case in front of a jury of my peers. Essex County Court
repeatedly denied me due process.

DEFENDANTS’ LEGAL CALISTHETICS ELEVATE COST & EXTEND PROCESS

When the defendants chose to use money, power and insults in an effort to defeat me, | grew more
determined and stronger (Exodus 1:12). SIX Judges have been assigned to my legal effort to seek justice
for the defendants’ fraudulent and damaging actions, including FOUR - that | know of — have been
assigned to this docket number-004753-13. Since the Essex County Courts refused me due process, over
and over, | turned to our Federal Government. It was clear that the magnitude of fraud was so widespread
that | was among millions who have lost massive amounts of money.

Since 2009 | have made formal requests to every bar association in New Jersey, and | approached current
and former NJ attorneys including whom | know and those to whom | was referred. Attorneys were afraid
to take my case. As a US citizen, | was obligated to reveal and correct these wrongdoings [*Ask not what
your country can do for you, ask what you can do for your country” John F. Kennedy (JFK) Inaugural
Address, January 20, 1961]. | advised several Federal agencies of the defendants’ actions. While the
defendants’ worked continually to shut me down, they were also working on settlements with the United
States Department of Justice for their wrongdoing. What a flagrant act of duplicity.

PLAINTIFF'S JURY TRIAL LONG OVERDUE

My complaint included a demand for a jury trial. After reviewing the case file in detail, | did not find any
documents approving a non-jury trial. Moreover, Judge Cocchia and Judge Mitterhoff rendered decisions
without a hearing and without allowing the Plaintiff to present her case. | will leave it up to the Appellate
Court to determine if this was a miscarriage of justice, an abuse of power, or an acceptable series of
mistakes.
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LONGEVITY NO LONGER EQUATES TO INTEGRITY
FOR LONG ESTABLISHED FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

e The Hongkong and Shanghai Banking Corporation (HSBC) was

1850~ | tablished 3.3.1865 in Hong Kong, China.
1938 ® Goldman Sachs was established in 1869
DEFENDANTS CREATE A TANGLED WEB
1985- | °® Movement of funds and Avoidance of Legal Actions through SEC Shelf
Registrations, Firms established, Creative Mergers & Acquisitions, Reverse
2011 Acquisitions, Firms Shut Down and more
PLAINTIFF ADVISES FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
ON FRAUDULENT ACTIONS BY DEFENDANTS
e 2011 Plaintiff advises Federal Departments and Agencies of
2011 — | pefendants’ actions including the Securities and Exchange Commission
2015 (SEC), Dept. of the Treasury, Consumer Financial Protection Bureau

(CFPB)and the Dept. of Justice (DQJ) and other agencies

AS DEFENDANTS DISPOSE OF ASSETS AND NEGOTIATE SETTLEMENTS WITH THE
US DEPT OF JUSTICE, THEY INCREASE EFFORTS TO DISMISS PLAINTIFF’S ACTION

2015 —
4/27/16

e Ocwen sells mortgage rights March 7, 2015

Selling $45B mortgage rights

Ocwen sells $45B mortgage
rights

e US DOJ opens investigation April 23, 2015

http://www.finfix.org/UPDATE 5
-29-15.pdf

e Ocwen sells mortgage rights April 24, 2015

Selling $89B mortgage rights
Why Ocwen Unloads $89B
Portfolio

e HSBC reaches settlement with DOJ Feb. 5,2016 HSBC settled Friday,
February 5, 2016 Agreement 66 pages

https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/justice-
department-reaches-470-million-joint-
state-federal-settlement-hsbc-address-
mortgage

e Goldman Sachs reaches settlement with DOJ April 11, 2016 Goldman
Sachs settled for $5.1B Monday, April 11, 2016 Agreement 18 pages

https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/gol
dman-sachs-agrees-pay-more-5-
billion-connection-its-sale-
residential-mortgage-backed

e Plaintiff files Appeal with Appellate Division of NJ Superior Court on
March 10, 2016

e Plaintiff files amendment to Appeal with Appellate Division of NJ
Superior Court on April 27, 2016



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Hongkong_and_Shanghai_Banking_Corporation
http://www.sec.gov/
http://www.cfpb.gov/
http://www.doj.gov/
http://www.wsj.com/articles/ocwen-sells-45-million-of-mortgage-servicing-rights-to-j-p-morgan-1426630131
http://www.wsj.com/articles/ocwen-sells-45-million-of-mortgage-servicing-rights-to-j-p-morgan-1426630131
http://www.wsj.com/articles/ocwen-sells-45-million-of-mortgage-servicing-rights-to-j-p-morgan-1426630131
https://www.finfix.org/UPDATE_5-29-15.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/UPDATE_5-29-15.pdf
http://www.fool.com/investing/general/2015/04/24/why-ocwen-financial-corps-getting-rid-of-this-45-b.aspx
http://www.fool.com/investing/general/2015/04/24/why-ocwen-financial-corps-getting-rid-of-this-45-b.aspx
http://www.fool.com/investing/general/2015/04/24/why-ocwen-financial-corps-getting-rid-of-this-45-b.aspx
https://www.justice.gov/opa/file/822931/download
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/justice-department-reaches-470-million-joint-state-federal-settlement-hsbc-address-mortgage
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/justice-department-reaches-470-million-joint-state-federal-settlement-hsbc-address-mortgage
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/justice-department-reaches-470-million-joint-state-federal-settlement-hsbc-address-mortgage
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/justice-department-reaches-470-million-joint-state-federal-settlement-hsbc-address-mortgage
https://www.justice.gov/opa/file/839891/download
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
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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RESPONSE TO EACH SECTION IN ORDER

STATEMENT OF EACTS
Before the courtisamotion for reconsideration ofthe court's January 23,2015 Order
partially granting Defendants’ motion for summary judgment. Plaintiff s claims
center around allegations that employees of Litton Loan Servicing (Litton), promised
her that she could obtain afavorable modification of her loanifshe defaulted onher
mortgage payments. [NOT TRUE. MY CLAIM DOES NOT “CENTER
AROUND” THE MODIFICATION. MY CLAIMS STARTS WITH AN
UNAPPROVED ADDITION TO THE PRINCIPAL BALANCE OF MY
MORTGAGE BY LITTON LOAN IN 2006. | NEVER RECEIVED
$208,000 FROM FREMONT AND THEY WERE ISSUED A CEASE AND
DESIST FROM THE U.S. DEPT. OF JUSTICE BEFORE PAYING THE
FULL AMOUNT DUE ME. MY CLAIM SHOWS THAT THE
FREMONT MORTGAGE IS NOT VALID. MY CLAIM SHOWS I
SOUGHT THE MODIFICATION IN LIEU OF A COURT BATTLE.] In
reliance on those representations, Plaintiff claims she intentionally failed to make
several payments on her mortgage. [THIS WAS DONE AT THE INSTRUCTION
OF THE DEFEDANTS] Soon after, Litton sent Plaintiff written offers for
modification, on three separate occasions, that were all contingent on her submitting
proof of income and paying three month trial paymentamounts. Plaintiff failed to
complywiththose contingencies and asaresult Plaintiff was notableto modify her
mortgage. [THIS ISNOT TRUE. DISCOVERY DOCUMENT PROVES THAT
PLAINTIFF COMPLIED WITH EACH CONTINGENCY] Plaintiff claimsthat

thedefaultonher mortgage has caused her to Jose her security clearance, which
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precluded a lucrative contract with FEMA which Plaintiff claims she would have
received if she maintained the security clearance. [NOT EXACTLY TRUE.
PLAINTIFF LOST THE NON-LUCRATIVE FEMA JOB OFFER WHICH
WOULD HAVE GIVEN ME THE SECURITY CLEARANCE AND PAST
PERFORMANCE NECESSARY TO CLOSE TASK ORDERS ON AN
EXISTING FEDERAL SUPPLY CONTRACT THAT HAD BEEN AWARDED
TO PLAINTIFF’'S COMPANY]

Thefactsareasfollows: onMarch 27,2006, Plaintiff, Veronica Williams, took
outaJoan secured by amortgage on her house inthe amount of $261,000. On
November 9,2007, the Joan was modified toafixedinterestrate of 7.250%, withan
unpaid principal balance 0f $295,892.58. [FREMONT DID NOT DISBURSE THE
FULL AMOUNT OF FUNDS BORROWED!! See Loan Amortization (Motion
Proof Hearing Timeline p. 12, 12-31-14 & Ex-B-52 p. 104 (Ex3:PROOF &
PROOF))] The loan was held by Defendant Fremont Home Loan Trust 2006-C
Mortgage-Backed Certificates (Fremont Trust). Defendant HSBC Bank is the Trustee
for Fremont Trust. [HSBC IS ALSO THE UNDERWRITER FOR THE
FREMONT LOAN AND IS PAYING THE LEGAL FEES FOR ALL
DEFENDANTS]

Defendant Litton Loan Servicing (Litton) serviced the Joan. In December 2007,
Defendant Goldman Sachs acquired ownership of Litton. Plaintiff testified that she
wanted to modify her mortgage andshefirstcontacted Littonin2008. [PLAINTIFF
DID NOT FIRST CONTACT LITTON. PLAINTIFF FIRST CONTACTED
CHASE, WHO OFFERED A LOWER RATE BUT HIGHER PRICED LOAN.

PLAINTIFF THEN CONTACTED LITTON; REPRESENTATIVES TOLD


https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Mortgage-History-wFinancials.xlsx
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Mortgage-History-wFinancials.pdf

WILLIAMS vs. HSBC, GOLDMAN SACHS, OCWEN, et. al.
Superior Court of New Jersey DOCKET NO. ESSEX-L-004753-13
U.S. Dept. of Justice Investigation No. 3017165

Page 33 of 59

PLAINTIFF WHY IT WASBEST TOSTAY WITH LITTON BY ACCEPTING
A MODIFICATION] Plaintifftestified thatshetold Littonthatshe would seekto
refinance her mortgage with another lender but “they said, we cando the same thing.
Do itwithus." Seiden Ex. E. T32:3-7. Plaintiff testified thataperson at Littontold
her that "to get the program you want, get you the best deal, you have to be three
months inarrears. Sol didn't pay based ontheir instruction." Id. T:32:17-20; T75:6-
10. [ THIS IS ASTANDARD PRACTICE BY MORTGAGE PROVIDERS
AND HAS BEEN SUGGESTED BY OTHER MORTGAGE FIRMS]
Plaintiff defaulted on April 1,2009. In aletter dated May 28, 2009, Litton sent
Plaintiff an offer to enter into a modification program which explained that she
needed to (1) complete a hardship affidavit (2) submit required documentation of her
income and (3) make timely monthly trial period payments. The letter invited
Plaintiff toaccept the offer by informing themno later than June 11,2009. The Jetter
explainedthatifherincome documentation did notsupportthe income amount
“previously provided in our discussions," her monthly payments under the plan could
change or she may notqualify forthe modification program. According to
Defendants, inaJuly 31, 2009 phone call, Williams refused to submit the financial
information required under the initial workout plan. [THIS IS ABSOLUTELY
NOTE TRUE AND VALIDATED BY DOCUMENTATION PROVIDED IN
DISCOVERY DOCUMENT] At her deposition, Williams testified that she provided
Litton everything needed to review her request for a loan modification but that
Litton defrauded her by "asking for information over and over." [NOT TRUE.

LITTON DEFRAUDED ME BY NOT PROVIDING THE
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MODIFICATION AFTER CONFIRMING THEY WOULD
OVER AND OVER, VERBALLY AND IN WRITING] Seiden Ex.
E, T33:10, T22:11-13. Plaintiff testified that, based on her conversations with
people at Litton, all she had to do was make three monthly payments and she would
be given amodification. Seiden Ex. E, T33:10-34:7. She asserted that
the workout planwasanactual modification ratherthanatrial andthat the people
atLittonmadeitclearthat "itwillbeadonedeal.” Id. T47:22-48:5. By letter dated
August 14,2009, Litton informed plaintiff that they would not offer the
modification because they had not received all of the requested financial
documents. [THAT WAS NOT TRUE - DISCOVERY
DOCUMENTS PROVE THAT LITTON HAD RECEIVED THE
REQUESTED FINANCIAL DOCUMENTS] Plaintiff testified that she
made payments pursuant to the workout plan, but Litton returned the payments and
refused to recognize them. Seiden Ex. E T34:12-18. Plaintiff testified that "they
said, we are sorry; itshouldn't have been returned; send usthat check andalittle bit
more bythisdate and you are definitely going to have the work-out planthis

time." 1d.at44:20-45:1.

In a September 25, 2009 letter, Plaintiff was offered another Home
Affordable Modification Program (HAMP) modification plan ("the second
modification") that provided for three trial payments and similarly required
plaintiff to provide proof of income. Plaintiff testified thatthe people atLitton
told herthat "oncewe getall three ofthose payments, it'sa done deal." Seiden EX.

E TSI1-52:8. Plaintiff alleges that she timely paid and Litton recognized these
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payments. InJanuary 2010 Litton advised Plaintiff that she would likely be denied
the HAMP mod ification dueto her income being too high. [PLAINTIFF WAS

NEVER TOLD THAT BY LITTON]

In March 2010 Williams was denied a HAMP modification but offered anon-
HAMP trial workout program that required her to make three payments ("the third
modification"). Plaintiff testified thatshedidn'tmakethe paymentsbecause she
losther FEMA contractasaresultofher defaults and inability to get a

modification. Seiden Ex. E T94:1-24. Accordingly, Plaintiff was denied the non-

HAMP modification. [PLAINTIFF WAS NOT TOLD SHE WAS DENIED
HAMP; MOREOVER, LITTON REPEATEDLY TOLD PLAINTIFF
THEY WOULD PROVIDE MODIFICATION, AND DID NOT DEPEND

ON HAMP] [PLAINTIFF BROUGHT CHARGES AGAINST LITTON

LOAN AND GOLDMAN SACHS IN THE SUMMER OF 2010,

BEFORE GOLDMAN SACHS SOLD LITTON TO OCWEN] In September
2011, Defendant Ocwen acquired Litton from Goldman Sachs. On November 1,

2011, Litton stopped servicing Plaintiffs loan and Ocwen began servicing it.

Plaintiff brought causes of action for violations of the Fair Debt Collection
Practices Act (FDCPA), violations of the New Jersey Consumer Fraud Act (CFA),
breach of contract, and intentional infliction of emotional distress. Defendants
moved for summary judgment on all counts on January 23, 2015. The court partially
granted the motion, dismissing Plaintiff s Fair Debt Collection Practices Act claim

and her intentional infliction of emotional distress claim.
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The court concluded that genuine questions of material fact existed as to the CFA and
breach of contract causes of action and therefore denied summary judgment on those

claims. However, the court clerk inadvertently dismissed the complaint inits entirety.

Defendants now move to reopen counts 11 (CFA) and 111 (breach of
contract) and for reconsideration of tbe court's decision to deny summary
judgment asto those causes of action. Defendants' motion is premised on the fact
that since the court's decision was made the Appellate Division has made clear

that amortgage modification trial plan isaunilateral offer by alender that requires

the borrower's full compliance to create a contract. 1 Accordingly, because
Plaintiff failed to fully comply with all three of the trial plans, Defendants argue
that no contract ever existed between the parties. Furthermore, Defendants assert
that because Plaintiff cannot show tliat aloan modification contract was formed,

she cannot satisfy the elements of her CFA claim.

DISCUSSION

Motion for Reconsideration

MotionsforreconsiderationaregovernedbyR.4:49-2, which statesthatsucha
motion "shall state with specificity the basisonwhichitismade, including astatement ofthe
mattersor controlling decisionswhich counsel believes the courthas overlooked orasto
whichithaserred.”R.4:49-2. A motion forreconsideration will be granted onlyinthose
limited casesinwhicheither“the Courthas expressed itsdecision based uponapalpably

incorrectorirrational basis, oritisobviousthatthe Court either did not consider, or failed to
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appreciate the significance of probative, competent evidence." [THE COURT HAS
FAILED TO APPRECIATE THE SIGNIFICANCE OF PROBABTIVE,
COMPETENT EVIDENCE SUBMITTED IN THE DISCOVERY DOCUMENT,
PROOF HEARING DOCUMENTS, MOTION AND RESPONSE BY PLAINTIFF]

Cummingsv. Bahr, 295N.J. Super. 374,384 (App. Div. 1996); citing, D'Atriav. D'Atria,

242 N.J. Super.392,401-02 (Ch. Div. 1990). "Reconsideration isamatter withinthe sound

discretion ofthe Court, to be exercised inthe interest ofjustice.” D'Atria, 242 N.J. Super. at

401. Justice may indeed require the granting of such reconsideration, “nevertheless, motion
practice must come to an end at - some point ... [t]hus, the Court must be sensitive and
scrupulous initsanalysis ofthe issues ina motion for reconsideration.” Id. at 401-02. [THE
COURT HAS FAILED TO ALLOW PLAINTIFF DUE PROCESS SEVERAL TIMES

SINCE 2010]

1. Arias v. .Elite Morta. Group. Inc.. 439 N.J. Super 273 (App. Div. 2015

InArias, the Appellate Division, forthe firsttime, squarely dealtwiththe
contractual statusof a Trial Period Plan Agreement ("TPP Agreement™)
pursuant to a HAMP mortgage Joan. The plaintiffs brought causes ofaction
forbreach of contract and breach of the duty of good faithand fair dealing
after they were offered and then subsequently denied a modification on their
mortgage. The court held thatthe TPP Agreement wasaunilateral offer
pursuanttowhichthe bank promisedtogivethe mortgagors a loan
modification, provided they complied fully and timely with their obligations
under the TPP Agreement. Incomingtothatholding, the courtbeganits

analysisby consideringthe language ofthe TPP Agreement. "The first
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sentence ofthe Agreement'stextstates: If lam in compliance with this
Trial Period Plan (the "Plan™) and my representations in Section 1
continue to be true in all material respects, then the Servicer will provide
me with aHome Affordable Modification Agreement (*Modification
Agreement"), asset forth in Section 3. [DEFENDANTS TOLD
PLAINTIFF SHE WOULD RECEIVE A MODIFICATION

OTHER THAN HAMP]

In turn, Section 3 provides, in pertinent part, that the Servicer will determine the
amounts of unpaid interest and other charges to be added to the loan balance and

determine 'the new payment amount." This section then repeats that:

Ifl comply with the requirements in Section 2 and my representations in
Section 1

continue to be true in all material respects, the Servicer will send me a

Modification Agreement for my signature.

[(Emphasis added).]

Significantly, Section 2 of the TPP Agreement required plaintiffs to make the trial period
payments of

$1860each, bythe specified due datesof October !,2009, November I, 2009, and
December I,2009. Paragraph 2A notified plaintiffs, in capital letters, that TIME IS OF
THE ESSENCE under this Plan.' Paragraph 2 defined the '‘Modification Effective Date'
as the first day of the month following the month in which the last payment was due (in
this case, January 1,2010). [PLAINTIFF REPEATEDLY TOLD

DEFENDANTS THAT TIME WAS OF THE ESSENCE BECAUSE HER
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OFFER WAS COMING AND THE SECURITY CLEARANCE

PROCESS WOULD BE FAST] Paragraph 2F unambiguously stated that:

If prior to the Modification Effective Date, (i) the Servicer does not
provide me afully executed copy ofthis Plan and the Modification
Agreement; (ii) I have not made the Trial Period payments required under
Section 2 of this Plan; or (iii) the Servicer determines that my
representations in Section 1are no long true and correct, the Loan

Documents will not be modified and this Plan will terminate.

[(Emphasis added).]
Paragraph 2G further put plaintiffs on noticethatthe TPPitself was notaloan modification
andtheir failuretostrictly comply withthe termsofthe TPPwould resultindenial ofaloan
modification:
I understand thatthe Plan isnotamodification ofthe Loan Documents and
thatthe Loan Documentswill notbe modified unlessanduntil (i) Imeetall
ofthe conditions required for modification, (ii) I receive a fully executed
copy of a Modification Agreement, and (iii) the Modification Effective Date
has passed. | further understand and agree thatthe Servicer will notbe
obligated or bound to make any modification of
the Loan Documents ifl fail tomeetanyone ofthe requirements under
thisPlan.

[(Emphasisadded).]" [THIS IS OBVIATED BY THE DEFENDANTS
CONSTANT SELLING ME ON THEIR MODIFICATION AND
REPEATEDLY REAFFIRMING THAT THEY WOULD GIVE ME A
MODIFICATION OF THEIR OWN, OTHER THAN HAMP]
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Thecourtconcludedthat, based onitsreading ofthe agreement, itwasaunilateral
offer, pursuanttowhichthebank promisedto giveplaintiffsaloanmodification, "ifand only
ifplaintiffs complied fully and timely with their obligations under the TPP, including making
all payments timely and providing documentation establishing that the financial
representations they made to the bank in applying forthe TPPwereaccurate when madeand
continuedtobeaccurate.” [PLAINTIFF FULLY AND TIMELY COMPLIE WITH
EVERY REQUEST; DEFENDANTS INCREASED THE AMOUNT
REQUESTED AFTER RECEIVING MY CHECKS!!] Arias, supra,439N.J. Super. at
279. Accordingly, because the record clearly established that the plaintiffs had failed to
comply with the payment schedule and had not submitted the required financial
documentation, the courtheldthatthe bank wasjustified inrefusing togivethemaloan
modification and dismissedthe complaint.

Litton Loan gave the Federal Reserve information that was just not true. Litton confirmed
that I would receive in house modification, over and over. Litton also received 3 checks in
the amount they indicated they needed. Litton received the checks again, with an
additional amount requested, in October 2009. Proof has been submitted to the State of
New Jersey and to the U.S. Department of Justice. In light of this and other false
information, Goldman Sachs and Litton Loan were served by me weeks after this letter
was written.

Since you were not approved for HAMP, Litton agreed to review your loan for an in-
house modification. The process for this non-HAMP modification required you to resubmit a
new application and enter into a new trial payment period, pursuant to the notice Litton sent to
vou on March 16, 2010. According to that notice, to accept the modification you needed 1o make
three trial payments of $3,333.55 on May 1%, June 1%, and July 1, 2010, respectively, in place of
your normal monthly mortgage payments. As of August 9, 2010, Litton had not received any of
the trial payments required for the non-HAMP modification; therefore, Litton denied your
modification request in its letter to you dated August 9, 2010.

SOURCE: Federal Reserve letter from Adam Dombrow, Examining Officer, retired
Williams added Goldman Sachs to Complaint 7/28/11 http://finfix.org/proof/DD/VW._FinalComplt 8-5-11 vw.pdf

Appealed to NJ Banking Commission, SEC, Federal Reserve & others (Ex32: PROOF
(http://finfix.orq/proof/DD/FedReserve VstLittonl.pdf) Ex33: PROOF ( : ) & Ex7: WITNESSES (7) p. 159
documentation filed with NJ Superior Court & US DOJ at http://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/UPDATE 5-29-15.pdf



https://finfix.org/proof/DD/FedReserve_VWvsLitton1.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/FedReserve_VWvsLitton1.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/NJ-SEC_email.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/NJ-SEC_email.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Witnesses.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Witnesses.pdf)
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/UPDATE_5-29-15.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/VW_FinalComplt_8-5-11_vw.pdf
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MYCASE SETS A PRECENDENT. ARIAS IS NOT
SIGNIFICANT HERE.

While the court recognizes the significance of Arias, it being the first published New Jersey
case todeal with the contractual status of aloan modification offer, the court does not
perceiveitto establish that every loan modification agreement will be treated as a unilateral
offer rather than a binding contract. Rather, the Ariasholding was fact-specific,andwasa
resultofthe language inthe loan modification agreement. Accordingly, the court will
compare the language of the Arias modification agreement with the letters sent to Plaintiff in
order to determine whether they should be dismissed as mere contractual offers rather than
binding contracts in and of themselves.

Here, the opening sentence of the Litton loan modification agreement letter states, in
bold letters, Y oumay qualify foramodification -away to make your payment more
affordable.” The second sentence goesontostate, "Ifyou qualijj;for thismodification and
complywiththetermsofthe [enclosed] Workout Plan, we will modify your mortgage loan
and you can avoid foreclosure" (emphasisadded). Just from these two opening sentences, it
Isquitecleartothereader thataloan modificationisapossibility, notacertainty. The letter
then liststhree things the debtor must submitin orderto “takeadvantage ofthisoffer,"
including: (1) Explainthe financial hardship that makesit difficult for you to pay your
mortgage loan using the Hardship Affidavit (enclosed); (2) Submit the required

documentation of your income; (3) Make timely monthly trial period payments.

LITTON’S VERBAL AND WRITTEN
CONFIRMATIONS SUPERCEDE THE
MODIFICATION AGREEMENT.



WILLIAMS vs. HSBC, GOLDMAN SACHS, OCWEN, et. al.
Superior Court of New Jersey DOCKET NO. ESSEX-L-004753-13
U.S. Dept. of Justice Investigation No. 3017165

Page 42 of 59

Thenextpage ofthe letter provides, in capitalized bold letters: "Step2: LET US
KNOW THAT YOU ACCEPT THIS OFFER." The paragraph beneath it informs the
debtor to inform Litton no later than June 11,2009 that they accept the Workout Plan. The
third page of the letter informsthe
debtoronhowtoacceptthe offer, which entails submitting to Litton fivethings, which are
identifiedin listform. Thelistincludes: (1) Two copies ofthe enclosed Workout Plan
signed by all borrowers; (2) Yourfirstmonth'strial period paymentintheamountof
$3,054.83; (3) Theenclosed Hardship Affidavitcompleted and signedby all borrowers; (4)
Asignedanddated copy ofthe IRSForm4506-T (Request for Transcript of Tax Return) for
each borrower; (5) Documentation to verify all of the income of each borrower.

The next page of the letter contains information relating to how a loan modification
will affect the debtor's current mortgage and their credit. Importantly, atthetop ofthispage,
the paragraph entitled, "Workout Plan/Modification Agreement™ conveys the fact that the
Workout Plan "isthe first
step." The paragraph explains, "In addition to successfully completing the trial period,
you will need to sign and promptly return to us both copies of the Modification
Agreement oryour loan can not be modified. " (emphasis added).

TheLoan WorkoutPlanitself, located onpage 6 ofthe letter sentto Plaintiff, uses
markedly similar language to the workout planatissue in Arias. The opening paragraph
states, "Iflamin compliance withthisLoan Workout Plan (the"Plan™)and my
representationsin Section | continueto betrueinall material respects, thenthe Lender will
provide mewithaLoan Modification Agreement.” Aswiththe Arias document, Section2
of Litton'sworkoutplan clearly statesthat three payments of

$3,054.83 must be made onJuly I,2009, August 1,2009and September I,2009.
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PAYMENTS WERE MADE IN TIME AND
VERIFIED IN THE DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED TO
THE NJ SUPERIOR COURT

Immediately below the payment schedule isthe exactsamenotificationenumerated inthe
Ariasplan:"TIMEISOFTHE ESSENCE" and, belowthat in paragraph 2F: "if prior to the
Modification Effective Date ...l have not made the Trial Period payments required under
Section 2 ofthisPlan; or (iii) the Lender determines that my representations in Section 1are
no longertrue and correct, the Loan Documents will not be modified and thisPlan will
terminate (emphasisadded). Mostimportantly, however, isthe factthat paragraph 20 uses
the same language, verbatim, asthe Arias language to notify the debtor that the plan itselfis
notaloan modification, stating: "l understand that the Plan isnotamodification of the Loan
Documents and thatthe Loan Documents will not be modified unless and until (i) | meetall
ofthe conditions required for modification, (ii) I receive a fully executed copy of a
Modification Agreement,

and (iii) the Modification Effective Date has passed. Ifilrther understand and agree that
the Servicer will not be obligated or bound to make any modification ofthe Loan
Documents if!fail tomeetany one of the requirements under thisPlan.” (emphasis

added).

Clearly, the Litton letterand modification plan sentto Plaintiff on May 28,2009 is
similar, if notnearly identical to, themodification planatissue in Arias. The second
modification offersentto Plaintiff on September 25,2009 isthe same asthe onesenton
May 28,2009. Thenon-HAMP modification offer has not been submitted to the court,
however it appears undisputed that initial payments were necessary under that plan and that

Plaintiff did not remit those payments. Accordingly, pursuant to Arias, the two HAMP loan
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modification plans sent to Plaintiff were unilateral contract offersthathad nobinding effect

ontheparties.

THESE REASONS ARE REFUTED BY PROOF
SUBMITTED TO THE NJ SUPERIOR COURT IN
NOV. 2015 AND FEBRUARY 2015

Il. The Court Will Not Change its Decision to Deny Summary Judgment
on Plaintifrs Breach of Contract and CFA Causes of Action asto
Defendant Litton

Defendants' present motion is couched in the assertion that recent New Jersey
case Jaw, namely, Arias, supra, compels the dismissal of Plaintiff sremaining claims.
As discussed, supra, Arias squarely dealt with whether a Joan modification plan,
offered to a debtor struggling with their mortgage payments, was merely aunilateral
offerorabinding contractinand ofitself. The casedid notdeal with the conductand
representations made by the lender inrelationtothe offered modification plan. Here,
the crux of Plaintiff's breach of contract claimisthat she was orally offered and
promised a loan modification if she defaulted on her loan by Litton employees she
spoketo. Initsprior swnmary judgment Order, the courtdetermined thatevidence had
been submitted to raise genuine questions of material fact as to whether this conduct
created an oral contract. Incomingtothatconclusionthe courtpointedtoPlaintiffs
deposition, wherein she testified that Litton employees orally promised that she would
receive a loan modification if she failed to make several payments and testified that
Litton employees assured her that if she missed the paymentsitwasa"donedeal."
Based onthistestimony, the court determined thata rational jury could conclude that

Litton promised Plaintiff she would receive amodification after she missed herloan
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payments. Inconcluding agenuinequestion had beenraised astothe existence ofa
contractthe courtstated, "[a]unilateral contractisaccepted, andthe promisor s
bound, when the promisee renders the performance sought. Here, ajury could properly
determine that Plaintiff accepted the contract by missing payments, which would

mean that Litton is bound to give Plaintiff aloan modification."”

PLAINTIFF IS ENTITLED TO AJURY TRIAL - THE
JURY SHOULD DECIDE BASED ON THE MERIT OF
THE WITNESSES AND PROOF PRESENTED

The court also noted that Defendants' underlying summary judgment papers
did not address why Litton's oral promises could not form the basis for a contact.
Therefore, viewing theevidence inalightmostfavorabletoPlaintiff, the court
found Litton'soral promisetobean offer to enter into a unilateral contract. Here,
again, Defendants fail to address why Litton's oral promises and Plaintiff s
performance in response could not form the basis for a contract, instead solely
relying on Arias for the proposition that the modification plan letters sent to
plaintiff cannot be considered enforceable contracts for amodification of her Joan.
As discussed, although the court agrees that the modification plan letters
themselves are insufficient to create an enforceable contract, there still exists
genuine questions of material fact relating to whether the parties' conduct formed

the basis for an enforceable unilateral contract.

For the same reasons, the court will not alter its conclusions made relating
to Plaintiff s CFA cause of action. Defendants argue Plaintiff s CFA claim must be

dismissed because the sole basis for the claim is the allegation that Defendants
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failed to honor their contract to modify her loan, however there was no enforceable
contract pursuant to Arias. Therefore, Defendants argue that the uncontroverted
evidence clearly shows that Plaintiff was only offered the chance to enroll inatrial
modification program and that there is no evidence Defendants misrepresented any
terms of the loan workout plan. These arguments are unavailing. First, the court's
determination that questions of material fact exist asto Plaintiff s CFA claim was
not reliant on its conclusion that an enforceable contract may have existed. Rather,
the court detemlined that evidence had been submitted to question whether Litton
had made oral misrepresentations to Plaintiff regarding her loan and how it could
be modified. Namely, Plaintiff testified that she wastold by Littonthatall she had
todowas miss several payments and then her loanwould be modified. This
representation was proven false by the loan modification plan documents sent to
Plaintiff which required, among other things, additional documentation from
Plaintiff that she was not initially aware of and that ultimately made her ineligible

for amodification.

THIS WILL BE PROVEN TRUE BY WITNESS
TESTIMONY

In sum, viewing the evidence in a light most favorable to Plaintiff: the
court concluded that areasonable jury could properly conclude that Plaintiff has
satisfied all three elements of her CFA claim and thus denied Defendants' motion
for summary judgment. Defendants have failed to show that thisconclusionwas

based onapalpably incorrectorirrational basis, oritisobviousthatthe Court
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either did not consider, or failed to appreciate the significance of probative,

competent evidence. Cummings. supra, 295 N.J. Super. at 384.

Therefore, for the foregoing reasons, the court will again deny summary

judgment on Plaintiff shreach of contract and CFA claims as to Defendant Litton.

The court will, however, grant summary judgment asto all of the other
named Defendants, namely, HSBC, Freemont Home Loan Trust, Goldman Sachs,
Ocwen, Stem & Eisenberg, and Powers Kirn LLC. Plaintiff has failed to show the
existence of a genuine question of material fact relating to the involvement of these
entities or their liability in this matter. From what has been submitted to the court,
itisclear that itwas Litton's alleged conduct, alone, that formed the basis for

Plaintiff's breach of contract and CFA claims.

WITNESSES AND PROOF PRESENTED AT TRIAL
WILL PROVE THAT HSBC AND GOLDMAN
SACHS HAVE PIERCED THE CORPORATE VEIL
AND SHOULD BE INCLUDED AS DEFENDANTS

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, for the foregoing reasons, Defendants' motion to reopen
Counts Il and 111 is granted. Defendants' motion for the court to reconsider its prior
order and to grant summary judgment onthose claimsisgranted inpartanddenied
inpart. Summaryjudgment isgranted as to all Defendants other than Litton.

Summary judgment is denied as to Litton.
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THIS COMPLETE DOCUMENT CAN BE DOWLOADED AT
http://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT Motion-to-Amend-Complaint Feb-2016 forSeiden.pdf

February 17, 2016 As a show of good faith in their negotiations

Superior Court of New Jersey with the U.S. Dept. of Justice, HSBC and
Essex Vicinage — Finance Division

Civil Central Processing Unit

Goldman Sachs should discharge my mortgage
Room 131 Veterans Courthouse and pay for the damages, pain and suffering

50 West Market Street they have caused me.
Newark, NJ 07102

Subject: Motion to Amend Complaint for, Case Docket ESSX L — 004753-13
Dear Officers of the Court,

This is my Motion to reinstate my default judgment or, at the very least, amend the complaint for Case
Docket No. Essex-L-004753-13 by adding charges from my original complaint —-NJ DOCKET NO:
ESSEX L-000081-11- to this complaint and grant my jury trial. If | am forced to spend more time and
money on a trial, | should be granted my motion to merge my complaints.

As directed by the Court staff, | have added the following forms to this motion:

Filing Fee Waiver Request Pages5-8

Return of Documentation form Page 9

Form B: Certification of Service Pages 10— 11

Form C: Civil Action Order Page 12

Form A: Court Dates & Discovery End Date & Certification Regarding Attempts
to Resolve Page 15

e [Form B: Civil Action, Certification In Support of Motion Pages 16 — 17

A copy of this filing has been sent to the defendants’ attorney, Mr. Seiden, via U.S. Mail Certified No.
7014 2120 0004 0860 5066 and email. As instructed by the Court, a self-addressed, stamped envelope
is enclosed with this submission of the Motion to the Superior Court of New Jersey.

| am proceeding against doctors’ advice so that | can prevent the defendants from stealing my property.
I have a doctor and nurse who have agreed to attend hearings to assist me. | ask the court to adapt
scheduling dates to their schedules.

LAWYERS CONSUMED TIME & MONEY WITHOUT A TRIAL OR MEDIATION

As a result of the defendants’ actions, | had to withdraw my complaint and was not healthy enough to
reopen it. So | retained Denbeaux and Denbeaux to represent me. They decided to file a new complaint
rather than use my complaint. After my funds were exhausted, Denbeaux & Denbeaux withdrew as my
attorney. One of their attorneys, Adam Deustch, also co-signed an erroneous document with the
defendants’ attorney (Discovery Ex-C: Download). They told me that they would work with Seiden to
resolve this matter and we would not need a mediation. Had | not verified what | was told by Denbeaux
& Denbeaux and Seiden, | would have lost my case by default. Due to the actions of all attorneys
involved, my judgment should be reinstated or | should be allowed to continue my case by adding the
charges that | believe are most effective and that | was originally prepared to argue.

MORTGAGE FRAUD DRIVES FORECLOSURES
New Jersey is not #2 in foreclosures nationwide only due to 9/11 and the hit to our economy. | expect
that many homeowners had their principal balances unjustly increased as mine was. This is likely
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particularly true for Essex County, which has an extraordinarily higher number of residents over 50 years
of age with high home equities like me.

In a deposition by my former attorney, an employee of Ocwen and former employee of Litton Loan
admitted Litton Loan received mortgage payments that were not recorded. | have proof that my
payments were picked up at a Federal Express office rather than delivered to Litton Loan’s office.

| recreated the amortizations of each mortgage since | purchased my home in 1983. The
amortizations are based upon filings of the mortgage firms with the Essex County Hall of Records
and legal documents provided at closings. My amortizations also showed handoffs to each new
mortgage firm. This master amortization schedule shows the defendants added $208,000 to the
principal of my mortgage (Discovery Ex3:PROOF). My home that was purchased for $88,000 and
Fremont only paid a small fraction of the advance.

| have read of at least one precedent in Florida, which ranks #1 in foreclosures in the US, where a
homeowner was reportedly awarded $20M for enduring less than I. | deserve my day in court.

SEC FILINGS REVEAL PRIOR KNOWLEDGE & STEPS TO CONCEAL

Countrywide and Litton Loan were once regarded as the most notorious mortgage servicing
companies in the United States. Bank of America acquired Countrywide and spent considerable
time and money cleaning up the Countrywide portfolio. Goldman Sachs was advisor to Radian
(Proof Hearing Ex. B-23), the company that acquired Enhance Financial Services (Proof Hearing B-
21), the company that owned Litton Loan. Litton Loan also passed through other firms (Proof
Hearing B-19 & B-20). Litton Loan’s public image was turned around but their improper mortgage
servicing practices were not. Goldman Sachs later acquired Litton Loan from C-Bass, an affiliate of
Radian and MGIC (Proof Hearing Ex. B-29). After I, and surely many others filed legal complaints,
Goldman Sachs sold Litton’s portfolio off to Ocwen. After Ocwen felt the heat, just a few years later,
they sold the portfolio too. This is a disturbing and common trend. Every company that has
originated or serviced my mortgage over the past 33 years is out of business. One of these
firms, Fremont Investment and Loan, was shut down after the US DOJ issued them a cease and
desist order (Proof Hearing Ex. B-28). Goldman Sachs gave credibility to Litton Loan which
purchased my mortgage twice and, apparently, each time added to the principal'! Now Goldman
Sachs is only offering to pay $5B to pay damages, a small pittance of their damages to others and a
small fraction of what they are easily able to pay. This is a snapshot of the transaction history that
set the stage for the defendants’ complicity in erroneous mortgages. | will explain this entire history
and process, including the financial tactics and inconsistencies, during trial.

DOCTORS CONFIRM CRITICAL HEALTH CONDITION CAUSED BY DEFENDANTS

Doctors will testify that | was hospitalized for stress and | almost lost my life on several occasions.
During one hospitalization, that included days in critical care, many tests were run that ruled out all
causes except stress. The stress was imposed by the defendants.

The defendants have engaged at least 5 firms over more than 6 years to silence me. Now they are
settling with the Federal government for what they have done to me and other homeowners.

I have witnesses who will testify that a foreclosure is certain denial of a security clearance. The
defendants duplicitously foreclosed days before my clearance investigation was to have been
completed. Having already achieved a favorable result of an investigation that allowed me access
to highly classified Federal information (Exhibit A), and having successfully passed the extensive
vetting process to become an arbitrator for the Financial Industry Regulatory Authority (FINRA), my
clearance was all but in the bag when the defendants foreclosed. The clearance was necessary to
start a job | had been offered by the U.S. Department of Homeland Security. The offer was
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retracted and since that time, | have been denied countless jobs and contracts as my health
declined.

STRONG ARMED INVESTIGATIVE TACTICS

There are witnesses listed who threatened by business associates in an attempt to gain confidential
information about me. There are others who used subversive tactics in an effort to gather similar
information. These and other witnesses will be questioned about confidential medical information
that was in the defendants’ interrogatories.

Many NJ residents have surely lost their homes to mortgage fraud and other homeowners are still
likely to become victims. Chase and Bank of America are among the banks that have paid for some
of their damages. HSBC (formerly known as Hong Kong Shanghai Banking Corp.) and Goldman
Sachs will be the next to pay. NJ should suspend all foreclosures by these banks until DOJ findings
have been made public and reviewed by the NJ Banking Commission and the NJ Attorney General.

PLAINTIFF DESERVES HER JUDGMENT REINSTATED OR HER DAY IN COURT — NOW

| have been trying to get my day in court with these defendants since 2010. More than 6 years later,
they have driven me to welfare, ran away my lawyers, caused a relapse in the health condition they
caused, and worse. Now | am back to representing myself. Six years is much too long. | am
entitled to, and have earned, a quick and speedy trial.

If I had been granted my day in court earlier, the State of New Jersey would have preceded the U.S.

Department of Justice (DOJ) in exposing and forcing the defendants to pay damages cause by their

actions. | am certainly not the only New Jersey resident with a dog in this fight. Let us move forward
with my trial so that | can recover damages and pave the way for others to do the same.

We have the expertise and fortitude in New Jersey to protect ourselves and not have to depend on
the Federal government. We can lead; so let's show what we've got. | have. My witnesses will
testify how | have been driven from prosperity to welfare, and worse, by these defendants. The
details will be validated by my witnesses. We need to demonstrate the wisdom and courage to stand
up for ourselves at the State and Local levels. We are Jersey Strong.

The Discovery document (750 pages) filed for CASE NJ DOCKET NO. ESSEX-L-004753-13 on
November 16, 2014 and the Motion for Proof Hearing (201 pages) filed on Feb. 20, 2015 provide
proof and corroboration for claims made in Case NJ DOCKET NO. ESSEX-L-004753-13 and Case
NJ DOCKET NO: ESSEX L-000081-11. They should be considered part of this Filing. In addition
to the court submission, these documents can be downloaded at
http://finfix.org/proof/DD/VW_vs_GS-et-al_To_Court-CIS_and_Complaint.pdf and
http://ffinfix.org/proof/DD/VW _FinalComplt_8-5-11_vw.pdf, respectively. The Discovery document
can be downloaded at http:/finfix.org/proof/DD/Discovery-Documents_ALL_11-18-14.pdf and the
Motion for Proof hearing can be downloaded at http://www.finfix.org/proof/DD/Motion-for-Proof-
Hearing_SHARED.pdf. These documents were included in the document | submitted to the US
Department of Justice. The DOJ submission is 1,136 pages and can be downloaded at
http://www finfix.org/proof/VWDS/UPDATE_5-29-15.pdf. This document contains proof for this
motion. | do not have the money to print this entire document so | request that you download it. A
summary of these documents is provided below:
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DOCUMENT HYPERLINK ADDRESS
. . . http://ffinfix.org/proof/Discovery_NJ-DOCKET-
Discovery Summary with Hyperlinks (4 pages) NO.-ESSEX-L-004753-13 SUMMARY.docx

http://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discovery-

Discovery with Hyperlinks attached (750 pages) Documents ALL 11-18-14.pdf

http://www.finfix.org/proof/DD/Motion-for-

Motion for Proof Hearing (201 pages) Proof-Hearing. SHARED. pdf

US Dept. of Justice Submission (1,136 pages) gg_pl:gw'ﬂnﬂx'org/prOOfNWDS/UPDATE_S-

http://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/VW _FinalC

Complaint: NJ Docket No. ESSEX L-000081-11 (73 pages) omplt 8-5-11 vw.pdf

http://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/VW _vs_GS-
et-al To Court-CIS and Complaint.pdf

Complaint: NJ Docket No. ESSEX L-004753-13 (73 pages)

I shall continue to represent myself and also continue to search for an attorney that will accept this
case on contingency. | can be reached at:

Mail: P.O. Box
South Orange, NJ 07079-0978
Phone: 202-486-4565

To receive a digital copy of this Motion for Proof Hearing and the Discovery document submitted to
the Court for this case, simply send an email to BankFraud@FinFix.org and you will receive an
email with links to condensed and full copies of each document.

Sincerely,

Veronica Williams
Plaintiff & Owner of 541 Scotland Road since 1983

cc: Judge Stephanie Ann Mitterhorf Pages
Michelle M. Smith, Esq., Clerk, Office of the Superior Court Clerk
S. Seiden, Duane Morris LLP, Pages
Office of the Attorney General of the United States, Investigation No. 3017165
Federal Mortgage Working Group
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EXCERPTS FROM TIMELINE:
(Complete, Updated Timeline Will Be Presented at Trial)

LONGEVITY NO LONGER EQUATES TO INTEGRITY
FOR LONG ESTABLISHED FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

e Marine Midland Bank founded 7-10-1850 (Ex B-1: Wikipedia)

e The Hongkong and Shanghai Banking Corporation (HSBC) was
established 3-3-1865 in Hong Kong, China (Ex-B-2: Cited) HSBC Bank USA,
1850 — | N.A. CIK#: 0001582152 (Ex-B-3: first SEC filing date 7-23-13)

1938 ® Goldman Sachs was established in 1869 http://www.goldmansachs.com/who-
we-are/at-a-glance/

® Ocwen Federal Bank established 12-2-1938 ( Ex-B-4: FDIC Certificate #:
30028)

DEFENDANTS CREATE A TANGLED WEB

e Enhance Financial Services established in 1985 (Ex-B-6: CIK# 0000881889
& About). Enhanced Financial Services first SEC filing 2-17-99 (Ex-B-16:
CUSIP No. 0000881889; Statement of Acquisition)

e HSBC extended 51% share to full ownership of Marine Midland Bank in
1987 (Ex-B-7: Cited)

® Ocwen established Feb. 1988 (Ex-B-8: About, CIK# 0000873860) SEC S-1
Registration Filed -6-4-96

e Litton Loan established in 1988 (Ex-B-9: Profile)

o ENHANCE FINANCIAL SERVICES GROUP INC first SEC filing on 2-8-
1995 (Ex-B-10: CIK#: 0000881889 Ex-B-6: first SEC filing date) ¢ Enhanced
Financial Services Group Inc. SEC filing 2-17-1999 [Amend]Statement of
acquisition (Ex-B-16: CUSIP No. 0000881889; Statement of Acquisition)

® (C-Bass established in 1996 & partially funded by Enhance Financial
Services Group Inc., which owned Litton Loan Servicing LP;

When did Enhanced Financial Services buy Litton Loan? (Ex-B-11: secFiling) (Ex-
1985 - B-11: SEC Filing) (Ex-B-12: Money Trail); SEC on 1-12-2001 shows Litton Loan
2011 a subsidiary of Enhance Financial & affiliate of C-Bass (Ex-B-11: sEc Filing)
C-BASS-MGIC sold Litton Loan to Radian in 2001

e (C-Bass was formed in 1996 and “added” Litton Loan to its holdings.

(Standard & Poors evaluation) In 1996, Litton was added to a newly formed
investment company, C-BASS, as part of an initial investment made by
Enhance Financial Services, its owner at the time. Enhance, which later was
purchased by Radian Group Inc. (Radian), co-invested in C-BASS with MGIC
Investment Corp. (MGIC) in July 1996 to form C-BASS LLC. MGIC and
Radian each owned a 42% interest in C-BASS LLC, with the remainder owned
by C-BASS senior management. C-BASS was a large purchaser of credit-
sensitive assets, which consisted primarily of subprime mortgages. As an
outgrowth of this strategy, Litton began servicing subprime accounts in 1998.
Due to liquidity pressures, C-BASS LLC sold Litton to Goldman Sachs Group
Inc. in December 2007.

e HSBC acquired (Ex-B-14: SEC listing) Marine Midland Bank (Ex-B-14: CIK#
0000062346) on 2-16-1999 HSBC USA INC Ex-B-15: CIK#: 0000062348 & 6-
2-1996 SEC Filing



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Marine_Midland_Bank
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Hongkong_and_Shanghai_Banking_Corporation
https://www.google.com/webhp?sourceid=chrome-instant&rlz=1C1SKPM_enUS442US447&ion=1&espv=2&ie=UTF-8#q=hsbc%20bank%20established%20date
http://www.sec.gov/cgi-bin/browse-edgar?action=getcompany&CIK=0001582152&owner=exclude&count=40
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1582152/000158215213000002/0001582152-13-000002-index.htm
http://www.goldmansachs.com/who-we-are/at-a-glance/
http://www.goldmansachs.com/who-we-are/at-a-glance/
https://www2.fdic.gov/idasp/confirmation_outside.asp?inCert1=30028
https://www2.fdic.gov/idasp/confirmation_outside.asp?inCert1=30028
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/881889/0000732812-95-000084-index.html
http://investing.businessweek.com/research/stocks/private/snapshot.asp?privcapId=316436
http://www.sec.gov/cgi-bin/browse-edgar?CIK=0000881889&Find=Search&owner=exclude&action=getcompany
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/881889/0000909518-99-000117-index.html
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/HSBC_Bank_USA
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ocwen
http://www.sec.gov/cgi-bin/browse-edgar?action=getcompany&CIK=0000873860&owner=exclude&count=40
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/873860/0000912057-96-011496.txt
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/873860/0000912057-96-011496.txt
https://www.linkedin.com/company/litton
http://www.sec.gov/cgi-bin/browse-edgar?action=getcompany&CIK=0000881889&owner=exclude&count=40
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/881889/0000732812-95-000084-index.html
http://www.sec.gov/cgi-bin/browse-edgar?CIK=0000881889&Find=Search&owner=exclude&action=getcompany
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/881889/0000909518-99-000117-index.html
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1129638/000105117001500267/cb2_10ka.txt
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1129640/000105117001500260/0001051170-01-500260.txt
http://www.tonyettinger.com/americanbanker2.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1129638/000105117001500267/cb2_10ka.txt
http://www.standardandpoors.com/ratings/articles/en/us/%3FassetID%3D1245205476943
http://www.sec.gov/cgi-bin/browse-edgar?company=Marine+Midland+Bank+&owner=exclude&action=getcompany
http://www.edgarcompany.sec.gov/servlet/CompanyDBSearch?page=detailed&cik=0000062346&main_back=39
http://www.sec.gov/cgi-bin/browse-edgar?action=getcompany&CIK=0000062348&owner=exclude&count=40
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/62348/0000950152-96-002905.txt
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/62348/0000950152-96-002905.txt
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e Republic National Bank on 7-27-1999 made initial SEC filing (Ex-B-17: CIK#
0000315053) . HSBC Bank formerly Republic National Bank
(last SEC filing on 1-22-2001) HSBC BANK USA (Ex-B-24: CIK#: 0000315053 last SEC filing

e Effective December 31, 1999, HSBC BANK USA was merged into Republic
National Bank of New York (SEC filing)

® (C-Bass sells Litton Loan on 11-1-2000 (Ex-B-19: SEC filing 12-14-2001) to
Residential Asset Funding Corporation (Ex-B-20: SEC filing) Litton has
complied with Section 3.27 of the Pooling and Servicing Agreement by and
between Residential Asset Funding Corporation, as Depositor, Credit-Based
Asset Servicing and Securitization LLC, as seller, The Chase Manhattan Bank, as
Trustee and Litton Loan Servicing LP, as Servicer, dated November 1, 2000. C-
BASS CAPITAL LLC first SEC filing 2-26-2002 (Ex-B-22: CIK#: 0001038155
formerly: HEMLOCK CAPITAL LLC first SEC filing)

e Radian acquires Enhanced Financial Services on 11-14-2000 (Ex-B-21:
PressRelease). Goldman Sachs advised Radian on acquisition of Enhanced
Financial Services as filed with SEC on 12-27-2000 (Ex-B-23: SEC filing)

® C-Bass sells Litton Loan to Goldman Sachs on 12-11-07 (Ex-B-29: Article)

PLAINTIFF ADVISES FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
ON FRAUDULENT ACTIONS BY DEFENDANTS

2011 -
2015

e 2011 Plaintiff advises Federal Departments and Agencies of
Defendants’ actions including the Securities and Exchange Commission
(SEC), Dept. of the Treasury, Consumer Financial Protection Bureau
(CFPB)and the Dept. of Justice (DOJ)

o Plaintiff filed legal complaint 8-5-11 NJ DOCKET NO: L-000081-11.

e 2012 Federal Mortgage Working Group was formed in 2012. Their first
legal action was taken on Tuesday, October 2, 2012 ..... &
& http://www.stopfraud.gov/leadership.html

http://www.stopfraud.gov/leade
rship.html

e 2012-13 Plaintiff hospitalized three times for stress related illness

e 4-25-13 Plaintiff retained Denbeaux & Denbeaux on 4-25-13

e Plaintiff’s new attorney filed new legal complaint 6-7-13
NJ DOCKET NO. ESSEX-L-004753-13

e Sept. 2014 Denbeaux & Denbeaux,Plaintiff’s attorney, withdrew

e Plaintiff proceeded per se and awarded judgement November 2014

e Discovery filed by Plaintiff per se on November 2014 (summary: 4
pages) with links to documents

http://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discov
ery NJ-Case-ESSEX-L-004753-
13.docx

e Discovery filed by Plaintiff per se on November 2014 (full document:
750 pages) contains all documents

http://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discov
ery-Documents ALL 11-18-
14.pdf

o Judge Mitterhoff bars Plaintiff from Jan. 15, 2015 hearing

e Plaintiff per se Motion for Proof Hearing to recover damages filed
February 2015 (summary: 4 pages) with links to documents

http://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discov
ery SUMMARY.docx

e Plaintiff per se Motion for Proof Hearing to recover damages filed
February 2015 February 20, 2015 (full motion: 205 pages)

http://finfix.org/proof/DD/Motio
n-for-Proof-Hearing SHARED.pdf



http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/315053/000031505399000007/0000315053-99-000007.txt
http://www.sec.gov/about/forms/form13f.pdf
http://www.sec.gov/cgi-bin/browse-edgar?action=getcompany&CIK=0000315053&owner=exclude&count=40
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/315053/000031505301000001/0000315053-01-000001-0001.txt
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1132646/000105117001500266/0001051170-01-500266.txt
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1053158/000100515000001714/0001005150-00-001714-0001.txt
http://www.sec.gov/cgi-bin/browse-edgar?action=getcompany&CIK=0001038155&owner=exclude&count=40
http://www.ir.radian.biz/phoenix.zhtml?c=112301&p=irol-newsArticleAboutRadianNews&ID=457571&highlight=
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/890926/000095012300011830/w43583s-4.txt
http://www.bizjournals.com/philadelphia/stories/2007/12/10/daily14.html
http://www.sec.gov/
http://www.cfpb.gov/
http://www.doj.gov/
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/VW_FinalComplt_8-5-11_vw.pdf
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/residential-mortgage-backed-securities-working-group-members-announce-first-legal-action
https://www.justice.gov/criminal-fraud/interagency-working-groups
http://www.stopfraud.gov/leadership.html
http://www.stopfraud.gov/leadership.html
http://www.stopfraud.gov/leadership.html
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/VW_vs_GS-et-al_To_Court-CIS_and_Complaint.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discovery_NJ-Case-ESSEX-L-004753-13.docx
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discovery_NJ-Case-ESSEX-L-004753-13.docx
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discovery_NJ-Case-ESSEX-L-004753-13.docx
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/DD/Discovery-Documents_ALL_11-18-14.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discovery_SUMMARY.docx
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discovery_SUMMARY.docx
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Motion-for-Proof-Hearing_SHARED.pdf
https://finfix.org/proof/DD/Motion-for-Proof-Hearing_SHARED.pdf
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AS DEFENDANTS DISPOSE OF ASSETS AND NEGOTIATE SETTLEMENTS WITH THE
US DEPT OF JUSTICE, THEY INCREASE EFFORTS TO DISMISS PLAINTIFF’S ACTION

2015 -
4/27/16

e Ocwen sells mortgage rights March 7, 2015

Selling $45B mortgage rights

Ocwen sells $45B mortgage
rights

e Letters sent to all Defendants’ Board Members or Partners of all
March 23 - April 9, 2015

Available upon request

® Request sent to DOJ to open investigation April 8, 2015

http://www.finfix.org/COURT US
-AG_HELP 4-5-15 Redacted.pdf

e US DOJ opens investigation April 23, 2015

http://www.finfix.org/UPDATE 5
-29-15.pdf

e Ocwen sells mortgage rights April 24, 2015

Selling $89B mortgage rights
Why Ocwen Unloads $89B
Portfolio

e HSBC reaches settlement with DOJ Feb. 5,2016 HSBC settled Friday,
February 5, 2016 Agreement 66 pages

https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/justice-
department-reaches-470-million-joint-
state-federal-settlement-hsbc-address-

mortgage

e Judge Mitterhoff holds hearing on Feb. 19, 2016 in response to
defendants’ motion. Awards per se Plaintiff 1 count for 1 defendant.

e Judge Mitterhoff does not hold hearing in response to Plaintiff’s
motion but makes decision 3-4-16 based on limited understanding of
summarized information

e Goldman Sachs reaches settlement with DOJ April 11, 2016 Goldman
Sachs settled for $5.1B Monday, April 11, 2016 Agreement 18 pages

https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/gol
dman-sachs-agrees-pay-more-5-
billion-connection-its-sale-
residential-mortgage-backed

o Plaintiff files Appeal with Appellate Division of NJ Superior Court on
March 10, 2016

o Plaintiff files amendment to Appeal with Appellate Division of NJ
Superior Court on April 27, 2016

o XXXXX

SOURCES INCLUDE: www.Justice.gov, Discovery document, Proof Hearing document, DOJ submission, Email
update to DOJ about Ocwen’s recent activities: a US DOJ ID Number 3017165 — UPDATE
http://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT _US-AG_HELP_UPD_EMAIL 8-31-15.docx

C:\CriticalFiles\CURRENT_Post2010\Veronica Williams\Legal_Prepaid\Case_LittonLoan\US_AG_Update\
COURT_US-AG_HELP_UPD_EMAIL_8-31-15.docx



http://www.wsj.com/articles/ocwen-sells-45-million-of-mortgage-servicing-rights-to-j-p-morgan-1426630131
http://www.wsj.com/articles/ocwen-sells-45-million-of-mortgage-servicing-rights-to-j-p-morgan-1426630131
http://www.wsj.com/articles/ocwen-sells-45-million-of-mortgage-servicing-rights-to-j-p-morgan-1426630131
https://www.finfix.org/COURT_US-AG_HELP_4-5-15_Redacted.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/COURT_US-AG_HELP_4-5-15_Redacted.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/UPDATE_5-29-15.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/UPDATE_5-29-15.pdf
http://www.fool.com/investing/general/2015/04/24/why-ocwen-financial-corps-getting-rid-of-this-45-b.aspx
http://www.fool.com/investing/general/2015/04/24/why-ocwen-financial-corps-getting-rid-of-this-45-b.aspx
http://www.fool.com/investing/general/2015/04/24/why-ocwen-financial-corps-getting-rid-of-this-45-b.aspx
https://www.justice.gov/opa/file/822931/download
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/justice-department-reaches-470-million-joint-state-federal-settlement-hsbc-address-mortgage
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/justice-department-reaches-470-million-joint-state-federal-settlement-hsbc-address-mortgage
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/justice-department-reaches-470-million-joint-state-federal-settlement-hsbc-address-mortgage
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/justice-department-reaches-470-million-joint-state-federal-settlement-hsbc-address-mortgage
https://www.justice.gov/opa/file/839891/download
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
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
http://www.justice.gov/
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_US-AG_HELP_UPD_EMAIL_8-31-15.docx
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ADDITIONAL SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS
NO.
NAME DATE PAGES LINK
1386 http://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT Judg
Plaintiff's Appeal March 15, 2016 (a6 1 340) e-Mitterhorf-Decision-Hearing-Feb-
‘ 12 6690161 1 VW-Response-SHARED.pdf
Judge Mitterhoff’s http://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT Judg
Decision on Plaintiff's March 2016 1 e-Mitterhorf-Decision-No-Hearing-Plaintiff-
Motion Motion-Feb-17-2016.pdf
Plaintiff's Motion Feb. Feb. 17. 2016 101 http://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT Motio
17, 2016 T n-to-Amend-Complaint Feb-2016 forSeiden.pdf
Judge Mitterhoff's http://www. finfix.ora/proof VWDS/COURT Judg
Decision on Defendants : — :
Motion — Eeb. 19. 2016 Feb. 19, 2016 14 e-Mitterhorf-Decision-Hearing-Feb-
. B 12 6690161 1.pdf
Hearing
. http://finfix.org/proof/DD/Discovery-
Discovery document Nov. 2014 750 Documents ALL 11.18-14.pdf
. . http://www.finfix.org/proof/DD/Motion-for-Proof-
Proof Hearing Motion Feb. 2016 201 Hearing SHARED.pdf
us Dgpt_. of Justice May 2015 1,136 http://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/UPDATE 5-
submission 29-15.pdf
Complaint ESSEX-L- June 7. 2013 15 http://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/VW vs GS-et-
004753-13 ' al To Court-CIS and Complaint.pdf
Complaint ESSEX L- http://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/VW_FinalCom
000081-11 July28,2011 | 73| b8 511 vw.pdf
HSBC Settlement L .
Agreement with US Feb. 5. 2016 66 https.//www.|ust|ce.qov/opa/flIe/822931/download
- DOJ_HSBC_consent_judgment_2-2-16_HL.pdf
DOJ
Goldman Sachs httos/ Jonalfile/ Jdownload
Settlement Agreement | April 11, 2016 18 ttps:/iwww justice.gov/opa/file/839891/downloa
. - . - DOJ_GS_settlement_agreement_4-11-16_HL.pdf
with US DOJ



https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_Judge-Mitterhorf-Decision-Hearing-Feb-12_6690161_1_VW-Response-SHARED.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_Judge-Mitterhorf-Decision-Hearing-Feb-12_6690161_1_VW-Response-SHARED.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_Judge-Mitterhorf-Decision-Hearing-Feb-12_6690161_1_VW-Response-SHARED.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_Judge-Mitterhorf-Decision-No-Hearing-Plaintiff-Motion-Feb-17-2016.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_Judge-Mitterhorf-Decision-No-Hearing-Plaintiff-Motion-Feb-17-2016.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_Judge-Mitterhorf-Decision-No-Hearing-Plaintiff-Motion-Feb-17-2016.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_Motion-to-Amend-Complaint_Feb-2016_forSeiden.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_Motion-to-Amend-Complaint_Feb-2016_forSeiden.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_Judge-Mitterhorf-Decision-Hearing-Feb-12_6690161_1.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_Judge-Mitterhorf-Decision-Hearing-Feb-12_6690161_1.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_Judge-Mitterhorf-Decision-Hearing-Feb-12_6690161_1.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://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/UPDATE_5-29-15.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/UPDATE_5-29-15.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/VW_vs_GS-et-al_To_Court-CIS_and_Complaint.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/VW_vs_GS-et-al_To_Court-CIS_and_Complaint.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/VW_FinalComplt_8-5-11_vw.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/VW_FinalComplt_8-5-11_vw.pdf
https://www.justice.gov/opa/file/822931/download
https://www.justice.gov/opa/file/839891/download

WILLIAMS vs. HSBC, GOLDMAN SACHS, OCWEN, et. al.
Superior Court of New Jersey DOCKET NO. ESSEX-L-004753-13
U.S. Dept. of Justice Investigation No. 3017165

Page 57 of 59

DOCUMENTS IN CASE FILE
AT ESSEX COUNTY HALL OF RECORDS as of 4/19/16
END'I'AI\E-II-?EED NUMBER NUMBER
DOCUMENT TITLE INTO COURT OF PAGES | OF PAGES
COPIED TOTAL
FILE

Complaint by Plaintiff 6/11/13 2 13
Judge Cocchia — Track Assignment 6/12/13 1 1
Affidavit of Service — Ocwen-Litton Loan & Goldman 9/11/13 1 5
Sachs
HSBC Service, Affidavit 9/19/13 1 1
Stern & Eisenberg 9/25/13 1
Affidavit of Service — Powers Kirn 10/7/13 1 1
Request to Enter Default — Ocwen 10/24/13 4 4
Request to Enter Default — HSBC 10/24/13 2 4
Request to Enter Default — Fremont 10/24/13 0 4
Agency Affidavit — Service on Goldman Sachs 10/24/13 1 1
Answer-from-Defendant 11/4/13 2 13
Order by Randall Chiocca Dismissing Goldman
Sachs as defendant 11/22/13 11 23
O_rder by Randall Chiocca Dismissing Stern & 11/22/13 4 6
Eisenberg as defendant
Order by Randall Chiocca Dismissing Powers Kirn 11/22/13 1 4
as defendant
Order_by Rand_all Chlqcc_a Denied Imposing 11/22/13 4 6
Sanctions against Plaintiff
MISSING: Motion for Proof Hearing submitted by
Plaintiff (redacted copy) — Judge Mitterhoff ruled on this 2/20/14 NA NA
3/20/15. Proof of Delivery on Page 57
Denbeaux Substituted as Counsel — 2/8/14 Letter to Court 2/9/14 4 4
Answer to Complaint from Duane Morris 3/4/14 3 17
Stipulation Extending Discovery & Adjourning Trial 10/14/14 1 1
Discovery Document-pgl (last pg Exhibit 55 title page) 11/17/14 1 About 2”
Order by Judge Mitterhoff __ oOrder_1-23-15.pdf 1/23/15 8 13



https://www.finfix.org/proof/DD/Motion-for-Proof-Hearing_SHARED.pdf
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DOCUMENTS IN CASE FILE
AT ESSEX COUNTY HALL OF RECORDS as of 4/19/16
END'I'AI\E-II-?EED NUMBER NUMBER
DOCUMENT TITLE INTO COURT OF PAGES | OF PAGES
COPIED TOTAL
FILE
Filing Fee Waiver Request 2/23/15 2/23/15 1 1
Plaintiff cannot attend Case Mgmt. — 3/18/15 &
3/24/15 letters & memo 3/18/15 3 14
Mitterhoff Denied Plaintiff's Motion for Proof Hearing 3/20/15 2 2
MISSING: Letter to US Attorney General dated NA ) )
2/22/16 nhttp:/iwvww.finfix.org/UPDATE _2-22-16.pdf
g(l)?gtlff Cannot Attend Case Conference March 16, 3/23/15 1 6
Plaintiff 2-pg Letter to US Attorney General dated
4/8/15 DOWNLOAD e s 4/13/15 0 2
Order by Judge Mitterhoff ~2-19-16.pdf 2/19/16 4 4
Notice of Defendants Motion to Reopen
FULL DOCUMENT MISSING: Plaintiff's copy 345 1/22/16 2
pag €S cicriticalFiles\CURRENT_Post2010\Veronica Williams\Legal_Prepaid\Case_LittonLoan\ COUIt_NJ-
WilliamsMotion-for-Summary-Judgment-filed-by-Seiden.pdf
MISSING: MOTION FILED BY PLAINTIFF FEB.
17, 2016 http://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT Motion-to- 2/17/16
Amend-Complaint Feb-2016 forSeiden.pdf
MISSING: JUDGE MITTERHOFF'S ORDER ON 2/19/16
DEFENDANT'S MOTION 14 pgs.
MISSING: PLAINTIFF'S UPDATE TO US 1/22/16
ATTORNEY GENERAL 2pgs. http://www.finfix.org/UPDATE 2-22-16.pdf
MISSING: DEFENDANTS' RESPONSE TO
MOTION FILED BY PLAINTIFF FEB 17 2016 2/23/16
MISSING. PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSE to
Defendants’ Opposition to Feb. 17, 2016 2/24/16
http://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT Motion-to-Amend-
Complaint_Response-to-Opposition_Feb-2016.pdf
Order Judge Mitterhoff 3-4-16.pdf 3/4/16 2 2
Plaintiff fax requesting hearing transcript 3/7/16 0 2
MISSING: Filing Fee Waiver Request 3/9/16 3/9/16 1
TOTAL 73 154

Proof that the 2/20/14 Motion for Proof Hearing was submitted is provided on the next page. Additional
proof about missing documents is available.


https://www.finfix.org/UPDATE_2-22-16.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_US-AG_HELP_4-5-15_Redacted.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_Motion-to-Amend-Complaint_Feb-2016_forSeiden.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_Motion-to-Amend-Complaint_Feb-2016_forSeiden.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_Judge-Mitterhorf-Decision-Hearing-Feb-12_6690161_1.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/UPDATE_2-22-16.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_Judge-Mitterhorf-VW-Response-to-Opposition-Brief-to-Motion-to-Amend-Williams-As%20filed-recvd_2-24-16.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_Judge-Mitterhorf-VW-Response-to-Opposition-Brief-to-Motion-to-Amend-Williams-As%20filed-recvd_2-24-16.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_Motion-to-Amend-Complaint_Response-to-Opposition_Feb-2016.pdf
https://www.finfix.org/proof/VWDS/COURT_Motion-to-Amend-Complaint_Response-to-Opposition_Feb-2016.pdf

WILLIAMS vs. HSBC, GOLDMAN SACHS, OCWEN, et. al.
Superior Court of New Jersey DOCKET NO. ESSEX-L-004753-13
U.S. Dept. of Justice Investigation No. 3017165
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PROOF OF DELIVERY OF MOTION FOR PROOF HEARING
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