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Before
FRANK H. EASTERBROQK, Circuit fudge
DANIEL A. MANION, Circuit Judge

AMY . ST. EVE, Circult judge

No. 19-3395

JEANETTE S.R. LIPINSK], Appeal from the United Statés
Plaintiff-Appellant, District Court for the Northem
District of llilnols, Eastern Division,
v No. 16 C 7153
YOLANDA CASTANEDA, et al,, jorge L. Alonso,
Defendants-Appellees., Judge.
ORDER

In this sult alieging an unreasonabl¢ atrest, Jeanette Lipinsk! lost ot summary
judgment because she failed to comply with a local rule, of which she had notice,
requiting her to cite evidence supporting her ¢laim, After the defendants moved for
summary Judgment, the districtcourt applied that rule to deem their facts admitted,
and based on thosa admissions it entered summary judgment. Because district courts

' We have agreed to decide the case without aral argument because the briofs.and
record adequately present the facts and jegal arguments, and oral argument would not
signiticantly aid the court. FED. R. AFp P, 24(a}(2)(C).
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may réasonably require thit even proselitigante sirieily comply with local rules; the
distriet court did not abuse its discretion, and therefore we affirm

Lipinski was charged in 2014 with poisoning herneighbors’ dog. According to
the defendanis; the neighbors ealled the polica when they smellad bleach and aw dead
grass in thelr yard after their dog had become sick. The hvo police officers who
responded observed the dead grass and an “overwhelming” bleach smell The
nelghbors told the officers that they suspocted that Lipinski had poured bleach in thelr
yard and that it had sickened their dog, who now had whitenied paws. Lipingki
admitted 16 ani officér that she had poured bleach along the fenes between her yard and
theneighbore’, The officer then arrested her. Sha was Inter charged wilh knowingly
poisoning a damestic animal, see 310 1LCS 70/6 (2002), but acquitted after & trial,

After her acquittal, Lipinski brought this suit alleging two ¢latms that-she lost at
summary Judgment for lack of proof, The first count, ynder 42 11.5.C. § 1983 against the
officers. alleges that they arrested her in viclation of the Fourth Amendment; the second
¢ount Is o state-law daim for malidous prosecution against the officers and the
nelghbors. (The district court dismissed Lipinski's other clatms, and she does not
contest those dismisgats) The defendants moved for summary judgment and filed 8
joint statemeni of material facis. Lipinski’s response to that statement disputed several
facts, biit she dited ne supporting evidence and did not offer facts of her own to show a
genuine dispute, Bacause the defendants had supported their facts, which refuted
liability, with 2dmissible evidenca and Lipinsk! offered no svidence to contest those
facts, the court déemed each of the defendanis’ facts admittad under Local Rute 56,1,
Ser NLD it LR, 56,1{b)(3)(B) (non-movani's response “shall eontaln ,. . spedific
references” 10 the recard). The court alse noted that, by nat filing 3 memorandum of
law opposing summary judgment, Lipinski had walved oppositlon, Based on the
admitted facts; the court granted summary judgment for the defendants.

Within the time to do so; Lipinyki moved for reconsideration, advandng two
arguments: First she coniendad that che had tried to file a brief opposing summary
Judgment, but the clerk’s office never docketed it. Second, she continued 1o di€pute:
-several of the defendanty’ stated facts. The court denied the motion because Lipinski
had not shown “excusable neglect” under Rule 60(b) (or faiting to file s memorandum,
In the court’s view, bicause she electronically filed her documents, she needed to check

that her filingk were properly docketed, and neglecting to do so-was not “excusable.” in

any event, the court continued, It rejocted Lipingki's purported factual disputes for the
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Na. 19-3395 Page 3-
same reason —her noncompliance swith the local rule requiring her to cite evidence—
thatit gave i its summaryjudgment ruling.

Lipinskl ralses only one argument on appeal: the digtriét cour abused its
dlscretion when it applied Local Rule 56.1 to deem admitted the defendants' version of
the facty. She polnts to her pro ze status, asserts that by disputing the defendants’
statement of facts unider penalty of perjury she acted In good falth, and concludes that
the {ourt should have given her a chance 16 cure hor dofective tesponse, Essentially, she
arguesthat the district court erred by app) ying 1t local rule strictly, But “we have
repeatedly held that district judges may strictly enforce local summary-judgment
rules.” MeCurry v. Keneo Lagishics Servs,, LLC, 942 F.3d 783, 787 {7th Cir, 2019), And “pro
s¢ litigantsare not excused from compliance with procediiral rules.” Pearle Vision, Inc. v.
Romm, 541 ¥.3d 751, 758 (7th Cir, 2008). In light of the *substantial deferance” we giveto
@ judge’s enforcement of local summary-judgment rules, McCurry, 942 F3d st 767 0.2,
Lipinski has given usno adequate reason to congludé that the distrit court abused its
broad diseretion, .

Furthermore, even if ignorance of the local rule might lead-a district court inits
discretion to excuse noncompliance, Lipinskd was not ignorant, She does not dispute
that she had twice received Instructions of her obligations under the focal rule and the
sonsequences for failing to meet them. Both the neighbors and the officers served her
the required notices explaining that when a pro se litigant opposes o motion for
Summary judgment, the party mus! dte evidence disputing the defendants’ facts, and
that failure 10 do.so could lead the court to deem those facts admitted, Ser N.D. 11e_ LR,
56.2 (providing test for notice that must be served on pro se litigants opposing
summary judgment motian); Timms v, Frant, 953 F,2d 281, 285 (7th Gir. 1992) (requiring
that pro se Htigants opposing summary-judgment motion recefve notice with
ronsequences of inadequate response). Thus fot this reason as well, the district court:
permissibly enforced Local Rule 56.1 after Lipinski had received notice of its
requirements, Sec Outlaur o, Newkirk, 259 £.3d 833, 84142 (7th Cit. 2001).

AFFIRMED
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE SEVENTH CIRCUIT
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Crdeegas itirmes ten ENVST attsets e
Décember 23, 2020
By the Court: i _ } _
JEANETTES.R. LIMNSKI,
TIanGEf - Appeliart

No, 193395 . v.

YOLANDA CASTANEDA, et af,
) Ocfendants--Appeliocs
| Originating Case Information:

District Court. No: 1:16-¢v07153

Northern District of Iiinofs, Eastern Divisian
District Judge jorge L, Alonso

Upon consideration of the APPELLANT'S MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF
TIME, filed ¢m December 23, 2020, by the pro se appellant,

IT IS ORDERED that thé motich is DENTED,

form name: &_Order BTCfarm 103 158)
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; UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
1 FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
i EASTERN DIVISION
I
JEANETTE S.R. LIPINSK!, )
)
Plaintiff, } Cnse No, 16-cv-7153
)
v, ) Hon. Jorpe L. Alonsn
, }
YOLANDA CASTANEDA, )
ALONSO CASTANEDA. )
LT, BONNER, and )
OFFICER ANDRIELLE CAP, )
)
Defendnnts, )

TORANDUM OPINION

After plaintiff Jeanctte 8.R. Lipinski (*Lipinski™) was.arregted for and acquitted of

potsoning her neighbors' dog, she sucd s long kst of defendants. Plaimiff has two remaining.
¢lnims. In Count IV, ngainst defendant L1, Bonner and Officer Andriolle Cap (“Officer Cap™).
plainliff secks relief under § 1983 for false arrest, fn Count 1L, plaimii asscris & ¢laim for
mulitious prosecution against defendants Yolanda Castanedn, Alonso Castaneda, Lt. Banner and:
Officer Cp, For the reasons-set forth below. defendants® motions for summary judpment arc
grantid,
L BACKGROUND

Liocal Rule 56.1 outtinex the requirements for the Introductionof facts panties would like

vonsidered in connection with » mation for summury Jjudpmear, The Court enforces Local Rule

561 stricly, "Where one pany suppons a fact with adinissible evidence and the other party fils
10 controvert the fact with citation to admissible evidence, the Coun deems the fact admined,

See Curtix v. Costeo Whodesale Corp., 807 £.3d 215, 218-19 (7th Cir. 2045); Ammans v.
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Arcimark Uniiform Servs., Inc., 368 F.3d°209, 817-18 (7th Cir. 2004), This docs not. however,
bsolve the parly patiing forth the facrol' the duty 1o support the fact with ndmissible evidence.
Sec Keotont v, Morningstar, Inc.. 667 F.3d 877, 880 (7th Cir, 2012 ). The Court does ot consider
nny focts that paries fafled to include in thelrstatements of fact, because to do xo would rab fhie
ather party of the opportunity to show that the faet i disputed:

1n kiis ease, defendanis put forth-a joint statement of facts, PlnlntifT tms filed a response,
in which plainti{T agrees that any of the facis are undisputed. Pluinfiff states that other fhiets are
disputed, but she dees not cite any evidence to support her assertians that such faets are disputed,
Thus, thé Count has deemed admitied those facts that defendants have supported with ndmissible
evidence, because plaintiff fafled to controvert those fitets with citation to evidence: T
following facts are undisputed unless othenvise noted.

In July 2014. plaintiff and (he Castancdas were next-toar ncightors. ‘Thelr backyards:
were sepamted by a fence,

Un the afternoon of July 14, 2014, Yolanda Castaneds wag in her hachyard when the
noticed an arca of dead prass along her side of the force that separated her yard (fom platnifis,
She also ndticed that the area smetled like bleach, A few dnys before, the Castanedas® dog had
heen vomiting, and, affer Yolandu Casinsredn noticed the smell of blench, she also noliced her
dog’s puw pads were white, rather than black. When her hishund, Alonso Castaneds, arved
home. he inspecied the bisckyard and the dag. He, too, ubierved deat pitches of gruss, smelled
the bleach and naticed (he discolored prw pads on the dog, Yolanda Castineda felephoned 911,
She informed he opertor that sameonc tiad poured blerch in her vard.

Seon, twe officers, L. Bomer and Officer Cap, amrived af the Casnedns” hausa, The

Chstunedns tald the, 6fTicers ihat bleach had been poured (nte thelr yard. The Castancdas atso

2
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told the officcrs that they suxpected iheir neighbar, plaintiff, had poured the bleach, beeause e
bleach was along their shared fence line and because plaintY hid expressed her dislike of the
Castanedas” dog. The Castanedas told the officers that the dog had been il] and that its paw pads
were white, 1t is undisputed that cverything the Custancdas (0d the officers was trug,

The officers proceeded to the Castanedas® buckyard to investignte. 1.1 Bonner aind
Officer Cap noticed the dead grass along the fence line, and cach also nofived the
“overwhelming™ smell of bloach,

The offivers returned 10 the Police Station. Where Officer Cap began writing an Incidem
report. L1, Bonner. for his pan, 1elephoned plaintifVand invited her for mm interview at the
station, where she admitied to hoving poured bleach along the fence line,

The Suste-of Mlineis brought charges sgainst plaintifT for poisoning a domestic animal.
Yolanda Castaneda wiis subpocnacd and tesiified inuthiutly, She slso tendered to the State's
Attomey ahill she hid paid for veterinary care. as well 63 o felter from a veterinarinn, who stated
the dog had cxhibited symptoms of exposire to n chemical, Plaintil¥ was ncquiited and filed this
Suoit.

1. STANDARD ON A MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Summary judement shall be imnted “if the movant shows that there & no genuine dispuie
8510 any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as s mutter of taw.” Fed.R.Civ.P,
56(a3. When con<idering a motion for summary judgment, the Court must consirie the evidence
and mike ull ressonnble inferences in favor of the non-moving purty, Hurchbson v Fitzgerald
Eguip. Co,, Iie,, 10 F.3d 1016, 1021 (7ih Cir. 2018). Summary judgment i apprapriate when
the non-moving party “fails 10 make n showing sufficient to estublish fhe exisiense of an element

essentind 10 the party’s case and on which that party will bear the burden of proof of 183nl,*
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Celotex v, Catren. 477 U8, 317, 30, 106'S,Ct, 2548, 91 (.(3d.2d 263 (1986). ~A penuine issue
of maierial fact wrises only if suflicient evidence favoring the nonmoving party eXists 10 permii o
Jury 1o retum u verdiet for that party.” Brummort v. Sinclair Broadeasi Group, Inc.. 414 T34
686, 692 (7th Cir. 2005),
M. DISCUSSION

The Court notes that swhile plaintifY filed a respon«e to the. satement of facis (without
citation to evidence), she did ot file & memenmdum of law in opposition 1o defendunts” motions
or othierwise cite any lepat awthority, Thus, any arpuments she might have made are wiived, See
Little v, Mitsibichi Motors North Amer., tne., 261 Fed, Appx. 901, 903 (Tih Cir, 2008) (failure
“lo present facis or develop amy legat nrgmncnts“ in responsée 1o motion for summary judgiment
constituted abandanment of clains): see alsn Rurtan v, Bourd of Regents of the (niv, of Bis,
Syx., 851 F.3d 690. 695 (7ik Cir, 2017) {1t £ & welt-setiled rule that g party apposing t
summary judgment motion must inform the sl Judge of the reasons. legal o factual, w hy
summary judgment should not be entered, 15 the [nanmaoving party] does noi da s, and loges the
motion, it cannat mise such reasns on appeal.”) (citations omitted).

A Plaintiffs etaims ngainst the officers

Against.Lt, Bonner and Officer Cap, plaintifl asserts a clalm for false aress under § 1983
ard 2 elnim for malicious prosecution. As defendants paint ou. bath eldims fall for the sume
teagon: defendanis had probable cause to nrrest pluingiy !

“To prevail an & false<arrest claim under § 1983, a plaintil must show that there was no

probable cause for his amost.™ Aeirg v City af Chi., 830 7 3d 494, 497 {7th Cir.2016). Probable

* 1t sppears to the Courf th plaintiff brings her malicious prosecution claim under state law, but
to the extent it is a claim under § 1983, the Court notes that it, ton, folls an sccount of prohuhle
Cuse. dnderson v. City of 8ockford, 932 FAd 494, 512 {7th Cir. 2019), Furthcrmore, plainuff
has nat established that she was held in custod y. Anderson, 932 F3d m 512,

3
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cause, likewise, defeats o chaim for maticious prosecution. Marrin v, Marinez, 934 F.3d 594,
—s 2019 WL 377361 mt *3 (7th Cir. 2019) (*{ The existence of prohable cnuse for the amest
would also bar recovery on a theory of malicious prosccution.”); Coleman v, City of Pearia, 925
F.3d 336,350 (7th Cir. 2019) ("Although [fulse arrést] is a fedeml constitutional elaim afd
[maticious prosecution) is a state tort, the existence of probable cause defeats both.”™).

“Prohable cause exists where the police officer is mware of facts and circumsionees
*sufficient 10 warmnt a prudem mam in heficving that the petitioner had committed or was
committing an offense.”™ Colennm, 925 F.3d o1 350 (quoting Beck v, Ohin, 372 1.8, 89, 91
{1964)), The erime with which plainthfwas charped wng poisoning o domestic animal, Nlinois
law makes it » crime to “knowingly poison or causc to be poisoned any dop or other domestic
animal.” 510 1LCS 70/6. L1 Bonner and OMicer Cap had probshic cause to think plaintify had
causcd the Cazsnedas® dop to be peisoned. These defendants were told by the Casiancdas: {1)
that someone had poured bleach in their hackyard; (2) that the bleach had affected thelr dagin
that his paw pads had become white and he had vomited: and (3) (hat they suspecied the culprii
was their acighbor. who hed expressed her distike of their dog and with whom they shared the
fenee line along which the bleach had been pourcd. The officers fhen im estigated the baekvard
nnd witnessed both the dead pmes atony the fence line and the smell of bleach, If that were not
encugh, when Lt. Bonnet interviewed plaintif, she 101d him she had poured bleach along the
fence line. Lt. Bonner and Officer Cap hnd probuble cause, gs a maner of Jaw,

Thus. 14, Bonner and Officer Cap are entitled o judgment as a matter of law on Counts

Wl and 1V, “Their motion for summary judgment is granted, and they are granted summary

Jjudgment on Counts Hi and 1V,
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B, Plaintiffs clalm ngainst the Castancdas

Plnintiff also brings Coum HI for malicious prosceution sgainst the Castanedus,

As the Hilinois Supreme Court has explained repeatedly. “suits for malicious prosccution
are.not favored In the law.” Beaman v. Freesmeyer. ~ NEM__,20191L 122654 &1 € 24 (113,
2019) (citing Joiner v. Benton Community Bank, 82 111.2d 40, 44 (§I1. 1980); Sehvearrz v,
Sclneariz, 366 11, 247, 230 (1Y, 1937%; Shedd v. Paiterson, 302 TH, 355, 359-60 (1. 1922)); see
ulso Logan v, Caterpiflur, inc.. 246 F.3d 912,921 (Tth Cir, 2001 (At the outset, we note (hal
milicious prasecution st are disfuvorcd by law because of the potential deterren effect on the
reponting of ¢rime.”). The reason the lilinois Supreme Court disfivars malicious prosecution is.
tint public palicy “favors the exposure of crime, and the couperation of citizens possessing
knowledge thereo Is essential to effective implementation of that paliey,™ /X,

T prevail on this claim. plaintifT must establish: “(1) the commencernent or continuation
of an original eriminal or civil Judiclal proceeding hy the defendant: (2) the termination of the
proceeding in fuvor of the paintiff: (3) the absence of probable cause for such nroceeding: {(4)
the prsence of malice: and (§) damuges.” Johnxan v, Sivitle, 575 .34 656, 659 (7th Cie, 2000),
in 1llinols. “criminal proceedings are commenced hy fhe filing of A complaint, an Indictment, or
an informiation.” Logan, 246 F.3d a1 922, “Thus, a private citizen docs not commence o criminaf
action merely by reparting informntion o the palice—~cven If the information later tums out to
be incomrect.” Logan, 246 F,3d at 922, Instesd. » private citizen cammences or continies a
prasceution “only if the plaintiff can demonsteate thut the defendant (1) instituted the
proceedings against the phaintft; (2) knowingly made fulse statements to the potice; or {3}

requested, directed, or pressured the officerinto sw caning out the complaing for the plamtift's

drrest.” Logan, 246 F.3d w922,
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Heve. plaintiffhas put forth o evidence that the Castanedas fited o compliiint agninst
plaintill or otherwise pressured the police or prosecutor 1o pursue eriminal charges against

plaintif), In addition, i is undisputed that the Castanedas gave onty truthfu information to the

‘polite. In any cane, ss explalned above, Pluintifts arrest wis suppuned by prubable couge,

Accordingly, the Castanedas are entitled to judgment s 8 mutter of faw on Count 111,
Their motion for summary judgment is cranted, and they are granted summary judgment as to
Count 131,

C.  Castancdas* remaining claims

Defendants Yolanda Castancdn and Alonso Castaneds filed against plaintii T fwo
counteretnims for negligenca (Counterclaim 1) and trespass (Counterelaim 1), The Castancdas
have not maved for summary judgment on those elaims. Because the Coutt has resolved all of
the federal claims over which it has ariginal jurlsdiction, the Coun cxercises its diseretion 1o
disntiss without prejudice the Castanedus® counteselims. which they may pursue in State courn.
ifthey choose. 1% Servive Cr, v, BP Products North Amer,, inc., 599 F.3d 720, 727 (%h Cir.

2080) ("When sf] federal claims.in 5 suit in federal eourt arc dismissed before trial, the

presumption ix that the coun will relinguish federn Jurisdiction over uny supplemiental state-law

claims, which the plaintiff can then proseeute in state court,™) (intemal cltations omitted),
Accordingly, the counterelaims are dismissed without prejudice.
V. CONCLUSION
For all of these reasons. the Court prants the Castanedas® motion [ 130} for summary
Judgmen, Yotanda Castaneda and Alonso Castaneda are ggunted summary judgment on Count
JIE. The Coun glvo grants the motion {134] for summary judgment filed by L. Bonner and

Oficer Cap, L1, Bonner and Offtcer Cap are granted summary judament (n Counts 11 and 1V,
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“The Court relinquishes furisdiction over the-Castancdas’ counterelaims and dismisses-

Couriterclaims | and 1f without prejudice. Civil cage terminated,

SO ORDERED. ENTERED: Septembor 13, 2009

HON. JORGE ALONSO
Unfted Statex Pistrict Judge

3
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FINAL JUDGMENT
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DANIEL A. MANION, Circuit Judge

AMY |, ST_EVE, Circuit Judge
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No.19-3395

JEANETTE $.R. UPINSKL,
Phaintiff - Appetlant

V.

YOLANDA CASTANEDA, ¢t al,
Defendants » Appelives

Originating Case Inforpution:

District Coun No- 116¢v-07153
Nurthern Dhstrict of [Hinois, Esstern Division
Dustrict Judge Jorge L. Alonso

The judgment of the District Court is AFFIRMED, with costs, in accordance with
the decision of this court entered on this date.
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE SEVENTH CIRCUIT

Eorniress MCIALEY T h 0 EIrtmd i avbns (sl b ,2""*‘ s o thes S
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NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF MANDATE
December 30, 2020

To: Thomas G, Bruton
UNITTED STATES DISTRICT COURT
Northern District of inois )
Chicago , IL 60604-0000

JEANETTE SR. LIPINSKI,
Tialntiff ~Appellant

Nos. 193305 ve

Defendants - Appellees

Orginating Case Information:

Dhstrict Court No: 1:16-cv 07153
Norilwen Distriet of Hilnois, Eastemn Division
District Judge Jorge L. Alonso

Hercwith Is the mandate of this court in this appeal, along, with the 8l of Costs, if any. A
certified copy of the opinian/order of the court and judgment, if any, and any direction as to
costs shall constitute the mgndate.

RECORD ON APPEAL STATUS; No record ta be returned
NOTE TO COUNSEL:
If any physical and large documentary exhibits have been filed in the abavé-entitled cause, they are

to bo withdrawn ton (10} dayx from the date of dds netice, Exhibits net withdrawn during this pesiod
wili bo disposed of. ’
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Please acknowledfe feceipt of these documents on the eticlosed copy of this notice,

B R R Rl EXE XN

Received above mandate and recard, if any, from the Clerk, US. Caurt of Appeals for the
Seventh Circuit.

Datr: Recelved by:

formnarmt; €7_Mandate{form 1D: 135)
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Monday, June 15,2020
RECORD ON APPRAL

CASE NAME: Lipinski v, Castaneda et al
CASE: & i:_!G-CV-O'Ilﬂ Northernt District of Hlinois
CASE: # 19:3395 Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals

Dear Clerk of Northern District of lingis Cireuit Court,

| respectfilly request you Lo prepare the Record on Appeal for my case #1316-
ev-07153, for Appeals case # 193395

Thank You,

/':';) PRV o . \?Q,\(; NM’;_‘&;

Jeanctte S.R. Lipinski

14121 §. Greenbay Ave:

Bumitam, IL 60633 —_— e a p g

shoshana3@me.com FIL. ED

JUN 23 219&
BRU
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Additional material
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Jeanette Lipinsk! |
14321 8 Grzen Dy Ave.
Bunhem, M. 4617
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
Northom District of llimois
219 South Doarborn Strost
Chitago, lilinols 60604
- 312.438.5670
Date: 061262020 Case Number: 1:16.ev-07153
Case Title: Lipinski v, Castaneda st al Judge: Jorge L. Alonso
NOTICE OF CORRECTION
The folowing crrurs'deficiencies huve been identified tn document [ 182 I

(3 “the document i an the incoireet case, (1 thilx is & motfon, ik docket dlerk ling termod the
motion)

0 The document is.0n the carrect ense but e case number and title do noi maich.

O The ineomreet document [pdf] was tinked (o the emry.

0 The incorreet fite daic wus entered.

O The incormeet event was tsed. The title of the document does.not match the text of the.ontry,
O “The entiy is a duplicate of entrv | §,

@ (ther: File Stamped with incorrect date.

Carrective netlon takien by the Clerk:
B ‘Mhe text of ilw entry has been repliced with Freered In Frror,

OO The following naiation has been added to the fext of the entry: Linked docitmen Iis the
incorrect cuse Hile, of, Linked docutitent fues the Incarrest easy atimber,

QO The correct documont |pdf) has been we-filed,
01 The file date fins e comrectad,

3 'Mhe text-of the entry hing heen'edited to relect

L3 The text of the entry has boen ediled (6 read, Duplicute filing af document mumber [},
O Oiteer:

Carreetive action required hy (he filer:
(3 Counscel must re-file the document

2 Ofkn
Thotmas G, Brutan, Clerk
By: /a/ Roberté Comejo
Deputy Clerk
o W18
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CNVECT OVE, Vet 039 - S (Rstiet Court, Mavthem ifvwory 81521, 2 11 AM

{See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

.VC
Connter Defendgnt
! Jeancite S.R. Linincki

j Date Filed | # | Docket Text 7 —_

06292020 ' 183 'NOTICE of Ctm'cct:on rtg.udmg Icltcrm (fc.)(hmered Obr'"‘)ﬂﬁl’{})

1 06/23/2020 18} TLI:‘!']'ER regarding rccord on appeal from Je.mr.itc S.R. Llpmsi.n dated 6/1572020.
: ' l (anelope postmarked 6/16/2020) (Jma, ) ( Emcrcd 06/26 12020)

————

10672342020 Im |smmd in Error, Modified on 6/29/2020 (rc.). (Entered: wzsrzozo)

; 0341072020 J_L ORDER Piaintifi’s motion Lfornpwmlmcm af coungel is denied. S:gnc&h he

| Honomble Jarge 1.. Alonso on 374072020, Notice mailed by judge's staff (If,)
ihmcmd 0}1072020

m——— ————

j 03/03/2020 : 130 ORDER Plaintiff has notified the (.oun lhat she is unable to appear at the hearing

) ; on her motion due to itlness. Plintiff's motion 122 for waiver of fees for trunscripts
I'un sppeal is denicd. Signed by the Honumble Jorge L. Alonsa on 3/3/2020. Notice
madcd by judge's stuff (U1, ) (Emtered: 03/0372020)

{
!
|
}
l

S f

03/03/2020 _L¢2 MINUTE entry before the Hunormble Jorge L. Alunso: In Ilghl of Plainsift
| | mtmming the Count she is unable to atend teday's hearing, motion hearing date of
/3720 is stricken. Defendants’ motion 1o withidrmw as counsel for Defendants’ 174 is !
granfed. Attomey James A. Garfietd Is given leave to withdrow as counsel for :
[ l Defendams Lt. Bonner #79 and Officer Andriele Cap, Notice maited by judge's i
A staft (if. ) ([;mered 0310372020

SRR ——— ool

,03/02/2020 138 MOTION by Plaintff Je:anette S.R. Lipingki for atomey rcpmmmuon (thtbxts)
(smm )(l‘mcrcd 030220200

'. 02/2712020 .LZ’Z \‘OTI('E of Motion by Christinr Vi Chcn for presenfmem of mminn 10 wi‘hdmw

176 before Honorable dorge L., Alonso on 3/3/2020 at 09:30 AM. (Chen, Christina)
| i (!:.n!emd 02/2712020)

———— - e ——l

————— -

—_— ——

———

022772020 136 M()Tlo\ by Defendanis Lt Booner #79, Andnelle Cap to withdrmw Am)mm James
A, (mrjwid {Chen, Chiristina) (Entered: 02!27/2020)

N
022712020 ,LZ_ ATTORNEY Appearance for Defendants 1.t Bocmer #79, Andrielle Cap by
. (’imstim Vi Chen {Chen. Christing) {Entered: 02/21/?020) l

foEme i i - L

0272672020 j_.;_ NOT!C E of Motion by Jeanctic S.R. Lipinski for prct.zmmcm of Amended Mation |

) ' 'for Waiver ot Fees for Trnscripts for Appeal belore Honorable Jorge .. Alonso on

| : 31372020 21 09230 AM. (ec, ){mencd 02/26/2020)
- araa |

- 4
el RIs eI v el heigunsd INE MBS IDNIWS TR A COv il fUocumert 0K 3 2 20-% 2005 MO AN 20000, 20N ef AWM Dl Btrd Papr B of 7%
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Casn: 1:36cv-07153 Docurment= 164 Filad: 12/03/19 Page 1 of & PapalD #1344

Federsl Rules of Appellate Procedure Form 1. Natiee of Apped! to & Court of Appeals
From a Jadgmentor Order of & Distriet Coart.

FILED

United States District Court for the Digtridl of

S I LA L 0EC - 3 209
ASTERAN B [VISIOH
ﬁt&mw.” . é,(? ! 1.5 2 THOMAS G, BRUTC..
TenwéTle SR Ligi /-.)54%,1 GLERK, US, DISTRICT COURT
Platntiff, y |
v ) Notice of Appee]
YoLAMDA CASTANEDR,,
ET AL.)
Defendant. }
Notice is hereby giventhat ~7'¢ é‘,&ﬂéﬁé L Prsk) (plaintfEs)

(defendants)in the above-numed case®, heteby appeal 6 the United States Court of Appasls for
theS &Sy _Cirault (from the finat judgment) (from &n order (dexcribing i) entered in this.
sction on the__&_day of, ALOVEMRERWT .

th FEAVETE & Vorarglen s

BurdHam TI Loa3iZ
CerEmoEr 3 A0l

{Note to trmate filers: [f you are an fmmare confined irtan institution and you seek the timing
bensfit of Fed. R. App. P. 4(c)(1). complete Form 7 {Declarafon of lnmate Filing) and file that

declaration along with this Noviee of Appeal.]

*Sce Rude 3@) for permissible ways of identifying appdl'iﬁig
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Case: 1.16-0v-07153 Gnctimen) #+ 165 Filed: 12/0318 Page 1 of 1 PagelD #:1245

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICY COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRCIT OF ILLINOIS

EASTERN DIVISION
Jeanette SR, Lipineki,
Plaintiff, Counter Defendanm
v. Case no, 1:16-cv-07153
Judge Jorge L. Alonso _ ﬂ/
Yolanda Castaneds, Fy LE o
Alonso Castaneda, .
1 Bonmer, and DEC - 3 99
Officer Andriclle Cap, e HOMAS (- o
Defendsnts. SRS D
Docketing Statement

Plaintiff Jeanette S,R. Lipinski hereby files her Docketing Statement pursuant to Circuit Rule

3(e):
District Court Jurisdietion: The United States District Court for the Notthern District of
llinois had jurisdiction over this case under 28 U.S.C, §1331 hased on the existence of a federal
question.
Apptilate Court Jurisdiction: The United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circult
has junsdiction over this cast under 28 U.S.C. §1291. Plaintiffs appeal from & finsl judgment
entered an November 5, 2019 by the United States District Court for the Northem District of
lilinois. Plaintiffs’ Notice of Appeal was filed on December 3, 2019,
Respectfully submitted,
Tt e TTE &tP it s

IUR] S, arecwgry pvE -

Byrppam Tl o222
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Castr: 1;16-6v-07152 Dacunten # 369 Filne: 12/06/19 Page 1 of 1 PageiD #1376

—

_ UNITED STATES DISTRICY COURT
FOR'THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

EASTERN DIVISION
JEANETTE § R, LIPINSKI, }
. }
Plaintify, } Cose'No. 16-¢y-71 8%
| .
v, % Hon. Jafge .. Alonso
YOLANDA CASTANEDA, }
ALONSQ CASTANEDA, )
LT, BONNER, and )
OFFICER ANDRIELLE CAP, }
)
Defendants. )

PleintifT™s motion.{163) for lcave to proceed m farma pauperis on appeal is grnted.
STATEMENT

QRDER

Pursunnt (o Rule 24 of the Federal Rules of Appellste frocedurs, 3 “prrty who was

‘permitted to proceed in farma pauperis in the district-coun acion .,
forms pruperis wiithout further suthorizetion, tnless™ the district count "certifies that the appeal {2
not taken in'goed faith or finds that the party is not etherwise entitfed 10 proceed in forma

pruperis ' Fed R.App.P 24(a)3).

Tn this case, plaintifF was granted leave to progeed in forma pauperis in ihe disrict-court
-action |Docker 6] This Coun has not cemificd (and does not Intend 0) that the appeal is.nat
tnken in good (ahk  Nothing in plaintif™s sffidavit xugpesis she is not aiherwise entitled to
proceed in farmo pauperis  Accordingly, plainiiffs motion (o proceed i forma pavjrriy th

appenl i§ grented.

Date: 127672019

)

may proceed on appeal in

Torse L. Alonso
tInited States District Judge

APPENDIXES | % 1 of1
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Casa: 1;16-6v-07152 Document # 172 Flled: 12/112/19 Page 1 of 2 PagelD #:1381

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLLINOIS
FASTERN DIVISION

IBANETTE S.R. LIPINSK), )
)

PlaintifT, ) Cast No, 16-cve7153
) )

v, ) Hon, Jorge 1,. Alonso

4 .
YOLANDA CASTANEDA.. )
ALONSO CASTANLDA. )
LT. BONNER, und )
OFFICER ANDRIELLE CAP, )}
)
Defendants, )
ORDER

Platntili*s motion [170] for waiver of fecs for transeripts on pppeal i denied withow
prejudice.

STATEMENT

Pursuant to siatute, “Fees lor transeripts furnished In ather proceedings 16 persons
permitted to appeal in forma pauperis shall olso he paid by the United States if the trinl judge or
A circuit Judge certifics that the appeal is not frivolous (hut presents n substantial question).” 28
LLS.C. § T33(D). “An appeal misces o ‘substantia) question’ i3t presemts *a *close® question or
one that very well could be decided the other way.'™ United Sares v. Eakon, 995 £.2d 740, 741
{7th Cir, 1993) (quoting United States v. Shoffrner, 191 F.2d 586, 589 (ih Cir, 1986)), Couns
algo consider “whether the requesting pany hos demonstrated n partientnr need for the requested
transeripts,” Westhroak v, Boy Scouts of Am,, Case No. 10 € 4164, 2013 W1, 2936488 a1 *4
(ND. 1, June 13,2014),

_ Plomtiff asks that transcript fees be waived, which is to say she asks that the United
States pay for her transcripts. The request is denicd without prejudice for iwo primary rcasans,
First, plaintifl does noi say which transcripts she Is requesting and does not sny why the
transeripts are necessary forher appeal. She appears fo be appealing the Court's.decision 1o
grant summary judgment in favor of defendants, hut the Court did not hotd n hearing on that
motion. Thus, it is not obvious what imnscripts plaimiIV belicves sre necessaty for her uppeal.
Next plaintifT docs not explainwhy her appeal presents u substantlal yuestion,

ATTENDINES | Pgslof2:




Case; L16:0v07152 Document #: 172 Fited: 12/1218 Page 2-of 2 PagelD #:1381

Accordingly, the Caurt denies whthotn pre)ud:c:c phlm:ﬁ‘s mottan for waiver of feesfor
transcrips on 1ppeal

Pate: 12/42/2019

Jorgel Alonso
United States District Judge

2.
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Case L16-ev07153 Dutumenl v 151 Fled: 03/10120 Pager 1ol 1 PageiD w1422

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF S1LLINOIS
FASTERN DIVISION

JEANETTE §.R. LIPINSKI,

PlamiifT, Case No 16-cv.7153

v Hon Jorge L. Alonso
YOLANDA CASTANEDA,
ALONSQO CASTANEDA,

LT BONNER, snd

OFFICER ANDRIELLE CAP,

Tt et Yt Nt Vvt Vot Vg vt Dol Ot i

Defendants

ORDER

PlaintiTs motion | 178] for appointment of counsel is denfed

STATEMENT

On September 13,2019, the Coun anered judgment in this case sgainst plaintifl xnd in
favor of defendants  On December 3, 2019, plaintiff filed » notice of appeal,

Plaint Y has now filed with this Cout & mation for appoiniment of counsel, presumably
to represeat heron appeal Ondinarily, the filing of & potice of appea! divests a dismict couri of
jurisdiction Ameritech (orp v, Internatonal Bhd. of ee, Workers, Local 21, 543 F.3d 414,
418 (7th Cir 2008) (“This rule conscrves judicial resourres by preventing overiapping and
potentiatly inconsistent decisions; whipsawing litigants borween two courts s Just as

Incemvenient for courts as it s for panties ™) Thus, the Count Iacks jurisdiction over piaintifl™s
motian

In any casc, plaiotify has already asked the Court of Appeals for appoimmens of counsel,
end the Court of Appeals hes-denicd the tmotion  This Court will nat second-puess that decision

Accordinaly, the mation is denied

Date; 3/10/2020 g

T b e

Jorge L Alonso _
United States Distnet Judge

APPENDIXESK Trinofd




No.

IN THE
SUPFREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

Jeanette S.R. Lipinski — PETTTIONER
VS,

Yolanda Castaneda et-al,— RESPONDENT(S)

ON PETTTION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARLTO

United States Court of Appeals for fhe Seventh CGircuit

PETITION EOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Jeanette . R. Lipingki
14121 5. Green bay-Avenue
Burmham, T 60633
773-240-7701

ATTENDIXES T, g1 of 3




Case; 3:16-cv-07153 Document = 161 Filed, 10141/18 Page 1 of 27 PagelD #1309 /f'ﬂ?

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
EASTERN DIVISION

JEANETTE S.R. LIPINSK}

PialnifY, Case Mo, 16cv-7153

. Honotable: Jorge 1., Alonso
YOLANDA CASTANEDA. an individual:
ALONSO CASTANEDA, an individual;
1.7, BONNER #79. in hiz individual: and
oilicer capacity:

OFFICER ANDRIFLLE CAP. #77:in her
individual and officer capacitys

and VILLAGE OF BURNHAM, a
municipsl comparation.

Magistrate: Judge Susan Cox

FILED
0eT L2

THOUAS G ORUTON
CLERL U.S. DISTRTY COURT

) st o - - R e e At e e am me adt

Defendants,

Now comes PlaintifY Jeanctte Lipinski Pro Se (Lipinski) moves pursuant to FRCP 59 for
the Court to Reconsider iy Scptember 13, 2019 memorandum apinton and Scptember 13,
2019 judgement 9nd in the alternative moves that the Court grant her reliet from that
arder and judgement pursuant to FRCP 60 th){ 1) based upon-mistake. inndvertence and
excusable peglect or in the alternadve pursuam o FRCP 60 (bX6) based upon reasons

that justifies retief,

Pege 10112
S oF 27
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Case: 1:16-¢v-07153 Document # 161 Filed: 10/11/18 Page 2 of 27 PagelD #:1310

There were manifest errors of low gnd fisct,

“The Veserinarian feport dated 71504 wig previously submiiied 1o the Couri said nothing

about poisoning. A copy is atached hereto as fixhihit A-3 Pgs,
Judicial notice cnn b taken of cormin scientific facts, See FR. Fvidence 20§,

Liplaskl had sitempted 10 file a respanisc o the Casutnedas' e af, motion for Sulman
judgement. the Costanedas’ supporfing memorandum dvm, and Juint statement ol niaterind Gacty,
A copy is anachied hercto as Exhihit B2 Pgs-dated 10130218, This Responsge was never
docketed by the clerk hor presumnbly read by fhe Caunt, On 10’3118 docker £440, Response by
Plaiotiff Jeanette S.R, Lipinski ta moiion for summary judgement #1234, mdtion far sumimary
judgement &334 (1ipinski, Jeaneste) (Bniered:1073 1/18): but not the Plaimifs RESPONSE to

Casianedns 75T AL, Mothon For Summary Judgement, Roth documerits were subaniied wpether.

The situntion hefore the court also constitutes mismke, inndvertence and excusable

neglect or ofher reeson justifying reficf under FRCP G0(h1,

On 1001718 usde_cef_ilnd @ilmd uscouns.pov, sends Ton electronie cmails frum the
Defendants to Plaintiff. That amount of infermation is overw helming for Pro Se Plainii,
usde_ecf_ifnd/@ ilnd.uscouris.gov: and the Hibbler Pro Se help desk, Servige
appointments are only every twa weeks (or 45 minutes, and only if an appointment i
available. which 3§ often unavatiable duc not cnough atomey volunteers, The Hibbler Pro

Se Help desk 48 minute limit availahillte 10 service Pro Se clients is not ndequare cnougl

Page 2.0t 12
R s AT

APPENDINES M g5 2 of 27




B Case §:16-6v-07153 Document #° 161 Filed. 10/11/19 Page 3 of 27 PagzID %1311

1 lime to service inrge nmounts of information in one visit. They arc very limited to their
atomey serviees to the many Pro Se clients that need their services to meet their needs;
the Federal Court system {ails (o help Pro Ne elients cases properly and adequately
overwhelming their cmplo) ces. clients. and judyes with large work loads. Which is i
humang to tecomplish their tasks properly and accurntely, This Is also a well kaown
1 uncthical attorney infsconduet mancuver o overload work 10 the clients of Pro Se cases
who are not Lawy ers. Reflsing to represent clients professioniatly for palitical, religious,
natianatity. or ather uncthical motives.. Reference: ¢ aw 1:07-cv-00739 Document
Durham County, NC prosecutor. Mike Nifong. gained pational infumy for 4 patiern of

attorney misconduct: 2006 Duke Unjversity lacrosse team seandal,

ERRORS

e decision on 9/13/19 was in error primary because it sinted thal the Defendant’s dog
was allegedly poisoncd. when in fact it was not, and PlointifY admited she poured il
sirengih hicach into the yard of Defendants when in fact she did not-her only admitiance
was 8 very smali dituted solution outside by PlaintifT's garmge in slicy put on coperele
cleaning unheatthy dup arine odor when she was doing her yearly gamee msintenance

and removing her vehicle oil from her garage floor.

The veterinary letter ind bill «wwas never entered intg Mdarkham Coun as evidence of

poisoning of the dog. 1t was only provided to this honorable court as evidence of no

b Page 30112

3 eFRY
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Cate 1:16-tv-07153 Document 4 161 Fidey; 1071119 Page 4 ot 27 PagaiD £:1312

puisoning of Deit's dog. that in case. Delendams simply made false alicentions, and
pu g o 3 J

repeated them 1o the police and then had Plaintiff Jeanctie Lipinshi faisely srrested, The
Castinedas and BV police made no smatl claims on how much they hated their acighbor
Plaintifl. When a Handicap sign was put in front of Plaintifl's house for her and her
moiher, Yolandn Castaneda sngrily y etted at PidgintiiVin Spanish who eould not
undersinad hier por hear her very well, The Castanedas resented they had 1o move onc of
their three cars. nonsworking white car parked in frant of thelr hause into their heand new
twa car parnge. [njured Plaintitt with a broken right heel and broken [eff weist shoveled o
path to the street to get bermather on her own sireet walkway fo he picked up to gothe
doctor, safely in the Ariic Fall-Spring 2013-2014 for her second wrist surgen. Plaintifl
puit & felendly note on Defl, Alonso's car to please be consideraie 10 move his esr that was
in front of PlaintifFs walkway so her elderly mother can get 1o the dactar: She-con's walk
threw: the deep snow., Deft. Alongo did nat eomply evenaller the Handicap sign was et
up and (he potice stso ignored Nefl. violnling Plaintift's | lundicap sipn, A BV patice
officer went tosehool with Def. Yolanda Castanedn und was hee friend. 1t is befieved that
PlaimliT's Talsc arrest was conspitpey to hur PiintTIEANETTE LIPINSKI, Psalm

(42:3 When my.spirit was overwhelmed within me. Then Yau knew my pith, fn the way

In which 1 walk. They have secretly set 8 snare for me. With all due eespect 1 the o,

there is complete absence of any logical analysis of the “Castaneds Fvidence” of “facts.”
Many points are just plain inconceivable. 1) The allcgation that bieach poured an o liwn

Page 4of 12
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Casa. 1:16-cv-07153 Document # 161 Filed, 1V11/19 Page 5 of 27 PageiDd #:1313

witl tum black dop paws white, Bleach does not twrn dark skin white, Paws and gkin
comain a pigment melanin which is nut affected hy bieach. Doing lnundry is pot the same
as puning bicach on dark or black skin. African Americans have known for years you
cannat bicach black skin, 2} As braught up by this coun hefore, Defendants again make
outrageous ¢laims not supparted by any scicnee that hleach ereates white dry paws on
their dog, ds pointed aul in Vets fetier. Dog urine is acidic and kitls grass Yeliow. 33
Reach il used lor killing weeds in grass takes one 1 three days 10 tum brown, not yellow,

which 1% the eolor of their dag urine in their grass,

!.Dcfcndams Castancdas recemly prvided o ver bill, byt it was elearly for an ilines<and notn
puisoning. The bill doex not mention poison or bleach and it notes a high temperaturc in the dog
and the vet preseribed antibioties and ant » poison antidote.

2 tydroquinon is s poptlar “shin bleaching product,” It is oot ehloring bleach ond what it dues
iz decrenze production of melanin in human skin Chlorine Meach warks in s completely
different fashion by actually destroying dyes, prense and din molecules on contacs, Thenefore i)
18 an outrageous Tie on the it of Defendants that the black paw pads of their dog suddenly
tumcd white, httpss/fwww.henlthline.com/xeareh?qi=Hydroguinone-. Y+ v They
should he aanctioncd for making outrageous and impussible fies.

3 How- to kil grmss with bleach: bomeguides.sfeate.com. #3 Wait ahe ta three dovs snd when
the prass tums BROWN and dry. pull 8 up to remose. 1t doesn’s twm yellow,

Clearly no dog/animal was poisoned. the palice cither kaew ar should have known these
Tacts and that the Castanedas were ¢lesrly 1y ing about the entire mattér 10 hurt the

Plainti(t.

Page 50l 12

"
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Casa: 1:16-cv-07153 Document £ 161 Filed: 10/11/18 Page 6 of 27 PagaiD #1314

Platati made it clear that Deft, Yolanda Castaneda took her dog. o large vellow Labrador
retriever for 2 walk the very next morning at 1. and at the criminal trisl Plaintiff Jeaneite
tald the judge about the Defendani walking her dog the very nexi day and the Criminat
casc was dismissed because the Castanedas did not produce the Veterinary letier and bill,

it was all hear-say.

While the court argues that Mlaintifl fuiled ta file o Response including wgument on the
facts and Legal Argument, she did in fket prepare a Response, and filed it. but it got lest

in the system, It is sinached hereto as Bxhibit B-12 Pgx dated 1013022018,

This Is the second time o crrorhas happencd by the cours wystern, The Plaintibrought to
your 1anor's Alansa's atientfon of the missing Defl, ANDRIELLE CAP name from the
Pocket. Yaur Honor searchied his computer and saw §f was missing. and If was reurned 10
the Docket, This newly discavered cvidenee of errof, missing Respansc dated (043071 4

by the Plaintifi wis nol notlee imiil yaur Honorable judges recent order.

Plaintift has repeatedly moved this honomible count to appolnt her counsel in this case ta
help hier with her ease because she in clderdy, indigent. disahied. snd under great distress.
She is now requicsting that this court allew fer w file this document ol this timc, Phainsifl

hapes snd beticves (his erir was inudvertent and iminfentiansl,

Pageb ot 12
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Case- 1116:cv-07153 Dncumant #- 161 Filsy' 10111119 Paga 7 ol 27 PagelD #1315

LEGALARGUMENT

Plaintiff seiterates that Defendams are clearly not entitled to Summary Judgment as 2
matter of law tpaingt any of the Defendantis, The Castanedas ¢lesrly mnde Pse
statements of fnews, and the pulice repeated these false siatement of faets of bleaching
dark dog skin pads white with bleach. it is iheir dog urine that kitled the grass velin,
The eour, withs all due respeet. stated that PinintifY Jeanetic hated dogs: she does not hate
dogs and is very friendly with theny and cancemed about animals: the Castanedas should
walk their dog around the block every day and not just turn fout for minutesiours in
their small yard by-itself without toed and water, Plaintiff miscd her Pedigree Toy

Poodles for seventeen yeors with three litters. She loves dops,

The Castunedas never tendered ony vel Jetter or bill 4o the &tate at the eriminal riat, nor
did they showany evidence the dog was sick. Everything was hear-say by them nnd
police, Why didn't the police cheek the Castaneda's outside yond seeurdty camems ficing
the backyard and affey. In fact, Plaintiff Jeaneiie has video wpe fontage on her outside
security cameras of the very iext doy at 5a showing Yolanda Castanedas happily walking
her dog for the tirst thme ever seen, with the dag hoppily walking with her and was

perfectly fine, And Plaintiff shows no crime by her on her backyard securty camern,

Page70l12
7 oF R7
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Caser 1116-¢v-07153 Dacument #; 161 Filed; 10/11/18 Page B of 27 PagelD #:1316

LEGALARGUMENT

Summary judgment is an extremely drastic remedy, 3 Barron & HollzolT, Federal
Practice and Pracedure § 1231 (Wright ed.). quoted in Hoffman v, Rabhltr Bros, Trading
Co.. 203 F.2d 636, 637 0, 1 (9ih Cir, 1953). Accordingly, summury judament should be
rendeced only “ithe pleadings, depositions, unswers to the intermagatorics. and
admissions on fite, together with the affidavits, if any, show: that there i¢ no genuine issue
a8 to any materiaf (ael and that the maving pany is entided 10 o Judgment as a matter of
law. Fed.R.Civ.B: 56{c). See atso Consolidated Electrie Co. v, LUnited States, 355 F.2d
437 (9th Cir, 19669, A. Chemey Disposat Co, v, CIICAGO & SUB, REFUSE IS,

ASS'N, 484 F26 751 (Tth Cir,, 19734,

A genuine dispute of material facd exists "if the evidence Is such that a reasonahle jury
coutd return g verdict for the nonmoving panty,” Andereon v, Liberty 1.obby, fnc.. 477
1.8, 242, 248, 106 §.C1, 2505, 91 LEd.2d 202 (19R6), We “eungider nlt of the evidence
in the record in the light most favorable (0 the pun-muving party. and we draé all

! reasonable inferences from that evidence in favor of the party opposing sunyman
udgment,” Felibenty v, Kemper Corp, . 98 [53d 274, 276-77 (7th Cir. 19964, Skiba v, 111,

Cent. RR, Co.. 884 F.3d 708 (7th Cir., 2018)

{n this case, Defendants have not shown that Summary Judgment is wartan(ed. The
1 Castancdas alleped a number of obvious untrue statementé nud fucts which were then

tepeated by the police. ft siniply is well known, ur the Delendints should have known

Page 8 of 12
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that. 1.} bleach does not tum black paws white, 2.3 thelr dog urine killed the griss yellow,
Ihe police repeated there untrue statements and facts nnd wreated Plaintiiv rudely and in g
hostile mannvr, Lies should acver zubstitnte for “probable canse™ Plointift) Jenncue
never said she hated of even distiked their dag; in fact she was very concemed 1ha the
dog wag nover walked by the Castanedas and 3l they did was let the dug et into their
hackyard for minmeshours unattended with no food or water nutside. She believed thai
the dog deserved a daily walk fbr a1 least 15 minutes around the Mock, She was siso, as
Chiristian minister, perfeetly willing o clean up the dog urine and feces of her acighhors
md other neighbors. There is ho cvidence she ever complained about that, She was

loving her neighbors. Matthew 22: King James Version (KJV) 36 Masicr, which is the

great commandment in the Jaw? 37 Jesus said unto him, Thou shalt love the Lord {hy

God with all thy hean, and with all thy soul, and with ofl thy mind. 38 Thix is thc firs)
and great commandment, 38 And the seeond is $ike unio it. Thou <halt Tove thy acighhour

s shyself, Exodus 20:16 Thou shalt not bear false witness againsi thy acighhour.
FIRST AMENDMFENT

The freedim of religion is a cherished libenty protected by the First Amendment,

The Supreme Court aoted, in Lee v, Wiseman. that (he First Amendment’s twa cehgion
clauses “mean tha relipious beliefs and religious oxpression dre 400 preciuis to be cither

proscribed.or prescribed by the State.”

Page8of 12
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To honorihle Judge Alunso Trom PlainriiT Mintsier Jeancite Lipinshi. #f is her and God's
decision to bring the Defendanis (o praper Justice in this carihly court. So that when fhev
stand in His Heavenly Caurt on their Judpement day; thnw in this ease, those who have
sinned will siand before fiim justified ond that the sin Will nol be made bigger before Him
teot o wrong judgentent decision on canth, Far He will eightly and justly Judge the
Defendants and punish. cither gresicr or fesser baged on this courts cirthly deeision, She
Prays in the wurds on the court.room wall. IN GOD WETRI (ST, To do the right
Judgement in God's eye's and inind, Amen. Proverhs 19:20-31 KJV Hesreounsel, find
tecelve instruction, that thois mavest be wisc in thy lntter end, hete are many devices in

& man's hennt: nevertheless the counset of the Lord, that shali stand.

For all ol the foregoing reasons. Paintitt Jeanette Lipinski respoerfislly requiests

reconsideration of the Court’s September 13, 2019 yrder, and the case set for trhal,

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,
By; {sfjeaneniclipinski Plaintfl, Pro se

e | __
7 s Ty e

Prepared by:
Jeanctte Lipinski. Plaintifl: Pro Sc 14121 S, Greenbay Ave, Burnham, 11, 60633
T08.932-0367 slioshanad @ ictoud.com

Page 1 of 12
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VERIFICATION

L herehy veridy that ufl staternents made trerein uie true and correet o the best of m
knowtedge and memory, Where hased upon information and belicf are beticyed 10 be true
it the lime the statements were made.

rsteancttelipinskit

_—'_’ - - -

- e 0
=L Tl YL X, b ’ L - T R W R
.~

Jeanctie Lipinski, Plaintine Pro se

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hierehy conify that on Friday October 11, 2019, | served via email a copy of the

forcgning pleading to all entities who have filed an appenranec by emaif (0 1he addresses
noted below,

Johin William Parton, Jr,
Ty Do ey oy
Jumes A, Garficld
P L
Juseph T, Kasink
P TR
Jerome R Weitzel

L N N BT 1
Jessica Fricke Garro
EUTTTRRY I N R
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' Lary J. Lipka

T S Ry S
Justin Dobek

mraat IRk o i vl a e oy
Puul . Motz

T T T L T Y AN'T O

Michael R. Luchsinger

I TP I 5V PP o 2 ETL TALEET SRR

'i NOTICE OF FILING

feGeancitelipinskls, plaintifl] Peo S¢

! herewith centify' that on Friday October 1. 2019, { caused the abwve dacuntent (o he
* filed with the Clerk o Court by hand delivery 10 the Clerk s office 1 219 S, Dearbom,
{ Chicagao, IL 60603

isfeanettelipinshi?
. ) - ek 8 h } £ *a
C S T e G B T .:&:_;“4' Y 12( “~_w

Jeanctte 1, Ipinskd
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Tifesday, July 15, 2014
LANSING VETERINARY LETTER ~ EXHIBITA-3 PAGES

- — - r— -

Re. "Rex", male, yellow lab, Born 11-30-2008, Belonging to Alonso Castaneda of 14119
Greenbay Ave, Burnham, tll,

Rex was.examined by me today Due to & complaint that he has voriiting and dianthea
¥ and on for over the past.manth. He has atso been coughing and sneezing the past
tew days.

On exam his temperature was 104 4 { (narmal Is 101.5 1.} oral exam and atdonial

palpation were normal Exam of his paw pads showed they are dry with the surface
white instead of black. His haar and lungs are normal,

Recommended treatment consists of antibiotics and a liquld to give by mouth that is a
protectorant to soath the lining of the stomach and bowel.

Sincereétly,
Larry W, Booher, DV, M,

/3 o F A7
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EXHYBIT 8

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN OISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
EASTERN DIVISION

JEANETTE LIPINSKI
Plalrtifl No. 16 CV 7153

v.

Hon, Jorge L. Atonso
YOLANDA CASTANEDA. an Indwidual; Magistrate Hon, Susen Cox
ALONSQ CASTANEDA, an individual: LT,
BONNER #79, in his individuat and officer JURY TRIAL DEMANDED
capacity, OFFICER ANDRIELLE CAP #77;
in her individusl and officer capacity; and
Susan E, Cox
VILLAGE OF BURNHAM, a municipal
corporation )

RESPONSE TO CAST_ENADA'S ET AL. MOTION FOR SUMARY JUDéM_EN.T’
This is in responss to “The Castenada's Motion for Summary Judgmeant Against

Lipinski doct # 130 filed on 10/1/18, and the “Castenedas’ Memorandum In Support of
thelr Motion for Summary Judgment against Lipinski* doct #133 fled $0/1/18 and
*Defendants’ Joint Staternent of Materiai Facts Entitling Them to Summary Judgment
Agains! Lipinskr”, Doct No. 132 filed 10/1/18, At the outset if is somewhat eonfusing that
the Castanedas filed & Motion for Summary Judgment against Lipinski, and submiited a
Marmorandum of Law in Support of the Motion, but the Statement of Material fact fs fitsd
by ail the defendants, the Castanedas, and Officers Cap and Bonner, Nonethelass, the
Motion should be denied because there aré numerous aflegations of material fact which
are disputed, incliding the Castaneda’s asseriions that Plaintiff Jearetie Lipinskitried to

Plaintiff Uplinsis’s Answers 1o the taterrogatories of the Cestaneda’s

/é o~ :'?7
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polson thelr dog, but in reaflty she was tying to clean the alisy of dog ufine amell, and
2iso whethar the Castanedas lied to the police maliciously and toid them tha dog had
died. 8nd whether the Officers Bonner and Cap changed police records from “the dog
had dled" and removed that from thelr records. Thess and other claims should be set
for & jury trial on the merits,

A. Responae to Motion for Summary Judgment (Doct #133)

With respect to the Motion for Summary Judgment, the Castanedss argue 1) that
there is no dispute of any matariat fact and that in doct. #52, the court dismissed ah of

P

Plaintifl Jeanette’s claims except for Malicious Prosecution. Plgintiff Jeanette will be filing

a Feurth Amended complaint soon ta comrect thase errors. in the meantime the
Castanedss argue that Plaintiff Jeanetts only suffered $4.500 In damages and summary
judgment should ba granted for that amount, However, Plaintiff Jeanstts also suffered

emotions) and physical damages in an amount to be detammined by & jury trial,

B. Thu Castanedas' Memnorandum of Law in Support of their Motion for Summary
Judgment

In theit Motion for Summary Judgment, it should be noted at tha bottom of page
1. Dofts Castanedas admit that the State was unable to prova their case against Plaintif!
Jeanette Lipinski, a Christian minisier, ("Plaintiff Jeanette") for poisoning of an animal, (it
should be noted that the statue regarding animat poisoning does not include the word

“maficious”) While the Castanedas assart that they told the potice the truth, Plaintift
Joanette disputes that assertion. The pofice were Wit that the dog had to be taken to
the vet ond that it had died. None of this was true, it tumed out,

Phiintit! Upinski's Response to Castanedss’ Motion for Summary Sudgmany

APPENDINIS M Pps 17 of 27
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At the top of page 2 of thelr Motian for Summary Judgment, the Deafts,
Castanedas assert that Plaintifl Jeanette's only claim remaining is for Malicious
Prosecution and agalnst the Officers for Faise Arrest  Plaintiff Jeanette disputes that
and believes she has claims pending agatnst the Castanedas ¢ Maticlous Prosecufion,
Abuse of Procass and intentionat Infliction of Emotional Disiress  Sha further belinves
she has standing a 42 USC 1883 claim for deprivation of dghts under color of authority.
as well as False Arres!, Maticious Progecution, Abusé of Process and Intentional
Infiiction of Emotional Distress. Plaintiff Jeanette believes she has plenty of evidence
that the Castanedas lled to the porice about the condition of hiér dog, that she.
deliberatety iied to ham a dog (Pialntiff Jeaneftts is ah animal lover) and alt she was
doing was her civil duty of cleaning the aliey way of strong dog vrine smelis during {he
summer, She denies she stepped on the Castaneda properly, and she further denies
she-poured pure bieach anywhere The solution she used was dilute.

With respect to the Castanedas’ Argument &t the botfom of paga 4, Plalntif
deanette believes that she will be able to show a jury that 1) tha Castanedas
commenced and continued a ¢riminal proceeding: 2) Hi Is estabiished by court records
that the Criminal charges were teminated in favor of Plaintiff Jeanette and there was no
probable cause to support the prooceedings: 3) that the hostilty shown to Plaintiff
Jeanette aver a period of fime-and the fabrications told to the police al the time of the
arrest showed malice and §) Liplnski suffered actus! damages, and emotional gamages

Plaintifl Lipiaskl’s Answers to the Interrogatories of the Castanedd's -

/8 oF 27
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in an amount to proved st trial, 1t Is not true that Plaintiff Jeanetts doesnot have &

shred of evidence thal she can prove the essential elements of Mslicious Prosecution,

With respect to the Catanedas’ Argument of page 3 régarding “legal causation”,
Pleintiff Lipinski believes she can show a jury that that Defendant Castanadas
knowingly made numerous faise statements to a police officer that their dog was
polsoned and it died. end they suffered vel bills. None of this Is true because the dog
was seen tha very next day, heatthy and happy on a walk. In addition, the Castanedas
produced no vet records at trial and It is presumed they have none. While people are
free to file police reports, the potice teporns must not tie filled with lies and

misrepresentations,

With respect to the statement at the top of page 4, It 8 hot true that what the
Castanedas said to the police was merely factual reporting; it was mare onerous than
that. and the police report shows that the Castanedas knew 1) Pliantifl Jeanatte had
been regularty clsaning the afley {for years?) with dilute bleach: 2) the dog was kept in
the yard, away from the bleach solution; and 3) the dieach solution was only applied to
the pavement. Again, these appear to be disputed facts which should be heard by jury
dufing triat-and must not be dismissed on Summary Judgment

At the bottom of page 4, the Castanedas assert that they never tokd the police
that the dog had died:; Plaintiff Jeanette has an earty report (Exhibit A, hereto) that

shows the Castanedas-told the polite the dog had died. Lator. i appeara; after tho filing
of this lawsuit, the records were changed,

_ Page 4 ol 12
Plaintiff Upinsid’s Responsa to Castanedas’ Mation for Summary judgment
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At the top of page 5, the Castanedas assert that Plaintiff Jeanette testified that
shie aever heard them say their dog had died. However, ii is explainad later In the
depasition that Officer Kus told her Iater in a conversation thai Officer Kus sald It had
béen reported that the dog had died and it was in the palice report too. (Depn of PHY.
Jeanette, p 48),

With respect to the aflegation that anly Plaintiff Jeanette has a copy of her court
testimony, sha has none and  is not required. The pelice records she has speak for
themseives, Exhibit A hereto.

At the bottom of page 5, Defendants basically admit that Pitf, Jeanette was told
by Officer Kus that the Castanedds told the Officer that theit dog had died,

With respect (o the allegation that {he Catanedss made the statement long after

the lrial, (his is apparently not trus. since Plaintifi Jeanatte has-a police report with this

information on it from the ¢ate of the incidant.

Next at the top of pagg—‘?; the Defendants appear to make the fairly preposterous
claim that the 5/5/16 taport is 4 scrivener's errar. 1t is hard to believe that "Tha dog tater
died from Ingasting bleach” is some type of error. If the dog had in fact died, this would
have been a most salient point of the case. The redlity is, everyone agrees the dleach
was In the aligy, the dog was in the yard, No one walked the dog into the aliay,

Next, a1 the top of page 5, Oefendants make fhe allegation that grass “along the
Castanedas’ property line and smelled (he bleach while observing the area,” First, if the

PMaintiff Uiptnski's Answers to the tntarrogatories of the Casiansdia's

2o oF R77
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grass were dead, that would have liksly have baen from nelghborhood dogs repeatedty
urinating on i, f Py Lipinski within the hour put bleach on the grass, it likely would not
be dead within minutes. That woud likely take a day or two, In fact, the makers of
Chiorox claim # does not kill grass, and most ordinary soll has a good daai of chiorine in
i akeady, mmzmmmmm«mmmm@. . Chiorox claims you
€an wash your boat o sidswalk with Chiorox and it wi) not kit your grass. However,
everyone knows, and has observad, thal dog pee does kit grass and it makes it difficult

of pear impossible to grow back in that area, Ureic acid is very damaging to grass and
soil,

However, dog urine will kill grass easily. From wyiw. pet-blpg.com:

Because dogs are comivares and eat a high level of protein in their dies, they
bresk the protein down and excrete It as fitrogen in the wine. The resultis a
kilfing of the grazs from an overioad of nitrogen. You will get the same kingd of
bum if you put a concentrated handful of fentilizer in one spot,

While the patice made some sort of an investigation, they never talkad to Plaintif
Jeanelte about the claim of dog poisoning before arresting her, and it was the
Castenedas’ numerous fies that appaared to have directly instigated sn arrast and then
continued many long manths of endiess court calls for Plaintiff Jeanette until she was
eventually acquitted. She was atrestad on 7/1414 and than asquitted an 7/23/15. No
where have the Castanedas shown any vat dilis, any vet examination. The entire event,

according to the Castaneda’ Memorandum of taw on page 1 was based on them and

_ Paget of 12
Plaintil Uininaid's Response 10 Castanedss’ Motion for Summary Judgmeant
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the officers “cbserving an {liness” but an iliness that apparently revet required any vet

care or bills.

Accordingly, it wotld appear thol all the defendanis workad togethar to falsely
criminally charge Plaintiff Jeanatte based on fairly ouirageaus claims that bleach kifis
grass, when In fact it does not, while dog urine would not be ihe cause of dead grass.
whan everyane knaws dog uting kills grass eastdy,

At ihe bottom of page 8, Defendants crte Lindsey v. Qrtand (citation omitted) for
the proposition that “there is ot liatildy where the person meraly appears es a witness.
nd thereby aides In the prasecution of the charges which he knows {0 be groundiess.”
But thifs is nol what happened. Al of the defendants worked from the beginning to clalm
a dog had died when it did riot, there were n0 vet bills as proof of [iiness, just
observations-of lay people—- the Castanedas and the polica, who were not ficensed
vets. and finally & claim that bleach killed some grass, when i is well known that dog
uring: can Kill grass, while Chiorox claims its product does nat kil grass. This woukd ali
appear fo be issués for the jury,

On page 9, Defendait argues that "probabie cause” is a complete defense to
malicious prosecution. Howaver, here we have 3 case, where no one saw Plamtiff
Jeanatta apply bleach to the alley concrete, there were no direct witnesses, there was
.an observation of 3 "sick dog” which was never examined by a vet, there was dead

.grass allagediy caused by bileach, when In fact bleach doas not kil| grass, dog urins

does. Plaintiff Jeanefta explains that she was cleaning the sltey of dog urine with &

filatnfiff Liptniki's Answers to the intecfogatortes of the Castaneda’s:
Page 7 of 12
R eF J7
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difute bleach solution, bitt no one asked her priof to the arresl. There is a definite issue
of whether or not the police should be amresting elderly disabled women for merety
cleaning &n alley with bleach and water, Phaintiff Jeanstte in ter deposition tastified that
he waler was not enough that day to clean up dark brown smelly urine stains so she
rezorted to some bleach mixed with water, This is not unreasonable and in no manner
shape or form would anyone want the police to arest good honest gitizens for cheaning
Up yucky stinky dog urine on hot summer days And it begs the question, what aboui
Janitors tleaning up bathrooms with bleach, pool caretakers, etc.? The hst is endless of
people using bleach to clean up unsanitary messes. There is most assuredly no
probable cause for cleaning up anything with bleach, espacially when the-Castenada

dog rarely went for a walk or left the backyard, and the bleach was used in the alley

On page10, Defendants want to (imit Plaintiff Jeanette's damages lo her actuat
damages because she it disabled. However, Piaintifl is entitied to her emotionat
damages for deprassion, anxiety, sic. In addition, it may appearto the jury that thers
was a high degree of malice and a complete lack of probable cause for arresting a
Christian Minister who frequently cleaned her aliey of the smell of dog urine and feces,
but when on one particutarly miserable hot day, she found thai water was not encugh so

she added in some bleach. This does appear to be particularly vincitive and malicious.

On page 11, while Plaintiff Jeanette is disabled, she does work from home gelling

flow in the dark crosses and stuffed baby Jesus Jambs for infants. The arrest and its

Paga 8 ati2
Plaintff Lipinski's Rosponse to Castanedas’ Motlon for Summary Judgment
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emational {oil has pravented her fram performing these functions to suppiement her
income,

A Respanse to Dafendants’ Statemant of Undisputed Facls i aiso pravided
herewtih

LEGAL ARGUMENT

summary judgment is an extrematy drastic reredy. 3 Barmron & Holtzafl, Federal
Practice and Procedure § 1231 (Wright ed.). quoted in Hoffman v. Babbiit Bros. Trading
Co., 203 F.2d 636, 637 n. 1 (8th Cir. 1853). Accordingly, summiary judgment should be
renderéd only “if the pleadings, depositions, answers to the interrogatories, and
admissions on file, together with the affidavils, if any, show that there is no genuine
issue as to any material fact and that the maving party is entiiled to a judgment as a
matter of faw.' F&d.R.Civ.P. 56(c). See aiso Consolidated Electric Co. v, United Stites,
355 F.2d 427 {8th Cir, 1868). A. Cherney Disposal Co. v, CHICAGO & SUB. REFUSE
DIS. ASS'N, 484 F.2d 751 (7th Cir,, 1873).

A genuine dispute of material fact exists “if e evidence is such that &
reasonable jury could return a verdict for the nonmoving party.” Anderson v, Liberty
Lobby, Inc., 477 U.8. 242. 248, 108 S.C1, 2508, 91 L.Ed.2d 202 (1986). Wa "consider
alt of the evidence in the record in the fight most favorable to the non-moving party, and

we draw all reasonable inferences from that evidence in favar of the party opposing

Plainiiif Lipinski‘c Answers to the Interropatories of the Castaneds's
2Y oF A7
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summary judgment.” Feliberty v. Kempar Corp. , 88 F.3d 274, 278-77 (7th Cir, 1996),
Skiba v, Ill, Cent. RR, Co., 884 F.3d 708 (Tth Cir,, 2018)

In thic case, defondants have not shown that Summary Judgmant is wanranied,
The Castanedas alleged # number of obvious lies which wete then repeated by the
police. | simply is well known, or the defendants should have known that 1) bleach
does hot tum black paws white; and 2) that bleach kills grass, rathet dog ufine kilis
grass. The pofice repeated hies dnd treated Plaintiff tudety and in a hostile manner.
Lies should never substitute for “probable cause® Plalniiff Jeanstte never sail she
hated or even disliked the dog: In fact she was very concemed that the dog was nevet
walked by the Castanedas and all they did was turn the dog out into their backyard for
hours unattended. And when they did waik the dog it was only behind their garage in
the:alley. She befieved that the dog deservad a daily walk for at least 15 minutes
around the block. She was also, 33 a Christian minister. perfectly willing to clean up the
dog urine and feces of her neighbors and other neighbors. Thera is no evidence she

ever complained about thal,
Conclusion

Plaintiff Lipinski is entitled to het jury trial on the causes of action remaining, and
she will be amending her complaint {0 add in facts 1o suppor her Abuse of Process
claim and a second faise arrest, Surnmary Judgmént should be denied because

Defendants are not antitied to ratief as a mattar of taw and there are many disputed

Page 10 of 12
Plaintifl Lipinskl's Ratponse .16 Castanedas’ Motion for Summary Judgment

28 oF 27
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Case. 1:1G:0v.07153 Document : 161 Filed; 10M1/19 Pago 26 of 27 PageiD #1334~
facts entitfing Plaintifl to 8 jury trial on the issues of tisbility presented in her Complaint.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITYED,

Byl' ] < A e
Ptaintiff, Pro se

Prepared by: o
Jeanette Lipinski, Plaintiff, Pro Se
14121 8, Greenbay Ave.
Bumham, 1, 60633
708-933-0367
shoshanad@icloud.com

VERIFICATION:

| hareby verify that all of the foregoing Answers to {nterrogatories are trua:and
correct to the best of my knowledge and memory. Where based upon information and
betief are believad to be frue at the lime (he statements were made, | declare under
penatty of perjury under the laws of tha US that the foreaoing ia true and corréct as of
the date shown balow ' '

Ishieanattalipingki/

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Painii# Upinsil's Answers to the interrogatories of the Castancds's

Pagn 13 612
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| hereby eartify that on Oct, 30, 2018 | served via email a copy of the faregoing
pleading to all entities who have filad an appearanca by email to the addresses noted
below.

John William Pation, Jr. fsfieanettelipinski/, plamifi, Pro Se
Michael Robert L uchsinger

Paul Donald Motz
PATTON & RYAN, LLC:
330 North Wabash Avenue, Ste, 3800

Chicago, IL 60811

WESSLIETEIIE0 N ot

Jerome R, Weitze!

Jessiea Facke Gamo

KOZACKY WEITZEL MCGRATH P.C.
§5 West Monroe Street, 24th Fioor
Chicago, Minois 60603
{312)696-0900

JGano@kwmiawyers com

NOTICE OF FILING
You ate hereby notified that on Oct 30, 2018, | caused the foregoing Response to Defts
Motion for Summary Judgment {o be filed with the ND IIl. Clerk of Court.

sideaneital Ipingk/ _
Jeanetie Lipinski, plaintiff, pro se

) Page 12 of 12
Plaintiff Lipinshi’s Response ta Castanedas’- Motion for Summary ludgmeny

02 7 .01,: ,Q'?
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Case; 1:16-cv-07153 Socument s 162 Fied' 114012 Page 1 of 2 PagelD #:1336

. UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURY
FORTHE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLANOIS
EASTERN DEVISION

JEANETTE 5.R. 1IPINSKL,

)
. !

PlaintiiY: ) Casc Na: 16:¢v-7 i33
§

v, ) Hon. Jorgé 1L, Alonso
, )
YOLANDA CASTANEDA, }
ALONSO CASTANEDA, )
LT, BONNER, and )
OFFICLR ANDRIELLE CAP, )
)
Nefendams, )

ORDER

Plaimtiff"s motlon | 161] for selief from judgment i denied,
STATEMENT

After granting defendants’ motions for summary judgment on plaintifi*s.claims and
relinguishing jurisdietion over defendants' siate-lav counicrelaims, the Court entercd Judgmen,
PlaintiT Jeanetie S.R, Lipinski {~Liplniski™), tias fited n mution for reconsideration and redicf
(rom judginent, )

A court uny alter o amend s Judpment it the movani “demongirate(s] manifest eror off
{aw or fact orpresentis| newly discovered evidenee,” Fesely v drmslist LIC, 763 1.2d 66 1, 666
(7h Cir, 20149, - Such a mation, howevet, Is noi a means 16 rehash previously refected nrguments
or 10 take o second bite st the apple, Veselv, 762 F.3d at 666, In thig case, plaintf¥ has poinied
outnerther n momifest érvor of law, nor an csror of fact, Plaintiff"s sriments are those she mide
or could hinve mude previously, She seems io disagree with her opponeni about the facts, bui the
time o dispute o fact Is In response to the other party’s stuiement of Mets, not in o posi-judpment

Prursuant ta Rule 60(8) of the Federal Rules of Civit Procedure, & distriet courrniay
relieve u party of 1 judgment for, among other things, “mistake, inadverience, surprise, or
excusable negleail.]” Fed RCiv.2, 60(h). Here, plaintil¥ states that xhe “atiempted fo fife:n
response” brief in uppositian 1o the motion for summary judgment af the same time (hat she filcd
her {properly-filed} response 16 the untement of facts. Plaintifl’states ihat | bjoth documents
were submitied 10gethier.™ but 1lie résponse brict “was never decketed by the cler; nor
presumably rend by thé Court,™

APPENDIXES N fpatof2-
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Cuse 1116.0v.07153 Document # 162 Filert: 11/0519 Page 2 o 2 PagelD #1337

Thus; plaintiY scems 1 he biaming the Clerks office for th
wos not filed. The argument might be campelling if plaintiff could
file the document in 1le clerk’s office bt way thwarted, That is oot what happened. Plaintiff is
an electronte fiter, and it ix clear from gy electeonic-filing reccipt that it wag Plamiift wh
electronically filed her response { 140] 1o defendants” stmemen of faets, PluintifY admits both
dncuments were “eubmiited together,” which meany It was plalmifl wha is responsible for the

Tuct that her brief wae nut filed, Asan clectronie filer, plafmtif) hud the e

sponsibility of filing
her brief and of chocking the docker 10 make sure her filing was docketed, Major v, Indtuna,
Case No. 117-cv-12-JEM. 2010 WL 1894874 a1 2 (N.D, Tnd. April 29, 2019) (denying motion

10 reconsider where party had failed 10 fife brict. explaining the pan ¥ "was responsthle for

making sure his documents were properly filed™), Pluinthx failure 1o file her bricf qualifies us
neglect. but it is not excusable neglect,

¢ favt thay her responsc brief
show she had ntiempted 1o

In any cave. the Coun has rend the brief that plaintifY failed 1o fite, which brieT she

attached 1o this motion. Nothing in it persundes the Count that it crred in grnting the motion for
summary judjgment,

Because plaintift h
deniceplaintils motion.

Date: 1145720190 (4—\0>

as nol shown that refiel from the judgment is approprinte, the Coury

Jorge 1. Alonse
United States Distriet Judge

2
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Case: 1:16.cv-07153 Document #: 120 Filed: 05/07/18 Page 1 of 10 PageiD #:961

IN THE UNITED STATE DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

FASTERN DIVISION

JEANETTE S.R. LIPINSKL ) Case Na, 16 CV 7185
)

Piaianifl, ) Judge Jorge L, Alonse
i

L0 } Juny Trisl Demanded
}
YOLANDA CASTANEDA. an individual: }
ALONSO CASTANEDA. san Individusal; Y
LT, BONNER #79, in his individual and b
officer capgeiiy: )
OFFICER ANDRIELLE CAR. in )
her individusl eepacity and ofTicer eapatity. )
i
Defendmts, 3

NOW COMES Plaintlff, JEANETTE S.R. LIPINSKL, PRO SE hereby submiis this
Answer t¢ Defendant's Yolunda and Alonsa’s Castaneda’s Counterelsims, Pursunnt 10 Rules 26
and 36 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedwre.

Counterclaims Paragraph {-23 allzpes:

Yolanda and Aldnso Castaneda suate their Counterclaims euatnsi Jeanatte S.R, Lipinski
as follows,
Partles

1. Yolanda Casteneda is an individual restding at 4119 Greenbay Ave..
Burnlam. IL, 60633 (the “Propery™).

ANSWER: Admits.

APPEN’NXIE_S’_ O s tof 10
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Case: 1:16-cv-07153 Document #: 120 Filed: 05/07/18 Page 2 of 10 PagelD #:982

2 Alonso Casianeds is ¢n [ndividual residing mt the Propenty,
ANSWER; Admits.
3, TheCesimnedn’s arc mamied and jointly own the praperty,
ANSWER: Plaintif} Incks knowledge and information sufTicient to form a

belief ahout the truth of the allepations in this paragraph,

4. desnente S, R, Lipinskl (s the next-door neighbot of the Castaneda’s end

an individual residing m 14121 S, Greenbay Ave., Bumbam, 1L, 60623,

ANSWER: Admit.
Jurisdiction and Venue
5. Thir Court has supplemental jurisdiction over this counterciaim pursuent
Ta 20 LL.S.C.§ 1367,
ANSWTR: Admite.

6. Venue is approprinte in the Northemn Districs of Hlinows st Lipinsk

residze within the distice,

ANSWER: Admas.
Facts Common to All Caunterclaims
T Onorabout July 12,3012 LipinskEintentiona)ly pourcd s large amaus
of sndium hy pochotarite (bleach) onto n gressy ares of the Praperty sdjacent to Lipinski's home
wherz the Cestaneda’s dog. Rex frequentlyvrelieves himself,
ANSWER: Deny ir part. as to where the water and small amount of bleach

At foneont wad poured. Admit, on July 14, 2014 o small amoum of woter and blepch

APPENDIXES O PRa2of 10
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Case: 3:16-cv-07153 Document £, 120 Filed: 05/07/18 Page 3 of 10 PagelD #:983.

disintectans was powred onto & 3 Inch size crack on the condeele bloek it the alley adintent to the
Castanede’s and Lipinski's property. Where the Costineds’s dog frequently urinaws through thie
fence onio the alley concreig Block cruch. And whete nisn; lacni dog walkers les their dogs
urinate on the same crecked spol as the Castaneda’s dog urinates. Creming an obnoxious

unhealiby ador from the hea of the summer, that is harmful o our health. hér mother's, end

niany children who walk to schoal aad play in the allcy,

5 Ag a result of Lipinshi'e 2etions. the Casianedss’ dog began vomiting
snd suffeced from loss stool. The dog’s paws nito beeame discolor«d due Lo cxposure 16 the
‘leached.

ANSWER: Latking knowledge or Information sufficlent o form a belicl abomt
thie truth nf the sitegations in this prmgreph. But, observed on fuly 15 2614 ar S2. Ms Liplnskis-
from yard security eamera captured Yolanda Casianeds hoppily walking her dog for the first time

and the dag looked perfeetly normish and happ) to be walked.

The Castanedds took their dog jo the vey for (eeatment of these

Sympioms,

ANSWER: Lacking knowledge or Informatian sufficient to form » bellef sbout
the rruth of the atfepations in this parageaph.

10. Also @ » fesult af Lipinski's potians, the grasd an the mew of the

property where the bleach was poured twmed brown and died.

APPENDIXFS € P 3 of 16
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Case: 1:16-cv-07153 Dotument #: 120 Filed: 05/07/18 Pags 4 of 10 PagelD #:984

ARSWER: Deny. no bleach dia ~toctr was poured on the Cmnedn‘s propariy
grass. The Cestanede’s grase und Ms, 1ipineki®s grass rumed brown and died from the
Casianeds's dog féces and Frequemh wrinating on it ihrough their property fence, And the

neighborhoed dogs urinating through the Crsioneda'salley fence adjnessit 10 the umninntied

concrese block in the olicy,

H.  Lipinshi hes exprezsed animus regarding the Castanedas snd their
neighbars In fight of thelr Latin American dacent.

ANSWER: Demy, Me Lipinskl is o minisier of the Gospel of Jesus Christ, called
by God. not by man. Me. Lipinski Lo e5 all nationalities, including Latin Amerienn. God wonld
never have called herif she wes prejudivce. Me Lipinski never sxpressed antmus regarding the
Casinneda’s and neighbors in light of sheir Letin American derent. She belieies she a3 abeving
Ged in His First and Greatest Commandnient, 10 lave the Lard thy God wiih all thy hean, end
Second 1o Love thy neighbor as thy self. Ms Lipiaghi in facs is frequently harmssed, property
damuged. and vandalized by the Hispanics from the false allegations the Comaneda's e told

them, Ms Lipinsk] was falsely arrested twice snd acquined t Hispenle nzighbars on both sides
ai'her house and daily despised by them, Ms, Lininshi preys. God forgive them for they knaw

not what ther ove doing,

APPENDIXES O Pys 4 0f 10




Cas! 1116-cv-07153 Document £ 120 Filed: 05/07/18 Page 5 of 10 PagelD #;085

COUNT 1
NEGLIGENCE

12, The Castanedas incorporate by reference p3mgraphs] through 1) of their

gounierclaims,

13, T her use of blimeh. Liginski owed & duty of' care to the Castanedas

insofir s her uxe therefore was required 19 not harm the Cestanedus o their propeny,

Answer:  Deny. ;\is Lipinski was nor neghgent of the faw in duty of care o the
Castaneds’s or theirprapeny, Dty of cArc is A requirement that a parsor act towardothers and
the poblic with the wachfulness, aention. cewtion and prisdence that » :easonatic person in the
vircumsianees would use. Me Lipinski acted with much cir? i protect ber niothérand nelghtars
fram the Cemaneda’s negligence 1o clean up after their dog and prevent hammfis odors, germe

and discase. And acied I the fear of Godl to obey His commandmen o fove tiy neighbor.

4, Lipineki brenehied soch duty when she Talled to use Us novious liquid Inu
reasonable manner by saturatming & paveel of Praperty with the chemical, knowing full walf the

Cesancday’ dog watked and prasé grew in thi acén,

Anaver:  Demy, Ms Liplaski breached no such dury, nor-foiled to use
cleaning liquid disinfeviant In-an unreasonable manner. spd nover snturated & parced of
Casaneda’s property with the clesning liquid disinfeciaint, {0 harm the Cagrancde's’ dom o s,

Ms LIpinshi was cledning her gampe when she g8 that the Castatieds'swhere gening ready 0

APPENIMIXES'O Pgs§of 10
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cut their backyard grass, anad that they put their dog In ihe Biouse, Ms Lipinskl felt i was the best
ume 1o helplove herneighbors by clzening the obtoxicus dogs urine odor in the alley, Nate.
there 75 10 trmas tn the alley except en Ms Liginshi's property. and the dog is neser watked inthe.

alley or elsewhere,

is. Lipinski hnew o: should have known of the dinget to the-

Castaneds’s doy =ad their property of the pouring 6f the noxious Hiquid omo the propeny.

ANSWER: Dem, pouring Negious liquid 1o Castanedu's properny. Nor put
thelr dog in danger. Ms, Lipinski knew thete was no danger to the dog or propeny beczuse the
dog was in the house and not of their property, Ms Lipingki 100k every preesution as to not harm
the dog 6r their propens. but iy 12 help prevent hamm to them, Her concern was for the heakth,
safen, and eancern for her neighbors and javed anes Ms. Lipinski Joves dops rnd raised two
generations of oV poodies for 17 yr3. [ is the Village of Burnham alley's property, bt is our
tesponsibility 1o mainisin the area sround vur humes Accandmg 10 the Villege ordinanees. Sev.

25323 o1t hoep the sitedty sndd glioy 3 of the sittags Cmmand tres wf et The g wrine
qatunstad comerens 1 e w1 Wa nes 2r Jdearaaramd e Rarasd e onilag. Me Lipusio

shose sty to present hann Gow nuppotg

Y T vaet, the v armis ¢ B aiivedd ov bmles o Sloaeh bienuttes ihe
Audnlafioes B cormire @ 20 VAU ayuin S ity Lonttadt to ahan b (uatha sanie 0 e bt

wont i aaad with hlcach arid tr a8 e onaetiml vemter tmmediteh,
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ANSWER: Admite: s dabet Tap alnfesting use iy s Bo agh ges full shreingth
Ry eanne surfees, Mass Bhae with wac? anethy in weevidanre with the Jisections | o
protanad use, Weaf chads, Qg tnil e Buitnne strfed Jeutial, salnnwella, enoricd,
Spapye bovevens snens, Fazharizhia ool $1 5707 and wnflvencas Aade, Bieach s v wsed in

e fanradrs wholies agaimat wuins M, Lapimihe e b she Jisecitons and dollemeed the atructms.

"= LiFTm 'y soviona g o silfud, nantm, amd mulictous
ANSWTR: Pony, mejeiis 1 cawee hamm b dag or popdery. by, witlru we

prtevt the helth am? quity of hor el itrs, der imaher and <t Deays willlul santom i

Tammrpthaes §or it b a dn o deliterarely hure stners, that would con e, hor sabvatvn gnd

r sl i

i 1%, Phg igurt v e Castaniids o property, sunich hede Jog atad thayt gt

s prostmmicty catsed by Lapinabd‘a poning of Bloech oniq the prapeity,

ANSWER, Doy Matjpssde $id iea powr bleach wow e L astaneda’e propur
o~ W harrn ot Ingare hetr dog
) P Castmmabes were dameuand Iy theumnme o the s stermats ™Mils

meured tor sreament of thelr dog and sodding paschasesd o repair thelrpnss

ANSWT I Doy Thero s et o vorenmiae wils bor thaatment of thals du;

teing poisoned presemtad 1 oottt Amd sedding sas nesordone waken properiy.
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Case: 1:16-cv-07153 Documant #' 120 Filed: 05/07/18 Paga 8 of 10 PagelD #:088

COUNT i
TREFASS TU PROPERTY

2 The Castanedax incorporate by reference paragraphs | thiough 11 of thelr

counterelsims,

o n her uge of bleach, Lipinskl awed a duty of care to the Castancdas

Insofar at her ute thcreol was required 10 not harm the Camanedas or theit propens.

ANSWER: Deny, Pinimife My, Jeaneie S.R. Lipinshi wwas found ant guiliy of
poisoning theirdog ar harming these properny by 2 sianding Judge. Ms Lipinski 4id nos use

bleich an (ke Castan=da’s property. 40t 10 Inirm their dog. She only cared tor others. even the

Casmneda's. and thelr dop.
1, Lipinski's actinns were wififul. wanton and muolicious

ANSWER: Deny, M. Liphnshis soiong were not wiilful. wanton. and maicious.
But ply 0 please God and herneiphbors. and 1o obey God's Greatest commatiment to'l.ove

Him and.thy neiglibor.as oneselt.
23, Asaresult of Lipinski's tropass, the grass on the Castanedes” Propersy
was damaged.

ANSWER. Deny, the Cestanedn’s peaperty grass was damuged by Ms,

Llpinekt. The rus facte gre that Thelr grass was damaged only from {heir dog urinpuon and frees,

8
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Case: 1:16-cv-07153 Docunient #; 120 Filed: 05/07/18 Page 9 of 10 PagelD #:08¢

and neighbathood dogs, And Ms. Lipiaski's property wag ceverely damaged trom theit dog
trinating through their (ence connected 10 Ms Lipinski's propeny, amd from not picking up their

g feces. gAd leiting 1t ro down inte Ms Lipinghi’s beckyard and gompe when T maink,

WHEREFORE, Platnlff' Ms Jeanctis S.8, Lipinaki prays that this Courr snize
fudgement in her Tavor umd againg: Yolands Crstnnzda ond Alonso Cagsanedn. m_d'&iépﬂg their
Counterclatme with prejudice; ad awnrd FlaintifT Ms. Lipinskl's for damages caueed 16 her

propeny togethes with inteqsst. ¢osts. punitive demages und whaiever fufiher teliel 1his Count

deems appropriste.
Respectiully Submiltéd.
8}, s} i T T
Pea Se
Jeanette S.R. Lipinskl
14121 S. Greenbay Ave,
Bumham, i1, 60633-1617
N SRS A
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Case! 1:16.cv-07153 Document £; 120 Filed: 05/07/18 Page 10 of 10 PageiD #:990

The undescigned Pro SéJeaneite Lipinskd, on aath, torifies thar on May 07, 2018, she

wrved Yolmndy mnd Alonso Castaseda’s Motion for entry 1o Dismiss thelr Coumer

Clatmants:

Jerame R, Weirel

Jeesies Fricke Gomro

RQZACKY WEITZEL MrORATHE P.C.
15 Wes Monme Sireen. 24th Floar
Chidzgae. {HTinpls 60603

t3121 6960900

John W. Panon, Jr.

Paul D, Motz

Michazl R, Luchsinger

PATTON & RYAN, LLC

330 Narth Wabxsh Avene, Suite 3500
Chicige, Hilinols 60611

Tel (317 2615194

Fax (312) 161-316)
mltchiingerd pasionrn mm gour

Respeatfully Scbimsiied,

N

.5 Jeanewelipingki
Pra:Se

10
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Case’ 1'16-cv-07153 Docmant 4: 140 Flled; 10/31/18 Page 1 ot 5 PageID #:1253

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS'
EASTERN DIVISION

JEANETTE LIPINSK]
Plaintiff

V.

YOLANDA CASTANEDA, an individual;
ALONSO CASTANEDA, an individual, LT,
BONNER #79, in his individual and officar
capacity; OFFICER ANDRIELLE CAP #77:
in her individual and officer capacity: and
Susan E, Cox '

VILLAGE OF BURNHAM, a municipal
camporation

No. 16 CV 7153
Hon. Jorge L. Alonso

Magistrate Hon. Susan Cox

| JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

- o

RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT'S JOINT STATEMENT OF MATERIAL FACTS'
ENTITLING THEM TO SUMMARY JUDGMENT

This is In response to *The Castaneda’s Motion for -Summary Judgmenl Against

Lipinski* doct #130 fled on 10/1/18, and the "Castaneda's’ Memorandum in Support of

their Motion for Summary Judgment against Lipinski® doct #133 filed 10/1/18 and

*Defendants’ Joint Settlement of Materlal Facts Entitling The to Summary Judgment

Against Lipinski,” Dect No 132 filed 10/1/18,
STATEMENTS:

Statemen@s 1 to 8 are not disputed,

9. Plaintiff disputes-and demands strict proof thereof:

Platntif Lpinskl's Answers to the Interrogataties of 1hé Castaneda’s

Pageiof§
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Casg: 1:116-cv-07153 Bocumert #: 140 Fied: 10131139 Page 2 of 5 PageID #1254

10. -Disputed the grass died from bleach. Agread the dog relieved himself in thal

approximate area,
11, Disputed.

12. Disputed. Plaintiff had not used bleach in the area “a few days earier,
13, Disputed that bleach caused any discoloration of paw pads or death of grass,

14, Disputed, Plaintiff disputed she poured bleach in the Castaneda’s yard or that
bleach kills grass; dog urine kilis Qress.

15 Disputed. Plaintiff never expressed a dislike of {he dog. She is an.animal lover.

She admits that she did not like the fact the Caslaneda's nevar watked their dog, bul
she never blamed the dog for what the Castaneda's falled to do to properly cate for their
dog. The Castaneda's have a large dog which should be walked every day and they
never walk their dog, Plaintiff Jeanette in the past often cleaned the alley of dog uring
and feces and she never complained because she felt she was doing something good
for the community and on that basis she was glad 10 do . It was hes Christian duty to

do this with a joyful heart because she knew she was helping others..
16. Disputed, Office Kus sald this and 5o did a police report.

17.Disputed that there was a “strong smell of chemicals® of'that someons’s throat
“would bum” fram bleach. Bieach is used afl the times in pubfic bathrooms, swimming
pools, and in clothes laundry, it is considered a safe effective disinfecting agent, itis
likely the smell was from the bisach and dog utine combined,

Page2of 5
Plaintiff Lipinski's Response to Costanada'y’ Motion for Summaty lurdgment

ATPENINIXES I 'gs 20l 5




Case: 116-cv-07153 Dotumens & 140 Filed: 10/24/18 Page 3 of 5 PagaiD %:1255

18. Denlod that any comptaints Plaintifl Jeanette filed ware unfounded. But Plaintiff
objects to {his statement as overly vague, What *unfounded compfaints?”

19, Disputed as to what happened after the officers returned to the station and Plaintiff
demands strict proof thereof,

20. Not in dispute,

21, Disputed as to faking the dog to a'vet, and what was said, and Plaintiff deémands
strict proof thiereof, Antibiotics are not prescribed for poisori, They aré prescribéd for
bacterial illness. If the dog had been poisoned, the vet would have given the dog-a drug

10 produce vortiting or pumped the dog’s stomach. A stomach soothing agent would

have been prescribed for 4 sick dog {bacterial infection) that had been voriting,

22. Undisputed.

23, Disputed as ta Yotanda Castaneda being subpoanaed to courl, Plalntiff demands:
strict proof theteof.

24. Disputed ag to what Deft, Yolanda Castaneda handed to the States Attormey.

25. Undisputed as 1 thie trial, disputed or unknown as to what Defl. Yolanda Caslaneda
was.subpoenaed.

26. Disputed as to what Deft, Yolanda Castaneda testified to, Plaintiff Jeanétte did not
record the trial, does nol remember, and the court reporter told her the transeript for

SOMé reason Isno! avaflable.

Blalntifi Lipinski's Answers to the Interrogatoriss of the Castoneda's
' ' Page3of§
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Case: 1116-cv-07153 Document #: 140 Filad: 20/31/18 Page 4 of § PageiD #:1255

27. Not disputed,

28. Not Disputed except for the count file and records being destroyed. Plaintiff has no

ldea what happens with éxpunged filas; she beliaves they are still thare but nat
available to the public without further court order,

29. Notdisputed. The dog Is ative and healthy and was at all times.
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,

By: /s/izanettefipinski
Phaintiff, Pro se

Prepared by:

Jeanette Lipinski, Plaintiff, Pro Se
14121 S, Greenbay Ave.
Burnham, IL 60633
708-833-0267
shoshanad@icloud.com

VERIFICATION;

| hereby verify that all of the foregaing Answers to Interrogatories are true and
Carrect to the best of my knowledge and memory. Where based upon information and
beflef are believed to be true at the ime the statements were made. | declare under

penalty of perjury under the taws of the US that the foregaing is true and comect as of
the date_shown below,

Isfieanattelipinskif

Page 4 ofs
PlaintiH Lipinski’s Response to Castaneda's’ Mation [of Summiary Judgment
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Case: 1:16-cv-07153 Document i 140 Fied: 10731418 Page § of § PagelD #:1357

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby cetify that on Ocl. 31, 2016 | served via emall'a copy of the foregoing.

‘pleading to all entities who have filed an appearance by emall to the addresses noted

below,

PATTON & RYAN, LLC

John Witiiam Pation, Jr, Isljeanettelipinski/, plaintiff, Pro Se
joatton@pattonryan,.com

dustin Dobek

{dobek@pattonryan.com

Paul Donald Motz

pmotz@pattonryan,.com

330 North Wabash Avenue, Ste. 3800

Chicago, iL 80611

KOZACKY WEITZEL MCGRATH P.C,
Jessica Fricke Garro

igarro@kwlawyers.com

55 West Monroe Sireet, 24th Floor
Chicago. lllinois 60803
(312) 696-0800

NOTICE OF FILING
Yot are hereby nofified that on Oct, 31, 2018; [ caused the foregoing Response'to
Defi's Motion for Summary Judgment to be filed with the ND 1Il, Clerk of Court.

/stJeanetteLipinskis
Jeanette Lipinski, plaintiff, pro se

Plaintiff Uiginski's Answers 1o the interropratocies of the Castaneda's _
Page 5 65
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Case: 1:16-cv-07153 Document i 31-2 Filed; 10/12/16 Page 1 ol 2 PagelD #174
IN THE 2IRCUIT COURT CF CTOOX COUNTY, ILLINOIS Page 0C1
PEDELE OF THE STATE OF TLALINDIS

t
.

§ LI?

tn

NUMBER 146GJ5588C1

[ad

P
Sl.a

€

CERTIFIED STATEMELT CF CONVICTICN / DISPESITION

1, DOROTHEY HROWH, Clerk of the Circuit Court of Cook County, Illinois,
and kesper of the records and speal therecf 8o hereby certify that ths

electronic records of the Circuis Court of Jock County show that:

I Tha Stetes Attornrey cf Ceok County/Lecal Prosscutor has filed a complaint
§ #xch the Cler: of the Cirsuic Court.

§ Cuarocing rke above ransEd Szfendart woih:

510 7C/E ¥ PCIRIONG CF ANIMAL
ollowing dispositien(s) wasfwere vendered kefore the Honorable Judge(s;:

asf18/i3 BOND SET BY RULE OF COURT 28/1Cf14 0682

T221€ "34 APBEARANCE FILED
HATES, ELIZAITTE MARY )

88,13 14 CONTINUANCE BY ASREIMERT 0737714
WOT 2ISCC G, CwWX, STRTUS
HMAYES, ELIZABETH MARY

A0/3T 14 TONTINUAKCE BY ARSREEMENT 11/25/14 0E8Q
DISCOY TEKND, STATUS

. CARPRCLL, THOWMAS 3.

11/25/714 CONTINUANCE.BY AGRZEMENT D:/13/15 D680
STATUS
CLRPOLL, THOMAS J.

S17'.2/15 TONTINUAKCE BY AGRESMENT £4/20/15 8677
o

C'8#ads THOMAS 7.

‘DEEQ

03113731 TRANSEER INSTANTEE 44053705 0677
CAXZI3LL, THOMAS O, '
23'20, 15 TONTINURNOE BY AZREEMEST 5723 13 068C

WES
Las -

CAEROLL, THOMAS 3.
7T/23/15 SURY WAIVED

_ CRPROLL, THOMAS 7,
97¢23/15 FINDING TF NOT SUILTY

oG
CARROLL. THOVA

hd
“~ .
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Cage: 1:16-cv-07153 Document #: 31-2 Filed: 10/12/16 Page 2 of 2 PagetD #:175

1 THE CIRCUIT COURT OF C(OOX COUNTY, ILLINDIS Eage 002
PEOPLE OF THE STATS OF ILLINOTS
Vs NUWEES 14800558301
I S LIPINSKI

CERTIFIED STATEMENT OF CONVICTIOR / DISFOSITION

, 2, DOROTHY BROWN., Clerk of the Circu:t Court of Cook County, Tilirois,
Y and xeepsr of the records and seal thereoi do herakby ¢zrtify thet ths

f elecrronic vecords of ths Civcui: Court of Cook County show that:

The States f-r.z:amey of Cook coun‘"/uoca‘ Svogezltor has f£iled a complaint
with the Clexk of the Circuis c Comrt.

‘peen envered £% record pn the =bove
¢ capriones cate.

T herzeby cet:.Si ksl the foregoing has

: vy ce (5797718
.. —7/"’ 5.:—*7.._-4/ VLY.
) s/ 5CROTHY SR

[ .

-

J - .
[ + - L4 *

APMENDIRES Q Pgs 2of 2
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.‘ Case: 1:16-ev-07153 Document & 132.7 Eilog: 10/01/18 Page 16 of 44 PageiD ¢-1075
¥ Jeanctte S.R. Lipinski - 8/7/2018
& 55
1 Q Conyontellme shout the incident in b Lipinesi EXbIbR 3. 1's u copy of your disesares.
¥ Atay of 20167 ? Okny? ' '
T A Pmrying to think bock. ) wwutd v i 4 A Otay,
. 3 havedhe potioe repant i st ol me, Whish | e, § 1 Q Allrights Ms. Lipinskd, ! want to o to
) * have i opyains. Rt the police wore called, P'm 3 e, Ahout halway dnwn. (1omys Vesonta Chavee,
O nftture cuactly why, [ wes romcthing that the b you listed 0< o ncightor, who ey Lnow beitpe of faler
7 Costanadss had donc, And K us and unothet oflicer T srrest charges snd resldes w1t that address Byted
B vt over and talled with them, ond then ha came hast; 8 theer?
& aned wodd me that the e hxd dicd. § waid no, die 2 A Y,
10 dog dldnt div, thons w s nothng winng with the dog. 0 Q Whob Vésenhs Cruver,
31 Q Ms Lipnad, when was the tast time FOU 13w 11 A She's the doughter of Irma Chaver, my
: {2 thedop? 3 eighbor,
- 13 A Yesterday, 23 O DXy Sayourhotrse, 0w have two peiphton
12 Q My Liplaskl, did ciiber Volands ar 14 eneitherlde, dghty
13 Alonas Castaords give yon prrmibsshon o pour-ficach 15 A Yes ]
th on 30 ThAF hathyard? 16 O Oreveuss e, Qoedelshbor on eitherside?®
3T A 1 dunY g Meach in thoye backyard, 2T A Ulebuh,
18 O That waw't my question, M, 1bpimikd, i  Q Andibe Chaveres are— -
12 A N, 12 A Seuthside.
20 Q Ms Lipinskl, you teatlfied exvtier that 40 ) Sonihside
21 Ahe— a1 yo0 weve in shoeh due to the Ghe 2) And the Crstanrdesare thenorth side
»? ares? o 22 ncighbory?
21 A va. T3 A Y,
26 Q DKyou suffer any mofreincy.dumnapes o5 » I8 Q Why wanid Veenls Chaves have kngwisdge of
‘ 4 54
1 reauft of this frial? i the faise arrest?
2 A Vo 4 A tecaine Yolanda Castaneds kd her, !
3 Q Canyou pleass tell me what thask trmapge 3 Q 6w doyou kntw shat Yelands Castaneds tatd
4 are? & Yesenta Chaver®
5 A lomh, Eacow me, £ A Bronuse ne were fiends amifl Yolenda talk
) § O M Lipiaski, it 500 arent sble @0 expund ¢ 10 em. . ’
i ¥ uny furiber, that was my onty quetion 1 hsd toduy. T Q Thensit neighbor is Edwerd ang
8 Moybe we cootd tata » bresk before finatithp.. 1 Shitkey Drock?
, 2 THE VIDEDORAPMER.: We're poing off the pecond s 4 A Comear,
] 30 10l pm 1 Q ko sre Edwurd end Shirley Tietek?
ty {Reocw we teken,) 11 A dhey'ne the coomd e mith of e next 1o
M THEVIDEOGRATIUR: Good 6femiun, Wenreheek 17 ihe Costaneda,
11 on the vidoo record a2 108 pm, 13 Q Andwhywould they have krowiedge of the.
a4 FURTHER XAMINATION b4 falye nrrest charper?
149 BY MR BOBEN: 13 A Beaoweihe tatked 10 cech oiher nli the
1 Q Mu Liphnskt, we're = nv're abmont done, | 16 timo,
17 jusi want to go through your Rule 26€a} 1) initiat 11 Q Dut von ever bear them over « Did yop ever
1 diclosuns, Ohig? 1% overbear ihem tatking abowt 717
A Obay. B A Ne, ) know chey wore having conversations,
3] {Whereunon Ligtinss | Bepanitinn ity 3 40 b, Bl | contd i muke ont vohint they were
al woy murhod for Hiemieton,) T maping. ) _
&7 P MR DONIER- /2 ) Tornlng o the thind page, ma‘ae. H looks
7Y O What 'm gotap t0 hand yoii < AWhat the cori 23 Hie Officer Jevin Avita, ie wonk! have hnowiedge —
24 reporter’s going to haad you bpoing to br ererked as 24 arhe'san officer of the poliee — Burnham Pofice

18 {Pages 53 to 54
Epiq Court Reporting Solutions ~ Chicago
312.1386,2000

"
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Case: 1:16-cv-07153 Document = 181 Fil=g, 1034419 Paga 130f 27 PagaiDd » 1331

Tuesday, July 15, 2014
LANSING VETERINARY LETTER - EXHIBITA-3 PAGES

e r—— B — —— et — * .

Re: "Rex”, mate, yaliow Iab, Born 11.30-2008, Belonging 10 Alanso Castaneda of 14119

‘Graanbay Ave. Burnham, Iii.
‘Rex was examined by ma today Due to & complaint that he has vomitting and diarrhea

oft and on for aver the'past manth. He has aiso bean coughlng and sneezing the past
few days,

On exam his temperature was 104.4 { (normal is 101.51.) oral exam and abdonlal

palpation were normal. Exam of his paw pads showed they are dry with the surface
white Instead of black. His heart and tunys are normal,

Recommended treatment consists of antiblotics and 2 liquld to give by mouth that is a
ototectorant to sooth the lining of the stomach ang bowel, '

Sincercly,

Larry W, Booher, D.V, M,

/3 oF A7
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Case. 18.3338

Documant Q0713740128

Filed 122072020  Pages 1 (aalg)

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE SEVENTH CIRCUIT

ot MeXintry INAzon Unrird S aim ettt
Reermn 2723 - 2195 Dheashomn Sins

O, Mot 20004

Docemnber 8, 2020

_FINAL JUDGMENT

FRANK H. EASTERBROOX, Circuil Judge

Crnes o4 ihe LA,
Pt (12) 435085
AYW.£4T SITRRITTS Yo

CERTIFIED COPY

AREDERT Y
“Tesare

Y
o e

%
<

-~

Befere:
DANIEL A. MANION, Circuit Judge e e fima? -
-~ » gy of Agmatte Lo db

AMY }, 5T, EVE, Circuit Judge Rovvnh Otk
JEANETTE S.R, LIPINSKI,
PlaintifT- Appellant

NO. '9'3395 Ve
YOLANDA CASTANEDA, et al.,

) Defendants - Appellees B

Originating Case Information;

District Court Noe 1:16-¢v-07153

Northern District of 3linois, Bastern Diviston

Dastrict Judge Jorge L. Alonso

The judgment of the District Court is AFFIRMED, with costs, in accordance with.
the diision of this court entered on this date,

APPENDIXEST Pg1of1
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ILLISOIS STATE POLICE
BLRLAL OF INFNTIRICATION
2 AOQRTIEHICAGD STREET

AOMAET. (LM (04324078

SEANETTE LIMINCKY
132U S GREEVAAY AV
BURNHAN, L. 60633

Dear S Vadam,

A et eeder fas baen tors anded w she [inon S1at6 Police 88 Hareau at fdemficaiton tre sty reyanting ihe
sndi iduat Tracgd betaw  The Iiinoir Criminat Ldent Acabnn Adt detind il spevirie cirumrmtances snder wbieh a ¢rnrinal
recend can ne wrled o saputized. The et teeordiar egntained in e eoun MUEF s been proceysed Pased on tka waling
and gspungzament geosiglons contatned 1o the tlizons Crininsl Ientitication Aci: The pootessing conclesion appean in fite
RECL LT fichd fucated i the dentmions section be.aw,

i the reclt indiestos “complled’, the armmel second( 4 have bezn sealed or evpunged gureamt to the court erdee. [fike
el Midicatze teferred, the ISP obitcis 16 the coen artder and has resersed the matter (6 the Utfiee ofzhe ihinms Afmmey
Cremetseh 1 hat ehs coun arder wacaiad, Peaee raor 1 the «oom) page of 1N eavraemmaznice 15 geta moes Jsniled
eAplafitm 6f the Tadsom forthe referrdl 1711 Testit 16dIRAITS o recard’, T5earen oF the flies of the 181 Dureau of
thentificatton failed tyrecal zny sweordis oF the s vrderalovent,

11"y oy Base dny quesiiont réganting ihe réstilt a7 your v andet ar quiniong condervud any etherinformation
ponta:asd n thas camresgindencs, please contcs the Ilimuy Stane Police at Il ctiatomter sapport  ivp.stne.lus e call
TEIST20-$180 Thank you for allawing us im epponunmy ta 33drecs yanr #deds,

IDENTIFIERS
PON; CORISFOLSL384
ALBMISSION TYPE: LAPSL RESCLT: COMPLIED - COURT QRDES,
Satfic: LIFINSKIEANETTE
Ses Codey T ftaee Cades W 0O; d A8 {Big
STATE USE ONLY
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Cese: 1:16-Cv-07153 Document # 133-2 Fiad: 10/01/18 Page 2 015 PageiD »;1128

BURNHAM POLICE DEPARTMENT

. LA ]
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
FASTERN DIVISION

JEANETTE S.R. LIPINSKI,
Plalntifl.
v,

YOLANDA CASTANEDA, an individual:
ALONSO CASTANLEDA, an individual:

LT, BONNER 479, in his individunl and officer
capacity: OFFICER ANDRIELLE CAP#77:

in her individual and officer capacity: and
VILLAGE OF BURNHAM, o municipal
corponition

No.  16:CV-7153
Hon. Jorge L. Alonso
Hon, May, Sisan B, Cox
Jury Trinl Demandead

Defendanis,

C? Kt N Tl el e Wt T Tt e Vst b el s

PLAINTIFF LIPINSKI'S ANSWERS TO
YOLANDA AND ALONSO CASTANEDA'S
: ' ADMI DN TO JEANETTE LIPINSK

Purstant to Rules 26 and 36 of the Federal Rutes of Civil Procedure,
Yolanda and Alonso-Castaneda {jointly the “Castanedas”) hereby submit the following
requests for admission to Jeanette Lipinski and request that each be separatély
answered under oath within 30 days:

Instructions

It you fall to respond or abject to any request within 30 days. of the service
of these requests, the matterin such request shall be deemed admitted under Rule 36,

As is more {ully set out in Rule 36(a), you must admit or-deny each
Tequest, and, where necessary, specify the parts of eath request to which you bbject or

cannol in good faith admit or deny. If you object 10 only par of a request, you must

Papa 1 oF 5
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Text
admit or deny the remainder of the request. In the event you object to or deny any
request of portion of a request, you must slate the reasons for such objection of denial,

These requesté for admission shall be deemed continuing, and
supplemenial answers shall be required if you directly or indirectty obtaln further
information after your initial respanse as provided by Rule 26(g),

Each request soficits all information obtainable by you, Including
information currently in the possession of your counsel, investigators, agents,
employees and representatives. If you answer a request on the basis that you fack
sufficient infarmation to respond, you shall describe any and all afforts made fo inform
yourself of the facts and circumstances necessary to answer of respond.

Definitions

A, The termms “you,” “your" and “yours® as used in this discovary
request, shall refér 10 Jeanette-Lipinski,

B.  The term "Property” as used in this discovery request, shall refer to
the Castaneda's resldence at 14119 Greenbay Ave., Burnham, lllinois 60633,

First Sot of Admissions

1, Admit that the you poured bleach onto the Property on or around
July 14, 2014,

GENERAL OBJECTION

The Castaneda's keep asserting that Ms. Lipinski has stepped on their
property or poured bleach on “their praperty”; however, they have not provided a Plat of
Survey by a licensed Survayor, nor have they had a Survayor mark the boundaries of

Pagedufd
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their property wilh any type of marker or flay, Therefore, Plaintit Jeanette reserves the
right to update these answers which such a task has been complete, The court should
order it to make sure the answers are correct. Why the Castenedas are asserting
Trespass without having done 50 is 8 complate mystety,.
RESPONSE: Denied, Jeanette poured a dilute bleach solution at all imes not
directly onto the Casteneda‘s property, but only on the adjacent concrete siab.
Without a survey, { do not believo this is part of the “Casteneda’s property.” The
Casteneda’s must provido a diagram from thelr actual plat of survey to determine
what portion of the alley belongs to Bumham Village (“Bumham Viilage™) -and
what Portion they actually own.

2. Admit that Yolanda and Alonso Castaneda's dog had access to the-
area on which you poured bleach on or around July 14, 2014,
RESPONSE: Denled. Jeanette only cleaned up BV Proporty.

3. Admit that Yolanda Castaneda never told the police that her dog’
had died as a result of any alleged bleach poisoning.
RESPONSE: Denied. it was Yolanda Castaneda that told thg police her dog died.

4, Admit that Algnso Castaneda never told the potice that his dog had
died as a result of any alleged bleach poisaning,
RESPONSE: Denied Jeanctte has a topy of the unaitered original police report.
Someone altered the origins! police reporn.

5. Admit that you never heard Yolanda Castaneda tefl the police that
her dog had died as a tesult of-any alleged bleach polsoning,

Page 3 ol
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RESPONSE: Admitted, Jeanétte did not hear it, but the police officar said it and
it's in the original police report

6 Admitthat you never heard Alonso Castaneda fell the police that
his dog had died as a result of any alleged bleach poisoning.
RESPONSE: Admitted.

7.  Admit that no one ever told you that Yolanda Castaneda told the
police that her dog had died as a result of any alleged bieach polsoning,
RESPONSE: Denied.

8, Admii that no one ever {ald you that Alonse Castaneda told the
police that Ris dog had died as g result of any alleged bleach poisoning.
RESPONSE: Vague and contains hearsay. Nonetheless dénied to the extent i is
understood that both the polica and in their roport sald the dog died.

8. Admit that the Castanedas did not give you permission to‘enter the
Property on or around duly 14, 2014,
RESPONSE: Admitted the Castenedas did riot give Jeanetts permission to enter
thair property 7/14/14 and Jeanette did not do so.

10.  Admit that the Castanedss did not give you parmission to pour
bieach onto the Property on or about Jufy 14, 2014,

RESPONSE: Admitted the Castonedas never asked Jeanstte to pour bleach on
their property and Jeanette never did that regardliess:

Paged of §
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Respectfully submiied.

By:_ s/ jeanettelipinski/
Pro Se Plaintiff
Prepared By
Jeanette Lipinski, Pro Se

14121 S. Greenbay Ave.
Bumham . 60633

708-933-0367
shoshana3@ictoud.com

VERIFICATION:

1 hereby certify that the foregoing Answers are true and corract to the bast of my

knowledge and memory. Where based upon information and belief are belleved to
be true at the time the statements are made.

Isijeanettelipinski/

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that | serve a copy via email of my Answers on ali parties

who have filed an appearance in the above captioned cause of action on this

John William Patton, Jr.

e

Michael Robert Luchsinger

Paul Donaid Motz

PATTON & RYAN, LLC

330 North Wabash Avenus, Ste. 3800
Chicago, I 60611
mluchsinger@paiionryan.com

fsfieansttelipinski/, plaintiff, pro

Jerome R. Woitzel

Jessica Fricke Garro.

KOZACKY WEITZEL MCGRATH P.C,
55 West Monroe Street, 24th Floor.
Chicago, HHinois 60603

{312) 696-0900
JGarro@kwmlawyers.com
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