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NOT PRECEDENTIAL

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
... FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

No. 20-2801

JAMESON ROSADO,
Appellant

v.

ATTORNEY GENERAL UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

On Appeal from the United States District Court 
for the District of New Jersey 

(D.C. Civil Action No. 2-15-cv-03999) 
District Judge: Honorable John M. Vazquez

Submitted Pursuant to Third Circuit LAR 34.1(a) 
March 5,2021

Before: AMBRO, PORTER and SCIRICA, Circuit Judges

(Opinion filed: March 10,2021)

OPINION*

PER CURIAM

* This disposition is not an opinion of the full Court and pursuant to I.O.P. 5.7 does not 
constitute binding precedent.
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Jameson Rosado appeals from the District Court’s order entering summary 

judgment in favor of the Attorney General of the United States. We will affirm.

I.

Rosado was employed by the Federal Bureau of Investigation from 1992 until his 

termination in 2011. In 2015, he filed suit raising claims of discrimination and other 

misconduct relating to his employment. Following a series of dismissals and amended 

complaints, the District Court allowed three of Rosado’s claims to proceed to discovery.

In those claims, Rosado alleged that FBI personnel violated Title VII of the Civil 

Rights Act of 1964 by retaliating against him for filing a complaint with the Equal 

Employment Opportunity Commission in 2008. Rosado claimed that FBI personnel 

retaliated against him for filing the complaint by: (1) not appointing him to the Evidence 

Response Team in 2010; (2) not approving him for the Student Loan Repayment Program 

in 2009 and 2010; and (3) referring him to the Investigation Division in 2011 for the 

workplace misconduct that ultimately led to his termination.

Following discovery, the Attorney General filed a motion for summary judgment. 

The District Court granted that motion, and Rosado now appeals.

II.

We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. On appeal, Rosado challenges only 

the District Court’s entry of summary judgment against him. Our review of that ruling is ,

plenary. See Pearson v. Prison Health Serv.. 850 P.3d 526, 533 (3d Cir. 2017). Having



conducted that review, we will affirm substantially for the reasons explained by the

District Court.

Rosado has not raised any persuasive challenges to the District Court’s ruling. 

Rosado devotes much of his filings to complaints about a New Jersey criminal matter 

involving voicemails that he left for a Magistrate Judge after the District Court’s entry of 

summary judgment. That criminal matter is beyond the scope of this appeal. To the 

extent that Rosado’s filings can be read to argue that this criminal matter reveals bias or 

misconduct on the part of the Magistrate Judge, Rosado has shown no basis for any such 

argument and our review reveals none.

Rosado’s arguments do not otherwise state any basis for relief. Rosado argues that 

the Attorney General did not produce certain documents during discovery, but he does 

not challenge any specific discovery ruling and largely fails to specify what he sought or 

how he believes it would have helped his case.1 In any event, we have reviewed his 

arguments in this regard and discern no basis for relief. Rosado also argues that the 

District Court overlooked certain issues, but he again largely fails to relate those issues to

1 Rosado claims, for example, that the Attorney General did not produce the names of 
two Assistant Special Agents-in-Charge who allegedly told Mike Ward, the Special 
Agent-in-Charge of the Newark Division, that Rosado previously impersonated an agent. 
That information does not appear relevant to any of Rosado’s claims or to the District 
Court’s reasons for entering summary judgment on those claims.
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any of his specific claims or to any of the District Court’s reasons for rejecting those 

claims. Those issues do not undermine the District Court’s rulings in any event.2

In sum, neither Rosado’s arguments nor our review reveals anything calling the 

District Court’s well-reasoned rulings into question.

III.

For these reasons, we will affirm the judgment of the District Court. Rosado’s 

pending motions, including his motions to disqualify appellee’s counsel and for 

appointment of counsel, are denied.

2 Rosado argues, for example, that the District Court overlooked a September 9,2014 
decision by an EEOC administrative judge who concluded that the FBI did not retaliate 
against him. His arguments in that regard consist largely of handwritten notations such 
as “not true” next to many of the administrative judge’s statements. Rosado does not 
explain how this document undermines the District Court’s rulings, and it does not.
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Not for Publication

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

JAMESON ROSADO,

Plaintiff,
Civil Action No. 15-3999

v.
OPINION

ATTORNEY GENERAL WILLIAM 
BARR,

Defendant.

John Michael Vazquez. U.S.D.J.

Pro se Plaintiff Jameson Rosado asserts that after he reported purported wrongful conduct 

at his workplace, he was retaliated against in violation of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 

(“Title VII”). Presently before the Court is Defendant’s motion for summary judgment D.E. 135. 

Plaintiff opposes the motion, D.E. 136, and Defendant filed a brief in reply, D.E. 137.1 The Court 

reviewed all submissions made in support and in opposition to the motion and considered the 

motion without oral argument pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 78(b) and L. Civ. R. 78.1(b). For the 

reasons stated below, Defendant’s motion is GRANTED.

I. FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

As tihe parties are familiar with this matter, the Court will not provide a detailed factual 

background.2 Instead, the Court recounts the key relevant facts here, and additional facts are

Defendant’s brief in support of his motion for summary judgment is referred to as “Del'. F>r.'’ 
(D.E. 135-1); Plaintiff’s brief in opposition is referred to as “Plf. Opp.” (D.E. 136); and 
Defendant’s reply brief is referred to as “Def. Reply” (D.E. 137).

2 The background facts are drawn from Defendant’s Statement of Undisputed Material Facts

i
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discussed in the Analysis section below.

Plaintiff worked in various roles at the FBI’s Newark Division from 1992 to 2011; his last 

position was a Technical Information Specialist. DSOMF 1-2. In 2007, Plaintiff reported that 

an administrative officer was abusing the overtime leave policy. Id. 3-4. In 2008, Plaintiff tiled 

an Equal Employment Opportunity (“EEO”) complaint alleging that he was retaliated against 

because of his 2007 whistleblowing activities. Id. ^ 5. Plaintiff contends that he suffered from 

additional retaliation at the FBI because of his 2007 report and the 2008 EEO complaint. Three 

alleged instances of retaliation are at issue in this motion.

First, Plaintiff applied to join the Evidence Response Team (“ERT”) in 2009. On 

November 23, 2009, the FBI reviewed and ranked the applicants in a number of categories; 

Plaintiff was ranked 19th out of 21 candidates. Id. fl 69-81. According to Plaintiff, however, he 

senior to all of the applicants except one, and Plaintiff appears to suggest that he should 

have been ranked higher because of his seniority. Meyler Decl. Ex. I at T3 5:2-9. On January 15, 

2010, the FBI made its selections, and Plaintiff was not chosen. DSOMF U 82. Plaintiff contends 

that he was not selected for the ERT as retaliation for his 2007 overtime abuse report. Specifically, 

Plaintiff believes that David Velazquez, the Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge of the Newark 

Division, “may have told somebody not to put [Plaintiff] on” the ERT. Meyler Deck Ex. 1, T26:22- 

25 (emphasis added). Velazquez started at the Newark Office in January 2009, DSOMF ^ 6, so 

Velazquez was not present when Plaintiff reported the alleged overtime abuse in 2007 or filed his

was more

EEO complaint in 2008.

("DSOMF”), D.E. 135-2; and the Declaration of Daniel W. Meyler (“Meyler Deck”), D.E. 135-3, 
and its supporting exhibits. Plaintiff did not respond to DSOMF and did not file his own statement 
of material facts. The Court, however, reviewed the documents submitted with pro se Plaintiff’s 
opposition, D.E. 136, and based on this review, there do not appear to be factual disputes as to the 
key events that occurred in this matter.
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Plaintiffs second claim involves his failure to be chosen for the Student Loan Repayment 

Program (“SLRP”). According to Plaintiff, each year FBI Headquarters repays the student loans 

for a limited number of employees. DSOMF 87. At the Newark Office, the Career Board 

allegedly selected participants for the SLRP. Plaintiff was told by another FBI employee, who 

on the Career Board, that Velazquez was the decisionmaker for the SLRP, as it was “Dave’s 

program.” Id. ^ 94. Plaintiff applied for the program in 2009 and 2010. Plaintiff believes that he 

qualified to be a participant but was not selected either year. Id. 89-90, 96. Plaintiff 

contends that he was not chosen as retaliation for his overtime abuse report and that Velazquez

was

was

was somehow involved. Id. 197.

In addition, Plaintiff believes that Michael Ward, the Special Agent-in-Charge of the 

Newark Division, was required to write Plaintiff a recommendation for his 2010 application but 

“elected not to for personal reasons.” Meyler Decl. Ex. 1 at T46:10-18; see also DSOMF f 7. 

Ward started at the Newark Division in March 2010 and was Plaintiffs third-line supervisor, 

“which means that Ward was three levels above Plaintiff.” DSOMF 103-04. Plaintiff told 

Ward about his EEO matter sometime after Ward started at the Newark Office, and Ward was 

of the EEO investigation that occurred in June 2010. Id. 108-10. Plaintiff, however, 

believes that Ward and Velazquez were “talking to people” in the Newark Office about Plaintiff 

before they both started working at the office. Meyler Decl. Ex. 1 at T54:3-10.

Finally Plaintiff alleges that Ward referred Plaintiff to the Inspection Division in 2011, in 

retaliation for his 2007 whistleblowing activity. According to Plaintiff, the Inspection Division is 

“responsible for compliance” within the FBI. Meyler Decl. Ex. 1 at T52:l 1-22. Plaintiff sent 

Ward an email on February 22, 2011, shortly before the Inspection Division referral, stating that 

Plaintiff was not going to comply with a required financial disclosure program became of his EEO

aware

%
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matter. Plaintiff stated that if the EEO matter settled, Plaintiff could provide the financial

disclosure information. See Meyler Decl. Ex. 4 at 2. Ward replied to Plaintiff, suggesting that

Plaintiff speak to the appropriate people about his failure to participate, “as your declaration to me

that you will not respond to this security requirement may not protect you from associated civil

and administrative penalities.” Id. Plaintiff responded with a second email that again discussed

settling the EEO matter. Plaintiff closed the email by telling Ward that if the EEO matter was not

settled in the next week, “I cannot be responsible for any performance related issues should the

Bureau not settle this.” Id. at 1-2. Plaintiff testified that his email was not intended to be a threat

not to perform but was merely a statement that his performance was likely to suffer because he

working in a hostile work environment. Meyler Decl. Ex. 1 at T93:3-11. Ward’s email

response said that Plaintiff’s EEO matter was separate from his work responsibilities and that

[r]egardless of what happens in your EEO case, you are expected to 
successfully fulfill the day to day duties and responsibilities of your 
position. Your comment that you cannot be responsible for 
performance related issues if the Bureau doesn’t settle your 
complaint to your satisfaction is an obvious threat and thus, 
unacceptable. You will continue to be held accountable for your 
work performance.

Meyler Decl. Ex. 4 at 1. Plaintiff sent Ward an additional email on March 9, 2011 that again, 

discussed settling Plaintiff s EEO matter. Among other things, Plaintiff stated that “I cannot offer 

any assurance that performance may not be a problem in the future while this matter is pending, 

as I have done nothing wrong.” Meyler Decl. Ex. 5.

Ward referred Plaintiff to the Inspection Division on March 14, 2011 through a written 

requesting that an administrative inquiry be initiated (the “Referral Memo”). DSOMF f 19; 

Meyler Decl. Ex. 8. Ward’s Referral Memo states that Plaintiff had a history of insubordinate 

behavior and outlined a number of alleged examples. Ward included the February 22 and March

was

memo
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9 emails as examples, which Ward viewed as “thinly veiled threats of limited or no work 

performance if his demands are not met.” Meyler Decl. Ex. 8 at 3. The Referral Memo also 

discussed emails from Plaintiff in which Plaintiff claimed to have a college degree when he 

actually did not Id. In fact, during the Inspection Division’s investigation, the FBI learned that 

Plaintiff had previously submitted three applications to be an FBI Special Agent, stating in each 

that he had a college degree although Plaintiff had not yet earned a degree.3 DSOMF Ifl] 42-53. 

After Ward’s referral, an agent from the Inspection Division conducted an investigation, and the 

Inspection Division ultimately suggested that Plaintiff should be terminated from the FBI. Meyler

Decl. Ex. 11.

Plaintiff filed suit on June 12, 2015, alleging employment discrimination claims in 

violation of Title VII. D.E. 1. After a series of motions to dismiss and amended complaints, on 

May 29,2018, Judge Salas dismissed all of Plaintiff’s causes of action except three claims for Title 

VII retaliation. D.E. 83, 84. On April 3, 2019, Defendant was granted leave to file a motion for 

summary judgment, and Plaintiff was granted leave to file a cross-motion for summary judgment. 

D.E. 125. Defendant filed his motion for summary judgment on June 7, 2019. D.E. 135. This 

case was reassigned to the undersigned on July 24,2020. D.E. 144.

n. SUMMARY JUDGMENT STANDARD

A moving party is entitled to summary judgment where “the movant shows that there is no 

genuine dispute as to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.” 

Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(a). A fact in dispute is material when it “might affect the outcome of the suit 

under the governing law” and is genuine “if the evidence is such that a reasonable jury could return

3 Plaintiff completed the Special Agent applications in 2007 and 2009 but did not earn his degree 
until 2011. DSOMF 42-53.

to&
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a verdict for the non-moving party.” Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Jnc., All U.S. 242, 248 (1986). 

Disputes over irrelevant or unnecessary facts will not preclude granting a motion for summary 

judgment. Id. “In considering a motion for summary judgment, a district court may not make 

credibility determinations or engage in any weighing of the evidence; instead, the non-moving 

party’s evidence ‘is to be believed and all justifiable inferences are to be drawn in his favor.’” 

Marino v. Indus. Crating Co., 358 F.3d 241, 247 (3d Cir. 2004) (quoting Anderson, All U.S. at 

255)). A court’s role in deciding a motion for summary judgment is not to evaluate the evidence 

and decide the truth of the matter but rather “to determine whether there is a genuine issue for 

trial.” Anderson, All U.S. at 249.

A party moving for summary judgment has the initial burden of showing the basis for its 

motion and must demonstrate that there is an absence of a genuine issue of material fact. Celotex 

Corp. v. Catrett, All U.S. 317, 323 (1986). After the moving party adequately supports its motion, 

the burden shifts to the nonmoving party to “go beyond the pleadings and by her own affidavits, 

or by the depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions on file, designate specific facts 

showing that there is a genuine issue for trial.” Id. at 324 (internal quotation marks omitted). To 

withstand a properly supported motion for summary judgment, the nonmoving party must identify 

specific facts and affirmative evidence that contradict the moving party. Anderson, All U.S. at 

250. “[I]f the non-movant’s evidence is merely ‘colorable’ or is ‘not significantly probative,’ the 

court may grant summary judgment.” Messa v. Omaha Prop. & Cas. Ins. Co., 122 F. Supp. 2d 

523, 528 (D.N.J. 2000) (quoting Anderson, All U.S. at 249-50)).

Ultimately, there is “no genuine issue as to any material fact” if a party “fails to make a 

showing sufficient to establish the existence of an element essential to that party’s case.” Celotex 

Corp., All U.S. at 322. “If reasonable minds could differ as to the import of the evidence,”

?(*
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however, summary judgment is not appropriate. See Anderson, 477 U.S. at 250-51.

HI. ANALYSIS

Defendant seeks summary judgment as to Plaintiffs three Title VII retaliation claims. 

Under Title VII, it is an unlawful employment practice for an employer “to discriminate against 

any of his employees ... because he has made a charge, testified, assisted or participated in any 

manner in an investigation, proceeding, or hearing under this subchapter.” 42 U.S.C. § 2000e- 

3(a). Where a plaintiff does not present direct evidence of discrimination, courts apply the three- 

step, burden-shifting standard set forth in McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Green, 411 U.S. 792 

(1973). A plaintiff must first establish a prima facie case of retaliation. If a plaintiff puts forth a 

prima facie case, “the burden shifts to the employer to provide a legitimate non-retaliatory reason 

for its conduct.” Carvalho-Grevious v. Del. State Univ., 851 F.3d 249,257 (3d Cir. 2017). Finally, 

at the third step, a plaintiff must “convince the factfinder both that the employer’s proffered 

explanation was false [that is, a pretext], and that retaliation was the real reason for the adverse 

employment action.” Id. (quoting Moore v. City of Philadelphia, 461 F.3d 331, 342 (3d Cir. 

2006)). In other words, a plaintiff must prove, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the harm 

would not have occurred but-for the protected activity. Id. at 258. These requirement standards 

are discussed in more detail below.

A. Prima Facie Case

Defendant contends that Plaintiffs claims must be dismissed because Plaintiff cannot make 

out a prima facie retaliation claim. Namely, Defendant argues that Plaintiff fails to establish a 

causal connection for each claim. Def. Br. at 18-20. To establish a prima facie retaliation claim, 

a plaintiff must show that “(1) she engaged in activity protected by Title VII; (2) the employer 

took an adverse employment action against her, and (3) there was a causal connection between her

12 A
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participation in the protected activity and the adverse employment action.”4 Moore, 461 F.3d at 

340-41 (quoting Nelson v. Upsala Coll, 51 F.3d 383, 386 (3d Cir. 1995)).

To establish a causal connection at the primafacie stage, a plaintiff “must produce evidence 

‘sufficient to raise the inference that her protected activity was the likely reason for the adverse 

employment action.”’ Carvalho-Grevious, 851 F.3d at 259 (quoting Kachmar v. SunGard Data 

Sys., Inc., 109 F.3d 173,177 (3d Cir. 1997)) (emphasis in original). A court may consider a “broad 

array of evidence” to find a causal link. Farrell v. Planters Lifesavers Co., 206 F.3d 271,280 (3d 

Cir. 2000). “Unusually suggestive” temporal proximity between the protected activity and adverse 

action “is sufficient standing alone to create an inference of causality and defeat summary 

judgment.” LeBoon v. Lancaster Jewish Cmty. Ctr. Ass'n, 503 F.3d 217, 232 (3d Cir. 2007) 

(citations omitted). Otherwise, a court considers “whether the proffered evidence, looked at as a 

whole, may suffice to raise the inference.” Id. at 232 (internal citation omitted). Evidence may 

include an “intervening antagonism or retaliatory animus, inconsistencies in the employer’s 

articulated reasons for terminating the employee, or any other evidence in the record sufficient to 

support the inference of retaliatory animus.” Id. at 232-33.

1. Emergency Response Team Claim

Plaintiff filed an EEO complaint in November 2008, indicating retaliation that he believed 

resulted from reporting the alleged overtime leave abuse in 2007. Meyler Decl. Ex. 1 at T63:4-6. 

Plaintiff applied for the ERT in September 2009, and the FBI made its selections on January 15,

4 Defendant only focuses on the causal connection aspect of Plaintiff’s prima facie claim. Thus, 
Defendant appears to concede that Plaintiff sufficiently establishes that be engaged in protected 
activity and suffered from an adverse employment action. In fact, filing an EEO complaint 
“quintessential protected activity,” Young v. City of Phila. Police Dep’t, 651 F. App’x 90, 97 (3d 
Cir. 2016), and each of the alleged adverse employment actions would have “dissuaded a 
reasonable worker from making or supporting a charge of discrimination.” Moore, 461 F.3d at 
341. Accordingly, the Court focuses on the causal connection prong.

is a
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2010. DSOMF 1H| 69-82. Thus, using the date of Plaintiffs EEO complaint, the adverse action 

occurred approximately a year after the protected activity. This length of time is not unusually 

suggestive, and Plaintiff cannot rely solely on temporal proximity to establish a causal connection. 

See LeBoon, 503 F.3d at 233 (stating that “a gap of three months between the protected activity 

and the adverse action, without more, cannot create an inference of causation and defeat summary 

judgment”); see also Thomas-Taylor v. City of Pittsburgh, 605 F. App’x 95, 98-99 (3d Cir. 2015) 

(concluding that a more than one-year gap between filing charge and the adverse employment 

action was not unusually suggestive).

Plaintiff submits that the fact he received a low rank among the candidates, despite his 

seniority, demonstrates that his failure to be placed on the ERT is evidence of retaliation. Meyler 

Decl. Ex. 1 at T35:2-9. But Plaintiff does not provide any evidence as to who else applied for the 

ERT, their qualifications for the position, or how seniority factors into the decision-making 

Consequently, without more, the low rank alone does not provide sufficient evidence ofprocess.

a retaliatory animus. Plaintiff also believes that Velazquez and Ward may have been involved in 

the ERT selection process, specifically the decision to not select Plaintiff. See id. at T26.22-25

(Plaintiff explaining that Velazquez “may have been involved in the career board . . . [h]e may 

have told somebody not to put me on”) (emphases added); id. at T22:1 -4 (Plaintiff explaining that 

Ward may have been involved because Ward “was talking to people about [Plaintiff] before he 

appointed to Newark”); see also id. at T20:17-6. But a plaintiffs “mere belief or contention” 

that he was retaliated against is not sufficient to create a material issue of fact as a plaintiff “must 

rebut the motion [for summary judgment] with facts in the record.” Ullrich v. U.S. Sec'y of 

Veterans Affairs, 457 F. App'x 132, 136-37 (3d Cir. 2012).

Plaintiff provides no other evidence that would allow a reasonable jury to draw the

was
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any evidence establishing that Ward was a member of the Career Board, involved in the SLRP, or 

that the lack of a recommendation had an impact on the SLRP decision in 2010. Also, by relying 

on a personal reason, Plaintiff appears to concede that improper retaliation was not a factor. Thus, 

Plaintiff fails to provide sufficient evidence by which a reasonable jury could infer that his failure 

to be selected for the SLRP in 2009 and 2010 was likely due to retaliation. Plaintiff, therefore, 

fails to set forth a prima facie case as to his SLRP claim, and summary judgment is granted to 

Defendant on this claim.

3. Referral to the Inspection Division

Plaintiffs final claim involves Ward’s referral of Plaintiff to the Inspection Division in 

March 2011. Relying on Plaintiff’s 2007 report and 2008 EEO complaint, Defendant argues that 

there is no causal connection because, at a minimum, two years passed before Ward referred 

Plaintiff to the Inspection Division. Def. Br. at 23. This argument overlooks the fact that Plaintiff 

and Ward were involved in an email exchange on February 22,2011 where Plaintiff discussed the 

pending EEO matter. See MTD Opinion at 15-16; Meyler Decl. Ex. 4. In addition, on March 9th, 

Plaintiff again discussed his desire to settle the EEO matter. Id. Ex. 5. Ward referred Plaintiff to 

the Inspection Division five days later, on March 14, 2011. DSOMF ^ 19. Plaintiff filed his EEO 

complaint several years before which undercuts any argument concerning as the timing of the 

retaliatory action. But in her motion to dismiss opinion, Judge Salas expressed concern as to 

whether the February 2011 email could be considered as far as the timing argument MTD Opinion 

at 15-16. Neither party addresses this issue - although it was highlighted by Judge Salas. And as 

the moving party, Defendant has the burden to show that he is entitled to relief. The Court, 

therefore, cannot determine whether Plaintiff states a prima fade case as to his Inspection Division 

claim. Summary judgment, therefore, is denied on these grounds.

ILA
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B. Defendant’s Non-Discriminatory Reason for the Adverse Employment Decision

Assuming that Plaintiff makes out a prima facie retaliation claim with respect to his referral

to the Inspection Division, the Court turns to the second step of the McDonnell Douglas 

framework. An employer can satisfy its burden of production at the second step by providing 

evidence that “advance[es] a legitimate, non-retaliatory reason for its conduct.” Moore, 461 F.3d 

at 342 (quoting Krouse v. Am. Sterilizer Co., 126 F.3d 494, 500-01 (3d Cir. 1997)). Defendant 

argues that Ward had a legitimate reason to refer Plaintiff to the Inspection Division because (1) 

in the February and March emails, Plaintiff threatened to not perform his job unless the FBI settled 

his EEO matter; and (2) Plaintiff made false statements about having a college degree on Special 

Agent applications. Def. Br. at 26. Both of these proffered reasons appear in Ward’s Referral 

Memo. Meyler Deck Ex. 8 at 2. Moreover, a reasonable jury could determine that these proffered 

reasons constitute sufficient evidence for Defendant to meet his burden of production at the second 

step of the McDonnell Douglas framework.5

C. Proffered Reason is Pretextual

A plaintiff asserting a Title VII retaliation claim has a higher burden than a plaintiff 

asserting a discrimination claim. For a retaliation claim, a plaintiff’s “ultimate burden is to prove 

that retaliatory animus was the ‘but-for’ cause of the adverse employment action.” Carvalho-

5 In support his argument that there was a legitimate, non-retaliatory reason to refer Plaintiff to the 
Inspection Division, Defendant also relies on the fact that Plaintiff contacted then FBI Director 
Robert Mueller at his (Mueller’s) home and sent Mueller a 15-paragraph email about Plaintiff’s 
EEO matter. Def. Br. at 27-28. Plaintiff’s contact with Mueller, however, occurred after Ward 
sent the Referral Memo. Moreover, Plaintiff contacted Mueller after Ward explicitly told Plaintiff 
in an email that “[tjhere will be no reprisal if you deem it necessary to reach out to anyone at 
FBIHQ, including the Director’s Office.” DSOMF H 56. This evidence, therefore, does not 
support Defendant’s non-retaliatory reason for the retcrral. This is also the case for Defendant’s 
argument as to Plaintiffs “Hurricane Jamie” statements. See Def. Br. at 27. The incident at issue 
occurred on August 30, 2011, DSOMF U 32, approximately five months after Ward sent the 
Referral Memo.

n*
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Grevious, 851 F.3d at 258 (internal quotation omitted). Thus, at the third step, a plaintiff “must 

be able to convince the factfinder both that the employer’s proffered explanation was false, and 

that retaliation was the real reason for the adverse employment action.” Moore, 461 F.3d at 342 

(quoting Krouse, 126 F.3d at 500-01). A plaintiff can do this by “demonstrate[ing] weaknesses, 

implausibilities, inconsistencies, incoherencies, or contradictions from which a reasonable juror 

could conclude that the Defendants’ explanation is unworthy of credence, and hence infer that the 

employer did not act for the asserted nonretaliatory reasons.” Carvalho-Grevious, 851 F.3d at 262 

(quoting Daniels v. Sch. Dist. of Phila., 776 F.3d 181, 193 (3d Cir. 2015)) (internal quotation 

marks and brackets omitted).

As for Plaintiffs perceived threats of non-performance, Plaintiff contends that he 

unwilling to perform his duties. Instead, Plaintiff states that the February 22 email was not 

a threat; he was merely stating that it was difficult to perform his job in a hostile work environment. 

Meyler Decl. Ex. 1 at T92:1-93:11. Plaintiff, however, concedes that the email could have been 

construed as a threat not to perform his work. Id. at T93:15-23. Moreover, Plaintiff s email did 

not reference any then-existing hostile work environment nor did it state that his performance 

would suffer due to the environment. Critically, Ward’s written response made unequivocally 

clear that Plaintiffs EEO matter was separate from his work performance. Meyler Decl. Ex. 4 at 

1. In reply, Plaintiff again discussed settling the EEO matter and reiterated that he could not ensure 

that his future performance would not be problematic while the EEO case remained pending. 

Meyler Decl. Ex. 5. Again, Plaintiff failed to mention any ongoing work environment issue or that 

such issue was impacting his performance.

As for Plaintiffs false statement about a college degree, Plaintiff admits that he did not 

have a college degree when he completed the applications, but states that be believed he would

was

never
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have a degree by the time his applications were considered. DSOMF U 50. In other words, Plaintiff 

acknowledges that he lied when he indicated (on three separate occasions) that he had his college

degree.

No reasonable jury could conclude that this evidence rebuts Defendant’s legitimate reasons 

for referring Plaintiff to the Inspection Division. Plaintiff does not deny that either act occurred, 

rather he simply attempts to minimize his improper behavior. In addition, as discussed, Plaintiff 

made his initial overtime complaint in 2007, and filed his EEO complaint in 2008. While Plaintiff

clearly believes otherwise, Defendant establishes that Plaintiff continued to work at the FBI. 

Plaintiff himself made multiple employees aware of his EEO matter, DSOMF 28-29, and

aware of a two-week EEO investigation inemployees, including Ward, participated in or were 

June 2010, id. 109-10. Yet, Ward did not refer Plaintiff to the Investigation Division until

March 14, 2011, id. 19, approximately four years after Plaintiff’s whistleblowing activity first 

occurred. And critically, Ward’s reasons for the referral were well documented. As explained in 

Ward’s Referral Memo, Ward referred Plaintiff to the Inspection Division after a long pattern of 

documented insubordinate behavior and misconduct. See Meyler Decl. Ex. 8. As to Plaintiffs 

multiple misstatements concerning his educational background, Plaintiff provides no authority that 

such improper conduct cannot form the basis of a dismissal. Thus, no reasonable jury could 

conclude that Plaintiffs evidence demonstrates that his EEO matter was the real reason for the 

referral. Summary judgment, therefore, is granted to Defendant as to this retaliation claim.

lU
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IV. CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, Defendant’s motion for summary judgment (D.E. 135) is 

GRANTED and this matter is DISMISSED. An appropriate Order accompanies this Opinion.

Dated: August 5,2020

v£>Q. <'( \ __________________
John Michael Vazquez,
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION 
PHILADELPHIA DISTRICT OFFICE

x
JAMESON ROSADO,.
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/-00235X

EEOC Cas 
530-2012 
Agency Case No. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE (FBI), 
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DATE : 
TIME :

Rosado
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Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, beforeSuite 1300,House,
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a Notary Public in and for theReporting Company,

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.
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APPEARANCES1

2 On behalf of Agency (via telephone):

MARLON MARTINEZ, ESQUIRE 
Agency Representative 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
935 Pennsylvania Avenue, Northwest 
Washington, DC 20535 
(202) 220-9321

3

4

5

6

7 ALSO PRESENT:
Jameson Rosado (via telephone)

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

.25.

©2014www.CapitalReportLngCom.pany .com(866) 448 - DEPO

http://www.CapitalReportLngCom.pany


Capital Reporting Company
r"

3
ROSADOISSUANCE OF DECISION ON THE RECORD OF J.

We're going on the record.

1

JUDGE POLITO:

reconvening in the .mi t ter of 

4 Complainant, versus Eric Holder, Jr 

U.S. Department of Justice.

6 Case Number 530-20121-00235X.

7 Number F-II-00222. My names 

an Administrative Judge with the Equal Employment

9 Opportunity Commission, and this is my decision in

2
Jameson Rosado,We are

Attorney• /

This is EEOC5 General,
It's Agency Case

11 rais Francis P-olito.

8

10 the case.

Complainant filed a Complaint of 

alleging that the Agency discriminated 

against him based on reprisal when 1} the Inspection 

Division expanded its internal investigation to

of the Complainant providing false 

employment applications; a*;d 2) 

advised that he was scheduled to 

fitness for duty evaluation.

TheII

12 Discrimination

13

14

15 include instances
rj'5

16 information on Agency
■!

17 Complainant was

18 undergo a

The Complainant met all procedural 

prerequisites regarding this Complaint; therefore, 

section 1614.109 of the Commissions

June 24 and

19

20

21 pursuant to

22 regulations,

23 July 15, 2014 in Philadelphia.

Complainant represented nimselr in the

.The Agency was represented by Attorney

a hearing was conducted on

The24

-2-5- — m-a-t-t r
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4

1 Marlon

Sight witnesses, including the 

C3~ Complainant, tcstificd.'at the hearing.

Complaint files, hereinafter referred to as the ROI 

5 which is short for Record Of Investigation, is part

2 SBSSB©'Martinez.

The complete .

4

6 of the record for me to consider.

The circumstances surrounding the instant7

The ComplainantComplaint are as follows:

9 entered on duty with the FBI on April 5, 1992. He 

10 served in the Newark Field Office his entire career.

8

In the summer of 2007, the Complainant 

applied and reapplied to be a Special Agent with the 

FBI through the Quick-hire application process. 

Complainant did not have a four-year college degree, 

of the requirements for the position.

In 2010, the Complainant initiated an EEC
2c<yf, vcf Xo/O 

action against the FBI in which he sought as one of

the corrective actions to be able to "go through—ths

Special Agent application process^and^get^an__----

appointment to the New York Office as a Special

11

12
The13

14

15 one

16

17

18

19

20

21 Agent.”

In April of 2010, Michael B. Ward became 

Special Agent in Charge of the FBI's Newark Office. 

Very soon after he took over as Special Agent in

the Complainant initiated interaction with

22

23

24

K: 25 ChargeL

! ''
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5

i himV\
0^ 2 on several occasions via e-mail and in one-on-one

3 me elf in-ds the Coiupiaiiiaiit1 s Et.0 Corup'-tarriL.

In particular,

5 on April 1, 2010, the Complainant met with Ward and

6 told him about his pending Complaint.

The Complainant later sent a series of

8 three e-mails to Special Agent in Charge Ward on

9 October 4, 2010, February 22, 2011, and March 9,

4!^

and his desire to be a Special Agent.4

7

2011, stating that he could not be held responsible 

for performance issues if the Agency refused to

See ROI Exhibit 25.

10

11

12 settle his prior EEO Complaints.

13 In response to the Complainant’s second e-mail,O'

fa14 Special Agent in Charge

Ward stated the following in an e-mail Complai nant:15

"Like every other employes in the Newark Division, 

and the FBI for that matter, you absolutely do hold a 

significant degree of responsibility and ownership

Regardless of what

happens in your EEO case, you are expected to 

successfully fulfill the day-to-day duties and 

responsibilities of your position.

16

17

18

19 for performance-related issues.

20

21

22

that you cannot be responsible 

for performance-related issues if the Bureau doesn't

23 Your comment

5 I 24

satisfaction is an-2-5—settle yc.ur_Complaint to your

©2014www.CapitalReportingCompany.com(866) 448 - DEPO
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6
You will1 obvious threat and, thus, unacceptable.

2

j ' continue ” to-'be.. held- -sccpuripablg for ypur work

performance.4

WardDuring his testimony at hearing, Mr. 

stated that his use of the term threat concerned the

5

6

/ 7 Complainant’s attempt to hold the EEO Complaint out 

for him not to do his job.

Complainant told Ward that he would not do his job 

until the Agency settled the Complainant’s Complaint. 

It is in that context that Ward used the term threat.

After the Complainant’s third e-mail, 

stated that despite the warning the Complainant sent 

a third e-mail asserting once again that he could not

After

The8 as a reason

9

10

11
Ward12

13

14

be held responsible for his work product, 

receiving the third e-mail Special Agent in Charge 

Ward referred the Complainant to the Inspection 

Division for insubordination on March 14, 2011.

among other facts, that the Complainant 

ith becoming an FBI Special Agent

15

16

17

Ward18

indicated,19

20 had an /obsession

lacking the minimal education necessary todespit

22 apply for the job.

On or about June 1, 2011, Supervisory 

Special Agent Amanda Moran of the FBI's Inspection 

Division began the investigation regarding the

23

24

25
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7
Cn or about June 3,1 Complainant’s insubordination.

2 xsxsHwxxxsufso&sgm&spmm 2011,

{ " ' ''3;.' ''Special-'ftgrent'J.Mo'ra-n .."iniio^med the-Newark; Field Offi‘ce„ -•

4 that she had expanded the investigation to include

5 providing false or misleading information regarding

6 the Complainant's reapplication in the FBI's Quick-

7 hire system in 2008 at which time he indicated he had

a four-year college degree.8

On February 18, 2011, the Complainant e-9

10 mailed Special Agent in Charge Ward to inform him

11 that the Complainant planned to contact Director

IP On June 10,Mueller regarding his EEO complaint.

13 2011, the Complainant e-mailed Director Mueller and

Deputy Director Timothy Murphy regarding the14

The e-mails alsoComplainant's EEO activity.

contained an account of the Complainant’s personal

problems for which he held the FBI responsible,17 e. g.,

18 his house being repossessed, his wife having a 

_:^19 breakdown and his weight gain requiring gastric

See ROI Exhibit 37.

it.
20 bypass surgery.

On June 13, 2011, TJ Harrington of Director21

22 Mueller's office informed the Human Resources and

23 Security Divisions regarding Complainant's e-mail to

24 the Director, Complainant's fitness for duty and the

r 25 Complainant's potential security risk. See ROI
j
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8
Harrington's e-mail correspondence to1 Exhibit 38.

2

—- ■H'hrmati" Resources anc -the-'Security' Division - ••' 3

"On Friday evening, Jameson4 stated as follows:

5 Rosado sent Director Mueller and District Director

6 Murphy an e-mail to discuss his EEO concerns and

7 personnel challenges in the Newark Office. I spoke

8 with Special

Agent in Charge Mike Ward on Friday to 

In my review of the e-mail

9

10 review the situation.

that was sent by Mr. Rosado, it is clear that we have

He_indicates he has recently 
LO/C

he expects to be terminated, 

immediate thoughts jump to his potential as a threat

I would

11

12 a rrnnhlpH pmplnypp
'fe'l ^
lost his house and My13 r

14

15 to the workplace and his security risks.

16 like to get together to discuss how we support the

17 Newark Office in this situation and ensure a safe

It wouldworking environment for our personnel, 

appear to me that we should have a three-pronged

13

19

Is he fit for duty, is20 approach on this individual:

21 he a security risk, and is he capable of doing hiS
Ye/22 work assignments?" That's the end of the quotation.

On or about August 30, 2011, Complainant 

made the following statement while at Newark Field

23

24

"You know how Hurricane. Irene was.Office:25
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9
Wait until1 Well, Hurricane Jamie will be worse.

2 September 30th. W)

3

4 According to the Complainant, there
^/^SS^jSPsSeduIedifor his EEO case on

was a

September 30

he referred to when he made this 

is support for this in the record; 

employees who heard the statement were 

of the date of the Complainant's EEO

and that is what6

statement. There7

8 however, some

not aware9

10 matter.

testified that she believed 

referring to a recreational

Jasmine Ramos11

that the Complainant: was12

Support Appreciation Day held by the 

On Support Appreciation

event known as13

Agency on September 30th.

Day employees would meet at a gun range and were

Ramos was fearful about the

14

15

allowed to fire weapons.16
and reported what she heard to 

John Ochs who reported it to the

l) ofa. V

Complainant's comments 

Special Agent 

Complainant’s superiors.

Or on about September 14, 2011, the Newark 

contacted Human Resources Oifice of 

Services regarding the Complainant and the

On or about September 

Office of Medical Services at the 

Headauarters informed the Complainant tnat h® 

17

18

k)o19

/20

Field Office21

Medical22

issue of fitness for duty.23

19t'n of 2011, the24

25 F3I
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10
1 would be required to undergo a psychiatric and

2 psychological examination in Washington,

September'^r-' v^rqii^a: on' Seouember... ;

DC on

• —u i...
-■ 3.......

4 28, 2011.
/

5

On September 20, 2011, the Newark Field 

requested that the fitness for duty exam be 

rescheduled until well after September 30 in order 

impair the Complainant's ability to present

6

W 7 Office

Ou[W 8

9 not to

\ 10 his EEO case.

On or about November 10, 2011, the Office 

Services at FBI Headquarters informed the 

that he would be required to undergo the

12 of Medical

13 Complainant

psychiatric and psychological exam in Maryland on

The Complainant was
14

15 December 5th and 6th of 2011.

16 reimbursed by the FBI_for his expenses.

The following is the law applicable to this 

The burdens of proof in discrimination cases

17

18 case.

generally allocated according to the standard

Green, 411
19 are

20 established in McDonnell Douglas Corp. v.

This case set forth a three-tier21 U.S. 792 (1973).

for determining whether there has been22 test

The23 discrimination in violation in Title VII.

the initial burden of showing actions24 Complainant has

25 taken by the employer from which one can infer, i^

©2014ww\v,CapitalReportingCompariy.com(866) 448 - DEPO
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11
1 such actions remain unexplained, that it is more

2 likely than not such actions were based on

=i . -:-sPS'Te'xa-s- D'd'ba-r tmenc of '3' ' 'ii scr'i'minatory nfrI tern a

450 U.S. 248 (1981);

411 U.S. 792

(1973). If a prima facie case of discrimination has 

been established, the burden shifts to the Agency to 

9 articulate a legitimate, nondiscriminatory reason for

450 U.S. at 253-4;

4 Community Affairs v. Burdine,

6 McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Green,

7

8

Burdine,the challenged action.10

at 802. The ComplainantMcDonnell Douglas, 411 U.S.

then show that the legitimate reason offered by 

the Agency was not the true reason, but merely a

11

12 may

13

Burdine at 256;pretext Hi t-ra-rh mi nation .14

See also St. Mary's HonorMcDonnell Douglas at 604.15

The ultimate113 S.Ct. 2742 (1993).Center v. Hicks, 

burden of persuading the trier of fact that the 

Agency discriminated against the Complainant always

16

17

13

remains with the Complainant.19

As noted by the Court: in Burdine, the20

factual circumstances necessarily vary in21

Consequently, the courts havediscrimination cases.22

developed models for certain common situations to 

assist in determining whether a prima facie case has

23

24

See 3urdine at 256, n. 6;been established.25
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1 McDonnell

13. To establish aDouglas at 802; n.

3 : ^prima- facie case a reprisal 'didcriminni.ioii,-

1) he had

2
• t;..

4 Complainant must establish that;

5 previously engaged in protected activity; 2) the

6 employer Agency was

7 the activity; 3) the

aware

8 Complainant was subjected to adverse treatment by the

actions would9 Agency or show that the Agency's 

10 reasonably deter the use of the EEO Process. See

915.003 (May 20, 1998).11 EEOC Compliance Manual, No.

12 And 4) there is a causal nexus between the protected

13 activity and the adverse employment action, such as

See Hochstadt v. Worcester14 proximity in time.

15 Foundation for Experimental Biology Inc., 425 F.Supp.

1976); Burrus v.16 318, aff’d, 545 F.2d 222 (1st. Cir.

Inc., 683 F2d 339 (10th Cir.17 Telephone Co. of Kansas,

18 1982), cert den., 459

19 U.S. 1071 (1982).

The following is my analysis applying the20

law to the facts of this case, beginning with the

The Complainant ha.s

21

priraa facie case of reprisal, 

established a prima facie case of reprisa_l

22

23

He has shown that he engaged in 

protective activity before the events at issue took

24 discrimination.

25
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Management was aware of his prior protected

2 activity and now the Complainant raises EEO activity

3 in meetings and e-mails with Special Agent in Charge

4 Ward. Also, the Complainant was subsequently

5 subjected to an investigation regarding his conduct

6 and he was directed to sit for a fitness for duty

exam.

8 Both of these actions could have a chilling effect on

1 place.

For these reasons I find that9 future EEO activity.

the fnmni ^ i n.~nt hnn pstahl i ga prima facie casey- t10

Notwithstanding the fact that the Complainant has 

established a prima facie case, I find that the 

Agency has established legitimate, nondiscriminatory 

for its actions and the Complainant has failed

II

12

13

14 reason

15 to show that the Agency's reasons are pretext for

The Agency asserts that it reacted

to the Complainant’s behavior in a reasonable manner.

18 The Complainant was in essence demanding that the

19 heacTof the office, Special Agent in Charge Ward,

16 discrimination.

17

settle his case; or he, the Complainant, would refuse 

When Ward told the Complainant in no

20

21 to do his job.

uncertain terms that he needed to step making that

the Complainant continued in person and

22

23 pronouncement

24 through e-mails.

In addition, the Complainant approached25
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1 Ward more than once regarding the terms of the

2 settlement that he envisioned.

' '.-i Special Agent; althoughr he’ did not nave the required

He wanted to be a

4 education.

I credit Ward's testimony wherein in 

he states that he had reached a iimit with 

7 the Complainant and finally sent the matter to the

9 Inspection Division regarding the Complainant's

The Complainant asserts that the 

11 investigation was used as a vehicle to attack him on

i.e., his application for

13 Special Agent which contained falsified education

14 credentials; however, the record shows that the

15 Complainant raised this issue of his nonselection to

16 the Special Agent positions on several occasions with 

The investigator did not need to go

6 essence'w

10 insubordination.

12 an unrelated matter,

on a17 Ward.

fishing expedition to reach the issue of the 

19 Complainant's educational qualifications for the

The Complainant offers no

18

20 Special Agent position.

further reliable evidence to show that the Agency's21

for its actions on this claim are a pretext22 reason

23 for discrimination.

Regarding the referral of the Complainant 

for a fitness for duty exam, the Agency asserts that

24

25
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1 concerns about the Complainant's mental health and

2 its potential security risk were initiated in FBI
/

* ' HeadQuarter? ?liter ’the f'on>ni.a?i.hart v»-rh»i. i «d ’ i)irecr;nr^ 

4 Mueller about his EEO Complaint and some personal

5 ^concerns.

Within a few months, the Complainant also6

caused an uproar at the office when he referenced7

8

Hurricane Jamie and told coworkers that in essence it9

Although thewould strike on September 30.

Complainant was referring to his EEO hearing on that 

day, his unprofessional and outlandish conduct 

created additional concern for the safety of the

10

11

12

13

In response, the Agency scheduled the 

Complainant for a fitness for duty exam.

Complainant has not offered evidence to show that the 

Agency's reasons for its actions were a pretext for

office.14

The15

16

17

discrimination.IS

In conclusion, I find that the Agency did19

not unlawfully retaliate against the Complainant.

Any questions before

20

That’s the end of the decision.21

No?I hang up from you?22

MR. MARTINEZ: Thank you.23

Thank you very much.JUDGE POLITO: Okay.24

an 12:22 -p.m. , the -issuance-of -(Whereupon,25

3l>&©2014wvvw.Ca pitalReportingCompany.com(866) 448 - DEPO
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1

was concluded.)2
»

•».... * " * "*Y
4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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1 CERTIFICATE

2 I, DANIELLE E. BRAND, a Court Reporter and

3 Notary Puhll'c, within and tor the Commonwealtft of' !

4 Pennsylvania, do hereby certify:

That the issuance of decision on the record of5

6 JAMESON ROSADO, is a true record of Judge Francis

7 Polito.

I further certify that I am not related to any8

9 of the parties to this action by blood or marriage

and that I am in no way interested in the outcome of10

11 this matter.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set ray12 i

13 hand this 15th day of September, 2014.

14

15

16

17

DANIELLE E. BRAND, COURT REPORTER18

19

20

21

22

August 11, 201523 My Commission Expires:

24

25
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Carteret Police Department

230 Roosevelt Avenue 

Carteret, NJ. 07008 

(732) 541-3870 

Fax, 732-541-1894

Dennis Mcfadden 
Chief of Police

Date: January 12, 2021
Re: State vs. Jamson Rosado
Complaint/Summons: W-2020-354
Incident # 1-2020-041033
Attorney: Law Office Of Weisburg & Clavber LLC
***PLEASE DIRECT ALL REQEUSTS FOR DISCOVERY DIRECT TO THE CARTERET MUNICIPAL 
PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE 230 ROOSEVELT AVE CARTERT, NJ 07008***
With regards to your request for discovery, please find the following items enclosed:

Discovery Protocol

Certified AbstractSummon/Complaint2
License/Registration/Insurance CardArrest Report

2
Towed Auto Vehicle SheetInvestigation Report2
Radar SheetSupplemental Investigation Report
instrument Certificate of AccuracyCAD Report_________

Evidence Control Sheet
2

HGN Card6
BWC/MVR/Video/Audio/CD-R/ 911Miranda Cards/Consent to Search 1
Booking Room Video FootagePrisoner Cards
Examination of Evidence ReceiptPrisoner Property Sheet
Lab Return ReceiptAccident Report
Results of Lab AnalysisNew Jersey Police Crash Investigation Report
Radio DispatchVictim Property Loss Report

Misc. /Notes: Please be advised should Audio, Video, and BWC be available it will be
forwarded upon receipt. The BWC must be in compliance with the Attorney General Guide Line 
before releasing. Lab report will be forwarded upon receipt



ADULT ARREST REPORT
Municipal Code: 1201 

0511: NJ0120100

. CARTERET POLICE
230 ROOSEVELT AVENUE 
CARTERET, NJ 
/32-S41-418T

INCIDENT LOCATION
Carteret Police Department - 230 
ROOSEVELT AVH, C&KEERRT BORO NJ 07008

CALL TYPE CATE REPORTED TIME REPORTED
Outside Agency Assist - 08/07/2020 14:14
Assist Outside Agency ______________ [___________

INCIDENT#
1-2020-
041033

H Z

O |s §ARREST NUMBER aDEFENDANT INFORMATION Osumx [home p*Jofr-FIRST NAME 
JAMESON

MlLAST NAME 
ROSADO 51

U> ..| CELL RHONE /.PAGER* ' "
?0i-V»R-0574

■-T ALTERNATE PHONEALLAS/NICKNAMES 
TJOSADO, JSMXS

STATE zrCITYUNIT#UNIT TYPEDEFENDANTS ADDRESS (#, STREET NANC) 
58 HEALD SIT 07008NJCARTERET BORO

WEIGHTHEIGHT <fL I In.)
5' 6"

son'* ' ■>’AGEDC**SEX RACE « 1 
^ *

23547M
RESIDENCY STATUSUS CITIZENMARITAL STATUS EIHWCITYCOMPLEXIONEYE COLORHAIR COLOR g
Resident gHISPANIC YMarried.LGTBROBRO

SCARS I MARKS 1 TATTOOS 
JESUS IiFT FOREARM

STATE (COUNTRY IF NOT BORN W US)
HER JERSEY

PLACE OF BIRTH ICITY) 
JERSEY CITY

DA. state] D/L EXPIREDRIVF~S LICENSE #CBI#SB]# FBI#
963128B

ADDRESS'#. STREET NAME. CITY. STATE. ZIP)PHONEOCCUPATION/GRADEEMPLOYER/SCHOOL

UNEMPLOYED
ADDRESS (#. STREET NAME, CITY, STATE, ZIP)
58 ggAT.n ST CARTERET BORO OT 07008

PHONE
732-366-4534

RELATIONSHIPNAME OF NEAREST RELATIVE

wireROSADO, DAMKRIS
I PHOTOGRAPHED 0 FINGERPRINTEDARREST DETAILS | E WARRANT □ ON VIEW ARREST □ SUMMONS

DATE / TIME OF ARREST
B/13/2020 21:45

LOCATION OF ARREST .AGENCY'S OCA 
CARTERET POLICE 58 HEATH ST

TYPE OF WARRANT 
Ezrast Warrant , CARTERET BORO, NJ 070D8

PERSON CONFIRMING VWRRANTDATE/TIME CONFIRMEDWARRANT #VCIC WANTS! ATS / ACS IF WANTED, NAME OF AGENCY AGENCY'S OCA
WANTS 08/13/2020 21:45 DlgPATCHW-2020-0003541201CARTERETYH

STATEMENT GIVEN

Hone
WITNESSED BY (RANK, LAST, FIRST, ID#)DATE/TIME GIVENMIRANDA GIVEN BY (RANK. LAST, FKST, D#>MIRANDA 

GIVEN N

| Q BIAS MOTIVATION ] Q OOftCSTIC VIOLENCEQ GANG RELATEDOFFENSE DETAILS
N,J. STATUTE /ORDINANCE
2C:33-4

OFFENSE
HARASSMENT

CDR#/M. V. SUMMONS# 
W-2020-0003541

2

3
UCRCODEDATE / TIME OF OFFENSE MUNICIPAL CODE

8/10/2020 15:07 1201
LOCATION OF OFFENSE (#. STREET NAME UNIT TYPE UNIT #. CITY. STATE Z«
58 mi*T.n ST, CARTERET BORO NJ 07008

AGENCY / VICTIM PHONE
732-541-4181

POLICE AGENCY/ADORESS
230 ROOSEVELT AVE CARTERET BORO, HJ 07008

FIRST NAME 
MICHAEL

LAST NAME 
KELLY

COMPLAMANT
[^]omc3i|~)vignN

gjNOT APPLICABLE Q OWNER SAME AS DEFENDANT | □VEHICLE IMPOUNDEDVEHICLE INFORMATION
MUGSHOTVINREG EXPIRESTATE REGLICENSE PLATECOLORYEARVEHICLE MAKE MOOH.

NARRATIVE / ADDITIONAL CHARGES
* * * *Kon-Votexan* * * * *
Tba above listed defendant, was arrested on strength, of warrant W-2020-000354- The 
defendant was processed accordingly, fingerprinted and ROR'd pending court. See..#

ADMINISTRATIVE
SURETY BONDdate/tim'e bail set “APIS ID MATCHES DEFENDANT I BAIL SET BY CASH BAt AMOUNTAPIS

Qyes Dyes Qno NCME
BAIL PLACED IN PROP31TY LOCKER iDISPOSITION OF DEFENDANT

Released ROR
ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS OF BAIL

DATESUPERVISOR'S SIGNATUREDATE
B/13/2020

SUBMITTING OFFICER'S SIGNATURE

REPORT APPROVED BY (RAHTTCASTTFIRSTrlD#)'
LT. BAKE, JAMBS

REPORT-SUBMITTED BY (RANK.' LAST. f IRST.'tD#}'
PT). KELLY, MICHAEL 122190



EVIDENCE CONTROL SHEET
Municfoal Code: 1201 

ORI: NJ0120100

CARTERET POLICE
230 ROOSEVELT AVENUE 
CARTERET; NJ 07008 
732-541-4181

EVIDENCE CONTROL#OFFICER SUBMITTING EVIDENCE 
SO. KELLY, MICHAEL

DATE RECOV5TED 
Aug 13, 2020

INCDENT#
1-2020-041033

CRIME/NATURE OF EVENT 
Harassment: - Harassment

vhttwACTOR
ROSADO, DAME SON

EVIDENCE SUBMISSION
DATTCTIM=RECEiva5 '. I DEr. RFCEFANOE'ra-ENOEINITIAL PLACMENT OF EVIDENCE 

Drop Locker

*. -s.

COMM BITS
She below listed items were delivered to headquarters as an investigative packet by The United States 
Marshal Service. The items were labeled and placed into evidence accordingly.

EVIDENCE INVENTORY
LOCATIONDESCRIPTIONQUANTITYITEM #

DROP LOCKERCD 07 MESSAGE LEFT ON VICTIMS VOICEMAIL11

DROP LOCKER35 PAGE DOCUMENTATION REGARDING DEFENDANTS SUIT352



EVIDENCE CONTROL SHEET
Municipal Code: 1201 

. ________ _ . ORt; NJ0120100 .

CARTERET POLICE
230 ROOSEVELT AVENUE 
CARTERET, NJ 07008 ,, 
732-541-4181_____________

INCIDENT*
1-2020-041033

evidence control#OFFICER SUBMITTING EVDENCE 
PO. KELLY, MICHAEL

DATE RECOVERED 
Aag 13, 2020

CRIME I NATURE OF EVENT 
BorasBaezit - Barassooat

VICTM
STATE OF NEW JERSEY

ACTOR
ROSADO, JAMESON

EVIDENCE SUBMISSION
V DET. RECEIVING EVIDENCEISITOLFLACMei r OFEWDENC^ 

Drop Locker

COMMENTS
■Ihfc below listed firearms and ammunition were seized during the execution of a TERPO search warrant. The 

ware placed into evidence. All items were left cleared and safe in the lock box for safe
keeping.

EVIDENCE INVENTORY
LOCATIONDESCRIPTIONQUANTITYITEM t

DROP LOCKER9 MM SLOCK 1913

DROP LOCKER45 CAL GLOCK 3 OLE14

DROP LOCKERBOXES OF WINCHESTER 45 CAL AMMUNITION25

DROP LOCKERBOXES OF AMERICAN EAGLE 9 MM AMMDNITICM€ 2

DROP LOCKERNJ FID BELONGING TO DEFENDANT7 1

DROP LOCKERPISTOL MAGAZINES W/ BOLSTERB 6

DROP LOCKERBLACK BRINKS SECURITY LOCK BOX9 1

DROP LOCKERLEATHER PISTOL HOLSTER10 1



EVIDENCE CONTROL SHEET
Municipal Code: 1201 

ORI: NJ0120100

CARTERET POLICE
230 ROOSEVELT AVENUE 

...I CARTERET, NJ 07008 . .
732-641-4181 

EVIDENCE CONTROL tOFFICER SUBMITT1N G EVIDENCE 
CLERK. HARDIFF, STEPHEN

DATE RECOVERED 
Ang 17, 2020

INCIDENT*
1-2020-041033

CRIME/NATURE OF EVE NT 
Harassment - Harassment

VICTIM
STATE OP NKtf JERSEY

ACTOR
ROSADO, JAMB SON

EVIDENCE SUBMISSION
TbAf&TWF RECEIVED ~cet. RFCErvwieF'/iOFNC&.'ir : .." v.-j —• ......... . '.'r—•—

MnlALPlACMENTOF FVlnFNCF: : 
Property Rm

COMMENTS

BWC 60,7B,97 footage 
Booking Room footage

EVIDENCE INVENTORY
LOCATIONDESCRIPTIONQUANTITYITEM#

DMFDVD OP BWC S BOOKING ROOM FOOTAGE “ORIGINAL"11



CARTERET POLICE
INVESTIGATION REPORT

j Phone Number 
I 732-541-4181

Department case NumberProsecutors Case NumberUCKMun. Code 
1201

Comptainl Number 
1-2020-041033 i

OriginSex RaoeDOBSocial Security No.VictimNJSCriiTia/ Incident

UM UNKNOWN(a) DICKSON, JOSEPH
2C.-33-4HARASSMENT PhoneVfcfana Home Address (Number, Street, Cfty, Staia. Zip) 

50 IwKLNUT 81 |HJ |07102[NEWARK
OriginRaceSoxDOBSoda} Security No.Victim

i.. ~r-—. •

<b)
PhoneVkdkns Home Address (Number, Street, City, State, 2tp)

1 II
OriginDOB Sex RaceSocial Security No.VicfrnYearMonthDay DateHourBetween

DATE □ <«AND
PhoneVictims Home Address (Number, Street, City, State, Zip)At 06/07/2020 20200615:07 07TIME I II0
PhoneEMPLOYERCrime / mddarft Location (Number, Street) 

230 IROOSEVELT AVB
Date and Time
QB/13/2020 16:00

Person Reporting Crime / Incident
SANSKVERINO, JERRY

Code
1201

County
MXDDUB5EX

MUNICIPALITY
CARTERET

Phone
973-645-2399

Address (Number, Street, City, State)
50 SffiiaTOT ST.

CodeWeapons-Tools 
H/A

CodeType Of Premises 
HEADQUARTERS NJNEWARKM/AM/A

MODUS OPERAND! 
BEE NARRATIVE

Registration Number State Send Number or IdentificationBodyType ColorModelMakeYearVEHICLE Status 
INFO

MtsoeBanoousAntoClothingFursJewstyVALUE
PROPBITY

STOLEN

Currency

Technician/Ageney
N/A

Technical SarrioesTotal Value RecoveredTotal Value Stolen 
SO. 00 M/A

Weather
HOT/3UMID

DetectivM s) AssignedNCIC Number 
N/A

H Recovered Q Cancelation[ | Active

Other Officers at Scene 
3GT. DOM3HGUEE

I - Involved A-ArrestC-Complainant S-SuspectW-WNnessCODES:Involved Persons
Age Sex RaceO0BAddress

56 raa-rn ST , CARTERET BORO/ KJ 
07008

Code Mama

47 M WHITE732-366-4534ROSADO, JAMESONA
Sex RaoeDOB AgePhoneAddress

50 WALNUT ST. SUITS 2009, NEWARK, NJ 
07102

Code Name

UNKNOWNM973-645-2399SAKSEVERZHO, JERRII
RaceAge SexDOBPheneAddressCode Name

RaseAge SexDOBPhoneAdfrassCode Name

UCR Status Month Yr. Date ClearedSbdLfi CaseStatus CrimeJuvanieAdultNo, of Accused

11
NARRATIVE
On tbs abova date and time. Senior Inspector Jerry Sansevetrlno nf The United States Mamba 1 Service responded to 
headquarters to speak with Sgt. Dominguez. Inspector Sanseverino stated lie was currently investigating, Jameson 
Kosado, regarding harassing a United States Federal Court Judge. Inspector Bansevarino advised the incident stems from 
Jameson being terminated from the FBI approximately 8 year3 ago. Jameson, filed a wrongful termination suit which was 
recently dismissed by the victim. According to Inspector Sanseveri no, Jameson was displeased with the ruling of Judge 
J.D. and continued to leave messages on his voicemail. :

Inspector Saaseverlno stated on 08/07/2020 he responded to Jameson’s residence at 58 Heald St. to oonduot an 
interview. While on scene, Inspector sanseveri.no advised Jameson he cannot continue to contact the judge via 
telephone. Inspector sanseverino stated he received notification that Jameson disregarded his orders and left another 
voicemail on judge's phone. Inspector Sanseverino stated the message left on the judge's voloeaail was deemed

filed—Jhe-mesBaaB-left-on-the-^udqg'e-voicemail-waB-hiMaiertionto a CP. . ---------------------------

Date of Report Retrieved ByBadge N'-imber PageName

08/13/2020 122 w1 Of 2 LI. HARZ, JAMES190Signature PO • KPH1T1Y, MICHAEL



CARTERET POLICE
INVESTIGATION REPORT

-r. .^■rrvccr 1 D&partment Case NumberI PmxscutrVa Case t+ir&nrIJCRFtosne Number 
732-541-4181

Mm. Code 
1201

CooipMrr*. Number 
X-2020-041033

at: which titanand provided to. this officer for evidence purposes. X personally listed to the voicemail, 
t could hear Jameson ask for Judge J.D. and advise him that O.S. Marshal's came to his residence and to 
•don't do that again". The CD was tagged and placed into evidence for safe keeping.

envestigator Sanseverino warned that Jameson was deemed a security threat by the FBI
Lash out at the ^udge .^ring. hislcourA^roc^^.nga,, Investigator Sanaeverino sta^d he believes Jameson^ ^------  ...
ioso have seme. ^gor 'isaues-iabd that~fco• may fceoome.'a thrtet to" Judge JID -Investigator Sanseverino-., .,-4-
stated," Jameson was currently in possession of two registered firearms, but may have four in total. A 
obeck of the firearm registry yielded four firearms under Jameson's name. Jameson was found to possess 
>ne 9mm Block 19, TCK384, one 45 Cal. Glock 30W5 MKK946, Dne 45 Cal. Glock 36, DWN846, and one 9mm 
Slock 26 ENH500US. The Glock 36 and 26 were confirmed to be sold by the NJ State Police.

Vfter speaking with inspector Sanseverino, I spoke with AP Dize who was advised of the incident. AP 
>ize approved the charge of harassment to be placed on a warrant for Jameson. AP Dize further stated 
to petition for a TERPO do to the possible threat posed by Jameson. Judge William Peingold was 
oontacted and approved warrant W-2020—000354 and the TERPO application.

and was known tot

•" J”'

C responded to 58 Heald St. where Jameson was placed under arrest for the warrant and transported to
processed accordingly and released ROR. Jameson was issued a no contact order 
advised to contact courts first thing in the morning for a follow up date. A

i&adqpiaxtexs. Jameson was
against tbe victim and was 
search of the residenoe recovered the Glock 19, and 30LR, as well as two bores of 45 cal. ammo, two

The items recovered wereooxe& of 9mm ammo, 5 pistol magazines, and the defendant's Fire Arms 233 Card . 
bagged and placed into evidence for safe keeping.

!

:

i
;
IRetrieved ByDale of ReportBadge Number Pag®Name

l12208/13/2020 OX. BARS, JAMBS2 a 2190Signature PO* MIuBAKI.



CARTERET POLICE DEPARTMENT
......... Tel:732-541-4181230 ROOSEVELT AVEnUE CARTERET, NJ 07008

Incident Summary

CARTERET POLICE DEPARTMENTDepartment:

" Carteret Police Department -230 ROOSEVF.LT-AyE,.CARTERET BORO NJ 07008 ; . r;-:"-

Police Information / Police Information

1-2020-041033Dept Incident ft
.... .... ^Location: - 

Bureau:

_"'"2:;:...*•>* -
Initial Call:

Outside Agency Assist / Assist Outside 
Agency

Final Call:Sector:

Incident Status: CLEARED08/07/2020 14:15:11Call Entry Time:

First Unit Dispatched: 08/07/2020 14:15:17 Last Unit Cleared: 08/07/2020 15:02:08

Cali Disposition: CLO / CLOSED 
Call Origination: PHONE / TELEPHONE

08/07/2020 14:14:48Cali Time:

slmmsvCall Taker:

CC#:2-PATROL

US MARHSALLS IN THE LOBBY TO SPEAK WITH SHIT SUPERVISOR

SGT STENTELLA AND OFFICER HIGGINS RESPONDED TO 58 HEALD STREET WITH THEU.S. 
MARSHALS OFFICE TO SPEAK WITH JAMESON ROSADO IN REGARDS TO ALARMING VOICE 
MAILS THAT HE LEFT. SENIOR INSPECTOR JERRY SANSEVERINO (973) 645-2399 AND THREE 
MEMBERS OF HIS TEAM SPOKE WITH JAMESON AND LATER CLEARED WITHOUT INCIDENT.

Primary Unit:

Initial Narrative:

Final Narrative:

Time Stamp Information:
■v -Lr' .^ \ ^yte:Inr;-' .. . ^^

08/07/2020 14:31:07 CAR 17/CAR 23 58 HEALD STREET simmsvNARRATIVE
ONDRICKG17- CLR GOING TO 10-2 W/ THE08/07/2020 15:02:54NARRATIVE

MARSHALS
stentellapa08/07/2020 15:30:29Reviewed By OIC

Officer Dispatch:

08/07/2020 14:15:17HIGGINS,23-Carteret Police 
Department - 230 
ROOSEVELT AVE, 
CARTERET BORO NJ 
07008

PAIR WILLIAM
OL

15:02d)1 ;"1;5tW:0^15i0m v:.15:afe68 .0:7'P/S-'-Oi

lii
-^retieolic^:^.:jv -STENTELLA,-. / NONE,
:Departmenti;23P:..:-- ,PATRr.i PAUL ,.. -----
iROpSEya.TAVE.vi;-rJOL, -- ............
.CARTERETiBORONJ:^
^-3'

rr.::.::.

..-Ji-V/r.';™ -

: “.v" ■

: z~
_T.

Vlctim
L-r/rrtD states district court - 50 walnut
ST FLOOR 4, NEWARK NJ 07102 

OTHER
Carteret Polioe Department - 230 ROOSEVELT AVE, 732-541-4181 
CARTERET BORO NJ 07006

DICKSON, JOSEPH 
HOME

10/21/1993KELLY, MICHAEL G JR 
HOME

10/19/1958.. - Family Member--------—-------
5R HEALD ST, CARTERET BORO NJ 07008

Actor

-ROSADO, OAMARIS 
HOME

ROSADO, JAMESON

732-366-4534

1-2020-041033Report printed on: 01/12/2021 09:25



r CARTERET POLICE DEPARTMENT
Tei:732-541-4181230 ROOSEVELT AVENUE CARTERET, NJ G7008

ActorROSADO. JAMESON 
HOME 
WORK

ROSADO, JAMESON
"L'LhomE-f i

WORK

732-366-453458 HEALD ST, CARTERET BORO NJ 07008 
UNEMPLOYED - 

Arrested
5fi HEAt.0:ST CARTERET BORO NJ 07008'' .• ,732-366^534....
UNEMPLOYED -

AliasROSADO, JAMIE

SANSEVERINO, JERRY 
HOME

INVOLVED PERSON 
UNITED STATES MARSHAL SERVICE - 50 
WALNUT ST. SUITE 2009, NEWARK NJ 07102

Person Reported Incident 
UNITED STATES MARSHAL SERVICE - 50 
WALNUT ST. SUITE 2009, NEWARK NJ 071C2

973-645-2399

SANSEVERINO, JERRY 
HOME 973-645-2399

STATE OF NEW JERSEY Victim 
HOME 230 ROOSEVELT AVENUE. CARTERET NJ 07008 732-541-4181

STATE OF NEW JERSEY Victim

Article Information:
i sagfeTiaa.'• “.Sats?' ;; ~T IEPJ

CD OF MESSAGE LEFT 
ON VICTIMS VOICEMAIL 
35 PAGE
DOCUMENTATION 
REGARDING 
DEFENDANTS SUIT 
9MMGLOCK19

Evidence

Evidence

Evidence
45 CAL GLOCK 3 OLEEvidence
BOXES OF WINCH ESTER 
45 CAL AMMUNITION 
BOXES OF AMERICAN 
EAGLE 9 MM 
AMMUNITIOM 
NJ FID BELONGING TO 
DEFENDANT 
PISTOL MAGAZINES 
W/HOLSTER
BLACK BRINKS SECURITY 
LOCK BOX 
LEATHER PISTOL 
HOLSTER
DVD OF BWC & BOOKING 
ROOM FOOTAGE 
■ORIGINAL"

Evidence

Evidence

Evidence

Evidence

Evidence

Evidence

Evidence

58 HEALD ST, CARTERET BORO NJ 07008

4? A1-2020-041033Report printed on: 01712/2021 0925



COMPLAINT-WARRANTV.

THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY;: COMPLAINT HUMBER ;; V . . V-
. i

m 2Q20 000354 vs.1201
JAMESON ROSADO. SEQUENCE NO. •YEAR■ - PREFIX :■ < ;COURT CODE

CARTERET MUNICIPAL COURT
230 ROOSEVELT AVENUE
CARTERET . .. •-r-
732-541-3900

ADDRESS:

/-NJ -'07008-0000 -L. .■:
COUNTY OK: MIDDLESEX  -

58 HEALD ST

NJ 07003-0000CARTERET
DEFENDANT INFORMATION
SEX: M EYE COLOR:
DRIVER’S LIC. *- 
SOCIAL SECURITY *:
TELEPHONE #:
UVESCAN PCN #:

By certification or on oath, the complainant says that to the best of his/her knowledge, information and belief the named 
defendant on or about 08/10/2020 in CARTERET BORO . MIDDLESEX County NJdKl:

WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF THIS COURT, WITH PURPOSE TO HARASS ANOTHER, THE ABOVE 
LISTED DEFENDANT MADE COMMUNICATIONS IN A MANNER LIKELY TO CAUSE ANNOYANCE OR 
ALARM SPECIFICALLY BY LEAVING AN ALARMING MESSAGE ON A FEDERAL JUDGE'S 
VOICEMAIL AFTER BEING ADVISED BY THE UNITED STATES MARSHAL SERVICE OF THE PROPER 
COMMUNICATION CHANNELS TO CONTACT THE FEDERAL JUDGE IN VIOLATION OF 2C:33-4A

CO-DEFTS POLICE CASE#:2020041033# of CHARGES DOB:1 DL STATE:
COMPLAINANT 
NAME: SBI*.KELLYMICHAEL ( )

in violation of:
3)2)i) 2C: 33-4AOriginal Charge

Amended Charge
CERTlfTCATtOH: I certify Hurt the foregoing statement* made by me are true. I am aware that if any of the foregoing statements made by me are unKfuBy false, I em subject

to punishment 
Signed:

08/13/2020MICHAEL KELLY Date:

in the courtly of MIDDLESEXYou tMB be notified of your central First Appearance/cjf dale to be held at die Superior Court 
MIDDLESEX SUPERIOR COURTal the following address: 

56 PATERS OH STREET
Date of Arrest:

HJ 06901-0000NEK BRUNSWICK
Phone: 732-645-4300Time:Appearance Date:

PROBABLE CAUSE DETERMINATION AND ISSUANCE OF WARRANT

□ Probable cause IS NOT found for the issuance of this complaint

DaleSignature o1 JudgeDateSignatured Court Adminiflratef or Deputy Court Admiwsttalar

FEINGOLD JUDICIAL OFFICER 08/13/2020(d Probable cause IS found for the issuance of this complaint. WILLIAM----------------------------------------- ------
Signature and TBe at Judicial Officer tssusig Warrant 

TO ANY PEACE OFFICER OR OTHER AUTHORIZED PERSON: PURSUANT TO THIS WARRANT YOU ARE HEREBY COMMANDED TO ARREST THE 
NAMED DEFENDANT AND BRING THAT PERSON FORTHWITH BEFORE THE COURT TO ANSWER THE COMPLAINT.

Dale

by:_Bail Amour.! Set flf dffierent from iuttcial officer that issued waitantl
□ Serious Personal Injury/ Death

Involved
□ Related Traffic Tickets

or Other Complaints□ Domestic Violence - Confidential

Special conditions of release:
□ No phone, mail or other personal contact w/victim

-Q—No possession firearms/weapons-----------------------
□ Other (specify):

COMPLAINT -WARRANT (DEFENDANT’S COPY)

NJ/CBR2 1/1/2017

•vf/f



1201-XTR-2020-2 08/13/2020 09:02:58 PM Pgtof4 Trare ID. PET20201417

S&l festerIttttltowil ^MESQKWOSAnQ

Temporary Extreme Risk Protective Order

'^■:^^ir«,ii-(.ff^>TTKCT'Mia<ibiPAL'COURT--- l.l.-* \ •' ' • •'A •• » . - • ' '
• — •*»; . y -IT- .O Superior Coirn of Ne* Jersey : •

SB I NumberComplainl/lnd Number 
1201 W 2020 000354

County Petition Number
1201 XTR 2020 000002MIDDLESEX

Eye Color 
BROWN

Heir Color 
BROWN

WeightHeight
1605ft 10 in

In the Matter of,
JAMESON ROSADO

Dale nf Birth SeeRace
MALEWHITE

, Respondent Driver** I iruvt Sir' | Expiration DateSen
I

Handings

The Petitioner having filed a petition for an Extreme Risk Protective Order, and the court having conducted an ex parte 
hearing and having considered:

The certified petition, AND/OR

The testimony of M1CHAE1. KH .1 .V, AND/OR

^ j Any documents) provided to the court (list exhibits) THE UNITED STATES MARSHAL SERVICE DELIVERED 
''' A LARGE PACKET OF DOT! JMENTS REOAR DING THE DEFENDANTS APPEAL PROCESS OF A CIVIL

DISPUTE THAT LEAD TO HIM CONTACTING THE VICTIM AND LEAVING HARASSING VOTCR/ATI-S.. 
AND

Also having considered whether the Respondent:

Has any history of threats or acts of violence by the respondent directed toward self or others;
I—=7 THE FBI PROVIDED A DETAILED COPY OF REPORTS ANn ST A'
n ^ DEFENDANT THAT THEY DEEMED CONCERNING AND THREATENING. SPFAXTNO WITH THE

fNVESTlfi A TOR fN CHARGE. THE DEFENDANT HAS MADE Ml II TIPI ECAI f S AND 1 PET MESSAGES
ON THE V1CTTM. JO 'S VOICEMAIL REGARDING HIS DISPLEASURE WITH THE. VICTIM'S R1II .DIO
AND HANDLING OF HIS COURT MATTER.

MADF. BY THE137)13'! K*

Has any history of use, attempted use, or threatened use of physical force by the respondent against 
another person;
the res: r HAS MADE MULTIPLE THREATS TO A FEDERAL ft IDOF

Has any prior arrests, pending charges, or convictions for a violent indictable crime or disorderly persons offense, 
stalking offense pursuant to section I ofP.Ll992,c.209(C.2C: 12-10), or domeslic violence offense enumerated 
in section 3 ofP.LI99I. c.261 {C.2C:25-19h 
PENDING HARASSMENT WARRANT#W OOQ3S4

AND

Having found at least one of the factors listed above, the coon also having considered whether the 
Respondent:

THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED on this date BR/13/202B. THAT:

n» J«r Tnpmy tsm> K* PnuOitlMt frERTO) fn rwnolptBS Nr Dnam JIMVtrtfeofwOWt/airVl CN 124)1



1201-XTR-2020-2 0B/13/2020 09:0258 PM Pg2of4 Trans ID: PET20201417

SfilhMxr
|a iW Muwr 1AMMON ROSADO

THE PETITION FOR A TEMPORARY EXTREME RISK PROTECTIVE ORDER IS
GRANTED.
The court finds good cause that the Respondent will pqse/poses an immediate and present danger of 

' - causing bodily injury "to himselfThtreeif dr ethefs by ow-nihg} possessing; purchasing dr receiving
firearms and/or ammunition.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED THAT:

1. The Respondent is prohibited from owning, purchasing, possessing, or receiving firearms and/or 
ammunition, and from securing or bolding a firearms purchaser identification card or permit to 
purchase a handgun pursuant to NJ.S.A. 2C:58-3, or a permit to carry a handgun pursuant to 
NJ.Sji. 2C.58-4; AND

2. The Respondent shall surrender to law enforcement any firearms and ammunition in the 
Respondent's custody or control, or which the Respondent possesses or owns; AND

3. The Respondent shall surrender to law enforcement any firearms purchaser identification card, 
permit to purchase a handgun, or permit to carry a handgun held by the Respondent; AND

4. Any firearms purchaser identification card, permit to purchase a handgun, or permit to cany 
handgun held by the Respondent is hereby immediately revoked; AND

5. The County Prosecutor is to immediately notify the New Jersey State Police that the Respondent is 
disqualified from owning, purchasing, possessing, or receiving firearms and/or ammunition 
pursuant to NJ.S.A. 2C:58~3(c)(J0).

Pj^Additional Reasons Set Forth on the Record and Herein__________________________

RESPONDENT IS A DANGER TO OTHERS AS INDICATED BY HIS REPEATED THREATS TO A FEDERAL 
JUDGE WITH INITIALS JD.

a

fprtB htmil|ad b) Directive {(fknm 0Wt-7Ot*l, CH DOIN** imtrj Tcmyrwy toim Briifi»niiiiTOi<tf(TWO)



12O1-XTR-2O20-2 08/13/2020 09:02:58 PM Pfl3of4 Trans ID: PET20201417

b tW Matter ef MMfcSON ROSADO

Search Warrant
The court finds that probable cause exists lo believe that (1) the respondent owns or possesses firearms or 

are presently at the location described below.

TO ANY LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER HAVING JURISDICTION - this order shall serve as a 
warrant to search for and seize any issued permit to cany a handgun, permit to purchase a handgun and firearms 
purchaser identification card issued lo the Respondent and the following firearmfs) and/or ammunition. 
Describe the firearms and ammunition to be seized:

THE BF.l.nW 11STED FIREARMS WERE DISCOVERED TO BE REGISTERED TO THE 
DEFENDANT AFTER SPEAKING WITH THE INVESTIGATOR IN CHARGE TWO FIREARMS 
WERE CONFIRMED BY THE STATE POLICE TO BE SOLD BV THE DEFENDANT.

Ucswa
RESIDENCE. 58 HEALD ST.

-am

i!
!
:

NumberDoeri pilot
»MU fil OCK I9TCH384

Type
HG-

iHANDGUNS
HG- RESIDENCE, 58 HEALD ST.utrAt niomoi.r mkmms
HANDGUNS iHG- RESIOENCE. 58 HEALD ST.<5 f At. CLOCK 16DWN846 \HANDGUNS

i

i
RESIDENCE, 58 HEALDST.HG- It MM Gt OCK 26 ENHS00US

HANDGUNS

1. you are hereby commanded to search for the above described firearms and/or ammunition, and/or 
permit to cany a handgun, permit to purchase a handgun and firearms purchaser identification card 
and to serve a copy of this Order upon the person at the premises or location described as:
THE DEFENDANT CURREWTI V RESIDES AT 58 HF-ALO ST. CARTERETNI07008

2. You are hereby ordered in the event you seize any of the above described items, to give a receipt for 
the property so *-»«< to the person from whom they were taken or in whose possession they were found, 
or in the absence of such person to have a copy of this Order together with such receipt in or upon said 
structure from which the property was taken.

3. You are authorized to execute this Order inimediaiely or as soon thereafter as is practicable:
Anytime

4. You are further ordered, after the execution of this Order, to promptly provide the Court with a 
written inventory of the property seized per ibis Order.

I

!:
;
■t

i
i
i
i
1
!
!

iCARTERET MUNICIPAL COURT MIDDLESEX/SWILUAM FEIN GOLD08fl 39020 Q90fc57 PM :CountyCourtHonorableDale / Time

All Law Enforcement Officers will serve and fully enforce this order. 
Thk order shall reromia'« effect until farther order of the coort-

:
!.

;
Notice to Appear to Petitioner and Respondent

Both the Petitioner and Respondent are ordered to appear far a find hearing on (date) Py?‘/?0?0 “ (‘in*) ft.99 AM
at the Superior Court, Criminal Pan. MIDDLESEX. County. Room KU. totaled at (eddies) 
s/irsnTikEY <3 iPFRina mi tRT S6 PATERSON STREET.. NEW BRUNSWICK. NlQgWL-aOpe !

!

i
Interpreter not needed. j mFprgrmiwilniaiOy DwomMm Mnn Ti^inrTT &wr»m Or<g (TCKfO?
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Notice to Respoodtnt
Failure t« comply «rith tbt dSreelive.to snrrtnder to .fey enforcement pay .firearms and trompnihon ic the 
Respondent's custody or wntroW'or wMch'tbe fteipohd-ii-ptiiccMSorowns,and anyP.cr'nnjpmrhMer 
identification card, permit to purchase a handgun, or permit to carry a handgun hda by the Respondent, m*> 
constitute criminal contempt pursuant to NJS.A. 2C.-2J-FW and may also constitute violations of other suit and 
federal laws which may result in yoor arrest and/or criminal prose rut ton. This may result in a jail sentence.

•**"V|.

Only a court can modify any of the terms or conditions of thit court order.
Note that the hearing for a final order will be held in your absence if yon have been served with this temporary order 
but do not appear In coartatjiretiittemidjllaccjkstedabovcjorlirefinaf hearing. — ■ ■

Return of Service
O Petitioner was given a copy of the Pelition/TERPO by: IS«pfttwc /Badge Number ? Departs***Tunc tod DotePrsit Name

VnMNum J Tam uidDale ^5t5^i'W£d6cfi3S«T 1 Dejenmcnl
□ I hereby certify that I served the Prlilion/TERPO by use of substinaed service as follows

•.

iSt(pi*ir /Badge Number / Depsnmctt iTunc and DatePrint Nut*

O Respandeni could noi be served (explain)

:Signature /Badge Number / Dcgartj*e**_TantudO**Ptirtf H«nc

v
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Final Extreme Risk Protective Order 

Superior Court of New Jersey
• •.. _ • •••7 •- --

County" P<^i'ion Number 
1201 XTR 2020 000002

Cociplaiai'iiKl Number
1201 W 2020 000354 ■

i SBt NumberMIDDLESEX

rHeigh! Eye Color 
BROWN

Weigh! air Color 
BROWNJfl 10 io 160In the Matter of,

1AMESON ROSADO
Dale of Birth Sex

WHITE MALE------ , Respondent
(Driver's Ue^r — NumW Stale {Expiration DateSSN

■^'Findings

The Petitioner having fi 
Extreme Risk Protective

The certified petition, /lND/OR

The testimony of MICHAEL KELLY AND/OR

Any documents) provi led to the court (list exhibits) , AND

Also having considered whether the Respondent:

ed a petition for an Extreme Risk Protective Order, and the court having entered a Temporary 
Order on ( 08/14/20201- and after conducting a hearing and having considered^-

Has any history of threats or acts of violence by the respondent directed toward self or others;
COURT HEARD TESTIMONY OF SUP. DEPUTY US MARSHAL SANSEBERfNO: RF-SP LEFT ANT A Nr, BY
TONED VOICEMAIL ON VICTIM'S PHONE ON 8/5/2020. EXPRESSING ANHFB WITH HIS HANDI.INfi
OF HIS CASE. ON 8i7. MARSHALS VISITED RESP. AT HOME AND ADVISED HIM NOT TO CONTACT

VfAY AND RESP ACKNOWLEDGED AND AGR FED HOWEVER. 1 .ATF.R THAT 
-EFT ANOTHER VOICEMAIL. SLURRING AND ADVISING THE VTCTIM THAT THF.
VjlSITED HIM AND TELLINO VICTIM NOT TO DO THAT AC A IN

VICTIM'S ACTION^ ARE INAPPROPRIATE AND BEYOND REPROACH. RESP TFVTIFIED THAT HF
DID NOT RECALL lUAKING A SECOND CALL. UNTIL THE CALL WAS PT.A VFD IN cmjRT RESP
EXPLAINED HE SAYS THINGS WHEN HE IS PROVOKFO BUT DOFRMT RFA1 T V MFaN IT av Wig
OWN TESTJMONY.jRESP. HAS A HISTORY OF THREATS BEFORE THF A1 let ;ct ?n?0 CALLS WHICH
RESULTED IN THE (VICTIM HAVING MARSHALS ON GUARD EACH TtMF HE CAMF. TO CnitflT
SINCE 2017. RESP /ILLEGES THAT HE WORKED FOR THE FBI FOR 20 VF.ARS 11NTIL HF. WAS
REMOVED. AND RESP INTIMATES THAT HIS REMOVAL ALSO INVOLVED HAVING BEEN 
fROVPKEP,

Has any prior arrests, lending charges, or convictions for a violent indictable crime or disorderly persons offense, 
stalking offense pursu mt to section 1 of P.L. 1992, e.209 (C.2C: 12-10), or domestic violence offense enumerated 
in section 3 ofP.L.1991, c.261 (C.2C:25-19);

‘ WARRANT#W 0Q03S4

VICTIM fN THAT
v'G. RESP. LXMili

MARSHALS HAD AND THAT

ytgwij

iAND
Haying found at least one of the factors listed above, the conrt also having considered whether the 
Respondent:

!

!
i

THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED on this date 09/09/2020. THAT: 
Hot Jtrgy. ram .turn* Bat TmwOrf.Pnlcr (TEWO) Fjwl!iBmulianJi>rJlhmiML»iSuaJilhdi»triWMe»(91. CK !?<»!
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SBtNuaber.Ii rtw Mxur ol JAMESOMPjy^ftft

THE PETITION FOR A FINAL EXTREME RISK PROTECTIVE ORDER IS GRANTED.

The court finds >y a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent will pose/poses a significant
danger of bodilyinjutylb himselffherselfor ctheisbyowniag, possessing, purchaiing or receiving ^
firearms and/or ammunition.

I
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED THAT:

I1. The Respondent is prohibited from owning, purchasing, possessing, or receiving firearms and/or 
ammunition, aid from securing or bolding a firearms purchaser identification card or permit to 
purchase a ht ndgun pursuant to N-f.S-A. 2C:58-3, or a permit to carry a handgun pursuant to 
NJ.S.A. 2058-4: AND

2. The Respondent shall surrender to law enforcement any firearms and ammunition in the 
Respondeni'sjcustody or control, or which the Respondent possesses or owns; AND

3. The Respondent shall surrender to law enforcement any firearms purchaser identification card, 
permit to purchase a handgun, or permit to cany a handgun held by the Respondent; AND

4. Any firearms jpurchaser identification card, permit to purchase a handgun, or permit to carry a 

handgun held by the Respondent is hereby immediately revoked; AND

5. The County P rosecutor is to immediately notify the New Jersey State Police that the Respondeat is 
disqualified from owning, purchasing, possessing, or receiving firearms and/or ammunition 
pursuant to N. !.S.A. 2058-3(c)(10).

Respondent has seen advised of the fight to file as appeal of this Final Order before the Appellate
Division.

Additional Reasons Set Forth on the Record and Herein

MIDDLESEX SUPERIOR COURT MIDDLESEXiSCOLLEEN FLYNNmm/2020 11 :IS:I5 AM
CourtHonorable CountyDate ! Time

All Law Enforcement Officers will serve and fully enforce this order. 
This order shall rents hi is effect until farther order of the court

Notice to Respondent
Failure to comply with tbeidirective to surrender to law enforcement any firearms and ammunition in the Respondent’s 
custody or control, or whidh the Respondent possesses or owns, and any Firearms purchaser identification card, permit 
to purchase a handgun, or permit to carry a handgun held by the Respondent, may constitute criminal contempt 
ponuant to AUSA. 2029r9(e) nod may also constitute violations of other state and federal laws which may result in 
your arrest and/or criminal prosecution. This may result is a fail sentence.
Only a court can modify aiy of the terms or conditions of this court order.

Yon hare the right to file an appeal of this final Order before the Appellate Division.

Fte»Joa^.Ei»a)Xsn»M.PIbk.JbrB*«efiv»i>r^0’4FQU!O) FnmfWmlpWvifay ntrwrmw f^O-H fHWthm OStffl/TOlgl CN lH32I
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Return of Servicej

- . j ... .. TineudDaw ..... .l^^Sp^^BadgeNunlwr/Dqunme
gltoebyccniry that 5 saved the PetiiWFERPO by delivering • eopycoiseKcqwudeiK peisonaJJy.''
S/D Kt.fK joa<j if, tr J ~

PnolNuM TanendDaw Sfeaurc/Badge Number 'Department
O J hereby certify that I served the PethioaTERPO by use of substituted service as follows:

OJjH/K r/(Al\

frirtRusc
□ Respondent could not b: served (explain)

Tstoe »od Dsve Signabs* /Badge Number / Department

hteName Time and D>*c Signature /Badge Number / Department

9X s
17
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FILED, Clerk of the Appellate Division, July 23, 2021, A-000819-20, SEALED

\'-~T

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
APPELLATE DIVISION
DOCKET NO. A-000819-20 TEAM 04

... ...ORDERDISMISSING APPEALIN THE MATTER'OF J.R.

This matter being opened to the Court on its own motion and 

it appearing that the appellant has failed to timely file a

fully conforming brief;

It is HEREBY ORDERED that the above appeal is dismissed.

WITNESS, the Honorable Carmen Messano, Presiding Judge for 

Administration, at Trenton, this 23rd day of July, 2021.

s/JOSEPH H. ORLANDO_____________
JOSEPH H. ORLANDO
CLERK OF THE APPELLATE DIVISION

SF

1201W2020000354 MIDDLESEX

T-44
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FILED, Clerk of the Appellate Division, July 23,2021, A-002741-20

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY 
APPELLATE DIVISION 
DOCKET NO.A-002741-20T4

STATE OF NEW JERSEY
. V. ..  ... ... ...... ....

' ' JAMESON ROSADO • •.. .

ORDER DISMISSING APPEAL 
WITHOUT PREJUDICE

on its ownThis matter being opened to the court
and the Clerk of the court having previouslymotion,

advised appellant by written or electronic notice that the 
appeal appeared to be interlocutory, 
having responded to the notice;

and appellant not

It is HEREBY ORDERED that the appeal is dismissed, 
without prejudice, for failure to prosecute.

WITNESS, the Honorable Carmen Messano, Presiding Judge 
for Administration, at Trenton, this 23rd 
July, 2021.

day of

S/JOSEPH H. ORLANDO

JOSEPH H. ORLANDO
CLERK OF THE APPELLATE DIVISION

1201W2020000354
MIDDLESEX



FILED, Clerk of the Appellate Division, July 23,2021, A-002741-20

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY 
APPELLATE DIVISION

RICHARD J. HUGHES JUSTICE COMPLEX 
P.O. Box 006, Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0006 

(609) 815-2950

- r••

JOSEPH H. ORLANDO 
. CLERK

JOHN K. GRANT ' 
DEPUTY CLERK - CASE PROCESSING

CHRISTINA O. HALL
DIRECTOR, CENTRAL RESEARCH -

MARIE C. HANLEY 
CHIEF COUNSEL

KAREN M. CARROLL 
DEPUTY CLERK - ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

July 23, 2021

JAMESON ROSADO 
58 HERALD STREET 
CARTERET, NJ 07008

Re: IN THE MATTER OF J.R. 
Docket No. A-002741-20T4

Dear JAMESON ROSADO:

The Clerk’s office received your letter dated June 11,2021 in which you state that your 
appeal cannot be pursued at this time because you have pending matters in the United States 
Supreme Court. The Clerk's office cannot accept this letter as a letter withdrawing the appeal. 
Moreover, you did not respond to the clerk's office letter inquiry, dated June 22, 2021, regarding 
finality of the municipal court judgment on appeal and whether the Appellate Division has 
jurisdiction.. Accordingly, this appeal is dismissed. A copy of the order of dismissal is enclosed.

Your letter also requests that the filing fee be refunded to you. Please be advised that the 
cleric’s office has no authority to refund the filing fee after a notice of appeal is docketed.

JOSEPH H. ORLANDO, CLERK

Marijean R. Stevens
BY: MARIJEAN R. STEVENS 
STAFF ATTORNEY

i
C: Middlesex County Prosecutor, Attention: Joie D. Piderit

srff



FILED, Cleik of the Appellate Division, July 23, 2021, A-002741-20

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY 
APPELLATE DIVISION 
DOCKET NO.A-002741-20T4

STATE OF NEW JERSEY
.. . V. ... . . . ......

' JAMESON ROSADO ' :"

ORDER DISMISSING APPEAL 
WITHOUT PREJUDICE

This matter being opened to the court on its own 
motion, and the Clerk of the court having previously 
advised appellant by written or electronic notice that the 
appeal appeared to be interlocutory, and appellant not 
having responded to the notice;

It is HEREBY ORDERED that the appeal is dismissed, 
without prejudice, for failure to prosecute.

WITNESS, the Honorable Carmen Messano, Presiding Judge 
for Administration, at Trenton, this 
July, 2021.

day of23rd

S/JOSEPH H. ORLANDO

JOSEPH H. ORLANDO
CLERK OF THE APPELLATE DIVISION

1201W2020000354
MIDDLESEX

5*7$



FILED, Clerk of the Appellate Division, August 10, 2021, A-000819-20, SEALED

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY 
APPELLATE DIVISION

RICHARD J. HUGHES JUSTICE COMPLEX 
P.O. Box 006, Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0006 

(609)815-2950
JOSEPH H. ORLANDO

CLERK OBL CHRISTINA O. HALL
DIRECTOR, CENTRAL RESEARCH

JOHN K. GRANT
DEPUTY CLERK - CASE PROCESSING

V* MARIE C. HANLEY
CHIEF COUNSEL

KAREN M. CARROLL
DEPUTY CLERK - ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

Date: August 10, 2021

JAMESON ROSADO 
58 HERALD STREET 
CARTERET, NJ 07008,

IN THE MATTER OF J.R. 
Docket No. A-000819-20T4

Re:

Dear JAMESON ROSADO,

The enclosed material (CD and Proof of Service) is being 
returned to you, unfiled, for the following reason:

The above Appellate Docket Number is closed, and we do not 
accept copies of pleadings submitted to the Supreme Court of the 
United States.

Thanks,
Sara Felicia 
X-52661


