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Appendix 4
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT JUL 25 M
EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA
Newport News Division
JAMES BEGGS and
JOYCE BEGGS,
Plaintiffs,

v. ACTION NO. 4:17cv110

AMERICAN BANKERS INSURANCE

COMPANY OF FLORIDA d/bla ASSURANT er dl.,

Defendants.

DISMISSAL ORDER

This matter is before the Couwt on the following motions fiicd by pro se Plaintiffs James
Begps and Joyee Beggs (collectively “Pleintiffs™), Defendant American Bankers Insurance
Company of Florida ¢/b/a Assurant {*American Bankers™), Defendant GEICO Insurance Agency
{(*GEICO™), and Defendant Cunninghim Lixﬂsay Us. Inc. :(‘Cumingham Lindsey") {collectively
“Defendams™):

() American Bazkess' Mosion w Dismiss, ECF No. 56;
{2) Cunningham Lindsey’s Motion to Dismiss, ECF No. 38;
(3) GEICO's Mation to Dismiss, ECF No. 54; and
(4) Plaintiffs’ “Motion to Quash Defendants' Motions to Dismiss
Pleintiffs’ Scoond Amended Motion for Judgment [of] Bad
Faith® (“Mation to Quash™), ECF No-62.
The Court concludes that orat argument is unnccessiry because the facis and legal

arguments are adequately prescoted in the partics’ briefs. For the reasons soi forth below,

Plsintiffs’ Motion to Quash. ECF No. 62, is DISMISSED: American BanS_'.crs‘ Motion t0
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Dismiss, ECF No. 56, is GRANTED; Cinninghem Lindsey's Motion to Dismiss, ECF No. 58,
s GRANTED; and GEICO's Motion to Dismiss, ECF No. 54, is GRANTED.
1. Relevant Procedural Backorovd
sl intated this action on September 11, 2017, by paying the requite fees and
Sling & document fled, “Mofion for Jwdg{Jment Bad Faith” which the Cout consiroed 25
Plsiniff’ Complaint.  See Compl, ECF No. I; Rescipt, CF No. 17, Before any Defendant
appeated in this action, Plaintiffs filed 2 document tided, “Amended Motion for Judg{}ment Bad
Faith,” which the Court construed ss Plaintifis” Amended Complaint.  See Am. Compl., ECF
No.8. . :
Al Defendants moved to dismiss Pleinifis' Amended Complaint. See American
Bankers' Mot. Dismiss, ECF No. 12; Cunningham Lindsey's Mot. Dismiss, ECF No. 15,
GEICO"s Mot Dismiss, BCF No. 24. In response to Defendants’ dismissal motions, Phaintiffs
filed oppositions (“Oppositions”) that contained factual allegations and legal elsirms that were ot
reed i their Amended Complaint, - See Order at 4, ECF No. 42; Opp'ns, ECF Nos. 20,27, 35
" In e Onder deted August 2, 2018, the Court expleined that a ltigant cannot amend & complaint
via an opposition to & dismissal mofion. - See Order at 4, However, in deference to Plaintiffs’
7o se sutus, the Couwt granted Plaintiffs leave fo file a Second Amended Complaint, and

dlsnmed the pending Motions to Dismiss as moot! . atd-5

 Because Plaintifls paid the fifings fees when they initisted ths sction, Plaintiffs were
responsible for effecting scrvioc on Defendants.  Inits August 2, 2018 Order, the Court indicated
that, “despitc Plaintifis efforts, it (did) not appear that Defendants ha{d] betn propedy served with
process in this action” Order at $, ECF No. 42, To assist Plainti{fs, who are appearing pro se,
the Court cxtersd counse] for Defondants to indicate “whether b or she (was} authorized to acoept
and/or waive service on behalf of his or her respective client” Jd. Al Defendants subsequently
agreed to waive service. See Waivers, ECF Nos, 51-53.

2
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‘Plaintiffs subsequently filed a document ftled, “Seoond Amended Motion for Judgment
Bod Faith,” which the Court construes as Plainfiffs’ Sccond Amended Complaint, - See Seoond
Am, Compl,, ECF No. 46. On November 2, 2018, each Defendant filed a Motion to Dismiss,
and provided Plaintiffs with 2 proper Raseboro Notice pursuant to Rulc 7(K) of the Loca! Civil
Rules of the United States Digtrict Cout for the Eastem Diswict of Virginia, See GEICO's
Mot, Dismiss, ECF No. 54; American Bank_exs‘ Mot, Dismiss, ECF No. 56; Cunningham
Lindsey's M. Dismis, ECF No. 55, Curigham Linsey's Roseboro Notie, ECF No. 6
ED. Vs Lot. Civ. R, 7(K). On November 14, 2018, Plaintiffs filed 8 Motion to Quash, which
despite its tite, is clearly intended 1 sarvé ss Plaintiffs’ opposition to the e Motions 1o
Dismiss. See Mot Quash, BCF No. 62, Each Defendant construcd Plaintiffs’ Motion to
Quash a5 & opposition o the Motions to Disroiss, and each Defendant filed & reply brief within
seven days of Plsindls’ filing? See American Bankers' Reply, ECF No. 63; GEICO's Reply,
ECF No. 64; Cunningham Lindsey’s Reply, ECF No. 65.  Plaintiffs also filed 2 documen titled
“Plantifi Reply in Support of Motonfor Jdgment on Plinfs’ Plesding.” which sppeats 0
be an unsuthorized surreply (“Sumeply”), asd 2 separate aftachment (“Submission”)’  See

Surreply, ECF No. 66; Submission, ECF No. 67, In deference 1o Plaindffs’ pro se status, the

2 Asnoted above, the Court construes Pleiniffs’ Motion to Quash as an oppasition to the
Motions to Dismiss, rather thas a separatc motion.  Accordingly, for administrative purposes, the
Court DISMISSES Plainsif® Motion to Quash. Howeve, the Court hes considered this filing in
its analysis of the pending dismissal motions, '

3 pursuzmt to Rule 7(FX}) of the Local Civil Rules for the United States District Count for
the Esstern District of Virginia, after a non-moving party iles a bricf in opposition 10 an opposing
party’s motion, the toving party may fil a reply beief within six calendar days. See ED.Va,
Loc. Civ. R T(FY(1). “No further briefs or written communications mey be filed without first
obtaming leave of Cowt.” /d. '

9
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Cout aceepts Plainuiffs' filings, and has considered them in its analysis of the pending motions.
Defendants' Motions to Dismiss are ripe for decision
U, Plaintiffe’ Factual Allepations

I their Second Amended Complaiat, Plaintifs allege that they own a bome located at
312 South Willard Avenue in Homplon, Virginia, that suffered flood damage during Hurricanc
Matthew in 20164 See Second Am. Compl. at 5, ECF No. 46,  Specifically, Plaintiffs allege
that the storm flooded the “very low-lying back of their Home, which includes their Kilchen,
Grandchild]’s) Bedroom, Bathroom, and Heating Room, alang with alt Heating Duclt]s, Picrs

and Decks of the Plaintifis’ Home” 74 Plaiotiffs funher alloge thet they were issuod a
Standird Flood Insuransc Policy purssant to the National Flood Tnsurance Program, and sought
10 sesover under the policy for their flood-related expeuses. [ at$, 13.

Plaimffs identify themselves as 5 “Mixed-Race Cowple,” and indicate that they hang
pictres of their favorite “Presidents, Senator(s), end Govemors™ on the walls of their hore.
14,4822, Pliniffs appear to allege that “Defendants’ Inspectors,” who visited Plainlffs
ome o assess the damage, disagreed with Plaintifls' interacial relationship end political views
4nd, 5 3 resubt, faiied to provide Plaintiffs with 2 “fair senlemcm“. for their flond demage. 1d.
a§, 2,55

Plaintiffs futher allcge that they required assistance from Defendants fo complete Proof

of Loss forms for their flood damags clatms? Jd a1 13,15, Alihough Defendants essisted by

4 The Court finds thal the fctual ellcpations and legal thepries fn Plaintiffs’ Second
Amended Compleint sre difficul to decipher.
§ As st forth it more detail herein, Plaintiffs’ flood insurance policy requires them to

submit a signed and swom Proof of Loss form within s certain number of days of a covered Joss.
* SeeinfraPant l{LB.
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providing two Proof of Loss forms for Plainiff’ use in submiting their cleims, Plainfif state
that they “could sot sign (the} documents™ because they disagreed with the value references
included therein. Id. st n,' 18-19, 26, 28. Specifically, Plaintiffs claim that Defepdants
undervalued their bome on the Proof of Loss forms.® Jd Plaintifls furher claim that
Defendants (i) deaicd them “Bmergency Assistance,” which forced Plaintffs fo obtain bank
loans &nd (o use their credit cards to finance the needed repairs; and (i) failed to provide ther
with “funding to replace Plaintiffs’ Pérsonal hems.” [, at 12-13, 17,

Plaintiffs do not clearly specify the causcs of action that they seek to assert agains!
Defendants; However, their Sccond Amended Complaint contains refereners 10 breach of
oontract, negligence, due process violations, discrimination, 42 US.C. § 1983, violations of
Federal Emergency Mansgement Agency (‘FEMA™) regulafions, violaions of the National
Flood Insurance Act (“NFIA™), retaliation, violations of insurance regulations, violations of the
Revised Uniform Paméship Act (*RUPA”), and violatiors of the McCarran-Ferguson Act. Jd.
at 7-10, 13, 1516, 18-21, 24-26.

As relief, Plaintiffs ask the Court to impose a “Fair Setflement™ in the amount of
$17,000.00 on Claim No. 720859866664, $25000.00 on Ciaim No. 720859852303; and

$1000000 for the “Denial of Emergency Assistance” [d. at S, 30-3).  Addidonally,

§ Plaintiffs attached two incomplete, unsigned Proof of Loss forms to their Second
Amended Complaint that Plaintiffs appear to claim were provided by Cunningham Lindscy. One
form involves aclaim of “Flood™ loss thet occarred on Scptember 3, 2016 (“Scptember 2016 Proof

“of Loss™, and lists an “ACTUAL CASH VALUE of building structures” as $45,932.90.
See Sept. 2016 Proof Loss, ECFN0.46-2. The other form involves a claim of “Water/Flood™ loss
that occurred on October 7, 2016 (“Cctober 2016 Proof of Loss”), and lists an “ACTUAL CASH
VALUE of building structures” a5 $37,329.92. See Oct. 2016 Proof Loss, ECF No. 46-1.

7 Blaintffs fail o clearly identify the roles allegedly played by cach Defendant in this
action, and appear to attribute the alleged wrongdoings to all Defendants.

S
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Plaiiffs request $200,000.00 o allow therm 1o “{eJlevatetheir bome to prevent fistre fooding.”
$3,00000 for “Legal Fees;” and “up to $200,000.00 in Punitive Damages.™ Jd. a1 5-6, 20,
26-28,30-31,
H. Motions to Dismiss
A Stndard of Review Under Federal Rule 12(bY6)
Defendants seek dismissal of this action pursnamt to Rule 12(bX6) of the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure. A motion to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6) should be granted if & complaint
fails to “aliege facts 10 siate a eleim o refief that is plausible on its face” Bell At Corp. v.
Twombly, 550 US. 544, 570 (2007). A Rule 12(5)(6) motion “tests the sufficiency of 2
complaint and ‘does ot resolve contests surrounding the facts, the merits of & clsim, or the
applicability of defenses.™ Johnson v. Perifolio Recovery Assocs. LLC, 682 F. Supp. 2d 560,
567 (E.D. Va. 2009) (quoting Republican Party of N.C, v. Martin, 980 F.2d 943, 952 {4tk Cir.
1992)).  The Court must acoept all factual allegations contained in Plamtiffs' Second Amended
Complaint 25 true, and draw all reasonable inferences in fovor of Plaintiffe. 74 “Although the
truth of the facts alieged is assumed, courts are not bound by the *legal conclusions drawn from

the focts’ and *nccd not asocpt as truc 3 infe 3 bl lusions, or

arguments,™  Jd. {citations omitted). In ruling on Defendants’ motions, the Codrt may rely
wpon the allegations of Plaintiffs’ Second Aménded Complaint, a¢ well as documents atiached as
exhibits or inoorporated therein by reference.  See Simons v. Monigomery Cty. Police Officers,

762F2430, 31 (ath Cir. 1985)

* Plaintiffs also appear to request injunctive relief pursuant to 42 US.C. § 20002-3(a)
See Second Am. Compl. at 21, ECF No. 46, This siatute, however, relates to claims of alleged
discrimination in places of “public accommodation,” and is inapplicable to the factual claims
alieged by Plaintiffs in this action, See id: see also 42 U.S.C. §§ 20002-3(a), 2000(z).

[3
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B. The National Fl
Plaimiﬂ%seekmmwmeeminﬂoodfdmdmmsmpmnoa&andmﬂﬂood
lmmuPoﬁq(“Smmem&mpmmmmnNaﬁmlﬂmdmm
Program (“NFIP"). See Second Am. Compl. at 5, 13, ECF No. 46. The NFIP was established
by Congress under the National Flood Insurance Act (“NFIA™) “in ordér 1o meke fiood insurance
available from the federsl govemment on reasonable terms and conditions.” Davis v.
. Notiomwide Mut, Fire Ins. Co,, 763 F. Supp. 24 825, 831 (E.0. Va. 2011); see also 2 USC.
§6400) et seg. The United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit hés sumsmarized the
NFIP o foliows: -
Under the (NFiP), fiood insurance is sold to qualified spplicants
tither direstly by FEMA or by private insurance companies known
1 “write-your-own” {sometimes, “WYQ™) companies. 44 CFR
§6223: ‘These companies enter into 2 standardized agreement
vl FEMA that quthorizes the privte company to issuc flood
‘nswrance in its own name and 8sSigns the company responsibility
for the “the edjustment, settlement, payrent and defense of !
laims arising from poficies of flood insurance i issues under the
Program” [ § 6223(@). The ultimate responsibity for

paying ll claims and relaod expenses, owever, rests with FEMA.
$ee2USC. §4017(5).

Woodsonv. Alltate Ins. Co., 855 F.3d 628, 631 {41b Cir. 2017).

"The teruns and conditions oF the SFIP “are fixed by FEMA™ and “do not vary whether the
policy is merketed by FEMA or 8 WYO company.”  Moffelt v, Computer Scis. Corp., 457 F.
Supp. 24 571, S (D. M. 2006); see also Woodson, 855 F.3d ot 631 {noting that “{tjhe terms

and conditiofs of 2 Netionai Flood Insuranee Policy are specified by regulation”); see also

9 The SFIP is publiched i the Code of Foderal Regulations at 44 CER. Pt 61, App.
A1) Mafftv. Compuer Sci. Corp 457 F. Supp. 24 5T, 574 (D. Md. 2006) ee also 44
CFR pt.61, App. ACT).
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Davis, 183 F. Supp. 24 ot 831 (mhhﬁmthm“aﬂpolid&cissmd\mdﬁmeNﬂPmsﬁlbeissM
uing the terms and conditions of the Standard Flood Insurance Policy (SFIPY").

Under the SFlP,aninsmedmustsaﬁsfy“anmnbaofmmdiﬁom'yﬂorm“eonecﬁng
onaclim” Mofi, 457 F. Supp. 24 2 $74. The precosition considered to be “the oost
imporiant” is the requifement 10 ﬁi'e “y proper ‘groof of foss® within 60 deys of the fiood loss, in
which the insured must give detalled writien notics identifying the property damaged, how and
when the darmage occurred, and the property’s value” Jd.  The SFIP states:

J Reqmmems in Case of Loss

In case'of a flood loss to insured property, you must:

4 WiﬂxinéOdaysaﬁeHheloss,smdusapmfoﬂm
which is your statepsent of the Smount you are claiming under the
po]icysignedandmmlobyyw,andw}ﬁch furnishes us with the
following information:

2 Thedate and fime of loss;

b, A bricf cxplanation of how the foss happened;

¢, Your interest (for example, “owner) and the interest, if
any, of others in the damaged property:

-4 Daaiisofmyom;:hwmmalmayoovmhclos;

¢. Changes in tide or occupancy of the covered property
thing the term of the policy;

~ f. Spcifications of damaged buildings and detailed repair
eshimates;

g Names of mortgagets o anyone else having & ficn, charge,
or chairn agains! the insured property;

t. Details sbout who eccupied any insured building 2t the
time of foss and for what purpas; and
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i Theinvmmryofdamgedmonalpropatydcscnmm
33, shave.

5. In completing the proof of loss, you fmust use your 0w
judgmment conoerning the amount of foss and justify that amount

44 CER L 61, App. A1), Art VII(I).
The SFIP makes it clear that e responsibilty of completing the proof of loss form lies
vith the fosmed  Moffert, 457 F. Supp. 24 at 574 (clting %4 CER. pu. 61, Agp. ALD),
At VIIOYS), (7, (8)).  The SFIP states:
The insurance adjuster Whom we hire 10 investignte you claim
myf\mﬁshy\mwitbapmfoﬂossfom\,mdsheorhe may help
you complete it However, thit is a matter of courtesy only,
snd you wast still send os 8 proof of Joss within 60 duys after
the boss even if the adjusier does not furnish the form or belp
you complete it

44 CFR pt. 61, App. A{1), ArL VIOXT {emphasis added).

Notably, the SFP provides thar the policy “cannot be changed nor can any of 1
provisions be waived without the express viritten consent of the Federal insuranct
Administmator™ 44 CER. pt 61, App. A(T), Art. VIID).

The SEP also includes a preemption clause, which states: “This policy snd a)l disputes
aising from the handling of any claim under the policy ar¢ govemed exclusively by the flsod
insurance regulations issued by FEMA, the Netional Flood Tnsurance Act of 1968, 25 amended

(12USC. § 401, et seq), and Federal common law.” 44 CFR. pu 61, App. AL At X;

séé also Woodson, 855 F3d at 631
C. American Rankers Motign to Dismiss

Tn its Motion to Dismiss, American Barkers explains that it is 8 WYO Company that
issued o SFIP to Pleintiffs. See Mem. Supp. Amezican Benkers' Mot Dismiss &t 41, ECF
Mo.57. American Bankers further explains, ¢ oted zbove, that:

a
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All SFIPs, including the {Plainiffs’) SFIP, includs the requiresueat
mmmeevmofammmsmedmmmbmmomwo
Company a (imely, signed and swom Proof of Loss stating the total
amount being claimed, slong with an inventory of damsged
gropedty showing the quantity, description, achual cash valee, and
amount of Joss, acoompanied by all bills, receipts, and related
Socuments. '

1. st 8 (emphasis in original) (citing 4 CF.R. pt. 61, App. A1), Ant, VIO
‘Ameriomn Bankers argues, among other fhings, thet dismissal of this sction is wamanted
because Plaintiffs “readily admit in the Second Amended Complaint thet they did not comply
with the stansory Proof of Loss requirement of their SFIP,” which is a “statutory condition
precedent 1o eny lawsuit under the NFIP” that American Benkers cannot waive without the
written consent of the Federal lnsuraice Administrator. Id. at 3, 10-14. American Bankers
L
The {Plaintiffs) make many excuses about why they did nol
complete any Proof of Loss in the Second Amended Compleint,
and nore of (hem succeed 2s 8 matfer of law. The [Plaintifis]
alloge generally that they trusted Defendants to complete one for
them. They also admit that they refused 1 sign the Proof of Loss
provided to them because they belicved their house was vahued too
low. Nooe of these aregsons® survive the goveming law and
ymcﬂcmrcquiﬁngmemtosubmitﬁmely}‘mfsoflmsunthcir
own i they had disagreed with what their WYO provided to them
a5 2 matter of “courlesy only.”
4. &t 12-13 {citing Dawking v, Wisr, 318 F.34 606, 612 (4th Cir, 20030}
Although American Bankers recognizes that “the cesil of the [Plaintiffs’] failure to file a

timely Proof of Loss may seeri 10 lead to 2 harsh result” American Bankers argues that “{is

Iy its Motion to Dismiss, American Bankers notes that the Federl Insurance
Administrator “issued two Proof of Loss exteasions” with respect o “clgims for flood damage
caused by Hurricane Matthew.” Mem. Supp. American Bankers' Mot Dismiss at9, ECF No. 57
{citing FEMA Bulletin W-16088 (Nov. 22, 2016); FEMA Bulletin W-17001 {Feb. 2, 2017)). As
2 result of thess extensions, Plaintiffs hed 180 days, raior tin the siandard 60 days, to submita
signed and swomm Proof of Loss form. /.
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Proof of Loss requirement is stricty construed and an insured must fully comply.” /2. &t iU
{citing Harris v. State Farm Fire & Cas. Co, No. 4:05¢v5, 2006 WL 73602, &t *9 (£D. Ve Jan
11,2006)).

{n thci response to the pending diserissal motions, Phaintis admit thel they did not file
timely Proof of Loss forms, as required by the SFIP. See Mot. Quash at 5-10, 13-18, ECF
No.62. However, Plaintiffs appear to atgue that: {i) Defendants intentionally provided
Plaintffs with “courtesy”™ Proof of Loss forms that comained insecurste information, and
(1) Plainiffs had “ro time to make corrections” prior to the expiration of the Proof of Loss
submission deadline. /d.

Asnoted, the SFIP specifically provids thiat although an insurance adjuster “may furnish
[en insured) with & proof of loss form,” or “help [an insured] completc™ & proof of loss form,
s is 3 matter of courtesy orly,” and the insured must personally cosure that 8 proof of loss
form is fmely submitied. 44 CER. pt. 61, App. A(l), At VI, see also Gunier v.
Farmers Ins. Co., 736 F.3d 768, 775 (8th Cir. 2013) (finding that insureds were “not bound by
the estimate in the adjuster’s report, but rather were obligated to ciaim the amount of loss they
believed they sbould recover”). Here, Phaintiffs did ot timely submit Proof of Loss forms with

respect o their flood-related expenses.”  Because Plaintifis did not comply with this

" The Court notes that Plaintfs allege that Defendants ecied in bad faith when they
provided Plaintiffs with “courtesy” Proof of Lass fomms thet, acoonding to Plaintiffs, undervalued
Plainiffs' damaged property. See Second Am, Compl. &t 10-11, 26,ECF No.46. Totheextent
Plaintiffs intended to argue that, due to this alleged bad faith conduct, Defendants should be
cquitzbly estoppod from raising the defense of failurc to submit timely Proof of Loss forms, the
Court finds that such argument fafls. To esiablish the applicabikity of equitable estoppel uiider
shese circamstances, Plaintiffs “must ot only satisfy the waditional requircments for equitable
estoppel, butalso they must show affirmative misconduct” on the pant of Defendents. Dawhins v
it 318 F.3d 606, 611-12 (4th Cir. 2003). The vaditional requirements of equiteble cstoppel
involve a showing that:
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precondition to recovery, Plaintiffs canmot collect on their poticy-based claims.*

Plaintiffe’ Second Amended Complaint contains references to due process violations,
discrimination, snd 42 US.C. § 1983, suggesting an fntent to raise constitutional-based claims.
See Seoond Am, Compl. st 8-9, 17-20. Americen Bankers argues that any intended
constitutional claims il to mee! the roquisite pleading stendards,  See Memi. Supp. American

Bankers' Mot. Dismaiss at 17-19. American Bankers states: “[Plaintiffs] baldly assent that

(1) the party to be estopped knew the true facts; (2) the paty to be
estopped intended for his condirctto be acted upon or scted in sicha
vy thet the party asserting estoppe! had aright to believe that it was
intended; (3) the party claiming estoppel was ignorant of the true
fa:tr.md@)thenﬁsmndmwasxﬂicdupm(omedﬁﬁmmofﬁn
parties seeking estoppel.

Id: 21 611 0.6 (citing McCrary v. FEMA, 642 F. Supp. 544, 547 (€.DN.C. 1986); United States v.
1816 Acres of Land, 598 F. Supp. 282,286 (ED.N.C. 1984)).

“The Court finds that Plaintiffs have not established the applicability of the ebove elements,
or Gt Defondants engaped in affimative misconduct. Even assuming that Defendants
intentionally undervelusd Plaintiffs’ property in the courtesy Proaf of Loss forms, Plaintiffs “were
obligated to exercise their own judgment in completing their proofs of loss, and they were fret &t
all times to reject the adjustess’ assistance.” Howell v. State Farm Jns. Co., $40 F. Supp. 24 621,
£31-32 (D. Md Mar. 26, 2008). Under these circumstances, the Court finds that the application
of equitable estoppel is unwarranted.

@ American Bankers also argues that evea if Plaintiffs hed timely filed Proof of Loss
forms, portions of Plaintiffs” request for damages — namely their request for $10,000.00 for the
derial of “cmiergency assistance” and $200,000.00 for “elevation costs” ~ would nevertheless fail
Mem. Supp. Ainerican Bankers® Mot. Dismiss  15-17, BCF No. S7; see afso Second An.
Compl. 2 30-31, ECF No. 45. American Bankers first argues {hat “[t}he SFIP only covers direct
physical Joss by ot from flood,”™ nd does not provide for “emezgency assistance.” Mem. Supp.
Amesican Bankers® Mot. Dismiss at 15-16. Additonally, Americen Bankess argues that “the
SFIP providies limited coverage for elevation” in “strictly limited circumstanees.” fd.at16. For
example, the SFIP requires that an insured seeking elevetion coversge show that the home is
“mepetifive loss structure,” and thet dhe comumunity has a “substantiel damage provision or
repetitive loss provision in its fleodplain mandgement Jew o ordinance being enforced against”
the homé. #d. {emphasis in original) (citing 44 CER. pt. 61, App. A(1), Art. (D)),
American Rankers argues that Plaintiffs have not established such circumstances. The Coutt
agrees. The Count finds that Plaintiff's request for “cmergency assistance” and “elevation costs”
wind finl regardless of the Proof of Loss issues addressed ghove,

2
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Amsrican Bankers sent a discriminatory adjuster to their home, who undervalued their home
becanse they had pictures of politicians fror both mejor political parties on their wall 2nd they
are o mixedrave couple” Jd.#117. Howeves, American Bankers argues that: (i) “{foere are
10 focts to substantiaie (Plaintifi’) clsims” (i) “[Plintfl) claims are fimited to thei
discontent with the valustion of theit home and their lack of compeusation for their alleged
losses,™ (i) Plaintifs' belief regarding the discriminatory intent behind the alleged
undervaution is mere speculation; and (iv) Plainfiffs’ speculative and conchusory sllegations of
discrimination, without factual support, “are insufficicat to withstand Twombly/lghal pleading
stondagds.” Jd ot 17-19,

Upon review of Plaintiffs’ Second Amended Coniplaint, American Bankers” arguments
for dismissel, and Plaintiffs’ rosponses thereto, the Court finds that Plaintifls: (i) fal to
adequately spectfy the constitutional claims that they seek to assert against Defendents; snd
(i) do not allege sufficient facks to stete sy constitutionial cleim against Defendants.
See Second Am. Compl. 2t 8-9, 17-20.

With respect 1o Plaintiffs’ remaining claims, American Bankers argues:

Lastly, [Plaintiffs) asscat a series of addifional extra-contraciual
andlor state law claims, all of which are greempted by federal Jaw
and should be dismisscd as & matter of lew, The SFIP was
writien by the United States Goverument, pursuant fo 42 US.C.
§4013, and may be found in its entirety &t 44 CFR, Pu 61,
App. A(}). The SFIP contains & choice of law provision that
expressly states that SFIP disputes are govemed exclusively by
federsl rogulation, the NFIA, {and) Federal common law, and

courts have repestedly held that state Jaw clains are completely
preempted.

Addiionally, neiter the NFIA mor the SFIP authorize
policyholders such as [Plaimiffs] to bring extra-contractual claims
against 2 WYO company, such &5 American Bankers. Absent
sich athorization by the NFIA or the SFIP, extre-contractual

1
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claims cannot succesd apainst & WYQ company. Congress has

tegislated that the remedy for an insured under the NFTP 10 contest

flood loss determinations is Limited t9 a breach of contract canse of

action for breach of the SFIP. Since neitber the NFIA nor the

SFIP authorize policyholders, suth s [Plaintifs), to bring

extra-contractua) claims, {Plaintiffs’] extra-contractual claims fail

252 matter of lsw and should be dismissed.
Mem. Supp. American Bankers' Mot Digmiss at 19-20 {citing right v. Allstate Ins. Co., 500
F.3d390, 398 (5th Cir. 2007); 4 CRR. pi. 61, App. A{l), Ant. VIRY).

Although Plaintiffs’ Second Amended Complaint is difficult 10 decipher, Plaintiffy’
claimsare clarty based on Defendaats’ bandling of Plainifs’ food demage clims. As noted,
the SFIP includes a preemption clause, which expressly states: “This policy and all disputes
arising from the baodfing of any claim under the policy zre govered exclusively by the feod
insurance regulstions issued by FEMA, the National Flood Insurance Act of 1958, a5 amended
(42 US.C. § 4001, ef seq.), and Foderal common lew” 44 CFR. pt 61, App. A1), Ant. IX
{emphasis added); see also Woodson, 855 F.3d &t 631, 637 {stating that “{i}t is not susprising,
therefore, that ¢very ofher circuit to have considered this issue has concluded that siate-law
claims against writs-yourown insurance providers ere preempted by federal law™); Davis .
Nationwide Mur. Firé Ins. Co., 783 F. Supp. 24 825, 232 (ED. Va. 2011) (stoting that %itis cloar
that federal aw expressly preemnpts stae law with respest to policy interpretation and claims
hendling in the flood insurance context”), Additionally, courts have explained that “powhere in
the NFIA o the SFIP does Congress explicily referenos any cight of 2 policyhotder o bring
extre-contractyal claims ageinst @ WYO insimer.” Slay's Restoration, LLC v, Fright Nar
Flood Ins. Co., 726 F. Supp. 34 589, 5398 (ED. Va. 2017) (citation omitied).
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Accordingly, the Court finds that Pleintifs’ remaining claims il as a matter of law,
For the reasons st forth sbove, American Barkers' Motion to Dismiss, ECF No. 56, is
“GRANTED.

D. Qumninghem Lindsey's Mation to Dismiss

I its Motion to Dismiss, Cunningham Lindsey argucs in part that: () Plaintff’ NFIA
claim agpinst Curwingham Lindsey fails beeause Plaintifs fled to file Proof of Loss foms, a5
required by the insorance poficy; (i) Plaintiffs’ non-NFIA clsims are preempied under the NFIA:
and (iii) Plaintiffs’ non-NFIA claims feil 10 stete & claim upon which relief may be granted.
See Mem. Supp. Qmmnghm Lindsey's Mot. Dismiss at 917, ECF No. 59,

In granting American Bankers” Motion 1o Dismiss above, ihe Cowrt determined thay;
() Plaingfs cannot onlect o their policy-based clims beoause they did not submit Proof of
Loss forms for their flood-related cxpenses; and () Plainifs’ siste law olaims and
cxtra-contraciel chaims e preempied andlor otherwise fail 2 o matter of law. See supre
PafILC. Based on thesc determinations, Cunmingham Lindsey's motion, which asserts
Similar arguments for dismissal, is well-taken.  Accordingly, Cunningham Lindsey’s Motion to
Diseniss, ECF No. 58, is GRANTED.?

E  GEICO’s Motion to Dismiss

Plaintifls’ Second Amended Complaint fails to clearly identify the role played by GEICO
in conection with Plaintiffs’ flood damage claims. However, the Scptember 2016 Proof of
Less Form and the October 2016 Proof of Loss Form, which are attached as exbibits to the

¥ Because the Court determines that dismissal of this ection against Cunningham Lindsey
is wamanted for the reasons st forth above, the Court necd not address other arguments raised by
Curmingham Lindsey in its Motion (o Dismiss. See Mem. Supp. Cunningham Lindsey's Mot,
Dismiss at 12-17, ECF No. $9.
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Sesond Atmended Complaint, identify GEICO s the “agent” See Sept. 2016 Proof Loss at 1,
ECF No. 46-2; Oct. 2016 Proof Loss af 1, ECF No. 46-1.  Additionally, GEICO scknowledges
for purpases of its Motion to Dismiss “that it was the insurance agency through which Plaintiffs
puarchased the American Bartkers flood insurence poficy.”  Mem. Supp. GEICO's Mot, Dismiss
at2nl, ECF No, 55.
GEICO argues that its dismissal is wamanted beseust “Ure Second Amended Complaint
fiils to provide a set of facts that establish a claim for relief against GEICO.” Id at 4.
Specifically, GEICO argues:
The plaintiffs base their claim on their dissatisfaction with the
bandling of two fiood claims, However, they make only
conclusory statements that GEICQ is Jegally responsible for the
alloged improper handfing of these claims. The plaintiffs have
ot alleged any fiots which even suggest that GEICO had any
responsbility for the handling of the claims or did anyhing or
faled to do anything with rospect 10 the processing o adjusting of
the clsims.
I8 4-5.
GEICO further arpues that although Plsintiffs generally “allege that the ‘(D]efendants’ or
‘all Djefendants® took cestain actions” “[sjuch generic, bare aliepations are insufficient ©
establish that GEICO played a role in handling the claims.”  Jd. 2t 5.
With respect to the specific causes of action that Plaintiffs appear o assert in this action,
GEICO arpues that:
» Plaintiffs’ “breach of contract chaim is insufficient because it facks
facts 10 establish that GEICO owed any such conifartual duly to
the [PJlaintiffs or bresched any such duty,”
o Plaintiffs camot establish 2 “bad faith” cleim ageingt GEICO

“Detase 88 4N iNSUTERSE Bgency - not an insurer — it hed no
contractual obligation to pay the {PJlaintiffs;”
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[

» Plaintiffs have alleged insufficient facts to show that GEICO can
be vicariously lisble for the alleged wrongdoings of other
Defendents based on & “principalagent relationship™ or
“parent-subsidiary relationship” between GEICO and the other
Defendants,

+ Plaintifis have not stated o claim against GEICO under RUPA!
because Plaintiffs allege “no facts to support an allsgation that
GEICO formed & partnership with either or both of the other
[Dlefendants, or that the other [D}efendants’ acts wete done in
furtherance of any such partnership;”

o Plaintiffs have not stated o ¢laim for 2 constinuional violation
against GEICO under 42 US.C. § 1983 berause Pluintiffs have not
“demonstrate[d) facts which establish thet GEICO acted wnder
color of state law;”

« Plaintiffs cannot state a claim against GEICO for a constitational
violetion becanse “GEICO is a private entity,” and Plaintiffs have
not alleged focts w0 establish the application of “one of the
exceptions to the state attion doctrine;”

s the Virginia statwtes refercnced by Plaintiffs in their Second
Amended Complaint “do not relate to the basis of the suil;” and

+ Plaintiffs carmot state a claim agginst GEICO under the
McCaman-Ferguson Act ** because “the Acl involves the

 Plaimiffs argue that Defendznts are “equally {rjesponsible™ for the wrongdoings allcged
in their Second Amended Complaint pursuant to RUPA, a uniform act that has been adopted by the
majority of the statcs, Scoond Am. Compl. 81 20-21, ECF No.46. Plainti{Fs appear 1o allege that
the Virginia and Marytand versions of RUPA spply. /d However, the Virginia and Maryland
statutes both define 2 “partnership” as “an association of two or more persons 1o cary on as
co-owriers & business for profit™ Va. Code § 50-73.79; Md. Code § 9A-101(). Plaintffs have
inadequately alleged in their Second Amended Complaint that Defendants’ relationship mests this
definition,

¥ The McCarman-Ferguson Aot “provides that foderal law shall not be construed to
preetagt stale law enacted for the purpose of regulating the business of insurance wnless the
federal law iself specifically relates to the bisiess of insurance.” Fentonv. Fed Ins. Adm’r,
$§33F.24 1119, 1122 (5th Cir, 1981) (cmphasis added). With respect to claims of loss covered by
a SFIP issucd pursuant to the NFLA, courts have explained that “the MoCarran-Ferguson Act's
savings cluse does not preciude the application of the pravisions of the [NFIAT™ to such claims
because Congress, through the ensctment of the NFIA, has expressly ‘authorized FEMA “to
regulate the business of flood insurance.” Masoner v. First Couty. dns. Co., 81 F. Supp. 241052,
1057 0.3 (D. Tdaho 2000). Thesefore, to the cxtent Plaindffs intended to argue that, based on the
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relationship between stte insuratee regulations and federal Iaw,
{end] does not address anything reganding the handling of claims.”
id. ot 634,

As already addressed, a motion to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6) should be granted if 8
eomplaint fm‘lsto“allegcfammsialeaclmtomﬁefﬂmisplawﬂ;!eonitsm; Bell 44l
Corp. v. Twombly, 550 US. 544, 570 (2007). Afier review of Plaintiffy’ Second Amended
Complaint, GEICO’s arguntents for dismissal, and Plaintiffs’ responsts thereto, the Court finds
thet Plaindifs have alleged facs involving GEICO that are insufficient to state an} plausible
claim for relief apainst GRICO.  Accondingly, GEICO's Motion to Dismiss, ECF No. 54, is
GRANTED. |

V. Gonclusion

For the teasons set forth above, Plainiffy' Motion to Quash, ECF No. 62, is
DISMISSED; American Bankers Motion to Distiss, ECF No. 3, is GRANTED: Cunninghern
Lindsey's Motion to Dismiss, ECF No. 58, is GRANTED: and GEICO's Motion to Distaiss,
ECF No. 54, is GRANTED.

Plaintiffs may appeal this Dismissal Order by forwarding a written notice of appeal to the
Clerk of the United States Distriet Court, Newport News Division, 2400 West Avenue, Newport
News, Virginia 23607. The written aotice must be received by the Clerk within thiny days from
the dalc of the entry of this Dismissal Order. If Plaintiffs wish to proceed in forma pauperis on
appeal, the application to proceed in forma penperis shall be submitted to the Clerk of the United
States Distict COBQ, Newpart News Division, 2400 West Avenue, Newport News, Virginiz
2607,

McCamran-Forguson Act, their floodwrelated claims shoald be governed by state faw, such
arguinent fails.

18
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The Clerk is DIRECTED to send 2 copy of this Dismissal Order 10 PleintifFs and counscl

for Defendants,
IT1S SO ORDERED,
¢ )
(Geus
Arenda b Wright-Allen
United States District Judge
Norfolk, Virginia "
Ny £ et
Q&x[/j 3 2019
f . v
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from: Mg 8iGiaicon &
Subject
Date: Wth 22, 2017 4 1534 Y
To: b5 Qad com

IFETRED D% mama

Jul 4,2016 7:30 PM

Thank you for Lauryn's clothes. You
didn't have to do that

Jul 11,2016 811 PM

AlohaLiza. Jimand!love Lauryn
very much. Send-me afull; picture

‘of Lauryn and Courtney so1 cam
show off tomy. Relatives how they
look alike. |

Jul 11,2016 11:26 PM)
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VIRGINIA STATE BAR
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INTAXE OFFICE dhscipling i the Swyes I you are seeking oher revsedies agatst the bzwyer, you may need o seek legt

1537 Last Main Svees, Suite 700 udvize rom a kewypr n pcety practce. Ay, the bar misy sequie s bather inohement i o bt

Bchmand, Vagiréa 23219-3%5 8 . e L ) .
ehhons: (807) 7753570 20500 by asking yovs 18 be inteitweed by 2 bar mvestigatar andor to garticipate ot & horig.

YOUR B a¥n _Mis W
KANE

%%Y.CE_. P N,.V..‘...%?Eg-...“u“_,..,. - - .._.W.KB‘:WS.. S
YOUR %_ﬁnm_ﬁmuwe Dayime Telephone Ha:
ADDRESS: wWhem 987) 265-778¢

Qewok( )

Hamoton VA 23663 Other Telzohone No and timas you

ay suie 20 c0dh car:be reached;

ijhabyifiafaol.com

ar Q L
LAWYERS  Pauleite Jenking . Pramklim ... ..
NAME: i et int
tawvers  oric O, Moody and Associates =~ =~ 000 exteed's el .

2’ bn o, & toean pwyess ielephone W
ADDRESS; TR ) (157 399-7683
Drive

strost #sEe3 of 2C. B

Chegapeake VA L2335

oy = 2 ok
LAWYER'S ACTIONS COMPLAINED OF
Needs Virginia Stat Bar to stoo said: *Frand on the Court” in the .
interest and. protection of Justice, Virginia Constituption, and New Law .
tudent Passing the Bar and the Rule of Law and our Grandbaby Estates. .

Our Grandbaby was taken for my Husband and myself on 7/20/2016,.put icto
Porest Care,j ) er who is f5 and

Korawe 02 o bk vanov;ammll_mmvém P £hn ek copict of @y domenn el hel £
JOuK epiiyd

YOUR

SIGNATURE:  Joyce Beggs DAE $/26/2011

FORM MUST BE SIGKED AND DATED
Tum this form evar fox more information we need from you to snalyre your inquiry, M~




LAWYER’S ACTIONS COMPLAINED OF (continued)

Ring and Sgid Jenkins-Franklin are destroyed behind their back with

Substitute Judge, then take advantage of the Substitute. Moreinprotantly
dog no: cace about our GrandBay medicsl information, "just her Estate"

and paying her Attorney friends and Court Appointed Guardian ad Litem Ring

involved in JDRD cases of Lauryn Beggs now in Virginia Circuit Court.

Said Serious Medical needs of Lauryn Beggs, Positional Plagiocephaly,

Conjunctivitis, and Constipation Pediatric, Torticollis, Gastroesophageal

Reflux Disease, Dématitis, Severe Acid Reflex which cases her

Coughing/Choking Symptoms ™ I nade my concerns to Said Attormeys' went

unioticed because said, Attorneys, Medical records shows my son as the

real caregiver who gave us the baby. This estoppel actions and

Conflicts of Interest has taken our Grandbaby from us with on Joint

) Custody, and mo Physical éustody with unfair Visitation. Paulette

qenkin-Pranklin Praud on the Court has caused Conflict of Interest and

caused 28 to be late for my. sppeal because che denied me the right to have

our Grandbaby seen at Langly Air Force Base to address her medical

problems, not her Client The other Grandma, and took our Constitutional

Right's of Due Process from me. Using GAL to mislead the Courts thar

request that they are paid from our Grandbaby Estate, Should be a

criminal Act. We feel strongly that Jenking-Pranklin know that our son

is Virginia first case of & Battered man 2nd want to use up all the Baby

oney before bis trial. We must be the first Military Family not to have

rights under the Virginia and G § Constitution the Beggs family has

defended since 1944, We are not able to get Circuit Court Judge to look

at the clear and Convince evident we have today 5,26, 2017. Said

unchecked Cruel and Unusual treatment by Jenkin-Franklin which caused a

Courtrﬂppoint'ed Guerdian Ad Litem Cynthis A. King unchecked Powers to

destroy us and our Reputation to find an Attormey, has the same powers t

destroy Judges in Virgiaia Beach Court System who do not Rule in front of




LAWYER'S ACTIONS COMPLAINED OF (continued)

ne.  With sajid Praud on the Court, we can mot protect our Grandbsby
Einancia] Aasistance, nor her Bstate to pay for Private Schooling College
Bducation, Starting with Preschool at the age of 3 1/2 years of age at

the Bistorical Catholic school at “St Mary’s Start of the Sea Flementary
School” in the Historical Phoebus section of Hampton Virginia, up to

Attending the College of Williams and Mary with the total of over

169,000.00 from géeacp_gg@ to college. Said Bducational Punde from
launyn’s Beg' g6 Bstate should be placed in protected truet with the

signatures of all Grandparents of said Cace in the protection of said

Infant, future educational needs. pursuant to 64.2-1800. Custody, care,

and education of ward; ward's estate. _ FPlease investigate our

gr_gg@g&y Estate to see how much money said attorney abused, help ue stop

these sbuses of Court. We can not even protect our son nor Grandbaby,

We can to not address other problems with her health like dark veins in

her eyes are being addressed by all said Grandpareats. WE are a good

Military Family snd has been discriminated against, because we are

Christiens, and was trying to trust everyone for fundamental fairness.
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Monme of Senvice: Authanized, Feb 25, 2018, 20 pea IST
Dacuments: it of Mandzws - 33 Pages, Wt of fandamus verfization - 2 pages
Addision Comments:

1) Swiccessful Atempt: Fob 25, 2699, 301 p E5T a1 2425 Nmma Phory, Vicgitia Beach, YA 73456 recived by Honoireble Glesn R, Ceoshars,
(il padge, Othey: Judge Grralt Court for the Oy of Virgia Braghe
Bangi e, Jutiges Offica, acepted servite for Hontisbie Glens &, Crosha. Chiel Juge

%M%}mem 28

riald Skinpey
D04 90631

February 26,2019 June 39, 20

by pate Cethmision fighnes
3 w;

yirpoix Brach, V9, 25297

757303 3318

Ve L. NO2TS i
noTaRy PUSLC
Cotrnguertas of Yrregin
feg. A
Conmiszan bep 53072930

o

=

b
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Appendix 11

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE

Case: Court Taunty: Job:
18182 Supreme Court of Vinsnia fva - 23057
Piaintifl £ Petioner: Defendant / Respondent.

| Jarnes Beggs and joyce Bozes Beveaty Sty

] Recxived by, for
Brach Resourees ioyte Seggy
o he served upon:
#rtorgble Gietn 7. Crashiw, (5e Judge

T Dmﬁ&i-mv.hdmdgiywmdmmmny. Lam over the age 0% 18 yoams ivdd Aot 3 party 16 this adion, and that withis the
ourdaties of the S Where Sennce wes offsed, | was mahorbed by ow (o rmake senvice of the documents and informed said perion ut

the comtents heteir:
Rocipiont Navee 7 Address:  Homorabis GMan R Croshaw, Chie? jadge, 2425 Henviw Prwy, Viggiraz Beach, ¥ 230%
Nardor of Service: Authorieed, Feb 25 2018, 20V e 5T

L of W « 39 Pages. Writ of 7 - 2 pARSL,

Agditiona Commerns: .
1) Successiut Attemp: Fob 25,2019, 303 P TST 35 2425 3omemo Pkwy, Virginld Beash, VA 1345 recoived by Honordble Gienn R. Croshaw,

i furdge. Other: jrdpe Cirtuls Courz for the Tity of VNEnia Rnachy
fiingi Latle. judge's Difice, aoepted service for Hozbtable Glan R, Croghaw, Chaef Judgn

sl Dt e ;"ﬁ;}@p "

atd Skineer Oae = "
DLJS 90474633 Rary Pudlic . U
. fiebrunry 26, 2019 juni: 30, 2020
D vrooRes Date Commission ex
FO.B0% 787 el
Virginiz Heath, WA 2351

573089314




Appendix 12

Ciity of Virginia Beach

VEgov i
AT (3 N!
08 REDRAL DR Wa
City Fike No, LT18714 i iyt g
N . 233703 T,;H'l
Oixher 30, 2018 '
Via Hapd:Delivery by L ng‘,gggg
Patricia L. Harrington, Clerk
Supeemns Court of Virginia
Supecme Court Building
1060 Nosth 9% Stract, 5% Flowr

Hichmond, Virginia 23219

Re:  Jumes Begg, o1 ol v, Pouleite 10, Jenblrs-Fronkiin, wk'a Pagleee D, Jeskins,
vl
Reord No, 180637

Dedr Ms. Narsingion;

.. Tarswentiothe Coun's Ovtober 9, 2048 Onfer, encldsed please find 8 Motion to Digniss
Petition Tor Wit of Mandtrmus ind Memorsndios of Law ie Suppont, | repeaifully regues that
the enclased be fiked an hhalf of Resprndent Christisna Doty LnmingBam ia the shove.
catinned maley,

Thank you for your couresy and masstmne,
Sincercly.

asl/«um n d{f.&

Kaiblesm Refter
Astdsant (City-Atromey
Enclose
tw Joveeand Junes Tkg,s. prose
1 A, Hutis, By,
Cyntkia Kanp. g,
Paelette Friokdin-Jerking, Esg.
Deborus Ferrell {via envil)
Mary Brown (viy éxnail)




Appendix 12 4

VIRGINIA: IN THE SUPREME COURT OF VIRGINIA

James Begys, et al,,
Petitioners,
Y.

Retord No. 180637

Paulente D, Jenkins-Franklin, nk/a
Poulene D. Jenkins, ot af,

Respondents.

S L o R S SR,

RESPONDENT DOUGHERTY-CURNINGHAM'S MOTIONTO
DISMISS PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS AND MEMORANDUM
OFLAW IN SUPPORT

Mark D. Stiles (VSB No. 30683)
Christopher S. Boynton (VSB No, 38501)
Kathileen Keffer (VSB No. 86298)
OFFICEOF THE CITY ATTORNEY
CITY OF VIRGIN{A BEACH

2401 Courthouse Drive, Suite 260
Virpinia Beach, Virginia 23456
(7573854531 (telephone)
(757)385-5687 { )
kkeffer@vbpov.com

Countel for Respondent Christianna Dougherty-Cunninghum



mailto:kl-effet@vbgov.com

Appendix 13
“Kept away from Judge “no Signature”
_ Petitioner Motion for a Restraining Order Case
Against Officer of the Court Attorney Paulette D. Jenkins-

Franklin No: CL 16-467 Virginia Supreme Court No:
190102

Virginia: IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE
CITY OF VIRGINIA BEACH

IN RE: Appointment of Guardian of Person &
Estate of Lauryn Beggs, a Minor

James Beggs Paternal Grandfather

Joyce Beggs Paternal Grandmother

Beverly Story, Maternal Grandmother

Vs

Lauryn Beggs CASE NO CL 16-4672

Restraining Order

This cause to be heard upon Motion to Gran(t) a
Restringing Order to Protect Federal Military
Records of James Beggs and his son Cornelius
Beggs from the hands and eyes of Paulette D.
Franklin Officer of the Court in her New
Employment at the U S Department of Defense.
In the interest of Department of Homeland
Security, and Federal Protection over Military
Records. Itis hereby ADJUGE, ORDERED, and
DECREED moving the Courts to Motion Gran(t)

A Restringing Order to Protect Federal Military
Records of James Beggs and his son Cornelius
Beggs from the hands and eyes of Paulette D.
Jenkins Franklins Officer of the Court in her
New Employment at the U. S. Department of
Defense, in the interest of Department of
Homeland Security, and Federal Protection over
Said Military Records by




