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Chris Ann Jaye
PO Box 5015
Clinton, NJ 08809
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Date: July 28, 2016
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Chris Ann Jayé United States Court o§l Appeals
11

Appellant Th?rd Circuit

v. Case Number. 16-2641

PRI —

NJ Attorney General, et. al.
Motion for Summary Action per

-~ Appellee
Local FFAP 27.4

Dear Justices:

In light of the fact that neither DAG Brfan Wilson nbr DAG Ashley Gagnon nor any of ‘the
defendants have denied that not a single finai order existed at the time my complaint‘; was filed,
fhere {s no question in the iaw that the order dismissing the complaint based on Reoker-
Feldman as argued by the deféendants and their counsel was a lie. A declaratory order from this

¢
i

Court should be placed into the record making this a finding of fact.

Int ight of the fact that not a single defendant nor counsel has come forth with proof ¢f a single
final order upom which to rely as a basis for dismissal based on Rooker-Feldman coélld have
been made, the dismissal of the complaint must be modified accordingly to vacate tt%,e dismissal
with prejudice based on Rooker-Fefdman. The order of the dismissal with prejudice flshould be

‘

vacated entirely and the proceedings moved forward for adjudication on the merits u’x

accordance with Rule 1.
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|
: {
in light of the fact that holding cases pertaining Pro se Ifigants, including, but rot limitéd to,
Erekspn v. Pardus, was deliberately withheld from the gourt in twe separate motiorts éo dismiss,
the dismissal for failing to plead according to Rule 8 must be modified accordingly. \Ai!ﬂwout _
céntradictory citations in the record, the motions were improper arid meant tb misleadf the court.
Accordingly, thé order dismjssing with prejudice should be vacated and proceedings r%nove forth
immediately in accordance with Rule 1. | E
In light of the fact that not a single defendant nor counsel has come forth disputing thlé fact that
they are not represented by the NJ Attorney General’s Office for conduct performed m threir
individual capacities, the defendants named in their individual capacities must be dec:lare’d as
being in default an the record. By order of this Cowrt, default judgment in my favor should be

: i
granted against anyone who was named in their individual capacity and failed to appéar.

Inthe disﬁct court, DAG Brian Wilson has net challenged my pending mations nar th‘e
arguments made in the motions, inoluding, but not limited to, his lies pertaining to Roé)ker-
Fefiman and his failure to cite holding case law. Accordingly, the court shoukd deem;my
assertions in those pending motions as uncontested facts by order of the court. f
In this court, DAG Gagnon did not dispute my facts as it pertains to my meftion to recénsider and
~ motion to amend. No opposition was provided. Accordingly, my state_ments pettainir;flig to DAG
Wiilson and tﬁe defendants lies in obtaining a dismissal are uncontestéd. Summary 5ction in the
form of sanctions and otherv equitable relief for the delays caused should be granted %ﬁy this

court immediately. : _ . _ !
| | | o
In light of the fact that nty chalenges to state statutes were properly filed with my first complaint
i _
(ECF 1) and not certified in accordance with the FRCP, summary action in the form z?n order by
this Court should be issued to certify them now. Since the NJ Attomey General has }:hosen not

to intervene after eighteen-months, the court should order it cannot intervene now. |
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i
!

In consideration of the lies and the delays that have resulted as a resutt of this illegal conduct by
[
the defendants, all cases pending in any state court nieeds to be stayed immediately. | The

mption to stay state action was deemed moot by the district court. It is net moot. Ami this Court
i
can direct that this order of mootness be vacated and the state acfions be stayed.
_ |

If a stay of state action is not granted, then this court should direct that any and all défendants
having any control, power or influence over any state action be bamred from those ma,%ters. This
court should also o:dér all matters that were transferred to and adjudicated in the couirt
controlled by Defendant Judge Jacobson, inctuding but not fimited to the civil rights case against

Judge Cicoone, be vacated and heard in a neutral court {or consolidated with cases ;%,ending in
| |
In light of the delays caused by Judge Shipp and others at the United States District Court of

the disirict court if applicable).

New Jersey, the failure to enter documents, and the failure to adjudicate mations in thelr
enhrety this Court should dlrect the district court to adjudicate all matters in aococﬂa?ce with the

rules in the same return cycte in whichi my motions are filed. '
|

Since the conduct of the defendants and their counsel has resulted in two years of délays in my
obtaning discovery, this court should order the defendants to release all documents.gpotes,
emails, récords, ACMS entties, JEFIS entries, and any related documents involving éne, this
case and their dealings with each other per any and all matters in whichiam a paﬁyfio me by
order of this court within five (5) days (in electronic form if available). The court shouild also
order that all defendants, not their counsel, certify that the discevery provided by theén is

complete.

Chris Ann 4
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Chris Ann Jaye
PO Box 5015
Clinton, NJ 08809

§

Date: July 28, 2018

Chtis Ann Jaye

Appellant

v.

NJ Attorney General, et. al
Appeliee

{, CHRIS ANN JAYE, hereby cettify as follows:

1. There were no final judgments in existence at the time 1 filed my complaint.

United States Court o?‘ Appeals
Third Circuit

l
Case Number: 16-2641

- -

Certification for Motion for
Summary A’pﬁon per

Local FFAP 27.4

'

2. Contrary citations of holding law pertaining to pleading requirements were nofnoted in

two separate motiotts to dismiss.

My post-judgment motions were not contested.

® o s o

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. .

rig Ann Jay, '

Challenges to State 8tatutes filed with ECF 1 were never certified.

The return date for my post-judgment orders was July 5, 2016.

There are two documents in this case that were not filed by the Clerk.

Loy
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*** AMENDED BLD-392 September 22,2016

*AMENDED BLD-392 September 9, 2016
*AMENDED September 1, 2016
BLD-392 August 25, 2016
C.A. No. 16-2641
CHRIS ANN JAYE, Appellant

VS. _
ATTORNEY GENERAL NEW JERSEY, ET AL.
Page 2 '

in the above-c_a_pﬁoned case. |
Respectfuily,v

Clerk

MMW/RTS/jw/clw
' ORDER

Appellant’s “Motion for Summary Action” and “Motion for Summary Action for
Immediate Stay of State Action” are denied. Appellant’s motions for injunction and
motion to stay also are denied. Appcllant’s motion for judicial notice is denied without
prejudice to her ability to raise the arguments contained therein in her brief. Given our
rulings, the case shall proceed to briefing. The stay of the briefing schedule, entered on
July 19, 2016, is lifted, and the Clerk will issue a revised briefing schedule. Finally, we
emphatically warmn Appellant that any further frivolous and/or duplicative filings in this
appeal may result in sanctions.

By the Court,

s/Anthony J. Scirica
Circuit Judge

Dated: September 22, 2016
CLW/cc: Ms. Chris Ann Jaye
Ashley Gagnon, Esq.
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Chris Ann Jaye
PO Box 50156
Clinton, NJ 08_809

R e P PYrr

Date: September 14, 2016

Chnis Ann Jaye United States Court of Appeals
Appetlant Third Circuit

v Case Number: 1}6—2641

NJ Attorney General, et. al.

Appeliee ‘
Emergent Order to Stay State
Actions and Direct Judgments, Liens
to Be V;acated
|
Dear Justices: : i

You have before you two motions for summary action, a motion for judicial review of this
J

case and two emergent maofions for sfays of state action. Months have passeej and
there has not éven been a date scheduled to address any of them. | would like to add
!

this latest motion to the pile. ' _ }

t
As of néxt week, 1 will have a petition filed with the US Supreme Court. Motlor;ls to
address déprivations of due process by the district court and this gourt will be l
addressed at that time. In the interim, 1 file this latest motion based on the lateist order

from the NJ Supreme Court. (Attached.) i

As you will note, the NJ Appellate Court provided its usual simpiistic “denied” as it

pertains to providing any relief. As has been the case, there are never rea_sonis... just

denials. Nonetheless, the NJ Appetiate Court has been duly advised that the jJudgment

was not certified as final, it was entered per an erroneous default, the Plaintiff fs not a
{

- re—

App 6
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law — if anyone chose to look at the law.)
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o | {

plaintiff since it did not authorize the suit as required by law, and that judgment$ and
_ - o

liens now slandering my title have been filed by an intermeddler. ‘

The NJ Appellate Court, per the emergent mation it denied and this similar non;—
emergent motion reiterating the same points now denied, has also been made ;pware of
the fact that the intermeddiler, Steve Rowland and his firm (Brown, Moskowitz 8;: Kallen),
sought monias that were denied by the federal court (15-cv-5303), failed to_.profvide an

affidavit by law 'as per attomey's fées, and sought attorney's fees not permitted; by law.

- The attorney’s fees awarded were then not permitted to be taxed, but were thefn taxed R

. {
by the court. To summarize, the judgment and lien (filed by Steve Rowland) are now

part ofvthe state records - and both are invatid, ertfoneous and inaceurate.
o v . t

. . ' ’ i .
As to jurisdiction, the NJ Appellate ror the trial court had any jurisdiction over (PKV the

- Plaintiff, since the Plaintiff did not ever commence this suit. The state cannot ¢reate

standing as it has done — time and time again. And yet the NJ Appaliate Court
: {
!

continues to act despite this fact being mvade known to them. _ :
- }
Additionally, the NJ Appellate Court (and the trial courts) are fully aware from cnurt
reéords datinQ hack to 2012 {October 9, 2012 specifically) prove that monies ézarged
iltegally to OKV and paid by its management company absent any authority in‘;the law
werk embezzied from' OKV. These expenses were then illegally billed to me. 'And they
béing billed to mé now by this judgment. (The cost of legal expenses for a lawéyer to

defend his himself and his own firm are not “common assessments” as defined in the

App7
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Finally, there was no trial because this judgment was entered in errbr per the games of
~ the trial court. And so no jury was able to do what the trial court (a defendant in this
case) refused to do — apply the law. Regardless, | have an inviolate right to a jury per

f
the NJ Constitution. And that, too, was not provided to me before these judgmients and

liens were made part of the public record.

With all these violations known, the NJ Appellate,Court chose not take any act?on and

has continued to claim jurisdiction over a judgment based on known fraud. Bearing in .

mind that this same court, the NJ Appsliate has not determined that the order was final,
. : [

3
s,

knoawing the trial court will not vacate this ermenreous order and fully aware that'the trial

court has barred me from filing any additional motions for relief (which a repetiéive
routine by this recalled judge who was not evaluated fdr his mental fitness beft!)re being
recalled as required), a blind man could see that | am being deprived due process and
the rights afforded me in the constitution. And un addition to these violations, the NJ
Appellate Court is now refusing to .send me a scheduling order per this appealg Thisis
yet another game being played with me under the guise of due prooéss. {

H
i
'

While this court delays in its deliberation as to whether or not this constitutes

harassment and bad faith by state actors, my property is being slandered by i?gal

' judgménts. i tan think of nothing nrore irreparable than being extorted by a thiief and

intermeddler, dorte with the backing of the State of New Jersey. And yet here FWe are
‘

again — while this Court delays, delays and delays as is par for the cowrse.

A

Chris Ann

Vi A et i | etan b ve -
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FILER, Clerk of the Appeliate Division, Septembrer 09, 2016, A-004942-15

ORDER ON MOTION

“““““ Tommm—— i

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
APPELLATE DIVISION
DOCKET NO. A-004942-15T3

OAX KNOLL CONDOMINIUM MOTION NO. M-009489-15
OWNERS ASSOCIATION , BEFORE PART W
V. JUDGE(S): RICHARD §. HOFFMAN
CHRIS ANN JAYE HEIDI W. CURRIER,

é
MOTION FILED: 08/18/2016 BY: CHRIS JAYE
ANSWER(S) © 08/24/2016 BY: OAK KNOLL CONDOMINIUM OWNERS
FILED: ASSOCIATION

ot awe

SUBMITTED TO COURT: September 08, 2016

ORDER

. Gl o 2

THIS MATTER HAVING BEEN DULY PRESENTED 0 THE COURT, IT IS!
9th dey of September, 2016, HEREBY ORDERED AS FOLLOWS: :

P 4

MOTION BY APPELLANT

bt e ©

MOTION PO REMOVE LIENS, JUDGMENTS
AND WARRANTS ISSUED BY THE S?PATE
ACTORS ACTING UNDER COLOR OF LAW DENIED

SUPPLEMENTAL:

FOR THE COURT:

Ll J g @ S

l

ON THIS

RICHARD S. HOFFMAN, J.A.D,

DC-004807-15 MERCER

ORDER - RMBULAR MOTION
PT

AP m e e o ek Aot e cen e - oo e e
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***AMENDED BLD-392 September 22, 2016
** AMENDED BLD-392 September 9, 2016
*AMENDED ' September 1, 2016
BLD-392 August 25, 2016

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT
C.A. No. 16-2641

'CHRIS ANN JAYE, Appellant
VS.
ATTORNEY GENERAL NEW JERSEY, ET AL.

(D.N.J. Civ. No. 3-14-cv-07471)

Present: -KRA.USE,. SCIRICA, and FUENTES, Circuit Judpes
Submitted are: |
(1)  Appellant’s motion to summarily vacate;
(2)  Appellant’s motion for summary action with exhibits & addendum;

(3)  Appellees’ Response to Appellant’s motions to summarily vacate
and for summary action;

(4)  Appellant’s Reply to Appellees’ Response to Appellant’s motions to
summarily vacate and for summary action;

*(5) Appellant’s motion for injunction;

*(6) Appellant’s motion for judicial notice;
**(7) Appellant’s motion to stay;
**(8) Appellees’ Response to motion to stay;
**(9) Appellant’s reply thereto; and

**%(10) Appellant’s motion for injunction, filed September 14, 2016

App 10
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Chris Ann Jaye
PQ Box 5015
Clintan, NJ 08808
Date: October 19, 2016
Chris Ann Jaye United States Court of Appeals
Appeliant Third Circuit
v. : Case Number. 16-2641
NJ Attorney General, et. al.
Appellee
Motion to Stay State Action Due to
Amended Order by Judge Shipp and
Nullification by This Court of Order
Dated September 22, 2016 per
Deadiine for Appaat
Dear Chief Judge McKee:

In light of the fact that | hawe been threatened with sancfions for what a judge f;tas
referred to as “frivolous and duplicate filings” on Septemaber 22, 2016, | am ﬁlipg this
motion 1o yaqu directly. Whatever motivations are behind scaring me from seeking
rempdies in the law, 1 will not be deterred. Thus, | make it known again — now-- that
seeking a stay bf siate action (as is aright as.a litigant in a pénding civil rights suit) is a
right. This request by iawful motion is neither frivolous nor duplicative since hgrassing

events confinue to happen by state actors involved directly in this case.

Today, again, the shériff was at my door. Again, today, a card was lefl taped te my
door. ExhibitA. ’

8t to this day, there is a warrant out for my arrest over a judgmaent in the state which
{1} the trial court did not certfy as final, (2) the NJ Appellate Court did not-deem final by

any order, and (3) both courts refuse to address the illegal and erroneous.eniry of

App 11
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defauit by the CGlerk sinca | was never default. A separale judge, not yet named in
this suit but undet the contro) of Defendant Judge Jacobson, signed the warrant per an

i
information subpoena on the npn-final judgment fhe trial judge Tefused to stay. - Not only

did that fog! of a judge who should never sit on a bench deny the stay, he cornveniently

~ failed to even sign a proper order of denial. Thus, due to his failure to oomply with the
Iéw, 1 am not ahle to seek a stay on a judgment in the appeliate court. And so this

warrant idiecy exists.

Intight of the fact that this fooltriatjudge {on reoall "at the pleasure” of Chief Jystice
Rabrer) is a defendant in this case as is s boss, Judge Jacobson, it is not either
surpﬁéing nor ungxpected that these games (including the lack of notice of fransfer, the
denial of any judge to vacate afi efroneous entry of default, the denial of remand tothe

court of first review by the NJ Appeliate Court, etc.} are taking place.
However, all of this is taking piace. And all of it is in bad faifh and absent the law.

" In seeking a stay of state action with the district court, 1 was repeatedly denied witheut
t

the proper standard of review. Judge Shipp has a Jong history of ruling in a manner that
is utterly dbsent the rule of law as the record shews.
in turriing to this court, the same denial withput reason and proper standard of review

was given. Not unamusingly, | was denied a stay of judgment pending.an appeal. That

was not what was sought. But alas, the law is not being applied anywhere in any court
~ sowhat difference does # make?

Since failing to issue a stay in the district court and this court (and after the threats

made by this court), the district court via Judge Shipp conveniently realized that it has a



e
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legal duty to adjudicate post-judgment motions. {Judge Shipp's Amended Order
9/28/16). Suddenly. months afler my filings and after numerous erroneous orders,

Judge Shipp had an epiphany per the rules of court.

- However, if he had done his job as required at the onset — | would net have béer in this

posiion. The stay would have been granted by the distriot court and it would net have
been denied by this court as a judgment pending an appeal (in error),

Yet Judge Shipp did not da his job. In fact, he has defiberately delayed adjudicating
post-judgment motions until the State of New Jersey rendefed its decision on a case

that should have beeri granted supplemental jurisdiction.

The motions that are still pending now (finally to be addressed) are being heard while st
the same-time thie court refuses to vacate its September 22, 2016. You, as you know,

have been briefed on afi of this — twice.

You, as you know, are also fully aware that { am without a complete record by, the
district eourt’s failure to file my documents as well as by this court’s failure to éirect the
di_stricl court to do fts job by filing those missing documents. By the records apd aets of
this court, the remedy (the vacating of the dismissal) was a right | had in the law based
on this efror by the Clerk as well as the stay of state action | have sought from this

court. Everything was denied.

Despite being denied, denied, denied and denied without a basis in the law, | have a

right to a stay of state action riow. The deferdants in this case are not only viblating my
: |

civil rights, but are now conspiring to viclate my civil rights. An arrest warrant is a state

App 13



Case: 16-2641 Document: 003112439075 Page:4 Date Filed: 10/19/2016

action. ltneeds to be stayed as dogs every other idiotic thing taking place in that

~ gwamp of cortuption called a court controlied by Judge Jacobson.

V\ﬁthout queston, | find it difficult to believe that the actions af both Judge Shipp;in
delaying adjudication of the motions and of the Clerk in failing to file docurﬁems hand-
delivared to.court are just simple errors. And | find it difficutt to believe that the district
court is not in full communication with the defandants {and the state) to work as one unit

“to make this matter as convoluted as possible.

And nrow, with both the distriet court and this court refusing to grant a stay fer no reason
permittedin the law, | am being harassed yet again (again at my home} to comply with
an infermation subpoena via a warrant etifl out Sor my arrest over this Jssue. Of course,
as stated, the judgment is not final, the judgment was illegally entered as a default, and
the order {deemed judgment) was signed by a defendant in this civil rights suit who did

so without providing me the oppertunity of a trial, discovery, etc.

And all of this has stemmed from _the inner workings of the Superior Court of Mercer
County where Defendant Judge Jacobson is directing her staff to sign illegal or’bers,
sign illegal warrants and act tpon ilkegal acts in her gourt. She, the head of the snake,
is in control of all of this — from the entry of the default, the failure to notify, the

assignmert of Judge McManimon, etc. This is being derne. And none of this is lagal.

This, by the standard of review required for a stay of state action (not a stay pending an
appeat as was sfated by this court), demands the relief sought with a stay. "Denied is

convenient, but it does not provide a basis for the denial. | have a right to a stgy of all

state action.

App 14
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Withqut question, | am being harassed and these utterly corrupt defendants who are
state actors are failing to act in good faith. If you take judicial notice of my filings in this
court, this has been proyen by the motions | have filed - including the fies told by fhe NJ

AG (Counsel for the defendants) for which no relief was given per FRAP 46.

Regardiess of the expected denial by this court and the threats meade by this court, | am
pufting it on record that | am living under sjege, being harassed, and being placed in

danger by these defendants. And | have been put .in danger yet again foday. Exhibit A.

if | were outside, | would have been arrested and swept away to be brought before a

judge where the only option is to provide my entire fife’s financial history or remain in jajl

- {without bail or the right to arr attorney). Based on this illegal warrant and the:illegal

- acts of those inyelved, | have been forced to alter my life. These defendants have some

unconstitutional and sick control over my life under the false pretense that they are

acting as honorable judges and within state law. They are not

And by any commion sense and any application:of the law, the stay of state action

~ should have been granied and needs to be granted now.

Moreover, since this non-firal judgment was filed by Steve Rowland with state
(Judgment Pracess Service overseen by Chief Justice Rabner and NJ Supreme Caurt),

I have a lien against me and all my properties. The money is sasure. But, to add salt te

the wound, more damage has taken place.

Seeking to sell @ home recently, the shyster Steve Rowtand was advised by my attorney
In-writing that payment of the judgment would be rendered by the title company.
Althbugh illegal and paid under protest as agdvised by my attorney in that transaction,

App 15
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Steve Rowland submitted a pay-off letter to him. This, of course, was done without the
conser of his so-called client, Butitwas known to all that the money for this tilegal
judgment (non-finaj and panding an appeal) would be paid upon the closing of this

property. It has not yet elased.

Regardless, this shysler, thief and intermeddier Steve Rowland who has absolutely no
standing to speak on behalf of the client he represents, failed to édvise either the court
or the shersiff's. office of this fact. And this shyster failed lo ad#iBe anyone that monies
will be paid to resolve this issue, the lien, the warrant and the non-inal judgment. The
non-final judgment is, by the way, being apbealed as well. And siill, this is alt taking

place.

The state is working with this filth (Steve Rowland) who should have been disbarred ta
- arrest me untll | give theri (the defendants in this case) my entire financial records.
This is nathing but a tactic by filthy lawyers and judges to use whatever means and
tactics ngcessary to invade my privacy. And, despite Judge Shipp not certifying my
Challenges ta State Statuteé, | have chattenged the illégality of this “warrant” with the

federal court.

¢

With ali this said, if this is not harassment -- | know not what is. . And if a stay fo stop the
illegal action of state actors taking place in the kangaroo courts of the state does not

warvant a stay, then this court does nat know how to apply the law as it is written.

' i
Finally, in light of both my petition to the US-Supreme Court and the motions filed to
Chief Justice Alito pertaining to the violations af due process taking place at tﬁis court

and the district court, it is not without coincidence that calls have been made to “bring

[
¥
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me down’ by the shenff. Without question, 1{find none of this amusing in the least — and

deem every single inexplicable, unjustifiable, erroneous decision deliberate acts by all to
violate my civil rights.

Do what you will with this motion — which as histary has shown will be “denied” But |
am writing it for the record so that if anything happens to me by these manjacs that refer
to themselves as judges {(but who, in fact, are defendants), ne one tan state they were
not aware that thrs harassiment was taking place. It is taking place, has taken ptace and
continues o take place ~ while this court has done nothing but threaten me wi;h
sanctions to stop me from seeking rights in the law..

The bias against pro se litigants is beyond comprehgnsion.

And now, let the NJ AG state again that this court lacks jurisdiction to stay a slate acfion

when she damn welt knows such stays are permitted in this, a civil rights case:

T

,’{1 y ' é;/ A “
(_«’ - // r Q/
Chris A@ye/
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CLD-050 November 22, 2016

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

C.A. No. 16-2641

CHRIS ANN JAYE, Appellant

VS.

'ATTORNEY GENERAL NEW JERSEY, ET AL.

(D.N.J. Civ. No. 3-14-cv-07471)

Present: FISHER and SHWARTZ, Circuit Judges
Submitted are:
(1)  Appellant’s “Motion to Stay State Action”
- (2)  Appellees’ Response

in the above-captioned case.

Respectfully,
Clerk
'MMW/BNB/dmg/clw |
‘ ORDER

The foregoing “Motion to Stay State Action” is denied. Chris Ann Jaye’s
allegations in support of her request for a stay of state court proceedings do not supporta
showing that an exception to the Anti-Injunction Act is applicable, and we thus lack the
authority to stay the state court proceedings. See 28 U.S.C. § 2283; 1975 Salaried Emps.
Ret. Plan for Eligible Emps. of Crucible, Inc. v. Nobers, 968 F.2d 401, 408 (3d Cir.

1992). The stay of the briefing schedule, entered on October 31, 2016, shall remain in
place. The parties are directed to file a status report regarding the District Court
proceedings within 30 days of the date of this order and every 30 days thereafter until the
District Court disposes of Jaye’s “Motion to Vacate per R. 60, Amend per R. 59,
Establish Findings of Fact per R. 52(b), Hold a New Trial per R. 59(a)(2) and Take
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Judicial Notice.” When the District Court issues a deciston, the parties shall promptly
advise the Court, and the Clerk will issue a briefing schedule at that time.

By the Court,

s/ D. Michael Fisher
Circuit Judge

Dated: November 23, 2016

mir/cc: Chnis Ann Jaye
Ashley Gagnon, Esq.
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Chris Jaye
PO Box %015
Clinton, NJ 08808

Date: January 24, 2017

Chris Anrt Jaye United States Couwrt of Appeals
Plaingiff Third Circuit
v, 16-2641
NJ Attormey Genera! John Hoffman, et. al. Letter Addressing Order of

November 23, 2016 and
Challenging Jurisdictiors of this
Court That An Appaal is Pending

Appellate Court Judges:

Judge Shipp has advised counsel and defendants as well as the US Court of Appsals,
Third Gircuit, that the order to the motion to extend time to appéal an interlocutory order
pertaining to an emergent stay of state action (ECF 59) with EGF 69 has been vacated.
This order was done after Judge Shipp dismissed this case with prejudice (ECF 54-65)
and closed the case. The case was not permitted to bé closed since all mafters were
not fnalized. As such, there can be no penting appseatl as the November 23, 2016
order stipulates. See Rule 3.

To highlight the cause and effect of the illegality of these proceedings, | have provided a
detailed list. It will serve no purpose since this court is doing exactly what the district
court is doing — bending the rules to find a way to push this out of court and protect
judges. But | want it as part of the record nonetieless.

App 21
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Let's get a few facts straight on the prejudicial delays taking place at the so-called
federal caurt known as the US District Court of New Jersey: ‘

1. March 23, 2016 mation (ECF 59) has not be enadjudicated.
TEN MORNTHS and counting.
2. May 2016 motion to-dismiss with prejud:ce has not been vacated as 3 result of this
known error. {Ses Rule 3 and oontrolhng law on piecemeal litigation.)
. EIGHT MONTHS and counting. |
3. May 2016 FRAP motions nat adjudicated,
EIGHT MONTHS and counting. |
4. June 2016, motions filed addressing missing documents not filed in this case by the
Clerk known to both the district and appeliate court. Still not part of the record as of
foday.
EIGHT MONTHS and counting.
5. September 21, 2016 arder stcpulatmg Judge Shipp will address FRAP 4 motions still
 notaddress.
FOUR MONTHS and canting.

. This kind of crap would never be pulled on a lawyer or faw firm. And you, the appellate
cowrt, knows it. But then again, this is what comes when judges place themseives
above the rule of law and are accountable to no one. -

Rule 1, Rule 3, Rule 8 and Givil Rights Cases

Rule 1 requires speedy and inexpermsive adjudication on the metits. But who cares
what the US-Supreme Court and Corigress dictates, right? [ awyers ang judges are
abuve the law!

And thanks 1o the failures of Judge Shipp and his deliberate, prefudicial, intentional
del'éys, I have had to conimence with yet another civil rights suit rather than supplement
fhis suit because he illegally disthissed with prejudice this case — and is waiting until
God knows when fo undo his errors. Eight months and counting...

App 22
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Rule.3 requires an appeal on a case involving the finality of all mattets. Documerits
have. not been filed and all motions have not beert adjudicated. As a matter of

proceduse, someone (like a federal judge or appellate court
judge) shouid have vacated the dismissal with prejudite upon the known fact that
ECF 59 has never been adjudicated. (See piecemeal litigation and Rule 3)

Instead (much like the missing doguments not filed in this case and known to alf}, bath
the federal court and appellate couri continue on with the total illegalities taking place
under the guise that there is an appeal pending. In addition to that wrong determination

_ in the iaw, norepresented party would have to wait MORE THAN TWO YEARS to

address a R. 12 mption, obtain discovery, have a conference, elc...

In other words, thanks for destroying my case deliberately and intentionally. If it takes
two years {o pass the golden gates to the district court, what other tricks de you all have
up your sleeve for me moving forward? What other blockades? Barriers? You Judges

~ are good at your tricks of the trade ~ | have to give yois that.

As to Bule 8, the simplicity of it speaks for itself. It is as simple as it gets. And yetitis
taking Judge Shipp eight months to figure out whether or not-he erred in applying the
Twombly standard over the'Rule 8 standard. For the recard, he emed. And he knaws it.

Andl yet, eight mohths — and caunting.

‘A high school student couldiook at the cemplaint and make the determination that all
required elements to survive a R. 12 mofion are there. Civil rights cases only require a

Rule B8 pleading. This is not rocket science. But for reasons unknown, Judge Shipp
needs years of time, thought and reflection.

One must assume he is-hoping | will die before he decides this singular issue ef this
case. Yeah, that seems to be in keeping with Rule 1 and the “spirit of the rules” as to
the administtation of justice.

On'a final note — remember, IT HAS BEENMORE THAN TWO YEARS SINCE | HAVE
FILED. The case has been dismissed twice in error by two judges — both of whom did
not cerlify my challenpés to state statutes nor remanded state claims to the state courts.

. r———— e -
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it has been more than TWO YEARS SINCE | FILED and | have yet hadmy complaint

~ heard since | cannot get pass the golden gates of the US District Court of New Jersey

dgevto all these tilegal games being played. And you call this justice, right?

Tricks, Delays, Taetics and Obstruction of Justice

The US Court of App'eats'demanded monthly updates. | will do you one better. | wili |
highlight why you have.no jusisdiction over this appeal and the delays being caused by
the district court to ensure that my case never comes fo light. -

While enjoying this detailed list of violations, keep in mind that federal judges are doing
this to a pro se litigant in a civil rights case. And remernber, you, the federal judges,

- took caths and are supposed to be the guardians of my canstitutional rights.

~ Thanks for.nething and wasting years of my life with these endless games.

& lllegality One: Judge Shipp dismissed the case with prejudice and closed the
case without adjudicating all mptions.

This case is not only not appeslable until ali matters are decided, Judge Shipp had no
right to close the case as Judge Shipp did since there were matters pending that were
not adjudicated. This court, the appellate court, has been made aware of this ad
nauseum and still continues to act as if there is an appeal.

However, as it partains to the Mn_m_pn_lmg ECF 59, it was filed on March

28, 2016. We are now ten (1Q) months since that motion was filed without adjudication.
Arid we are new four months, numergus motion cycles and in an entirely new year since |
Judge Shipp has vacated his own order based on his own errors pertaining ta this
motion. | |
W Hlegality Two: Judge Shipp has caused yet another delay in this case to deprive
me of the relief | have sought. And this has been dong in total violatian of R. 1.
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Judge Shipp refused to address postjudgment motions for months, (ECF 69)
Attempting to play some game with this case and my rights, Judge Shipp deemed these
timely fited motions nat within his jurisdiction due to an-appeal that was nullified by

these motions filed by me.

Judge Shipp then vacated this esroneous order (ECF 70) and then corrected that
erroneous order (ECF 71} to highlight his errors; noting that he did have a duty to
adjudicate thpse motions. Of course, this revelation ¢ame after a letter to the US Court
of Appeals was-written by me noting that it was continuing with an appeal atthough
FRAP 4 motions had not been heard and the record was not complete. Clearly,
someone intervengd and Judge Shipp realized he could not "pass the huck.”

These pending FRAP 4 motions have still not been heard since they were filed on May
28, 2016. We are now eight (8) months since they were filed and nearly five (5) months
since Judge Shipp realized he a duty to adjudicate them.

= [llegality Three: Judge Shipp has delayed adjudicating post-judgment motions
for MONTHS by his own efrors and "mistakes.” The result is the spoliation of
discovery and additional.harm-at the state level that coantinues by and through the
acts of these defendants?state actors arnd now their legal counsel.

Throughout his case, Judge Shipp repeatedly lied in his orders and violated the rules to
render iflegal and invalid decision that ensured my rights in the faw, specifically 28 U.S.
Code § 1654, would be violated. These lies in these arder would then he deemed true

upon an appeal of same.

B lllegality Four: Upon review of ECF 19 (Plaintiff's motian for reconsideration),
Judge Shipp had a had a duty to ensure that R. 15 was granted to me absent

any motion.

® lilegality Five: Judge Shipp had a duty to vacate the dismissal/closure order
(ECF 10Q) and adjudicate ECF 3 and ECF 7. Judge Shipp had a duty tovacate
the subsequent order {ECF 17)'by Judge Sheridan and adjudicate motions he
could not adjudicate due {o his conflicts {ECF 12 and 13).
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As a matter of law, JJudge Pjsano had rio right to close the case (R. 15) and Judge
Sheridan had no right to hear the ease (ECF 16, ECF 17) since he should have recused
himself.at the start and not-by my-motion. (ECF 25) And so Judge Shipp had a duty to
do what they failed to do — adjudicate the motians that they did not or coutd not.

Instead of doing that whith was required by the law, Judge Shipp chose to seek a
reason to allow these denials to stand when neither Judge Pisano nor Judge Sheridan
had any legal right to deny as moot or dismiss with prejudice anything while a R. 15

.amended complaint was pending before the court. The denial of reconsideration and to

vacate all orders as well as the failure to adjudicate that which was improperly deemed
moot or denied was a viotation of R. 1 and the spirit of the rules and contralling law.

m- {llegality Six: In addition to the violation of R. 15 that was upheld, Judge Pisano
did not. sua sponte provide me an apportunity to amend this civil rights case.

Fiétoher-Harlea v, Pote Canorete,Cantsactins; 482 £. 3d.247 - 3rd Circuit 2007
In District Council 47 v. Bradley, 795 F.2d 310, 316:(3d Cir.1986), we used a

footnote from Borelli v. Cily of-Reading, $32 F.2d 950 (3d Cir.1976) {per
curiam), and our decision in Darr, to create a rule that district courts in civil rights
cases must extend the plaintiff an opportunity to amend — irrespective of
whether it was requested and irrespective of whether the plaintiff was counseled

- before dismissing a complaint.

" llegality Seven: Judge Shipp illegally ordered | amend a perfectly accepjable
amended complaint based on Judge Sheridan's findings when no sucgh review of
the amended complaint was sought nor needed to be saught. (See R. 15 and R.
12 as to deferdants’ filings) |

m |llegality Eight: Judge Shipp had a duty to vacate Judge Sheridan's orders {all of
them) since he had recused himself from this case only after a motion was filed
by the pio se Plaintiff. (ECF 25 per ECF 16 and ECF 19)
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By directing me to file another- amended that which complied with R. 8.(see Encksbn),
.!nge Shipp placed in the record that my first amended complaint was not valid. (ECF
3p-31) Judge Shipp burdened me with an additional task and expense of amending a
valid complaint to the benefit of the defendants and o my detriment. (Rule 1) Thus,

another tactic of defay.

Moreover, and by and thraugh this-order, Judge Shipb ensured that the record refletted
that Judge Shipp bestowed upon me the gift to amend when no leave to amend
required. (See R. 15)

m filegality Nine: Judge Shipp had a duty to administer justice as per R. 1. The
cage had been lingering in limbo since the illegal closure by Judge Pisano (ECF
10), fhe illegal adjudication by a judge who failed to recuse himself as required
(ECF 25) and for six months since the filing of my motions on May 28, 2015,
(ECF 19) '

m Hegality Ten: It took Judge Shipp and this court nearly a year from the time of
Judge Pisano’s iliegal order (ECF 10) to order that | file & second amended

~ complaint (ECF 30-31) before the case was reopened. !

Judge Shipp further protected the defandants (state actars and his former colleagues)

by ensuring np R. 16 conference nor any disclosures were required. Clearly, it was
- assumed at the start this case would be dismissed regardless of how artful or inartful

my pleadings were.

= lllegality Eleven: R. 16(b)(2) timeline was not observed, No attempt to
communicate with me was made. Judge Shipp relied on my lack of knowledge to
deprive me of that which | had a right to have.

m Challenges to the standing of the NJ AG to defend state actors in their individua)

- capacity remained unaddressed $mce no discovery was permitted.

* Counsel for the Defendants did not cite Enckson in either of their two motions 1o dismiss. Judge Shipp
did not cite this case in the motion to dismiss with prejudice. However, £rickson was noted in my
opposition to the second mmetion to dismiss — which was never filed by the Clerk. Copy of the stamped
document can be found in the US Coust of Appeats Third Circuit where il was filed and not ordered tp be
included into the record.
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Further steps were taken by Judge Shipp to ensure that state actors and their itegal
racket would not be impacted by challenges to state statutes. By not certifyirrg them,

they were never addressed.

@ lilegality Twelve: Judge Shipp refused to comply with federal law and certify the
Challenges to State Statutes filed with my complaint inn December 2014.

® lliegality Thirteen: Judge Shipp stili has not certified my challenges 1o state
statutes and have since deemed them moot. (ECF 64-65) 2

Tha FRCP 5.1, states: (b) CERTIFICATION BY THE COURT. The court must, under 28
.S C.§2403, certify to the appropriate attomey general that a statute has been

- questioned, But why should a federak judge comply with federal rutes?

Relying on the illegat acts of the judges who hate been involved in this case, Judge
Shipp has declared in the mpst recent motion to dismiss with prejudice with no
opportunity to amend and my state claims not remanded {the second such osder in the
this case). His reason is that | failed to plead in accardance to the Twombly standard.

® lilegality Fourteen: ECF 64-65 fraudulently declares that Judge Shipp provided
me opportunitfes to amend. This is not true. By the FRCP, 1 had a right to

amend per R. 15.
u (llegality Fifteen. Judge Shipp was fully aware | was a pro se litigant and was
fully aware that the pleading standard of R. 8 (see Erickson) was the appropriate

standard in this case — a oMl rights case.

Relying on ordets in this case, Judge Shipp has also sabotaged another case by
stating false facts pertaining to the “opportunities” given me ta me in this case as a
basis to deny the right-to amend my complaint in that case. (15-8324, ECF 305 & 306)

*‘These challenged did rot disappear. but tiave been ignored. We are now fwo igte these have
heer filted, The sameé dissegand of these challenges in the matter of 15-8324 were . *moot.
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| ilegality Sixteerr. The lies of this case told by Judge Shipp have now impacted
anothes case and deprived me rights in that.case. Judge Shipp was fully aware |
seught a right to amend that complamt in that other case. He denied it based on
false facts he created in this case and based on orders which have not been
appealed. | have been denied right in another case due to lies told in this case.

At no time and throughout the case, did Judge Shipp apply coniraliing law and the
apprapriaje standard as it pertains to civil rights cases and stays of state action. As
stated in my documents, this wars done with the intent to have the state render a verdict
in advance of this court's verdict. By having the state rule first (due ta Judge Shipp
delaying adjudicating motions in this case for months), this court (and Judge Shipp)
clearly expect that they can improperiy rely on Rooker-Feldman as an out in the future -
as it pertains to other matters or supplemental pleadings sought i his arder to dismiss
with prejudice is not overturmed. Thess are tactics, not judicial acts.

B lilegality Seventeen: It is the duty of a federal judge to apply both state and
federal law to all cases. Judge Shipp did not apply the exception to the rule as it
pertains to stays of state action in civil rights cases at any time. Judge Shipp
denied such stays for every reason under the sun absent the exception in the law
- and failing to address the cases | cited which supported my right to such refief.

8 llegality Eighteen. Judge Shipp illegally delayed adjudicating motions and this
case to ensure that a related state civil rights case proceeded and were
adjudicated (dismissed) by the state. Judge Shipp, having violated his duties
under R. 1, then conveniently deemed all relief sought to supplement the case as
moot. (ECF 64-65)

| iliegality Nineteerr. Judge Shipp illegally deprived me the right to supplemental
jurisdiction over a state case (causing piecemmeal litigation) by delaying |
adjudicating a motion for supplemental jurisdiction until such time the matter was
decided by the NJ Appellate Court and conveniently deemed *moot.”

¥ lliegality Twenty: Despite my letters opposing extensions not provided ir the
rules, Judge Shipp coordinated with Judge Bongiovani to extend time for the
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defendant’s apposition to my timely filed motions (ECF 40 and 41) to ensure that
adjudication by the state was had prior to his decision rendering a dismissalt with
prejudice. (ECF 64-65)

N

Judgse Shipp lied in his motion to dismiss with prejudice (denying the right to amend and
refusing to remand state claims) as it pertained to Rooker-Feldman. Considering there

~ were state claims, Rpoker-Feldman did not apply to them. Considering the court relied
on pleadings {statements pertaining to state judgments) which were outside the face of
the complaint, Rooker-Feldman could not apply unless the defendants provided proef.
The motion was required by the rules to be treated as a summary judgment. 1t was not.

Judge Shipp did not require any certification of proof froin the defendants and their
counsel (all state actors). The word of the liars {defendants and counsels) was
suffigjent to dismiss this case (and state claims) with prejudice.

Of course, federal judges are not allowed to make assumptions and must look to proofs.
)' This does not happen in mses whefte there is gn agenda set by the court to rid the
courts of pro se litigants.

® tilegality Twenty-Two: The order to dismiss based on Rooker-Feldman (ECF 64-
€5) was not only legally wrong since no final judament existed at the time the
suit was filed, it was not supported with any dpcumentary evidence. (ECF 42)

®m lilegality Twenty-Three: Judge Shipp improperly treated a R, 12 motion for ,
summary judgment {ECF 42) without the required procedures being followed and
absent proofs, affidavits, etc.

| lllegslity Twenly—Four. Judge Shipp.allowed counsel_ to create new law that
Judge Shipp knew did not apply to this case and permitted same to not cite

. contradicting law, such s Erickson, in its papers to render his decision.
‘W legality Twenty-Five: Judge Shipp dismissed a state claim with prejudice based
on Reoker-Feldman when that only applies to federal cases.

® Negality Twenty-Six: Judge Shipp was made aware that the defendants had lied
in their pleadings and did not immediately seek to vacate his order sua sponte.
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m llegality Twenty-Seven: Judge Shipp was made aware that my opposition was
not filed (as well as other doeuments) and still continued to aduise all parties that
he would.gddress FRAP 4 motions on an incomplete racord. (ECF 70 and ECF

1)

Total Disregard of Judiclal Notice

Taking judicial notice of a case in the same court to which Judge Bhipp was assigned,
the case of 15-8324, including but not limited $o ECF 127, would have provided ample
proof to any competent judge that the state actors being sued for violating my civil rights
had - in fact — violated my civil rights. Although on notice and having had this available
to him for consideration, Judge Shipp did nothing with this information.

Fully aware by court records {considered evidence) that the state actor defendarﬁs in
this case entertained legal argument from caunsel without standing and rendered
deeision not permifted in the law due to the relief being based in criminal acts, Judge
Shipp continued to protect the defendants in this case.

And it contimued in this court when relief addressing the lies of the defendants and their
counsel were denied by this court and ignared by Judge Shipp.

As it pertains to judicial natice and the evidence in the case of 15-8324, Judge Shipp
denied my motion for summary judgment in thiat case (ECF 127) three days after it was
filed{ECF 129) for no reason in the law. Not a single defendant had to respond to it.
Nat only does this show that Judge Shipp can make fast rulings when it fits his agenda,
it demonstrates nothing but yet another protective act by this federal judge to protect the
liars and violajore of my civil rights in this civil rights caee.

And, of course, Judge Shipp could have also considered the appeal on the interlocutory
order in that case {Docket 16-2815) and the petition.filed to the US Supreme Court
(Docket 16-451).

But why look at evidence when state actor-defendarts and their counsel can simply lie
and get their way.
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Conclusion

" This coust has no jurisdiction o hear any appeal. But you ordered we give you updales.
Inturn, again judicial notice of all of this case and all facts presented are baing

requested.

The evidence is before you. The delays are before you. The games are before you.

The lies are before you. Lawyers-tumed-judges acting in these case are not as skilifut

as they think ihey are ip playing these games with niy rights. They simply have the

- power to violate the law and hide behind immunities to do so. But that wilj not deter me.

| am prepared to call out every lie, trick and tactic along the way until something is done
to address thesé abuses of power.

.I am certain that stating this will resuit.in some illegal order from this court to silence me.
| am expecting that. Judge Ciccone barred me from using public audig tapes of motions
hearings | purchased fo ensure the iliegalities in her court were not made known. Of
course, she had no right. But who cares about rights? So to put it plainfy, | am
expecting some oreative next move from the federal court as welf as the court to find

some othér creative reason why this case can be dismissed.

Since the reasons given by Judge Shipp arewithout merit, | am sure you are ali

scouring the books to see-how you can rid me from the courts while using certain words

to ensure that the orders are as insulting to me as possible. All in all, | expect the cqurt
to act against me rather than uphold my rights. This is not my first time at the rodgo,

As o the delays, illegdl findings of fact and insulting orders, these are also nothing new.
It has been done time and again, by both state and faderal actors. Al the while, the
thieves and embezzlers are still in place committing their crimes -- and still backed by
-the state via state-sanctioned extortion. And now the same criminals involved are
backed by the federal court. But rio one can say they were not told. You have all been
told. And the evidence is in the record as is this update pertaining to an appeal that
does not exist involving my civil rights case filed on December 2, 2014.

-
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'Subject: 2017 Oak Knoll Village Mesting Datos
From: Dak Knoll Village COA-, lm;,- TRACYS {thiair@@accesspm.com)
To: codao{mj@yam.'oom:
Date: Menday, January 23, 2017 6:.03 PM .

Oak Knoll Village Owners:
Attached please find the ycar's schedvic-of board mcctings for 2017. Plcase print this or mark your calendars -

we hope to see you at ¢ few this year. The next meeting is next Tues. Jan, 3Ust at 7;00pm at the pool house.

Tracy Blair, PCAM, CMCA, AMS
Vice President & Regional Manager
Access Property Management

3477 Corporate Parkway, Suite 100
Center Valley, PA 18034
484.224.3463 / 610.791.4600 fhax

Attachments

» 2017 Board Meecting Dates.pdf (287.10KB)
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FILED, Clerh of the Appefiais Division, January 13, 2017, A-004943-15

ORDER ON MOTIOR
SUPERIQR COURT OF WEW JERSBY
APPPLIATE DIVESION-
DoCKEr ¥O. A-~-D04942-157%
OAK KNOLL CORDEMINEUM MOTION NO, H-002825-14
OWNERS ASSOCTATION BEVORE PART, B
V. JUDGE(S).1  CARMEN MBSSAND
CHRIS ANN JAYE
MOTION FILED1 12/19/2016 BY: CHRIS: JAYE
ANSWER({S)
FICED:
SUBMITTED TO COURT: Janvaiy 09, 2017
QROER
THIS MATTER HAVING MEER BULY pmm TO XHE {OURT, IT IS, ON THIS
13th day of Januery, 2017, UEREBY ORDERES AS FONLO¥S:

BOTION. TO.'DEMAND FOR REPEKRAL TO
BAE PER STEVE ROWLAND AND XEXNETH.
SAUTER REGARDING NJ RPC VIOLATION

SUPPLENENTAL:

DC~004807~185  MERCER
DANRH ~ RECULAR muT1ON
o

\—’
T - bare e b

DENEES

FOR THE COURT:

CARMEN. MESSANQ, .B.J.A.D.
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PO Box 5015
Clinton, NJ 08809

Date: August 14, 2017

Chris Ann Jaye - United States Court of Appeals

Appeliant | | | Third Circuit
Case Number: 16-2641

V.
NJ Attorney Genaral John J. Hoffman,

et al. _ Emergent Injunctive Relief 1o Stay All
Appellee Federal Cases and Motion

to Transfer Case and Appeal to A
Neutral Vernue

Dear Justices Ambro, Krause and Nygaard,

As has been the case and conéinuas to be the case, this court has ensured that the
judges of the district and state courts could continue to violate my rights without any -
intervention of any kind. And it is more appareni that more is to come as of tomarrow

when you rule in this matter,

For the record, no one in this matter has scheduled my August 3, 2017 and August 4,
2017 motions. | sought emergent relief to change the venue. | did not do thét. for
amusement. | did that because there is a concerted effort to bar me ffbm seeking relief
against state and federal actors in these courts. And there is a concerted effort to stop
me fromi taking action against illegal acts taking place in the State of New Jersey.
Instead of any relief, | have been barred, blocked and denied any and all remedies in thé

law. And it is happening in this court as well.
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If not for the improper condyct of the district court judges, | would not be before you

now. And yet this court has just fumed a blind eye to it. And se the harm continues in

the district and state courts while this court does nothing.

As the record proves, Judge Shipp knew full well that | sought to seek @ suit against him
in the matter of 1:16-cv-07771. He was fully aware that | deemed him upfit. He was
fully aware | filed a judicial complaint against him. And yet he continued to act when any

reaspnable person would find that e was no longer impartial.

The result has been the dismissal of all parties in that matter, except Defendant Melfi.
He has vacated her default. And by doing this, my pending appeal of 17-2231 has also
been harmed. He knows exactly how te rule and when to rule to do the most damage.

And he has done this while being a named litigant in the suit of 17-cv-05257.

As to that matter, the judges in the district court further conspired to ensure that 1:17-
05257 has never come to light. The transfer of the case was done without notice of

assignment. { was ordered to comply with an OTSC. The summons from the Clerk

‘have been withheld. My filtlng of July 18, 2017 has not been posted. Attached.

And yet conveniently, Judge Shipp (a named defendant in that case) ruled to protecting
these same state actors in the matter of 1:16-cv-07771 which gives the other district
court some authority to rely on this ruling to block the suit pf 1:17—-cw-05257. Of course -
Judge Shipp would have and should have recused himself upon notice of the suit in the
matter of 1:17-cv-05257. But he did not He chose to continue to rule against me with

full knowledge of all that he could not be impartial - and nor could the district court.
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| Through these recent rulings, Judge Shipp has used his bench to save others from

harm, including himself. His intent in ruling in the case of 1:16-cv-07771 was not anly to
impact not that case, but this pending appeal, the appeal 0f17-2231 and now 1:17-cy-
05257. And now this court is going to rule on orders by this same judge via this same |
district court which has shown sugh a total regard for my rights, the rules and due
process. |

This conspiragy and illegality involving such orders and the manipulation of public

records is further proven by the fact that no one in this US Appellate Court, Third Circuit

found it worthy to remand an incomplete docket (falsely certified) or even bother to

schedule the emergent motions filed by me on August 4, 2017. There s no end to what

can be done in total violation of the law. There is no end.

~ Unless you all think | am blind, 1 am fully aware of the hell that you mtend to unleash

upon me tbmorrow as vengeance for seeking accountability of judges. If justice was
going to be given and the law was going to be applied to this case, it would have come
by now via stays of state actions, remands for adjudication on the merits and other
orders which would have prevented the records from being manipulated. Emergent

motions would have been scheduled for adjudication and this court would have removed

this entire matter to a neutral venue as sought by me.

instead, it did not schedule the motions, has ignored the fact that it is dealing with an

incomplete record, has entertained a motion to dismiss based on nothing (in order to
affirm via plenary review) and has allowed a judge beirig sued by me to protect his own

(and himself) as he has just done in the matter of 16-cv-07771 (ECF 80, 81).
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_ Clearly, this cpurt has no intention of even considering have neutral eyes placed on

these cases and adjudicated according to the law. It is without wonder why so many US
Court of Appeals, Third Circuit judges have failed to uphold the dictate of the US
Supreme Court, have allowed this appeal to proceed when all matters are not final and
have faited to protect my rights in terms of ensuring that challenges to state statutes and

other motions were addressed.

And there is np doubt that you can see the manipulation of the district court records in
this case and in gthers, such as 17-cv-05257. But you simply choose toignore it. And
by ignoring it, you are guaranteeing that there will never be any path to any justice in this
court. You are the protectors of the district court judges in the same manner the district

court judges have protected the state judges. There is ample proof in this case and

 others aforementioned that demonstrate an absolute contempt for my civil rights.

Whatever the reason, this court and its judges should no longer be a party to it.

But instead of taking judicial notice of all of these illegal games and taking steps to
uphold the law, you -- Justice Ambro, Krause arid Nygaard -- are prepared to rule
tomorrow - on an incomplete record, based on Judge Shipp's suwa sponte orders and

with full knowledge that | have sought a total change of venue.

I still seek a change of venue. My August 4, 2017 motion did not disappear. But since

the only goal is to unteash hell on me, there is nothing { can do but wait for the hell that

is to come while all my rights are ignored by all involved.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY
CHRIS ANN JAYE,
Plaintiff, |
v. ' Civil Action No. 14-7471 (MAS) (TJB)
NJ ATTORNEY GENERAL JOHN ORDER
HOFFMAN, et al.,
Defendants.

This matter comes before the Court on Plaintiff Chris Ann Jaye’s (“Plaintiff”) Motions to
Vacate, Establish Findings of Fact, Hold New Trial, and Take Judicial Notice. (ECF No. 67.)
Opposition was filed by Defendants New Jersey Attorney General John Hoffman in his official
capacity, Deputy Attormey General lone Curva in her official capacity, the Honorable Peter
Buchsbaum in his individual and official capacities, the Honorable Yolanda Ciccone in her
individual and official capacities, the Honorable Mary Jéoobson in her official capacity, the
Honorable Patrick 'McMﬁnimon in his official capacity, Christopher Koos in his official capacity,

Judith Irizzari in her official capacity, and Caroline Record in her individual and official capacities

(collectively, “Defendants™).> (ECF No. 73.) Plaintiff then replied. (ECF No. 74.) For the

reasons set forth in the accompanying Memorandum Opinion, and other good cause shown,
ITISon this?__zt;;; of January 2017, hereby ORDERED that:
1. Plaintiff's Motions to Vacate, Establish Findings of Fact, Hold New Trial, and

Take Judicial Notice (ECF No. 67) are DENIED.

5 Defendants’ opposition indicates that it is also filed on behalf of Shari K. Black who was
terminated as a party to this case on January 14, 2016. (ECF No. 73.)
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2. Because Plaintiff has already paid the filing fee in connection to her appeal to the
N
United States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit, Plaintiff need not pay a second
time after the issuance of this decision.
MICHAEL A. SHIPP
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
)
W,
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NOT FOR PUBLICATION
" UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

CHRIS ANN JAYE,

Plaintiff,

v, _ Civil Action No. 14-7471 (MAS) (TJB)
NJ ATTORNEY GENERAL JOHN MEMORANDUM OPINION
HOFFMAN, et al.,

Defendants.

SHIPP, District Judge
This matter comes before the Court on Plaintiff Chris Ann Jaye’s (“Plaintiff”) Motions to

Vacate, Establish Findings of Fact, Hold New Trial, and Take Judicial Notice. (ECF No. 67.)
Opposition was filed by Defendants New Jersey Attorney General John Hoffman in his official
capacity, Deputy Attomey General Ione Curva in her official capacity, the Honorable Peter
Buchsbaum in his individual and official capacities, the Honorable Yolanda Ciccone in her
individual and official capacities, the Honorable Mary Jacobson in her official capacity, the
Honorable Patrick McManimon in his official capacity, Christopher Koos in his official capacity, |
Judith Irizzari in her official capacity, and Caroline Record in her individual and official capacities
(collectively, “Defendants™).! (ECF No. 73.) Plaintiff then replied. (ECF No. 74.)

The Court has carefully considered the submissions from the parties and decides the
matters without oral argument pursuant to Local Civil Rule 78.1. For the reasons set forth below,

Plaintiff's Motions are DENIED.

' Defendants’ opposition indicates that it is also filed on behalf of Shari K. Black who was
terminated as a party to this case on January 14, 2016. (ECF No. 73.)
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L Baekground2

. This action arises from several state court lawsuits in which Plamtrff was a litigant.
©.. Plaintiff alleges that the state court wrongfully ruled agamst her. On December 2 2014, Plaintiff,
o proceeding pro se, ﬁled a slxty-three-page Complamt against the New Jersey Attorney General, a
deputy attomey general several members of the New Jersey judiciary, and various state court
personnel. (Compl ECF No. 1.} In her Complamt, Plaintiff alleges, inter alia, that Defendants
violated 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and the New Jersey Civil Rights Act in connection with their
_irrr/oliiement in a state court a‘ction. against Plaintiff for unpaid condominium common charges and
in actxons by Plaintiff against her condommmm assoc:atlon (Compl 61-62.) After a series of
| motions resultcd in the dtsmrssal of P]amtrﬁ"s Complamt (ECF No. 1) and Amended Complamt
L (ECF No. 13), Plamtlff filed a Second Amended Complaint (ECF No. 34). Upon Defendants

_Motrons to Dismiss (ECF Nos. 42, 45, 46), the Court dismissed the Second Amended C‘ornplamt |
with prejudlce (ECF Nos 64 65) Within one week of the Court s decision, Plaintiff ﬁled the
instant Motrons to Vacate, Establrsh Findings of Fact, Hold New Trial, and Take Judicial Notice.
(ECF No. 67)
s I Motmn to Vacate

Under R_ule.60(b) of the Fe_deré] Rules of Civil Procedure, courts have discretien to gr’ént :

a party reltef fr()m a final judgmerrt order, or proceedx'ng: See Shapr'ro v Baker, 646 F. Supp.
1127, 1128 n.1 (D N-J 1986) (citing Grecov. Reynolds, 416 F.2d 965 (3d Cir. 1969)) Ruie 60(b)

““applies only to ‘ﬁnal’ Judgments and orders ” Penn W, Assocs Inc. v. Cohen, 371 F 3d 118,125

% The. Court assumes familiarity with the facts of this case, which are set forth in the Court’s
previous opinion. (Feb. 10, 2015 Op., ECF No. 10.) The Court, therefore, includes only the facts
relevant to the pending motions.
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(3d Cir. 2004) (quoting Torres v. Chater, 125 F.3d 166, 168 (3d Cir. 1997)). Rule 60(b) provides

- for relief from a final judgment only for the following reasons: “(1) mistake,® inadvertence,

surprise, or excusable neglect; (2) newly discovered evidence that, with reasonable diligence,
could not have been discovered in time to move for a new trial under Rule 59(b); (3) fraud, . . .
misrepresentation, or misconduct by an opposing party; (4) the judgment is void; (5) the judgment
has been satisfied, released or discharged . . . ; or (6) any other reason that justifies relief” Fed.
R. Civ. P. 60(b).

Here, Plaintiff’s Motion to Vacate arises under subsection (3) and Plaintiff alleges that
counsel for Defendants made fraudulent misrepresentatioﬁs to the Coﬁrt in their Fébmary 17, 20 16
Motion to Disrhi_ss' Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint (ECF No. 42). (Pl.’s Moving Br. 2-7, ECF No.
67.) Specifically, Plaintiff points to Defendants’ argument that the Rooker-Feldman Doctriﬁe
precludes the Court from exercising jurisdiction due to underlying state court judgments. (/d. at
3.) Plaintiff contends that Defcndahts mischaracted;ed the “finality” of the state court judgments
and that Defendants failed to attach relevant court documents in support of their statements. (/d.) .

Plaintiff further contends that Defendants mischaracterized the nature of her action as
arising out of state court judgments against Plaintiff, and by failing to mention that her action arose
from a civil dghts violation. (/d. at 4.) Plaintiff argues that Défendants possess no right to
characterize the nature. of her case. (/d.) Finally, Plaintiff makes numerous legal arguments

regarding the inapplicability of the Rooker-Feldman Doctrine to her case. (/4. at 5-7.)

3 Rule 60(b) does not apply to a court’s alleged “legal error.” United States v. Fiorelli, 337 F.3d
282, 288 (3d Cir. 2003) (“[A] Rule 60(b) motion may not be used as a substitute for an appeal, and
... legal error, without more does not warrant relief under that provision . . . .”) (internal quotation
marks and citation omitted). '
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Despite Plaintiff’s characterization of Defendants’ conduct as based upon “fraud” and

“lies,” Plaintiff fails to id'entify'any instance in which Defendants committed fraud upon the Court.
Plaintiff fails to i@entify or submit any evidence indicating that tlie_ underlying state court

Jjudgments were not “final.” In contrast, Defendants submitted copies of the underlying state court
__decisions that dismissed Plaintiff’s state ciaims on their merits. (See ECF No. 42-2.) vBy arguing
that Defendants did not submit any evidence in support of their claim that underlying state court

judgments existed, when clearly Defendants submitted the relevant documents, Plaintiff makes a

gross misrepresentation to the Court. Further, Plaintiﬁ‘§ argument that Defendants have no right

| to characterize the nature of her case in their own statement of facts is without merit. Similarly,
Plaintiff’s legal arguments regarding the applicability of the Rooker-Fi eldﬁzan Doctrine do not raise

any issue of fraud. For these reasons, Plaintiff’s Motion to Vacate is denied.

III.  Motion to Amend Judgment

| Plainﬁﬁ' alsd moves to amend the Court’s May 25, 2016 Order (ECF No. 65), which
dismissed Plaintiff’s claims with prejudice, to add “findings of fact.” (Pl;’s Mvoving. Br. 7)) |
Plaintiff argues that federal law permits the relief Plaintiff seeks, and Plaintiff does not provide
further explanation with regard to this Motion. (/d. at 7-8.) As Plaintiff provides no basis for her
Motion, and because the Comf is not aware of any legitimate basis upon which to grant the Motion,

Plaintiff’s Motion to Amend Judgment is denied.

1v. Motion for New Hearing

| Plaintiff seeks a “new hearing” pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59, which
provides the procedure for seeking a new trial. (Pl.’s Moving Br. 8.) In support, Plaintiff only
argues that Defendants’ fraudulent statements to the Court and the inapplicability of the Rooker-

Feldman Doctrine justify a “new hearing.” (/d.} Given that Rule 59 governs “new trials” and does
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not provide for the reconsideration of decisions on motions to dismiss, the Court denies Plaintiff’s
Rule 59 Motion.
\'A | Motion for the Court to Take Judicial Notice

Plaintiff moves for the Court to take judicial notice of the fact that “Judge Ciccone, as
alleged in [Plaintiff’s] [CJomplaint, took it upon herself to render decisions via a cross-motion
involving an order that was ordered by the Appeliate Court and for which no relief was sought by
anyone to the Appellate Court.” (/d. at 10.) Federal Rule of Evidence 201(b) governs judicial
notice: “The couft may judicially notice a fact that is not subject to reasonable dispute because it:
(1) is generally known within the trial court’s territorial jurisdiction; or (2) can be accurately.and
readily determined from sources whose accuracy cannot reasonably be questioned.” Accordingly,
it is within the Court’s discretion whether to take judicial notice of a fact. See Dzielak v. Whirlpool
Corp., 26 F. Supp. 3d 304, 319 (D.N.J. 2014).

After reviewing the facts in the record, Plaintiff’s proffered statement, and the referenced
provisions in PlaintifP's Complaint, the Court declines to take judicial notice. The statement
incorporates Plaintiffs’ pleading, which contains numerous facts subject to reasonable dispute. In
addition, the Court cannot accurately and readily determine Plaintiff’s alleged fact. For these

reasons, the Court denies Plaintiff’s Motion to Take Judicial Notice.
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V1. Conclusion

For the reasons set forth above, Plaintiff’s Motions to Vacate, Establish Findings of Fact,

Hold New Trial, and Take Judicial Notice (ECF No. 67) are DENIED. The Court will enter an

MICHAEL A. gn%a!

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

order consistent with this decision.*

Dated: January® 7 2017

4 The Court notes that Plaintiff has already paid the filing fee in connection to her appeal to the
United States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit. Plaintiff, therefore, need not pay a second

\_) time after the issuance of this decision.

App 48



Case: 16-2641 Document: 003112725047 Page:1  Date Filed: 09/13/2017

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

- No. 16-2641

CHRIS ANN JAYE,
Appellant

ATTORNEY GENERAL NEW JERSEY; ,
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL IONE K. CURVA, in her Official Capacity;
THE HON. PETER A. BUCHSBAUM, individually and in his
Official Capacity as Judge of the Law Division of Hunterdon County;
THE HON. YOLANDA CICCONE, individually and in her
Official Capacity of Assignment Judge Law Judge of the
Superior Court of Hunterdon, Somerset and Warren;

THE HON. MARY C. JACOBSON, in her Official Capacity as
Assignment Judge and Presiding Judge in the Law Division of the
Superior Court of Mercer County;

HON. PATRICK MCMANIMON, 1n his Official Capacity as
Special Civil Part Judge of the Superior Court of Mercer County;
CHRISTOPHER KOOS, in his Official Capacity as Civil Division Team Leader
for the Superior Court of Mercer County;

JUDITH IRIZZARLI, in her Official Capacity as
Civil Division Manager for the Superior Court of Mercer County;
CAROLINE RECORD, individually and in her Official Capacity as
NJ Supreme Court's Secretary for the Office of Attorney Ethics;
JOHN DOES 1-25 (FICTITIOUS NAMES), individually and
in their official capacities as State actors,
including but not limited to the NJ Judgment Processing Service Defendants

On Appeal from the United States District Court
for the District of New Jersey
(D.C. Civil Action No. 3:14-cv-07471)
District Judge: Honorable Michael A. Shipp -

App48  10f9



Case: 16-2641 Document: 003112725047 Page:2 Date Filed: 09/13/2017

Submitted Pursuant to Third Circuit LAR 34.1(a)
August 15,2017

Before: AMBRO, KRAUSE and NYGAARD, Circuit Judges

JUDGMENT

This cause came to be considered on the record from the United States District
Court for the District of New Jersey and was submitted pursuant to Third Circuit LAR
34.1(a) on August 15, 2017. On consideration whereof, it is now hereby

ORDERED and ADJUDGED by this Court that the judgment of the District Court

entered May 25, 2016, and January 24, 2017, be and the same are hereby affirmed. Costs
taxed against the appellant. All of the above in accordance with the opinion of this Court.

ATTEST:

s/Marcia M. Waldron
Dated: August 22, 2017 Clerk

WG Cby ahd issued in lieu

Certiéiw(;'d‘ ¥
haee o 09/13/17

/,, -
of a for

Clerk, U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit
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NOT PRECEDENTIAL

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

No. 16-2641

CHRIS ANN JAYE,
' Appellant

V.

ATTORNEY GENERAL NEW JERSEY;

DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL IONE K. CURVA, in her Official Capacity;
THE HON. PETER A. BUCHSBAUM, individually and in his
Official Capacity as Judge of the Law Division of Hunterdon County;
THE HON. YOLANDA CICCONE, individually and in her
Official Capacity of Assignment Judge Law Judge of the
Superior Court of Hunterdon, Somerset and Warren,;

THE HON. MARY C. JACOBSON, in her Official Capacity as
Assignment Judge and Presiding Judge in the Law Division of the
Superior Court of Mercer County;

HON. PATRICK MCMANIMON, in his Official Capacity as
Special Civil Part Judge of the Superior Court of Mercer County;
CHRISTOPHER KOOS, in his Official Capacity as Civil Division Team Leader
for the Superior Court of Mercer County;

JUDITH IRIZZAR]I, in her Official Capacity as
Civil Division Manager for the Superior Court of Mercer County;
CAROLINE RECORD, individually and in her Official Capacity as
NJ Supreme Court's Secretary for the Office of Attorney Ethics;
JOHN DOES 1-25 (FICTITIOUS NAMES), individually and
i their official capacities as State actors,
including but not limited to the NJ Judgment Processing Service Defendants

On Appeal from the United States District Court
for the District of New Jersey
(D.C. Civil Action No. 3:14-cv-07471)
District Judge: Honorable Michael A. Shipp
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Submitted Pursuant to Third Circuit LAR 34.1(a)
August 15, 2017

Before: AMBRO, KRAUSE and NYGAARD, Circuit Judges

(Opinion filed: August 22, 2017)
OPINION”

| PER CURIAM

Chris Ann Jaye, proceeding pro se, .appeals from orders of the United States
District Court for the District of New Jersey dismissing hef civil rights action and her
post-judgment motion for reconsideration. For the reasons that follow, we will affirm.

Jaye filed a complaint pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and the New Jersey Civil
Rights Act, which she later amended in response to an order directing her to comply with
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a), alleging that various New Jersey state court judges,
state court staff, and the New Jersey Attorney General and Deputy Attorney General
violated her rights in connection with several state court cases. Those cases involve an
ongoing dispute between Jaye and her condominium association regarding unpaid
condominium fees. Defendants filed a motion to dismiss. The District Court dismissed
the second amended complaint, determining that it still failed to comply‘with the

requirements of Rule 8(a) and that, in any event, Jaye’s claims were subject to dismissal

for lack of subject matter jurisdiction pursuant to the Rooker-Feldman doctrine. The

" This disposition is not an opinion of the full Court and pursuant to I.0.P. 5.7 does not
constitute binding precedent.
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District Court’s order also “terminated” various other motions that J éye had filed in the
case, including motions to stay the state court proceedings. Jaye timely appealed. She
also filed a “Motion to Vacate,” which the District Court denied. Jaye filed another
notice of appeal.

We have jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291. Our review of the dismissal of

the complaint is de novo. See Allah v. Seiverling, 229 F.3d 220, 223 (3d Cir. 2000); cf.

Turner v. Crawford Square Apartments I11. L.P., 449 F.3d 542, 547 (3d Cir. 2006)

(exercising plenary review over district court’s invocation of the Rooker-Feldman

doctrine). We review for abuse of discretion the District Court’s order denying Jaye’s

motion for reconsideration. See Jackson v. Danberg, 656 F.3d 157, 162 (3d Cir. 20 11).

We may affirm on any basis supported by the record. See Fairview Twp. v. EPA, 773

F.2d 517, 525 n.15 (3d Cir. 1985).

The Rooker-Feldman doctrine deprives a District Court of jurisdiction to TEVIEW,

in some circumstances, a state court adjudication.! See Turner, 449 F.3d at 547. In

Exxon Mobil Corp. v. Saudi Basic Industries Corp., 544 U.S. 280, 284 (2005), the

Supreme Court emphasized the narrow scope of the Rooker-Feldman doctrine, holding

that it “is confined to . . . cases brought by state-court losers complaining of injuries -
caused by state-court judgments rendered before the district court proceedings
commenced and inviting district court review and rejection of those judgments.” It is

difficult to fully determine the status of all of Jaye’s state court cases, as she has filed

! The doctrine is derived from Rooker v. Fidelity Trust Co., 263 U.S. 413 (1923), and
District of Columbia Court of Appeals v. Feldman, 460 U.S. 462 (1983).

3 .
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several different lawsuits concerning her condominium fees. But at least some of her
claims seek relief for injuries caused by judgments that were entered against her before
she commenced the underlying action. To the extent that is the case, the District Court

correctly determined that those claims are barred by the Rooker-Feldman doctrine. See

Great W. Mining & Mineral Co. v. Fox Rothschild LLP, 615 F.3d 159, 165 (3d Cir.

2010) (stating that the Rooker-Feldman doctrine deprives lower federal courts of

- jurisdiction over suits that are essentially appeals from state-court judgments).
To the extent, however, that Jaye’s claims stem from rulings in matters that are

ongoing in state court, those claims are not barred under the Rooker-Feldman doctrine.

Nevertheless, they are subject to dismissal on other grounds.? In particular, the New
Jersey Attorney General and Deputy Attorney General are immune from suit for money

damages under the Eleventh Amendment. See Pa. Fed’n of Sportsmen’s Clubs. Inc. v.

Hess, 297 F.3d 310, 323 (3d Cir. 2002) (“[T]he Eleventh Amendment ... has been
interpreted to render states—and, by extension, state agencies and departments and

officials when the state is the real party in interest—generally immune from suit by

? Jaye sought to stay any ongoing state court proceedings, but the District Court properly
denied this request. The Anti-Injunction Act provides that “[a] court of the United States
may not grant an injunction to stay proceedings in a State court except as expressly
authorized by Act of Congress, or where necessary in aid of its jurisdiction, or to protect
or effectuate its judgments.” 28 U.S.C. § 2283. These exceptions do not apply here.
Only the “necessary in aid of its jurisdiction” exception is even remotely relevant to this
action and, as we have explained, it applies only when the state court proceedings “so
interfere with a federal court’s consideration or disposition of a case as to seriously
impair the federal court’s flexibility to decide that case.” 1975 Salaried Ret. Plan for
Eligible Emps. of Crucible, Inc. v. Nobers, 968 F.2d 401, 408 (3d Cir. 1992) (citation and
internal quotation marks omitted). The circumstances of this case do not meet this

standard.

App 54 6of9



Case: 16-2641 Document: 003112725048 Page: 5 Date Filed: 09/13/2017

private parties in federal court.”); see also Pennhurst State Sch. & Hosp. v. Halderman,

465 U.S. 89, 119-20 (1984) (holding that the Eleventh Amendment bars state law claims
against state officials in federal court). In addition, the named judges (and members of
their staff and court personnel) are immune from suit to the extent they were sued in their

individual and official capacities. See Stump v. Sparkman, 435 U.S. 349, 356-57 (1978)

(Judges immune from suit unless they act in complete absence of jurisdiction); Gallas v.

Supreme Court of Pa., 211 F.3d 760, 772-73 (3d Cir. 2000) (court personnel entitled to

quasi-judicial immunity for alleged acts pursuant to judge’s instructions). Jaye did not
set forth information which might suggest that the judges in her cases acted in the-
absence of all jurisdiction. Nor did she set forth information which might show that court
personnel acted contrary to judicial mstruction. Rather, Jaye appears tolbe merely

dissatisfied with the judicial rulings against her. See Azubuko v. Royal, 443 F.3d 302,

303 (3d‘ Cir. 2006) (per curiam) (“A judicial officer in the performance of his duties has
absolute immunity from suit and will not be liable for his judicial acts.”).
The District Court also did not abuse its discretion in denying Jaye’s “Motion to
Vacate.” That motion, which the District Court treated as seeking relief under Federal
| Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b)(3), alleged that the defendants’ motion to dismiss
mischaracterized the finality of her state court judgments, misinterpreted her claims as

arising out of those judgments, and misapplied the Rooker-Feldman doctrine. Rather

than identify instances of fraud or misconduct, however, these allegations challenge the

substance of the Defendants’ arguments. See Stridiron v. Stridiron, 698 F.2d 204, 206-07

(3d Cir. 1983) (to prevail under Rule 60(b)(3) the moving party must establish that the
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adverse party engaged in fraud or other misconduct, and that this misconduct prevented
the moving party from fully and fairly presenting her case). Indeed, Jaye’s “Motion to
Vacate” essentially sought to relitigate issues the District Court had already decided. But
Rule 60(b) relief is available “only in cases e{/idencing extraordinary circumstances” and

1s not a substitute for an appeal. Morris v. Horn, 187 F.3d 333, 341 (3d Cir. 1999).

For the foregoing reasons, we will affirm the judgment of the District Court.?

3 Jaye’s motion to expand the record and the Appellees’ motion for leave to file a
supplemental appendix are granted. But we deny Jaye’s motion to strike Appellees’ brief
and their motion for leave to file a supplemental appendix, as well as her opposition to
the Appellees’ submission of a supplemental appendix. We also deny Jaye’s motion for
Judicial notice, her motion to summarily set aside, her motion to summarily remand, and
her letter titled “Still Waiting on Reason for Basis for Delay.” To the extent that Jaye’s
letter captioned “Judge Shipp is Unfit to Act as a Federal Judge” seeks his
disqualification, relief is denied. We also deny Jaye’s “Emergent Injunctive Relief to
Stay All Federal Cases and Motion to Transfer Case and Appeal to a Neutral Venue” and
her “Motion for Emergent Change of Venue.”
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OFFICE OF THE CLERK
MARCIA M. WALDRON Unrrep StaTES COURT OF APPEALS TELEPHONE
21400 UNITED STATES COURTHOUSE g
CLERK 601 MARKET STREET 215-597-2995

PHILADELPHIA, PA 19106-1790
Website: www.ca3.uscourts.gov

September 13, 2017

Mr. William T Walsh

United States District Court for the District of New Jersey
Clarkson S. Fisher Federal Building and United States Courthouse
402 East State Street

Trenton, NJ 08608

RE: Chris Jaye v. Attorney General New Jersey, et al
Case Number: 16-2641
District Case Number: 3-14-cv-07471

Dear District Court Clerk,

Enclosed herewith is the certified judgment together with copy of the opinion in the above-
captioned case(s). The certified judgment is issued in lieu of a formal mandate and is to be
treated in all respects as a mandate.

We release herewith the certified list in lieu of the record in the case(s).

Counsel are advised of the issuance of the mandate by copy of this letter. The certified judgment
or order is also enclosed showing costs taxed, if any. :

Very truly yours,

Plencin I Wt
Marcia M. Waldron, Clerk

By: Carmella, Case Manager
267-299-4928

cc: Benjamin E. Bryant, Esq.

Chris Ann Jaye
Randall B. Weaver, Esq.
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FILED, Cierk of the Appetia Division, October 02, 2013, A-004856-12 u n w“ m m

ORDER ON MOTION

- e 4nh. ) e A R gt o o e Y -

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
APPELLATE DIVISICN
DOCKET NO. A-004856-12T2

CHRIS ANN JAYE MOTION NO. M-000259-13
V. BEFORE PART B
OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM JUDGE(S) : JANE GRALL
OWNERS ASSOCIATION WILLIAM E NUGENT
... Vel TR el
MOTION FILED: 08/23/2013 BY: CHRIS ANN JAYE
ANSWER({S) 09/03/2013 BY: OAK KNOLI, VILLAGE COMDQMINIUM
¥ILED: OWNERS ASSOCIATION ~ AS DEFENDANT
09/10/2013 OAK KNOLI, VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM

OWNERS ASSOCIATION-ARS PLAINTIFF
IN COUNTERCLAIM

SUBMITTED TO COURT: September 26, 2013

THIS MATTER HAVING BEEN DULY PRESENTED TO THE CGURT, IT IS, ON THIS
1st day of QOctober, 2013, HEREBY ORDERED A8 FOLLOWS:

MOTION BY APPELLANT

MOTION TO EXTEND TIME TO FILE

APPELLANT'S BRIEF GRANTED ARD OTHER
MOTION FOR CLARIFICATION OF

PARTIES WITH STANDING DENIED
SUPPLEMENTAL:

A thirty-day extemsion is grantad from the date of this order. No further

extensions will be granted.
FOR THE COURT:

A

JANE GRALL, P.J.A.D.

L-000375-12 HUNTERDON
ORDER ~ REGULAR MOTION
NEL
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NOT FOR PUBLICATION WITHOUT THE
APPROVAL OF THE APPELLATE DIVISION

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
APPELLATE DIVISION

DOCKET NO.

CHRIS ANN JAYE,
Plaintiff-Appellant,
v.

OAK KNOLL: VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM
OWNERS ASSOCIATION,

Defendant-Respondent,
and

ERICK P. SPRONCK, ROBERT STEPHENSON, BERMAN,
SAUTER, RECORD & JARDIM, P.C., -

Defendants.

A-4856-12T2

Argued December 9, 2014 — Decided January 28, 2015

Before Judges Accurso and Manahan.

On appeal from the Superior Court of New
Jersey, Law Division, Hunterdon County,

Docket No. L-375-12.

Chris Ann Jaye, appellant, argued the cause

pro se.

Steven R. Rowland argued the

cause for

respondent (Brown Moskowitz & Kallen, P.C.,
attorneys; Mr. Rowland, of counsel and on

- the brief).

PER CURIAM
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Chris Ann Jaye (appellant) appeals from orders granting
judgment in favor of Oak Knoll village Condominium Association
(OKV) for arrearages associated with common element assessments
pursuant to N.J.S.A. 46:8B-17 and from an award of counsel fees
to OKV in pursuit of its collection action.

After reviéwing? appellant's confentions in 1light of the
record, we affirm subsfantially' for the reasons set forth by
Judge Peter Buchsbaﬁm”in his written decisions dated September
28, 2012, and March 8, 2013, as well as for the reasons stated
in the order of April 10, 2013. We add only the following.

Appellant is,-and at all relevant times was, a unit owner
at Oak Knoll village, a condominium community. Appellant failed
to pay her common element expenses. As a result of the
delinqhency in those expenses, OKV instituted legal action
éeeking a judgment against appellant for the outstanding amount.
Prior to thé'entry of jpdgment, a settlement was reached betweenx
the partiesvwhereby in exchange for a "zero-out" of the claimed
balance owed by appellant to OKV, appellant would commence
payment of the common element charges. Notwithstanding the
agreement, appellant ceased payments after a few months.
Thereaffer, OKV instituted another action by way of counterclaim

seeking judgment for unpaid common element expenses and counsel

2 A-4856-12T2
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fees.! OKV filed a motion for summary judgment which appellant
opposed on grounds other than OKV's entitlement to the

outstanding fees and costs. '~ The judge, after providing

' appelliant with the opportunity to contest the guantum of fees

* and costs sought by OKV, granted the motion.

Among the pdwers vassigned by law to a - condominiﬁm
association is the authority to assess and collect funds for the
payment of common expenses. N.J.S.A. 46:8B-14. A unit owner's
leigation to pay common expenses 1is unconditional. N.J.S.A.
46:83-17. Here, the judge'é finding that OKV waé entitled to

judgment for outstanding common expenses owed by appellant was

-both in accord with the uncontroverted facts and the controlling

law.

N.J.S.A. 46388421 authorizes a condominium association to
charge a nonpaying mémber with "reasonable” attérney's fees.
Here.the'judge determined that $8,000 in attorney's - fees was

reasonable. In this matter, the judge did not exceed his

- prerogative in awarding counsel fees. The fees were reasonably

- incurred through efforts by OKV to secure payment from

appellant. Fee determinations by trial courts should be

! Appellant instituted a lawsuit seeking damages as a result of
the alleged improper conduct of OKV, two of its members and
OKV's outside law firm. Those claims were dismissed by the
court on July 28, 2013. Appellant did not appeal that decision.

3 A-~-4856-12T2
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disturbed "only on the rarest occasions, and then only because

of a clear abuse of discretion."” Rendine v. Pantzer, 141 N.dJ.

292, 317 (1995). We detect no clear abuse of discretion.
Indeed, the judge employed equitable principles by containing
the fee award to less than that which OKV could arguahly
recover. In the order of April 10, 2013, the judge noted the
bases for the award including the method of calculation. The
fee award was fair. We find no basis to disturb it.

Finally, appellant raises several arguments on appeal which
are without sufficient merit to warrant discussion in a written
opinion. R. 2:11—3(e)(1)(E}f

Affirmed.

{ hereby certify that the toregoing
Is atrue copy of the original on

fie . my office A‘%\}k/

CLFRK OF THE TEOMSION

4 A-4856-12T2

App 63



NOT FOR PUBLICATION WITHOUT THE
APPROVAL OF THE APPELLATE DIVISION
This opinion shall not "congiitute precedent or be binding upon any court.®
Although it is posted on the internet, this opinion is hinding only on the
varties in the case and its use in other cases is limited. R,1:36-3.

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
APPELLATE DIVISIGN
DOCKET NO. A-3298-1473

OAK KROLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM

OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.,
Plaintiff-Respondent,

v.

CHRIS ANN JAYE,

Defendant-Appellant.

Submitted March 7, 2017 — Decided March 30, 2017
Before Judges Fasciale and Sapp-Peterson.

On appeal from the Superior Court of New
Jersey, Law Division, Mercer County, Docket
No. DC-5300-14.

Chris Ann Jaye, appellant pro se.
Brown Moskowitz & Kallen, P.C., attorneys for

respondent (Steven R. Rowland, of counsel and
on the brief).

PER CURIAM
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Defgndant, Chris Ann Jaye, a condominium owner at Qak Knoll

'Village, in Clinton Township, appeals from the trial court oerder

entering judgment in favor of plaintiff, Oak Knoll Viilage
Cogdominium_Association, Inc. ("0Oak Knoll"). The judgmént, in the
amoun£ of $15,000; represents unpaid 2013—2014 condominium
assessments and legai fees., We affirm.

In May 2014, plaintiff filed a complaint against defendant
seeking paymeht of the oﬁtstanding -condomiﬁium assessments.
Rather than file an answer, defendant moved to dismiss the
complaint. The court treated defendant's motion to dismiss as her
responsive pleading and denied the motion. The court then

sgheduled this matter for trial on October 27, 2014, but due io a

lack of notice, defendant failed to appear.

The court rescheduled the trial for December 3, 2014.
Plaintiff's c¢ounsel notifiéd defendant of the new trial date.

Plaintiff regquested an adjournment claiming that the judiciary's

Automated Case Management System (ACME) listed the December trial

date as postponed. In correspohdence dated November 26, 2014,
plaintiff's counsel advised the vcourt that defendant *“has
repeatedly been apprised of the trial date both by counsel and the
court, and has actual knowledge that the date has not been
cancelled or postponed.® In an email sent to defendant on November
26, 2014, plaintiff's counsel advised defendant that.he had been

2 A-3298-1473
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informed by court staff that her adjournment request had been
‘denied.

In an email dated December 2, 2014, defendant advised the
court that she had comménced an action in federal court, naming,
among others, as the defendants, the trial judge scheduled to hear
the matter and plaintiff's counsel. She also advised the court
that she had been prescribed medication that day and had *no
intention of driving anywhere tomorrow morning for [her}] safety
and pl.an[ne&] on shutting my phone off within the next fiftéen
_ minutes;" 'She further ihdiéated that if the court or amy court
staff wanted to speak to her they would have té "do so another
day."

vOn:December 3, 2014, the trial court, satisfied that defendant
_ had actual.noﬁice of the trial date, treated her failure to appear
as an actvof voluntarily absenting herself from the proceeding.
Prial commenced with plaintiff putting forth its proofs. At the
conclusion of the proceeding, the court found thét plaintiff
éstablished, by the preponderance of the evidence; defendant
failed to pay her 2013-2014 assessments. The court found the
assessments and éounsel fees exceeded the jurisdictional limit for
the Special Civii Part. Therefore, the court entered judgment in

favor of plaintiff for $13,000.

3 A~-3298-14T3
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The following month, the court permitted defehdant the
oppartunity to present any proofs or arguments demonstrating that
the court had erred in its findings and entry of fihal judgment:
Defendant appeared for this prooeeding. Concludiny defendant
-failed_to demonstrate any error, the court entéred an order on
January'-28, 2015, denying relief to defendant. Thereafter,
defendant filed yet another motion seeking to vacate the judgment,
&hich the éourt dénied.bn March 12, 2015. The present appeal
followed;

On appeal, defendant contends reversal is warranted because
the final judément was #ot certified as fimal, her civil rights
were wiolated and she was denied due process. Additionally,
._deféndant maintains reversgl_is also'required because plaintiff
lacked standing to bring the cause of action agaimst her, engaged
.inr fraudﬁlent conduct, and committed perjutry. Finally, defendént
urges that the ju_dgment entered should be reversed because the
Bupremacy Clause of the United States Constitution trumps state
_laﬁ. We reject each of these contentions.

Wé find no error in the court's denial of defendant's
adjournment request, proceeding with the trial on. December. 3,
2014, or the subsequent entry of final judgment. A trial court

has the authority to coatrol its calendar and to prevent trial

delays. State v. Coplack, 43 N.J. 14, 16 (1964); State v. Johnson,

4 A-3298-14T3
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274 N.J. Super.. 137, 147-48 (App. Div.), gertif. denied, 138 N.J.

265 (1994); State v. Furgusop, 198 N.J. Super. 395, 402 (App.

Div.), certif. denied, 101 N.J. 266 (1985). "Absent an abuse of

discretion, denial of a request for an adjournment does not

constitute reversible errxor." gtate v. Smith, 87 N.J. Super. 98,

105 (App. Div. 1965).
Adjournment requests “implicate[] a trial court's authority

to control its own calendar and is reviewed under a deferential

standard.” State v. Miller, 216 N.J. 408, 65 (2013), cert. denied,

U.s. , 134 5. Ct. 1329, 188 L. FEd. 2d 339 (2014). “~[B}road

—

discretion must be ~granted trial courts on matters of

continuances{.]” Ibid. (Quoting Morris v. Slappy, 461 U.S. 1, 11~

12, 103 $. Ct. 1610, 1616, 75 L. Ed. 2d 610, 620 (1983)).
Indeed, "Mew Jersey long has embraced the notion that |[a

request] ’'for an adjournment is addressed to the discretion of the

oourt, and its denial will not lead to reversal unless it appears

from the record that the defendant suffered manifest wrong or

injury.'" State v, Haves, 205 N.J. 522, 537 (2011) (quoting State
¥, Doro, 103 N.J.I,. 88, 93 (E & A. 1926)). "It is peculiarly
within the sound discretion of the trial court to deal with
problems wof this sort[,] and an appellate court should not

intetfere unless it appears an injustice has been dope.” Allegro

5 A-3298-147T3
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v. Afton Vill. Corp., 9 N.J. 156, 161 (1952) (citations omitted).

We must adhere to this standard of review.

We find no such exceptional circumstances, abuse of
discretion, or injustite here. Defendant éought adjournment of
the trial merely because she claimed the notice of the December
3, 2014 trial date came from plaintiff's counsel. Whether due

process requirements have been met requires, at a minimum, fair

notice and the opportunity toc be heard. Xn re C.A., 146 N.J, 71,

94 {1996). It is nndisputed that defendant was fully aware Of the

December trial date as evidenced by her statement in the pro se
coﬁpiaint she filed in federal courit on December 2, 2014, in which
she acknowledged that plaintiff’s counsel advised her that trial
“was to take place on December 3, 2014[.]"

Consequently, accepting as true defendant’'s claim that she

" never received notice of the December trial date from the court,

the notice from pléintiff's counsel provided defendant with fair

notice and the opportunity to be heard at the December trial.
Moreover, the following month, the court afforded defendant the _

opportunity to present any evidenoe demenstrating that the court

- had erred in entering judgment in favor of plaintiff. Defendant

appeared at that proceeding, but offered no evidence from which

the court could conclude that it erred in reaching any of its

findings.

6 A-3298-14T3
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M Likewise, we discern no error in the court's decision to
proceed with the trial in defendant's absence on December 3, 2014.
The court was satisfied defendant had notice of the trial date,
but voluntarily absented herself. This finding is amply supported
by the record.

As for the remaj.ning issues raised, which we have not
addressed, we conclude they lack sufficient merit to warrant
discussion in a writter opinion. R. 2:11-3(e)(1)(E). We have
carefully reviewed the entire record in this matter and wev are
satisfied that the judgment of the trial court is based on findings
of fact which are adequately supported by the evidence. R. 2:11-
3{e)(I){Rn).

) Affirmed.

1 hereby cestify that the fosegoing
1S a true copy of the onginal on

GLERK OF THE

7 A-3298-14T4
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NOT FOR PUBLICATION WITHOUT THE
APPROVAL OF THE APPELLATE DIVISION
This opinion shall not "constitute precedent or be binding upon any court.”:

Although it is posted on the internet, this opinion is binding only on the
parties in the case and its use in other cases is limited. R. 1:36-3.

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
APPELLATE DIVISION
DOCKET NO. A-4942-15T3

OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.,

Plaintiff-Respondent,
V'
CHRIS ANN JAYE,

befendant-Appellant.

Argued October 12, 2017 — Decided October 30, 2017
Before Judges Nugent and Geiger.

On appeal from Superior Court of New Jersey,

Law Division, Special Civil Part, Mercer

County, Docket No. DC-004807-15.

Chris Ann Jaye, appellant, argued the cause
pro se.

Steven R. Rowland argued the cause for
respondent (Brown Moskowitz & Kallen, PC,
attorneys; Mr. Rowland, on the brief).
PER CURIAM
Defendant Chris Ann Jaye is a unit owner at Oak Knoll Village,

a condominium community in Clinton Township. She appeals from the

June 2, 2016 order denying her motion for reconsideration of the
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March 23, 2016 order entering judgment in favor of plaintiff Oak
Knoll village Condominium Association, Inc. (Oak Knoll). The
order awarded Oak Knoll damages for unpaid common element expense
assessments pursuant to N.J.S.A. 46:8B-17 and attorney's fees
incurred in pursuit of its collection action pursuant to N.J.S.A.
- 46?88—21. After careful review of the record and applicable legal
principles, we affirm.

On June 8, 2015, Oak Knoll filed this collection action in
Hunteraon County on account of defendant's undisputed failure to
pay her common element expense assessments for 2015. On June 16,
2015, venue was transferred to Mercer County.

On July 7, 2015, defendant removed this action to the United
_States District Court for the District of New Jersey on the basis
:,of-a.proposed counterclaim against Oak Knoll under the Fair Debt
Collection Practices Act, 15 U.S.C.A. §§ 1692 to - 1692p. On July
9, 2015, 0Oak Knoll fiied a motion to remand the case to the_:
Superior Court of New Jersey, Special CivilvPart, and for a fee
award pursuant to 15 U.S.C.A. § 1447(c). On July 30, 2015, United
States District Court Judge Peter G. Sheridan issued an order and
mémorandum opinion granting Oak Knoll's motion to remand the case
back to the Superior Court but denying its application for fees.
In'reaching that decision, Judge Sheridan applied well-settled law
that a”federal question;appearing in a counterclaim is insufficient

2 A-4942-15T3
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to establish'federalvquestion jurisdiction before the District
Court. Finding no basis for federal question or diversity
jurisdiction, Judge Sheridan remanded the case to the Superior
Court, Special Civil Part.

Oon November 4, 2015, Oak Knoll filed a motion for summary

judgment, supported by a certification of Oak Knoll's property

manager, detailing the common element expense arrearages. On
November 30, 2015, defendant filed opposing papers. While Oak
Knoll's motion was pending, defendant filed several applications
in District Court to re—Open the federal action. Judge Sheridan
denied eéch of those applications.

Oon February 25, 2016, the rescheduled return date of the
motion, the tgial coﬁrt-heard oral argument. Defendant chose not
to appear. vDefendant was permitted to presen£ opposing oral
argument, however, on March 23, 2016. Defendant does not dispute
thét éhe did not pay her common element expense assessments for
2015f After"hearing.this additional oral argument, the trial
cpurt granted summary judgment to Oak Knoll, entering judgment in

the amount of $11,485.80, éomprised of association fees of $4415

~and attorney's fees of §$7070.08.

On April 12, 2016, defendant moved for reconsideration of the

éntry of judgment and a stay of post-judgment collection efforts

3 A-4942-15T3
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pending appeal. The trial judge issued a June 2, 2016 order
denying defendant's motion.

Oon 3uly 14, 2016, defendant filed this appeal. Defendant
then moved for leave to consider her apéeal timely as to both the
earlier summary judgment ruling and the subsequent order denying
reconsideration. In.an August 15, 2016 order, another panel of
.this'cou;t_ruled: “The motion_is denied as to the March 23, 2016
order. The aépeal is tiﬁely as to the June 2, 2016 order denying
-_ ie¢onsideration. .The'éppeal is limited to that order.*"

Defepdant later moved before this court for emergent relief
to reméve_thé_jﬁdgment:and lien as well as a iater lien obtained
by plaintiff és a .result of her failure to pay her 2016
assessments.' On Aﬁgust 11, 2016, yet another paﬁel of this court
denied defendant's motion for emergent relief. The Supreme Court
also denied emergent relief. |

Defendant accused the trial court of not reading the
éondominium association agreement. We note ﬁhat défendant did not
.provide a copy of the agreemeﬁt as part of:the appellate record.

Defendant also failed to provide a transcript of the oral argument

! Plaintiff has recovered a subsequent judgment against defendant
for unpaid 2016 common element expenses, Oak Knoll Villgqev

Condominium Association v. Jaye, Docket No. HNT-DC-683-16.

4 A-4942-15T3
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on February 25, 2016 and the additional oral argqument and trial
court's oral decision on March 23, 2016. See R. 2:5-4(a).

Defendant raises the following issues in'this appeal: (1) the
Appellate Division lacks jurisdiction because no trial court order
has been proéeriy certified as.final; (2) default Wés-improperly
entered against her; (3) the trial judge, who is retired on rééall,
deniéd_her.due process_and ié ihcompetent, biased, and unfit; and
(4) plaintiff. lacks sfanding because the plaintiff did not
authorize the commencement of this action and did not retain thé
law firm representing plaintiff.

Defendant sued the trial judge twice in thé past for his
actions as a judge. On that basis, defendant claimsvthe trial
judge was biased and should have disqualified himself from hearing
the matter. | | |

bnder our rules,- the 3judge of any court “shall be
disqualified" if the there is any reason "which might preclude a
fair and_unbiased hearing and judgment, dr which might reésonably
“lead éounsel or the parties to believe so.” R. 1:12-1(g); see
also Code of Judicial Conduct, Canon 3.17(B)(l) ("Judges shall
disqualify themselves if they have a personal bias or prejudice
toward a party or a party‘s lawyer. . . ."). ."The disqualification

decision is initially left to the discretion of the trial court.”

State v. Marshall, 148 N.J. 89, 275-76 (1997). "{J)Judges are not

5 A-4942-15T3
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free to err on the side of caution; it is improper for a court to
recuse itself unless the factual bases for its disqualification
are shown by the movant to be true or are already known by the

court.” Id. at 276; see also State v. De Maio, 70 N.J.L. 220, 222

(E. & A. 1904).

Defendant did not file a motion to recuse the trial judge

pursuant to.Ruie 1:12—2. Nor does the record in this matter
disciose any basis to conélude that the trial judge should have
disqualified himself.qn the court's own motion. See R, 1:12-1.
“'Fundamental. to any consideration of. poésible judicial
disqualificatibn“is a showing of prejudice or potential bias.'"
Marshall, supra, 148 N.J. at 276 (quoting State v. Flowers, 109
N.J. Super. 309, 312 (App. Div. 1970)). "Bias cannot be inferred

from adverse rulings against a party." Strahan v. Strahan, 402

N.J. Super. 298, 318 (App. Div. 2008); see Marshall, supra, 148

H;Q; at 276. Defendant has not demonstrated that the trial judge
was biased against her.

The mere suggestion that the trial judge is biased because
defendant has previously sued him does not necessarily require
disqualification or render the judge's rulings void or improper.
"A Jjudge shali not be automatically disqualified upon learning
that a complaint has been filed against the judge with the Advisory
Committee on Judicial Conduct, litigation naming the judge as a

6 A-4842-15T3
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party, or any other complaint about the judge by a party.* cCode

of Judicial Conduct, Canon 3.17(E). "If, however, the judge

concludes that there is a reasonable basis to question the court's
impartiality, the judge may recuse himself or herself." JIbid. We
have carefully considered the entire record and find no reasonable
basis to question the trial judge's impartiality or any evidence
of bias. We arévsatisfied the trial judge did not abuse his
discretion by not diSqualifying himself.

Defendant's remaining arguments lack sufficient merit to

| warrant discussion in a written opinion. R. 2:11-3(e)(1)(E).
- Affirmed.

I hereby cettily that the foregoing
is a bue copy of the ariginal on

fkmnwdke ($$b~/

GLERK OF THE APPELEATE DIVISION

7 A-3942-15T3
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FILED, Clerk of the Appeliate Division, January 13, 2016, A-003298-14

ORDER ON MOTION

!
¥
|
i
|
{
1
SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
APPELLATE DIVISION f
DOCKET NO. A-003298-14T3 |
|

OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM, MOTION NO. M-003006-15 i
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC. BEFORE PART G L
v. JUDGE(S): JOSEPH L. YANNoﬁrx
CHRIS ANN JAYE | FRANCIS J. VERNOIA

3
MOTION FILED:  12/21/2015 BY: CHRIS JAYE l
ANSWER(S) 01/07/2016 BY: OAK KNOLL CONDOMINIUM OWNERS
FILED: ASSOC ’

SUBMITTED TO COURT: January 11, 2016 §

ORDER ;
{

THIS MATTER HAVING BEEN DULY PRESENTED TO THE COURT, IT IS ON THIS
12th day of January, 2016, HEREBY ORDERED AS FOLLOWS: ;

' MOTION BY APPELLANT:

MOTION TO ADDRESS VIOLATIONS OF
THE DEFENDANT'S CONSTITUTIONAL
RIGHTS AND TH1S COURT'S "

JURISDICTION DENIED AND OTHER
AND DIRECT RETURN OF MONIES PAID

ON NON-~FINAL ORDER TO DEFENDANT DENIED AND OTHER
SUPPLEMENTAL:

Appellant's brief and appendlx shall be filed within 30 days after the
date of thls order.

:

FOR THE COURT: i
i

@

ittt |

4
sy

| JOSEPH L. YANNOTTI, P.J.A.D..
DC-005300-14 _ b
MERCER : _ W

) SIW : |

S _ _ 1
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FILED, Clark of the Appeliate Divigion, September 14, 2016, A-003298-14

A A

- ORDER ON MOTION }
\ . S . A AP QU SRD G S G G S —— — }

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY '
APPELLATE DIVISION :
DOCKET NO. A-003298-14T3 i

OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM MOTION NO. M-009600-15 4
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC. BEFORE PART D .
V. JUDGE(S): CARMEN H. ALVAREZ2

THOMAS V. MANAHN?@

1

I
MOTION FILED: 08/18/2016 BY: CHRIS JAYE f

CBRIS ANN JAYE

ANBWER(S) 08/24/2016 BY: OAK ENOLL CONDOMINIUM OWNERS
FTLED: ASSQC

SUBMITTED TO COURT: September 12, 2016 |

ORDER
THIS MATTER HAVING BEEN DULY PRESENTED TO THE COURT, IT 1§, ON THIS
13th day of September, 2016, HEREBY ORDERED AS FOLLOWS: i

) MOTION BY APPELLANT: {

MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM §
CONSTITUTIONAL VIOLATIONS GF DUE i
PROCESS, REMOVE JUDGMENTS AND y
LIENS FROM THE PUBLIC RECORDS,

INJUNCTIVE RELIEF, DECLARATORY .
RELIEF, RECEIVERSHIP AND REPFPERRAL :
TO THE OFFICE OF ATTORNEY ETHICS i
AND NJ ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR i
CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION DENIED |

o

SUPPLEMENTAL:
FOR THE COURT:

R

i

W i
4

: |
i

B

A) !
CARMEN H. ALVAREZ, P.J.A.D.

DG-005300-14 H

MERCER I
\) BSLW !'

r App 79



-y Chris Ann Jaye
FILED May 02, 206 PO Box $015

CONTESTED Clinton, N 08809

Date: May 2, 2016

Wilmington Savings Fung Superior Court of New Jersey
Phlaindiff . Chancery Oivision
V- | Hunterdan County
Chris Ann Jaye Docket F-6447-16
Defendsnt |

ANSWER AND DEFENSES

Defendant, ChriaAnn Jaye, answers the Verified Camplaint.as faliows:

-

FIRST COUNT

1. Defendant ig wathout knowledge or information sufficient 4o form a belicf as to the wuth of the
allegations tontaingd in this paragraph. Brefendant leaves plaintiff 1o their proofs.

2. Defeadant is without kaowludge ar information §afffeict 1o form a belief a5 to the truth of the
allepations contained in this paragraph. Defendant feaves plajotiff 1o their proofs.

3 Defeadant is M'ﬂ\i;m knowledge or information sufficient to forin a belief as to the truth of the
allegations contaiu;d in this paragraph. Defendant leaves plaintiff 1o their proofs.

4, Defendant is without knewtedye or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the
allegations costained in this paragraph. Defendant leaves plaintiff-to their proofs.

5. Denied o the extent that the twe liens noted in subsections a and be have been discharged and
recorded as discharged on April 13, 2036. Defendant is without knéwledge or informatien
suffisient 10 form g belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in this paragraph. Defendant

leaves plaintiff to their proofs.
Fage 1
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Defendant is without knowledge or inforination suffrcient to form a belief as 10 the truth af the
allegations contained in this paragraph. Defendant leaves plaintiff to their proofs.

Defendant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as 1o the truth of the

. ~ shlegations contained in this paragraph. Defendant Jsaves plaintiff to their proo(s.

Poged

Defendant is without knowledge or information sufficicnt to fortn a belief as to the ruth af'the

4llegations containied in this paragraph, Defendant leaves plaintiff to their proofs,

Denied.

SECOND COUNT

Defendant is wittiout knowledge or irformation sufficient to form a belief as te the truth of the

 allegations contaiged in this paragraph. Defiendant leaves plaintiff 1o their proofs.

Dcftzm_iant is witbéiut knowledge or information sufficient 10 fortn & belief as to the truth ofthc
allegations contaiqed in this paragraph. Defendant Jeauss plaintiff 1o their proofs.
Defendam js without knowledgé or informatien sufficient to ferin a belief as to the truth of the
allegations contairied in this paragraph. Defendant teaves plaintift to their proofs. Plaintiff
bas no standing to speak to the _r‘ights of any party ether than themselves per this

Complaint.

. t
Defendant denies Plaintiff has asight to such relief.

SEPARATE DEFENSES

Each Defense Numbered Accordingly As a Separate Defense

1. Plamiiff’s.clarms are barred by the Unclean Hands Doctrine.

2. Plaintiff*s elatms are basred due to fraud,

App 81
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Paga 3

8.
9.

Plaimiﬁ‘s claims arc barred due to lack of standing.

PlaintifP's claims are basred by the Entire Controversy Doctrine.

Plaintiff"s claims, if any, aré barred by statute of limitations and/or laches.
Plaintiff*s damages, if any, are barred by the doclrines of waiver and/or estoppel.
Plaintiff's claims, if any, are barted since this matter was brought ferth without
compliance to state and federal laws,

Plaintiff's claims, if any, are barred by the doctrine of avoidable eonsequences.

Plaintiff's claims, if any, are barred, by contributory negligence.

10. Plaintiff's claims, if any, are barved, by illegality.

11. PlaintifP’s claims, if any, are barred as any contract relied upon is voidable by

Defendant.

12, Plaintiff's claims, if any, are barred as any contract retied upon is unenforceable.

13. PRintiff’s claims, if any, are barred by a lack of mutual assent.

14. Plaintiff's claims or parts thereof dre barred by a prior settlement agreement.

15. PlaintifI’s claims, if any, are frivolous.

16. Plaimiffjs claims, if any, are barred due to lack of required verification as per the

Fair Deb Coliection Practice Act.

17. PlaintifY"s pleadings do not conform with the NJ Rules of Court.

VERIFICATION

Fam plaintiff in the above-entitled action. The contents are true of my own knowiedge,
except as to makers stated on information and belief, and, as 1o such matiers, they are truc to
the best of my knowledge and belief.
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DEMAND FQR TRIAL BY JURY

M

Defendant hereby demands trial by jury on all issues.

CERTIFICATION.

Pursuant o Rufe 4:5-1, 1 hereby ceqtify thar | have o knowledge of any othér pendi ng
aetions of proceedifips conceming the subject matter of this foreclosure action, exeept thmt
there are suits pending:in state and federal count involving Oak Knolt Village Condominium
Owners Association, a codefendant, inchiding, bnt net limited to, a ¢ivil. RICO suit filed by
the Defendant against this cotporation and others for obtaining. money and righis to this
property through chibrgeable criminal acts as well as the illegal recordation of documents
involving rights given to third-parties involving the common ares noted on the deed ofthe
preperty. in noted it this matter.

) | Dated:
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SWC F 00p447-168  05/02/2017 Pg 1 of 8 Trans ID: CHC2017364486

KNUCKLES, KOMOSINSKI & MANFRO, LLP
john E. Brigandi, Esq, — N.J. Attorney ID 028512008

Attorneys for Plaintitf’
50 Tice Boolevard
Woedcliff Lake, NJ 07677
(201} 391-0370
WILMINGTON SAVINGS FUND SQCIETY, FSB, SUPERIOR COQURT OF NEW JERSEY
DOING BLSINESS AS CHRISTIANA TRUST, NOTIN CHANCERY DIVISION
ITS INDIVIDUAL CAPACITY, BUT SOLELY AS HUNTERDON COUNTY
TRUSTEE FOR BCAT 2015-14BTT DOCKET NO: F-006347-16
Plaintiff,
CIVIL ACTION
vs.
FINAL JUDGMENT
CHRIS ANN JAYE, etal.
- Defendants.

This matter having hetn opened to the Court by Knuckles, Komosinski & Menfro, LLP,
stioneys for plamtif, and it appearing that service of Summons and Complaint hes been made
upon the defeidants in accortance with the Rules of this Court and defaull having been entered
egainst said defendants and pleinfiff’s obligation and Morigage having bees presented and
marked ag exhibits by the Court, and proof having been submitted of the amount due on
plainiiXf’s Mortgage and sufficient canse appearing,

Contested Answer filed by Chris Ann Jaye and stricken by Order Granjing Summary Judgment
entered Séptember 23, 2016 by the Honorable Douglas H, Hued.

Itipoathis  2nd dayof May 2017, ORDERBED and
ADJUDGED that the plaintiff is gptitled to howe the sum of $179,3§7.31 together with mtmat
the contract rate of 7.39000% on $ 128.454.20 being tho mriticiple sum i default including

advances from December 31, 2016 tu _ May 3, 2017 , and lawful iritevest

thereafter pn the fotal sum due to plaimtiff together with cost of this suit to be axed including a

counsel fed of
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SWC F006447-16  08/02/2017 Pg 2 of 3 Traes ID: CHCZ017364466

$  1943.87 raised and paid in the first place out of the mortgaged premises, and it is
further prdered that plaintiff, its assipnes or purchaser at sale recover. against the following
defendapts: CHRIS ANN JAYR; MRJAYE, HUSBAND OF CHRIS ANN JAYE; OAK KNOLL
VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM OWNERS® ASSOCIATION, INC., and oft partits kolding under said
defengahts the possessien of thé premises so mentioned and deseribed in the said Complaint with
the appurtenances; and it is further

ORDERED and ADJUDGED that the mongeged premises be seld to raise the several
syms of money dus, in the first place to the plaintiff, WILMINGTON SAVINGS FUND
SOCIEEY, PSB, DOTNG BUSINESS AS CHRISTIANA TRUST, NOT 1N.JTS INDIVIDUAL
CAPACITY, BUT SOLELY AS TRUSTEE FOR BCAT 2015-J4BTT in thc sum of
31'79.38?.3 1, with interest thereon to be computed as afarcsaid, the plaintiff’s costs # bo taxed,
with mtcmt thereon, and that an execution for the purpose be duly issued ont of this Court
dxrected to the Sheriff nf' HUNTERDON Com;ty, commanding said. Sheriff 10 make sai_é
anmrdi@ to law of the mertgaged premises described in the Gomplaing, and out of the mongy
arising from said sale, that said. Sheriff pay bn tho first place, to the plaindify, gaid plainghff's debt,
wmnme’mstthmmas afaresaid and said plaintiff's costs with intercst thegeon as aforesaid, and
in case wmore money shail be réalized by the said sale than shall be sufficient to satisfy such
sevetal payments as aforesnid, that such surplus be brought into this Court o abide the further
Order of this Cowit end that the Sheriff afbresaid mske a seport of the aferesaid sale without
delay s toquirett by the rules of this Coust, and it is farther

QRDERED and ADJUDOED that the defendants in cause, and each of them stand
absolutely debewred and forcctlosed of and fram all equify of redemption of, in and 1o the

naatgaged premises described m the Comiplaint, when sold as aforessid by virme of this
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SWC F 0U6447-16  05/0212017 Pg 3 of 3 Trans ID: CHG2017364486

judgment, exeept 2s provided by 38 U.3.C. section 2410, and it is forther

NOTWITHSTANDING auythisg bereln to the contpary, this judgment shall niot affect the
rights of any person pratacted by the New Jergey Tenant Anti-Eviction Act, NJ.S.A. 2A:18-61 3,
et seq., the right of redemption given the United Statss under 28 U.S.C. §2410, the limited
priority rights pf the aggregate customary condominium sssessment for the six-menth period
prior to the recording of any association lien as aliowed by N.J,S.A, 45:8B-21 or rights afforded
by the Sexvicemembers Civil Relief Act, 50 U.S.C. App. 581 ¢t seq. or N.J.S.A: 38:23C-4,

This judgment shall nof affect the right of any person progected by fhe provasions of the

New Jarrey Tegant Anti-Eviction Btatute (WISA 2A: 18-61.1 ¢t seq.)

s/ Pal Inies, P.J.Ch

Respectfully Recémmgmded
R 1:34-6 Office of Farpclosure

- mL e i i e canamnet
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Case: 17-2231 Document: 003112731235 Page: 6 Date Filed: 09/20/2017

FILED
SEP 20 2011

Supreme Court of New Jersey

Smgle-Justlce Disposition on Application for Emergent Rehef (Rule 2:9-8)

Case litle: Wilmington Savings Fund Society v. Chris Ann Jaye

Supreme Coutt 080064 (S-9-17) Appellate Division

docket number: docket number (if available): A-4262-16

Applicant’s name: Chris Ann Jaye

The applicant’s request for permission to file an emergent motion and any related request
for a temporary stay or other relief pending disposition of an emergent motion are
- DENIED for ¢the following reason(s):

[¥] 1. The matter does not concern a genuine emergency or otherwise does not warrant adjudication

on short notice. The applicant may file a regular motion for review by the Superior Court,
Appellate Division in the ordinary course.

7] 2 The Appeliate Division has entered an order or judgment, and the matter is not cmergent or
otherwise docs not warrant adjudication on short notice. The applicant may file a regular
motion for review by the Supreme Court in the ordinary course.

[J 3. The application concerns an order entered during or on the eve of trial as to which there is no
prima facic showmg that immediate mtcrlocutory mtc1 ventnon 1s reqmred The applicant may

£ RJADE »a

3 O T, G ~-‘ 4 K R __u . 5 L : CH T it - Dy 8 e W
N '3.7:. hv.:.v.‘"‘:‘,'L?:T;"“:;v 3 \S‘ 2o Wi ?'a'“‘—‘ £2 4'“"{"5" 3 “* \.ﬁs 4.‘3 :r .‘.";‘;Ei» ‘ﬁa‘-.:‘*‘?"i‘:-ﬁg@‘::\‘f—.:;- T T T e e S At )

{7} 4. The applicant must obtain a signed order or disposition from the Appellate Division before
requesting relief from the Supreme Court.

[(J 5. Other:

Date: 9/20/2017 By: MM ”\ . Oaﬂﬁ/)“*

Name: Justice Anne M. Patterson

Revised: 0¥1V2012, CN: 1 1642 page 1 of §
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FILED, Cierk of the Agpiflate Oivision, Odtobet 16,3017, As003262:16

ORDER ON MOTION

et St e Kt o o . G e e 2 o

SUPBRIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
APPELLATE DIVISION
DOCKET NO. BA-004262-1673

WILMIRGTON SAVINGS FURD SOCLETY MOTION NO. M-000604-17
v BEFORE PART D

CORIS ANM JAYE JUDGE({S): WILLIAM E. NUGENT
RICHARD J. GEIGER

MOTION FILED: 09/14/728617 BY: CHRIS ANN JAYE

ANSWER(S)
F1LED:

SUBMITTED PO LQURT: Outpber 10, 201%
ORDER

TH1IS MATTER HANING BEEN DULY PRESENTED TO THE COWRT, IT 18, ON PHIS
13th day of Octobesx, 2017, HEREBX QRDERED AS FOLLOWS:

MOTION BY APPELLANT
MOTION TO PRODUCE .QRIGINAL NOTE &
PORTGAGE ASSITGNMENT DEN1ED
BUPPLEMENTAL :
FOR THE COURT:

WILLIM E » NUG.ENT’ .J-vAth

F-D006447~16  HUNTERDON
mnm — BREULAR MOTION
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FILED, Clerk of She Appefiate Division, Dclaber 18, 2017, A-004262-16

™
ORGER ON MEETION
SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
APPELLATE DIVISION
DOCKET NO. A-004262-16T%
WILRINGTON SAVINGS FURD SOCIETY MOTION NO. M-000558-~17
\% BEFORE PART D
CHRIS ANN JAYE JUDGE (S} ¢ WILLIAM E, NUGENT
RICHARD J. GEICER
MOTION PILED: 09¥21/2017 BYs CHERLS ANN JAYE
ANSWER(S)
FILEDS
SUBMITTED TO LOURT: Ocvtober 10, 2417
ORDER
) TAIS MATTER HAVING BEEN DULY PRESENTED TO THE COURT, LT IS, ON THIS
' 13th day of Octgpber, 2017, HEREBY ORDERED AS FOLLOWS;
ROTION BY APPELUANT
MOTION FOR REMAND OR DISMISS ~-—
CHALLENGING JOURISDICTION AND
STANDING OF PLAINTIFF BENIED
SUPPLEMENTAL:
#DOR THB COURT:
Lt & AL
F~Q06347~26¢ HUNTERDON
GRDER - HEGOLAD NUPION
o %2
\
-’
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Case: 17-2231 Document: 003112782766 Page:1 Date Filed: 11/20/2017

BLD-051 November 16, 2017

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FORTHE THIRD CIRCUIT

No. 17-2231

— -

CHRIS ANN JAYE,
Appellant

v.
JOHN HOFFMAN, NJ Attorncy Gencral, ct al.
(D.N.J. Civ. No. 1-16-cv-07771)

Present: AMBRO, RESTREPO and NYGAARD, Circuit Judges

Submitted is Appeliant’s “motion for summary action to vacate all Judge
Shipp orders and direct recusal of Judge Shipp”

in the above-captioned case.

Respectfully,

Clerk

- MMW/CAC/clw
. ORDER

The foregoing “motion for summary action to vacate all Judge Shipp orders and direct
recusal of Judge Shipp” is denied. See 3d Cir. LAR 27.4; 1.O.P. 10.6. The only order
subject to review in this appeal is the District Court’s order entered May 2, 2017. See
Notice of Appeal (filed June 1, 2017). Other than requesting that we order the recusal

of District Judge Shipp, Appellant offers no legal argument in support of vacating that
order. See Fed. R. App. P. 27(a)(2)(A) (“A motion must state with particularity the
‘grounds for the motion, the rclief sought, and the legal argument nccessary to support
it.”). To the extent that Appellant’s requcst to recusc Judge Shipp could be construed as
sounding in mandamus, she has not demonstrated that this Court’s intervention is
warrantcd. We havce reviewed the District Court docket report and sce no evidence of
undue delay or bias. See 28 U.S.C. § 455(a), (b)(1) (requiring rccusal when a judge’s
“impartiality might reasonably be questioned” or he “has a personal bias or prejudice
against a party”); Jones v. Pittsburgh Nat’l Corp., 899 F.2d 1350, 1356 (3d Cir. 1990)
(“Disagreement with a judge’s dctcrminations certainly cannot be cquated with the
showing required to so reflect on his impartiality as to dictate recusal.”). Furthermore,
the fact that Jaye has named Judge Shipp as a defendant in a separate action cannot alone

App 90



Case: 17-2231 Document: 003112782766 Page:2  Date Filed: 11/20/2017

serve as a basis for recusal. See Azubuko v. Rovyal, 443 F.3d 302, 304 (3d Cir. 2006) (per
curiam). The Appellees’ brief is due within 30 days from the date of this order, as the
Clerk advised by order of August 22, 2017.

Dated; November 20, 2017

CLW/cc: Chris Jaye
Ian C. Doris, Esq.

By the Court,

s/ Thomas L. Ambro, Circuit Judge

. .
\) ..
v:" '. *
-
A True Cl{m:."o-O";-b\-)
Tr35 50

Potanese P Watdno
Marcia M. Waldron, Clerk
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Case: 17-2564 Document: 003112757725 Page:1  Date Filed: 10/19/2017

DLD-365 September 28, 2017
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

C.A. No. 17-2564
CHRIS ANN JAYE, Appellant
VS.
OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM OWNERS ASSOCIATES INC, et al.
(D.N.J. Civ. No. 3-15-cv-08324)
Present: CHAGARES, VANASKIE and KRAUSE, Circuit Judges
Submitted are:
(1)  Appellant’s Motion for Remand for Adjudication on the Merits; and

(2) Appellant’s Emergent Motion to Stay Appeal until a" Disclosures
are Provided and Defendants can provide Proof of Representation

in the above-captioned case.

Respectfully,

. Clerk

MMW/CAC/clw
ORDER

Appellant’s Motion for Full Remand to the District Court for Adjudication on the
Merits and Emergent Motion to Stay Appeal until all Disclosures are Provided and
Defendants can provide Proof of Representation are denied. The Clerk will issue a
briefing schedule. To the extent that Appellant wishes to revisit the arguments she raises
in the foregoing motions, or raise any other relevant arguments on appeal, she may do so
in her brief on the merits of the appeal.

By the Court,

s/ Cheryl Ann Krause
Circuit Judge -

Dated: October 19, 2017
sb/cc: Chris Ann Jaye
All Counsel of Record
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07/21/2015 10:01 FAX 6085714826 Judge Hurg's-Chambers guuzsuvae

Steven R. Rowland - 010121988
BROWN MOSKOWITZ & KALLEN, P.C.

'OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM iyl ,

'~ OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.,

180 River Road

Summit, New Jersey 07901

(973) 376-0909

Attorneys for Judgment-Creditor, Oak Knoll Village Condominium Owners’ Association, Inc.
CHRIS ANN JAYE, ! SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEBY

i LAW DIVISION: MERCER COUNTY

Plaintiff, ' SWwA-A4 -~ -
WW% £P7 N L
Y. | Lasp,
REQ" "O{Wn, ivil Action
e
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, ERICK P. :
SPRONCK, ROBERT STEPHENSON, ﬁ ;

OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM

N A RN s A R e E R mae e Y e . ST e@m

Plaintiff-in-Countstclaim,
v.
CHRIS ANN JAYE, s me
Defendant-in-Counterclaim.

THIS MATTER having come before the court by way of motion by judgmeni-creditor,
dak Kaoll Village Condominium Owners' Associstion, Tno. (“Associstion” seeking an order
pursuant to R, 4:57 directing the Clerk of the Supenor Court to retrieve andtumoverthe deposit
made by judgment-dsbtor, Chris Ann Jaye (“Jaye™) to the Trust Unit Fund for dxsbudwment to
the Association, pamnungtheAssodaﬂonmapplythoseﬁlndsagamstmesamuogs against
Jaye arising from Judge Ciccone’s September 25, 2013 order, and ordering a warrant off arrest to
issus in support of litigant's rights due to Jayé’s filure to ebide by the September 25, 2013 order
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0072172015 10:02 FAX G50YdT148Zb Jugge Huro's Ltnampers (-IRVIVSFAVIVE

in the event that Jaye continues to be non-compliant with the information subpoena, ibax is the
subject of the Septembe: 25,2013 order, for good cause shown, and as set foxth on the record,

IT IS this aﬁk day of June, 2015
ORDERED that the Superior Court Trust Fund Unit shall pay the $6529.92 by judgment-

debtor, Chris Ann Jays, in connection with A-4856-12 to judgment creditor, Oak Kndll Village

Condominium Owners’ Association, Inc. by check made payable to “Oak Knoll Village

Condominivm Owners’ Association. Inc.” and mailed forthwith to Tracy Blair, Regional Vice

= " President, Acoess Property Management, 4 Walter E. Foran Blvd., Suite 311, Flentington, New
Jersey 08822, and it is further

ORDERED that the Association shall ‘credit the monies received from the Trust Fund

Unit first towards the sanctions entered by the Hon. Yolanda Ciccone, A.J.S.C. in this matter on

September 25, 2013, namely, the $1,000.00 in sanctions arising during the 10 weeks after the

expiration of the 30 day compliance period, the §5,200 in sanctions arising from Jayc’sifailuro to

provide full and complete answers to the Association’s information subpoena during calendar

ORDERED that in the event that Jaye fails to provide full and complete answers to the
Association’s information subpoena by&\gy" , 4*, 2015, with a ocopy to counsell for the
Associstion and the Court, the Court shall issue the accompenying wamant for her amest,
directing the Sheriff of Hunterdon County to arrest Jaye and bring her to this cowtl_iouse for
detention until Jaye fully and completsly answers the eforesaid information subpoena,: and it is
further
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07/27/2015 10:02 FAX 50357148286 Juuyk HUrg s ullamoers

cartification setting forth same, which Jaye may file specific-objections-thezeta within ()

days, and the Court shall determine the attorneys’ fees and costs awarded within ___ ( )

dayx thereeficr)-and-rig flEther

ORDERED that counsel for the Association shall serve a copy of this Order within !
( ) days of his receipt upon Jaye via first class mail, certified mail, retum, receipt requested and
=77 7" "e-mail at gontactesi@vahoo.com and contacteai2@yshoo.com; and it is

() 

) 4 AA

Hon. Douglad H. Hurd, P.J. Civ.

VERIFIED AS TO THE PRI
AMOUNT ON DEPOSIT - § (5] 1=
CLERK, SUPERIOR

av. ZAS G ltlis™

L
\

—_— N
Pursuant to Court Rule, please present

oreof that-netice of your application fiyr
withdrawal of funds was given to ajl .
parties to the action
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Retrar od

~ NJ Superior Court Trust Fund

@ i Transaction History
o] '
Venue' SWA Docket Number A -004586-12 Caption: CHRIS AN JAYE VS. QAK KNOLL VILLAGE HOMEQWINERS ASSOCIATION.
T T T EstanShERT 07/02201F Status: Closed Closed: 0711412015
Docket Balance: $.00 Principal Balance: $ 00
Posted Interest’ $.00 MTD Interest. $.00
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form of relief) to those who have acted beyond their law

TO, JR., ASSOCIATE JUSTICE OF THE

7O THE HONORABLE SAMUEL A. AL

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES AND CIRCUIT JUSTICE FOR

THE THIRD CIRCUIT:

At this time, I have a petition for a writ of certiorari (17-739) and a petition for
mandamus or prohibition (17-738) filed with this court. I.am seeking a stay of all
state cases (28 U.S. Code § 2283) and stays of all federal cases and federal appeals,

nited to 16-07771, 17-05257, 17-2231, 17-2564, based on the

including, but not lix

departures from judicial procedures in this:appeal (16-2641).

The Third Circuit, much like the state judges, have no right to provide any relief to

any party is involved in criminal activities. This includes granting dismissals (a

State actor-defendants (state judges) have acted beyond the law, outside of their
authority, in violation of the constitution and state statutes. And they have done so
{o perpetuate criminal acts. “Due process protects the defendant's right not to be

coerced except by lawful judicial power.” oJ. Mclntyre Machinery, Ltd. v. Nicastro,

131°S. Ct. 2780 - Supreme Court 2011

state actor-defendants, The state actor-defendants were parties to the criminal acts



appeal judgn

and violation of my rights. Where relief was due to me via both federal and state

civil rights acts, (ECF 34) none was given.

No action was taken by either the district.court or the appellate court fo stay the

state actions while these crimes were being perpetrated. (App. 5, App 10, App 41-

48, App 49-57) But I have every right to the remedy’ of stays of state ac*tilqn asa

Tlitigant in a civil rights swit. Mitchem v. Foster (US Supreme 1972): “Under

ig the anti-injunction

the criteria established in our previous decisions cofistrui:

exception of thatTaw.” Yetfor two years, all motions for-all stays sought (ECF 3, 8,
19, 22, 34, 58, 63) that were needed to stop ongoing acts of bad faith, harassment
and violations of my civil rights were denied without any right in the law and in

contrast to controlling law. (ECF 11,17, 21, 49, 65)

Without intervention by the district court.and the Third Circuit, the same crimes

based on the same theft (See US Supreme Court Dock

63, App 64-70, App 7177, App 84-86) and continues to this day (App 88-89).

Repeatedly, district court judges made claims that I was simply-a “loser” seeking to

ients to preclude, disiiiss and close this case three separate times. No

such pleading by me supported these findings, including the complaint relied upon

to dismiss this case for the last time (ECF 34). (App 41-48)

Appealing this dismissal by preclusion, the Third Circuit affirm the denial of such

telief and the dismissal of this valid case on similar grounds: (App 49-57)




“But at least some of her dlairs seek relief for injuries caused by
Jjudgments that were entered.against her before she commenced the
‘underlying action. To the extent that is the case, the District Court
correctly determined that those claims are barred by the Rooker-Feldman
doctrine. See Great W. Mining & Mineral Co. v. Fox Rothschild LLP, 615
¥.3d 159, 165 (3d Cir. 2010) (stating that the Rooker-Feldman doctrin
deprives lower federal courts of jurisdiction over suits that are essentially

appeals from state-court judgments).”

These false facts created by the Third Circuit -- which donot stem from my

rendered in other matters now pending (17-2564, 17-2231, 16-07771, 17-05257).

iction for

But it is niot the role of the Third Circuit to éreate facts-and grant jurise
state actors by their decree which has negated my claims and denied my

independent cause of action.
Neitzkhe v, Williams, 490 US 319— 1989, “What Rule 12(b)(6)
‘does not countenance are dismissals based on a judge's disbelief
of a complaint's factiial allegations. District court judges looking
{0 dismiss claims on such grounds must look elsewhere for legal
support:” :

prevented remedies in the law that would right this wrong in this case. And
they have also ifapacted rélief that could be obtained in other pending state

‘and federal cases. Marbury vs. Madison (US Supreme 1803).




)

More infuriatirig is the damage done to me in the state court while this case
was dragging along.at a glacial pace in the distriet and appellate courts for
nearly three years (December 2. 2014-August 22, 2017) with no stays,
supplemiental jurisdiction not any relief of any kind, As a-diréct result of the

failure of the federal court judges (district and appellate) to act, the state

' actor-defendants and their colleagues sought their revenge upon me. (App

p 60-63, App 64-70, App 71-77, App 8486, App 88-89) Piecemeal
litigation commenced at my great cost -- -and always to my loss. Butnota

single judge stepped in or stepped up to stop the criminal acts taking place in

Based on the history of that which has transpired, it is clear that.all wall
continue to dct in this absurd manner (App 40, App 92) in this and every case

without this Court’s intervention.

All Prior Relief Sought Has Been Denied

1 have sought a:stay of all federal cases and a change of venue from the Third
Circuit and the US District Court entirely. This relief was denied (App 56) as
was every single stay of state action sought by me via the Third Circuit. (App
5, 19-20 and 56) All stays sought in the district court were also denied. ECF

i1, 17, 21, 49, 65) The decisions I seek to be reviewed are App 56, 5, 19-20

and 56.




sing in the state

Without any avenue for relief elsewhere, the crimes contin:
and the record now reflecting facts that will harm my other pending cases,

turn to this court for this extraordinary relief.

‘Without this Court’s intervention, it is certain that the result will be nothing
but more.of the.same: more theftin the state courts, more dismissals in the
fé&erél courts based on frandulent findings, more defenses raised by parties
without standing (App. 92) improperly adjudicated by federal judges, more
delsys caused (App 90-91), miore discovery ruined, more improper dismissals
(App 40) by judges: seekiingj:tﬁ protect their colleagues and more damage done

to me — and me alone — by all.

T cannot fight this on fifteen fronts as I am being forced to do:on.my own at
the same time — at my expense. ['am supposed to have a government. This
is their job, not mine. But 1 am alone in this fight: -and now I am fighting

W]

judges rather than my cases. So I turn to this Court for relief that has been

This Court was made aware of these crimes when I petitioned itin 2015 — Docket

No. 15-735. In the Brief Factual Background of 15-735, 1 noted:




“Yet repeatedly, confiscatory restrictions, illegal liens, unauthorized court
actions and fraudulent filings with the court by thieves and intermeddlers
have resulted in deprivation by the state.”

‘his Court was made fully aware that the state actor-defendants were using

the powers of their office to force me to.pay for funds I did not owe and forcing
me to pay monies being embezzled by my non-profit corporation. (See 15-735,

App 7-8; court order). The theft was further emphasized by me via 15-735,

and obtairied unlawful relief (monies) from the state actor-defendants. (See

15735, pes 8:9) And this Court was made fully aware that I was not the only
victim of this scheme.

This Court was also madé well aware that due process was denied me in

order to obtain the illegal judgnient ~ without having seen or reviewed any

noted m 15-735, Pg. 13:

“The court did not lookto the contract nor the settlement it.cited.

(App. 2). They court presumed terms of a contract, presumed terms of
2 setflement and presumed full compliance by OKV-with both. It made
this presumption in the same manner is presumed standing.” :

This Court was also made aware of all the violations of my right to due

S P ORI,



process. (15-735, pgs 8:9) As you were also niade aware, the appellate court
judges did not even bother to address niy challenges to standing. (App. 58-

59) And yet they still ‘affirmed an iinauthorized judgment (App 60-63)

resulting in the taking of monies not owed by contract or law: followed by
sanctions (App 92-96), the séizute of funds from the state and an arrest
warrant absent any right in the law, no trial and no meaningful due process.
(This has been the pattern ever since. App 64-77)

Despite taking these same FACTS to every single court, no relief was given
by this Court. No relief has been given by any court. And nothing but harm

has come of it.

Deprivation, Loss and Irreparable Harm

My property hias been slandered. My home has been foreclosed upon. My

credit has been destroyed. My nanieé is all over the internet as a deadbeat

who fails to pay her debts via false facts and fraudulent rulings — with more

My businéss (my livelihood) has been impaired. I have been extorted into

need for my business. I have had my money held in trust seized without due
process (App 92-95). My liberty has been put at risk twice and arrest

warrants have been signed. Sheriffs have been to mydoor. Foreclosure

notices have been posted on my garage, in the paper and on the internet. My




life hias been altered. iMy:g:ood_nameiSTﬁiﬁeﬂ. And yet no.one —not even
This theft has gotie for ten years as have these cases invelving the illegal acts
of certain parties. (See 15-08324, ECF 127 and App 92) And this theft has
been known and ignored by the federal court for nearly four years.

‘Without a stay of state action 28 U.S. Code § 2283) immediately granted and
a stay of all federal cases put into effect until such time the petition for
mandamus is address, more damage will be done.

No state cases nor any action by the district court or the Third Circuit that is

ditig should be permitted to commence until the mandamus pending

now pen
watil full compliance with the rules of court (28 U.S. Code § 1654} is enforced

 Pattern of State-Sanctioned Theft and Extortion

(Violations of Constitutional Rights Ignored by Federal Judges)
On March 11, 2013, a judgment was ordered against me for monies not owed
%0 a condominium corporation via a suit filed by a party not authorized to
commence suit. On December.3, 2015, another judgment for more than
$15000 was signed against me in favor of the same corporation via the same
uniauthorized debt collector. On August 1, 2015, the court sanctioned me for
$6200 (App 93-95) intvolving this same unauthorized action and my money

held in trust with the state was seized (App 96). On/about August 15, 2015,




e

InM

the Sheriff attempted to.arrest me via a warrant from the court (App 93-95).

* No action was taken by the state to stop this crimin al, Steve Rowland, from

As of September 2015, T had two prejudgment liéns on my ome, e

sments filed with the state, $6200 seized from me without & trial and an

arrest warrant out against me. State actors were involved in every action at

In order to.sell a property and commence with my business; I was forced to
have $30,044.07 (thie payoff amount determined by the unauthorized debt
collector) to be paid from the transaction. The total loss to me (excluding my

‘own court costs) now totaled $36,544.07. And although extorted and paid in

(Defendant Melfi, see 16-07771).

¢h 23, 2016, a judgment in the amount of $11,485.86 was signed

against me for the same corporation via another unauthorized suit brought

by the same debt collecting lawyer. Another public judgment was recorded
‘with the state by this same lawyer. Another arrest warrant was signed by

Judge Mabrey. Again, the sheriff came to-my door to arrest me. And again

upon selling another property, the payoff amount demanded by the debt

collecting attorney to have clear title was $11,955.12.



In May 2017, a state judge deemed my answer {App 81-83) in-a foreclosure

action (which included thé two prejudgment attachments not discharged) as

ed not-a valid défense to the action. No

uncontested. Standing was deen:
original note was produced. A judgment in the amount of $179,387.31 was

signed. (App 84-86)

No stays were granted by either the federal or state courts even though 1

emergent injunctive relief and my appeal of the denial of this stay (17-2231)

was not adjudicated in time and has not been adjudicated yet. (App 90-91).

On gS’éptembér 27,2017, I lost 1oy hoine to a foreclosure action. I had to use

On August 3, 2017, a judgment in the amount of $8867.21 ‘was signed via
another unauthorized action seeking monies not owed by the same debt
collecting attorney. The judge authorized that the unconstitutional

prejudgmient lien (filed in Septenmber 2016) be enforced. In September 2017,

the judgment was filed with the state.
In every single one of these cases, there has been:

No proof of standing (App 59, 78, 79)

No nght to a tnal

e o &9




Judges (not juries) in evéry single case have made the rulings in every single
case in total violation of the New Jersey Constitution. And it has all bee done
~ absent any proof, absent any authority in law and lacking any meaningful

due process. Shelles

Seeking relief from these crimes in the federal court, my complaint (ECF 34)
was not considered. And my challenges to state statutes have been ignored
entirely (as they have been in every other case now pending in the district
remedy (thelaw) created by Congress that exists to protect me from such
‘abuses has been eviscerated by both the district and appellate federal judges.
And the theft continues in the state to.this day due to'the federal court not
pioviding remedies in the law.

Conclusion
The departures from judicial procedures in this and other cases now pending
are so great that the judges have negated the self-correcting mechanisms
that are supposed to exist. Clearly, I have gone through.all the proper

channels. And T have been given no relief. Other than sitting back and being

11




raped by my own government in silent acquiescence until T am bankrupted,

homeless or dead, what else am I supposed to do?

The Third Circuit judges have negated their role as impartial jurists and

have become parties to the theft by and through its judicial decree. (App 41-
48, App 49-57) 1 nolonger want to be judged by them until direction is given
in the federal court) does need not continue. T'do not need to be bounced
‘between five courts as someé form of amusement. A stay of state action
should be put into effect based on my pleading (ECF 34) and all federal cases

ify their rulings in the law, I should not be forced to deal with

judges can jusi

these arbitrary, sinfounded rulings: rulings (false facts) that give credence to
criminal condluct in the state court which will impact other pending federal

matters. (17-2231, 17-2564, 16-07771, 17:05257)

be putin check. Due process requires process. What is before you'is not a
process; it is chaos caused by those with power to ensure defeat. And it.

should not and cannot be tolerated.

12
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Chris Ann Jaye
PO Box 5015

!
i
g
|
|
Clinton, NJ 08809 ;

'
Date: July 28, 2016

United States Couirt of Appeals

Chris Ann Jaye
Appellant Thiird Circuit
v. Case Number:;f 16-2641

!
$
i

NJ Attorney General, et. al. i‘
' Motion for Summary A‘!ction per

Local FFAP 21.4

Appellee

Deéar Justices:

In light of the fact that neither DAG Brian Wilson nor DAG Ashley Gagnon nor any of&' jlhe
defendants have denied that not a single final order existed at the time my cbmplaintj was filed,
there is no question in the law that the order dismissing the complaint based on Roo;ker‘
Feldman as argued by the deféndants and their counsel was a lie. A declaratory order from this

[+
Y

Court should be placed into the record making this a finding of fact. :

In light of the fact that not a single defendant nor coumsel has come forth with proof égf a single
final order upan which to rely as a basis for dismissal based on Rooker-Feldman cog!d have
been made, the dismissal of the complaint must be modified accordingly to vacate tt;e dismissal
with prejudice based on Rooker-fFeldman. The order of the dismissal with prejudice Tshould be

i

H
£
.l

vacated entirely and the proceedings moved forward for adjudication on the merits i

accortdance with Rule 1.

App 1

s it g . st e i e o



Case: 16-2641 Document: 003112366424 Page:3  Date Filed: 07/28/2016
'3

In light of the fact that holding cases pertaining Pro se litigants, including, but not ﬁmsted to,
. ' i
Erickspn v. Pardus, was deliberately withheld from the gourt in twoe separate motions to dismiss,

the dismissal for famng to plead according to Rule B must be modified accordingly. V\W\out
contradictory citations in the record, the motions were improper and meant to mnslead the coun
Accordingly, the order dismjssing with prejudice should be vacated and proceedings move forth

immediately in accordance with Rule 1. L ;
In light of the fact that not a single defendant nor counsel has come forth disputing the fact that
{

they are not represented by the NJ Attorney General's Office for conduct performed lt:l threir
individual capacities, the defendants named in their individual capacities rust be dec:ilared as
being in default an thé record. By order of this Court, default judgment in my favor srg'puld be .
granted against anyone whé was named in their individual capacity and failed to appéar.

In the district court, DAG Brian Wilson has not challenged my pending motions nar ttx_!e
arguments made in the motions, inoluding, but not limited to, his lies pertaining to Roj;ker—
Fefdman and his failure to-cite holding case law. Accordingly, the court shauld deemé'm»y

i

assertions in those pending motions as uncontested facts by order of the court. ;

In this court, DAG Gagnon did not dispute my facts as it pertains to my metion to reconsider and
motion to amend. No opposition was provided. Accordingly, my statements pertainirﬁg to DAG
Wiisen and the de&endants lies in obtaining a dismissal are uncontested. Summary actlon in the _

form of sanctions and other equitable relief for the delays caused should be granted l)y this

court immediately. ' i

| v -
In light of the fact tat n1y chatlenges to state statutes were properly filed with my ﬁts;i complaint
(ECF 1) and not certified in accordance with the FRCP, summary actlon in the form a;n order by .
this Court should be issued to certify them now. Since the NJ Attomgy General has l:hosen not

to intervene after eighteen-months, the court should order it cannpot intervene now. |

App 2
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" Chris Ann Jsfe

Case: 16-2641 Document: 003112366424 Page: 4 Date Filed. 07/2@72016
4
f
l.
In considgration of the lies and the delays that have resulted as a resutt of this illegal éonduct by
the defendants, all cases pending in any state court needs to be stayed immediately. f'l’he
motion to stay state action was deemed moot by the district court. Itis net moot. Anci this Court

can direct that this order of mootness be vacated and the state actions be stayed.

x
-
f

If a stay of state action is not granted, then this court sheuld direct that any and all d'e;fenda_nts
' I
having any control, power or influence over any state action be barmred from those matters. This

court should also order all matters that were transferred to and adjudicated in the cou’rt

oontrolled by Defendant Judge Jacobson, mdudmg but not limited to the civil rights case against |

Judge Cicobne, be vacated and heard in a neutral court (or consolidated with cases ppndmg in

e e

the district court if applicable).
v "
In light of the delays caused by Judge Shipp and others at the United States District _Court of
i
New Jersey, the failure to enter documents, and the failure to adjudicate maotions in tt_teir
entirety, this Court should direct the district court to adjudicate all matters in accordance with the

ll
rules in the same return eycle in which my motions are filed.

i
Since the conduct of the defefidants and their counsel has ﬁesulted in two years of délays in my
obtaining discovery, this court should order the defendants to release all documents,jinotes,
emails, records, _ACMS entries, JEFIS entries, and any felat’ed documents involving r:me this
cése and their dealings with each other per any and all matters in whi&x lama party-gto me by
ofder of this court within five (5) days (in electronic form if a\_railable). The court should aiso
order tﬁat all defendants, not their counsel, certify that the disce&ery provided by the’én is

complete.

(A

! App 3



Case: 16-2641 Document: 003112366424 Page: 5

Date Filed: 07/28/2016

- ————— ——

Chris Ann Jaye \
PO Box 5015 &
Clinton, NJ 08809

Date: July 28, 20168 ;
Chris Ann Jaye United States Court of Appeals

)
Appellant Third Circuit
v. Case Number:;, 16-2641

NJ Attorney General, et. al

Appeliee

i, CHRIS ANN JAYE, hereby cettify as follows:

1. There were no final judgments in existence at the time |

!

)
1

Certification for Motion for
Summary A:_ction per
Local FRAP 27.4

{

]

;.
1
H

filed my complaint.

2. Contrary citations of holding law pertaining to pieading reguirements were not.noted in

two separate motions to dismiss.

My post-judgment motions were not contested.

® ¢ & w

| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

ris Ann Jay;

Challenges to State Statutes filed with ECF 1 were never certified. t

The return date for my postjudgment orders was July 5,

There are two documents in this case that were not filed by the Clerk.

2016.

b

App 4




Case: 16-2641 Document; 003112416535 Page: 2 Date Filed: 09/22/2016

*xx AMENDED BLD-392 September 22, 2016

* AMENDED BLD-392 - September 9,2016
*AMENDED September 1, 2016
BLD-392 | | August 25, 2016

C.A.No. 16-2641
CHRIS ANN JAYE, Appellant
VS.
ATTORNEY GENERAL NEW JERSEY, ET AL.
Page 2

* in the above-captioned case.

Respé,ctfully.,

Clerk

MMW/RTS/jw/clw _
...... ORDER

Appellant’s “Motion for Summary Action” and “Motion for Summary Action for
Immediate Stay of State Action” arc denicd. Appellant’s motions for injunction and
motion to stay also are denied. Appellant’s motion for judicial notice is denicd without
prejudice to her ability to raise the arguments contained therein in her brief. Given our
rulings, the case shall proceed to briefing. The stay of the bricfing schedule, entered on
July 19, 2016, is lifted, and the Clerk will issue a revised briefing schedule. Finally, we
emphatically warn Appellant that any further frivolous and/or duplicative filings in this
appeal may result in sanctions.

By the Court,

s/Anthony J. Scirica
Circuit Judge

Dated: September 22, 2016
CLW/cc: Ms. Chris Ann Jaye
Ashley Gagnon, Esq.

App 5
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Chris Ann Jaye
PO Box 5015
Clinton, NJ 08809

b s shins > Ay o e -

Date: September 14, 2016

Chris Ann Jaye : United States Court of Appeals

Appetlant : Third,Circuit
v. | Case Number: 18-2641
NJ Attorney General, et. al. X
Appellee
. Emergent Order to Stay State
Actions and Direct Judgments, Liens
to Be V?acated
Dear Justices: = |

You have before you two motions for summary action, a motion for judicial review of this

{
case and two emergent motions for stays of state action. Months have passed and

there has not even been a date scheduled to address any of them. | would like to add
| i

this latest motion to the pile.

As of néxt week, | will have a petition filed with the US Supreme Court. Motior'is to
t

address depiivations of due process by the district court and this gourt will be |

addressed dt that time. In the interim, { file this latest motion based on the latast erder

from the NJ Supreme Court. (Attached.) i
As you will note, the NJ Appellate Court provided its usual simplistic “denied” as it
!

pertains to providing any relief. As has been the case, there are never reasons. .. just
denials. Nonetheless, the NJ Appetlate Court has been duly advised that the fjudgment

was not certified as final, it was entered per an erroneous default, the Plaintiff is not a

App 6
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Case: 16-2641 Document: 003112408725 Page: 3  Date Filed: 09/1&}/2016

|
plaintiff since it did not authorize the suit as required by law, and that judgments and

liens now slandering my title have been filed by an intermeddier.
!

The NJ Appellate Court, per the emergent motion it denied and this similar non;»
emergent motion reiterating the same points now denied, has also been made {aware of
the fact that the intermeddler, Steve Rowland and his firm (Brown, Moskowitz 8;‘ Kallen),
sought monias that were denied by the federal court (15-cv-5303), failed to prcivide an
affidavit by law as per attomey'’s fees, and sought attorney’s fees not permitted; by laﬁv.
The attorney’s fees awarded were then not permitted to be taxed, but were the%n taxed
by the court. To summarize, the judgment and lien (filed by Steve Rowland) arj?e now

part of the state records - and both are invalid, erroneous and inaccurate. §
i

As to jurisdiction, the NJ Appellate hor the trial court had any jurisdiction over QKV, the
, ¢

Plaintiff, since the Plaintiff did not ever commence this suit. The state cannot ¢reate

standing as it has done — time and time again. .And yet the NJ Appellate Court;

continues to act despite this fact being msade known to them. |
' i
Additionally, the NJ Appellate Court (and the trial courts) are fully aware from v;purt
records dating hack to 2012 (October 9, 2012 specifically) prove that monies cilarged
illegally to OKV and paid by its management company absent any authority in ?he law
werk embezzled from OKV. These expenses were then illegally billed to me. ;Xnd they
being billed to me now by this judgment. (The cost of legal expenses for a lav{!yer to
defend his himself and his own firm are not “common assessments” as defined if the

law — if anybne chose to look at the law.)

A

App 7



Case: 16-2641 Document: 003112408725 Page:4  Date Filed: 09/14/2016
Finally, there was no trial because this judgment was entered in error per the games of
the trial court. And so no jury was able to do what the trial court (a defendant ln this
case) refused to do - apply the law. Regardléss, | have an inviolate right to a jury per

i
the NJ Constitution. And that, too, was not provided to me before these judgmients and

liens were made part of the public record.

With all these violations known, the NJ Appellate Court chose not take any actil.on and
has continued to claim jurisdiction over a judgment based en known fraud. Be;aring in
mind that this same court, the NJ Appellate has not determined that the order ;Mas final,
knawing the trial court will not vacate this errorreous order and fully aware that%the trial
court has barred me from filing any additionél motions for relief (which a repeﬁéive
routine by this recalled judge wio was not evaluated for his mental fitness hefére being
recalled as required), a blind man could see that | am being deprived due prodgss and
the rights afforded me in the constitution. And un addition to these violations, the NJ
Appellate Court is row refusing to send me a scheduling order per this appeal: This is

yet another ganme being played with me under the guise of due process. f

. ) . : 1
While this eourt delays in its deliberation as to whether or not this constitutes |

harassment and bad faith by state actors, my property is being slandered by illegal

A v
judgmertts, | can think of nothing ntore irreparable than being extorted by a thief and
intermeddler, dorie with the backing of the State of New Jersey. And yet here ?We are

again — while this Court delays, delays ard delays as is par for the course.

L

!
i
!
Chris Ann i
|
|
!
!

.
1
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FILER, Clerk of the Appeliate Division. September 09, 2016, A-004942-15 i

]

ORDER ON MOTION

> G e St ot e P S0 A o S ko

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
APPELLATE DIVISION
DOCKET NO. A-004942-15T3

OAK KNOLL CONDOMINIUM MOTION NO. M-009489-15
ONNERS ASSOCIATION BEFORE PART W
V. JUDGE(S): RICHARD 6. HOFFMAN
CHRIS ANN JAYE HEIDI W. CURRIER.

|
MOTION FILED:  08/18/2016 BY: CHRIS JAYE ,
ANSWER(S) 08/24/2016 BY: OAK KMOLL CONDOMINIUM OWNERS
FILED: ABSOCIATION ‘

——r ————

SUBMITTED TO COURT: September 08, 2016

ORDER

S e
THIS MATTER HAVING BEEN DULY PRESENTED 0 THE COURT, IT ISL ON THIS
9th dey of September, 2016, HEREBY ORDERED AS FOLLOWS:

e oy -

MOTION BY APPELLANT

MOTION PO REMOVE LIENS, JUDGMENTS
AND WARRANTS ISSUED BY THE SPATE ‘
ACTGRS ACTING UNDER COLOR OF LAW DENIED

SUPPLEMENTAL:

=R e

RICHARD S. HOFFMAN, J.A.D.

DC-004807-15 MERCER
ORDER - REMGULAR MOTION

f

]

|

f

}

i

: |

FOR THE COURT: f

i

b

|

!

1

»T l
}
]
{
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*** AMENDED BLD-392 September 22, 2016
** AMENDED BLD-392 September 9, 2016
*AMENDED - - September 1, 2016
BLD-392 August 25, 2016

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

C.A. No. 16-2641

CHRIS ANN JAYE, Appellant
VS.
ATTORNEY GENERAL NEW JERSEY, ET AL.

(D.N.J. Civ. No. 3-14-cv-07471)

Present: ~ KRAUSE, SCIRICA, and F UENTES, Circuit Judges
| Submitted are:
(1)  Appellant’s motion to summarily vacate;
(2)  Appellant’s motion for summary action with exhibits & addendum;

(3)  Appellees’ Response to Appellant’s motions to summarily vacate
and for summary action;

(4)  Appellant’s Reply to Appeliees’ Response to Appellant’s motions to
summarily vacate and for summary action;

*(5) Appellant’s motion for injunction;

*(6) Appellant’s motion for judicial notice;
**(7) Appellant’s motion to stay;
**(8) Appellees’ Response to motion to stay;
**(9) Appellant’s reply thereto; and

**%(10) Appellant’s motion for injunction, filed September 14, 2016

App 10



Case: 16-2641 Document: 003112439075 Page:1  Date Filed: 10/19/2016

Chris Ann Jaye
PQ Box 5015
Clinton, NJ 08808
‘Date: Oclober 19, 2016
Chris Ann Jaye United States Court of Appeals
Appeliamt Third Circuit
v. ' Case Number: 16-2641
NJ Attorney General, et. al.
Appellee
Motion to Stay State Action Due to
Amended Order by Judge Shipp and
Nubification by This Court of Order
Dated September 22, 2016 per
Deadfine for Appaeal
|
Dear Chief Judge McKee:

In light of the fact that | have been threatened with sancfions for what a judge r;'nas
referred to as “frivolous and duplicate filings” on September 22, 2016, | am ﬁlmg this
motion to you directly. Whatever motivations are behind scaring me from seeking
remgdies in the law, [ will not be deterred. Thus, | make it knowh again - now:.— that
seeking a stay bf state action (as is a right as.a litigant in a pending cwil rights sujt) is a
right. This requast by lawful motion is meither frivolous ner duplicative since harassing

events confinue to happen by state actors involved directly in this case.
Today, again, the sheritf was at my door. Again, today, a card was lefl taped te my
door. Exhibit A. ‘.

Stil, to this day, there is a warrant-out for my arrest over a judgment in the state which
{1) the trial court did not certify as final, (2) the NJ Appellate Court did not-deem final by

any order, and (3) both courts refuse to address the illegal and eroneous.entry of

App 11
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default by the Clerk since | was never in default. A separate judge, not yet named in
this suit but under the contro) of Defendant Judge Jactibson, signed the warrant per an
. : §
information subpoena on the non-final judgmert the trial judge Tefused to stay. - Not only

| did that foot of a judge who should.never sit on a benth deny the stay, he conveniently

failed to even sign a proper order of denial. Thus, due to his failure to comsply with the
law, } am not ahle to seek a stay on a judgment in the appellate court. .And so :this |

warrant idiecy exists.

In light of the fact that this fooltrialjudge {on recall *at the plgasure-" of Chief Jystice
Rabner) is a defendant in this case as is s boss, Judge Jacobson, it is not eitber
Surprising nor unexpected that these games (including the lack of nbtjoe of transfer, the
denial of any judge to vacate an erroneous entry of default, the denial of remaﬁd tothe

court of first review by the NJ Appellate Court, etc.) are taking place.
However, all of this is taking place. And all of it is m bad faith and absent the taw

in seeking a stay of state action with fhe district court, | was repeatedly denied witheut
the proper standard of review. Judge Shipp has a long history of ruling in a mén_ner that
is utterly absent the rule of law as the record shows.

 In tumiing to this court, the same denial without reason and proper standard of review

was given. Not unamusingly, | was denied a stay of judgment pending.an appeal. That

was not what was sought. But alas, the iaw is not being applied anywhere in any court

~ so what differénce does i make?

Since failing to issue a stay in the district court and this court (and after the threats .

made by this court), the dtstrict court via Judge Shipp conveniently realized that it has a
i
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legal duty to adjudicate post-judgment motions. (Judge Shipp's Amended Order
9/26/16). Suddenly, months afier my filings and afier numerous erraneous orders,

Judge Shipp had an epiphany per the rules of court.

However, if he had done his job as required at the onset — | would net have been in this
position. The stay would have been granted by the district court and it would net have

been denied by this court as a judgment pending an appeal (in error).

Yet Judge Shipp did not do his job. in fac}, he has deliberately delayed adjudicating
post-judgment metions until the State of New Jersey rendered its decision on a case

that should have been granted supplemental jurisdiction.

The metions that are still pending now {finally to be addressed) are being heard whille st
the sametime this court refuses to wacate its Septembar 22, 2016. You, as you knpw,

have been briefed on ail ofthis — twice.

Youy, as you know, are also fully aware that | am without a complete record b)f the
district court’s failure to file my documents as well as by this court’s failure to (?iirect the
district court to do its job by filing those missing documents. By the records apd acts of
this court, {hie remedy (the vacating of the dismissal) was a right | had in the law based
on this efror by the Clerk ag well as the stay of state action ] have sought from this

court. Everything was denied.

Despite being denied, denied, denied and denied without a basis in the law, L.have a

right to a $tay of state action riow. The defendants in this case are not only vlfblating my
E

civil rights, but are now conspiring to viclate my civil rights. An arrest warrant ‘is a state
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action. ltneeds to be stayed as daes every other idiotic thing taking place in that

gwamp of corruption called a court controlied by Judge Jacobson. ‘

Without question, | find it difficult to believe that the actions af both Judge Shippiin
delaying adjudication of the motions and of the Clerk in failing to file documents hand-
delvered to.court are just simple errors. And | find it difficuit to believe that the district

court is not in full communication with the defendants {and the state) to-work as.one unit

to make this matter as convoluted as passible.

~And now, with both the distriet court and this court refusing to grant a stay fer no reason
permittedin the taw, | am being harassed yet again (again at my home}) te comply with
an information subpoena via a warrant etitl aut for my arrest over this jssue. Of course,
as stated, the judgment is not final, the judgment was illegally entered as a default, and
the order {deemed judgment) was signed by a defendant in this civil rights suit who did

so without providing me the opportunity of a trial, discovery, etc.

And all of this tras stemmed from the inner workings of the Superior Court of Mercer
County where Defendant Judge Jacobson i directing her staff to sign illegal ar;ders,
sign illegal warrants and act upon illegal acts in her gourt. She, the head of the snake,
is in control of all of this — from the entry of the default, the failure to notify, the

assignmertt of Judge McManimon, etc. This is being dane: And none of this is lagal.
This, by the standard of review required for a stay of state action (not a stay pending an

appeat as was stated by this court), demands the relief sought with a stay. “Denied” is

cohvenient, but it does not provide a basis for the denial. | have a right to a stgy of ali

state ackion.
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Withqut question, | am being harassed and these utterly corrupt defendants who are
state actors are failing to act in good faith. If you take judicial notice of my filings irt this
court, this hag been proyen by the motions | have filed — including the lies told by fhe NJ

AG (counsg! for the defendants)for which no relief was given per FRAP 46.

Regardless of the expegted denial by this court and the threats made by this court, [ am
pufting it on record that | am living under sjege, being harassed, and being placed in

danger by these defendants. And { have been put in danger yet again foday. Exhibit A.

If | were putside, | would have been arrested and swept away to be brought before a
judge where the only option is to provide my entire life’s financial history or remain in jajl
{without bail or the right to an attorney). Based on this illegal warrant and the illegal

acts of those inyalved, | have been forced to alter my life. These defendants have some
unconstitutional and sick control over my life under the false pretense that they are

acting as honorable judges and within state law. They are not.

And by any comimion sense and any application'of the law, the stay of state action

should have been granted and needs to be granted now.

Moreover, since this non-fimal judgment was filed by Steve -Rowland with state
(Judgment Pracess Service overseen by Chief Justice Rabner and NJ Supreme Caurt),

| have a lien against me and all my properties. The money is sacure. But, to add salt te

the wound, more damage has taken place.

Seeking to sell @ home recently, the shyster Steve Rowtand was advised by my attorney

inwriting that payment of the judgment would be rendered by the title company.

Althbugh iliegat and paid under protest as agvised by my attgrney in that transaction,

App 15
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Steve Rowland submitted a pay-off letter to him. This, of course, was done without the
consert of his so-called client, But it was known to all that the money for this tilegal
judgment (nonfinaj and pending.an appeal) would be paid upon the closing of i,thi's

property. It has not yet elased.

Regardless, this shyster, thief and intermeddier Steve Rowland who has absolutely no
standing to speak on behalf of the client he rapresents, failed to advise either the court
or the shemf’s office of this fact. And this shyster failed to advise anyone that monies
will be paid to resolve this issue, the lien, the warrant and the non-final judgment. The
non-final judgment is, by the way, being appealed as well. And still, this is all ¥aking

place.

The state is working with this filth (Steve Rowland) who should have been disbarred to
arrest me until | give them .(thé defendants in this case) my entire financial records.
This is nothing but a tactic by filthy lawyers and judges to use whatever means and
tactics necessary to invade my privacy. And, despite Judge Shipp not certifying my

Challenges to State Statutes, | have chatienged the illegality of this “warrant” with the

federal court,

With all this said, if this is not harassment -- | know not what is. And if a stay {o stop the
illegal action of state actors taking place in the kangaroo courts of the state does not

warrant a stay, then this court does nat know how to apply the law as it is written.

Finally, in light of both my petitien to the US Suprame Court and the motions filed to
Chief Justice Alito pertaining to the violations of due process taking place at tl;nis court

and the district caurt, it is not without coincidence that calis have been made to “bring
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me down” by the sheriff. Without question, I find none of this amusing in the least — and
deem every single inexplicable, unjustifiable, erroreous decision deliberate acts by all to
violate my Civil rights.

Do what you will with this motion — which as history has shown will be “denied” But |
am writing it for the record so that if anything happens to me by these manjacs that refer
to themselves as judgas (butwho, in fact, are deféndants), no one tan state they were
nat aware that thrs harassiment was taking place. It is taking place, has taken ptace and
contirtues to take place - while this court has done nothing but threaten me with

sanctions to stop me from seeking rights in the law..
The bias against pro se litigants is beyond comprehension.

And now, let the NJ AG state again that this court lacks jurisdiction to stay a slate action

when she damn welt knows such stays are permitted in this, a civil rights case:

App 17
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CLD-050 November 22, 2016

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

C.A. No. 16-2641

CHRIS ANN JAYE, Appellant
VS.

ATTORNEY GENERAL NEW JERSEY, ET AL.
(D.N.J. Civ. No. 3-14-cv-07471)

Present: FISHER and SHWARTZ, Ciucuit Judges

Submitted are:

e

(1)  Appellant’s “Motion to Stay State Action’
(2) Appellees’ Response

in the above-captioned case.

Respectfully,

Clerk

- MMW/BNB/dmg/clw
ORDER

The foregoing “Motion to Stay State Action” is denied. Chris Ann Jaye’s
allegations in support of her request for a stay of state court proceedings do not support a
showing that an exception to the Anti-Injunction Act is applicable, and we thus lack the
authority to stay the state court proceedings. See 28 U.S.C. § 2283; 1975 Salaried Emps.
Ret. Plan for Eligible Emps. of Crucible, Inc. v. Nobers, 968 F.2d 401, 408 (3d Cir.
1992). The stay of the briefing schedule, entered on October 31, 2016, shall remain in
place. The parties are directed to file a status report regarding the District Court
proceedings within 30 days of the date of this order and every 30 days thereafter until the
District Court disposes of Jaye’s “Motion to Vacate per R. 60, Amend per R. 59,
Establish Findings of Fact per R. 52(b), Hold a New Trial per R. 59(a)(2) and Take
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Judicial Notice.” When the District Court issues a decision, the parties shall promptly
advise the Court, and the Clerk will issue a briefing schedule at that time.

By the Court,

s/ D. Michael Fisher
Circuit Judge

Dated: November 23, 2016

mlt/cc: Chris Ann Jaye
Ashley Gagnon, Esq.
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Chris Jaye
PO Box 8015
Clinton, NJ 08808

Date: January 24, 2017

Chris Anrt-Jaye United States Court of Appeals
Plaingiff Third Circuit
v. 16-2641
NJ Aitomay General John Hoffman, et. al. Letter Addressing Otder of

November 23, 2016 and
Challenging Jurisdiction of this
Court That An Appeal is Pending

- Appellate Court Judges:

Judge Shipp has advised counsel and defendants as well as the US Court of Appaals,
Third Circuit, that.the arder to the motion to extend time to appeéal an interlocutory order
pertaining to an emergent stay of state action (ECF 59) with ECF 69 has been vacated.
This order was done after Judge Shipp dismissed this case with prejudice (ECF B4-65)
and closed the case. The case was not permitted to be closed since all matters were
not finalized. As such, there can be no pending appéal as the November 23, 2016
order stipulates. See Rule 3.

To highlight the cause and effect of the illegality of these proceedings, | have provided a
detailed list. It will serve no purposa since this court is doing exactly what the district

court is doing - bending the rules to find a way to push s out of court and protect
judges. But | want it as part of the record nonetteless.

App 21
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Let's get a few facts straight on the prejudicial defays taking place at the so-called
federal caurt known as the US District Court of New Jersey:.

1. March 23, 2016 mation (ECF 59) has not be enadjudicated.
TEN MONTHS and counting.

2. May 2016 motion to-dismiss with prejudice has not been vacated as g result of this
known arror. (See Rule 3 and controlling law on piecemeal litigation. )
EIGHT MONTHS and counting.

3. May 2016 FRAP motions nat adjudicated.

EIGHT MONTHS and counting.

4. June 2016, motions filed addressing missing documents not filed in this case by the
Clerk knoewn to both the disirict and appsliate court.  Still not part of the record as of
today.

EGHT MONTHS and counting.

5. September 21, 2016 order stipulating Judge Shipp will address FRAP 4 motions still
not address.

FOUR MONTHS and eounting.

This kind of crap would never be pulled on a lawyer or faw firm. And you, the appeliate
cowrt, knows it. But then again, this is what comesé when judges place themselves
abaove the rule of law and are accougtable to no one.

Rule 1, Rule 3, Rule 8 and Civil Rights Cases

Rule 1 requires speedy and inexpensive adjudication on the metits. But whpo cares
what the US Supreme Court and Congress dictates, right? Lawyers and judges are
above the law!

And thanks to the failures of Judge Shipp and his deliberate, prejudicial, intentional
delays, | have had to comimence with yet another civil rights suit rather than supplement
this suit because he ilegally dismissed with prejudice this case - and is waiting until
God knows when to undo his errors. Eight months and counting. ..
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Rule.3 requires an appeal on a case involving the finality of all mattets. Documents
have. not been filed and all motions have not been adjudicated. As a matter of

procedure, someone (like a federal judge or appellate court

judge) should have vacated the dismissal with prejudice upon the known fact that
£CF 59 has never been adjudicated. (See piecemes) litigation and Rule 3)

instead (much like the missing doguments not filed in this case and known to ali), bath.
the federal court and appeliate court continue on with the totat illegalities taking placé.
under the guise that there is an appeal pending. [n addition to that wrong determination
in the faw, norepresented party would have to wait MORE THAN TWO YEARS to
address a R. 12 sption, obtain discovery, have a conference, etc...

in other words, thanks for destroying my case deliberately and intentionally. If it takes
two years o pass the golden gates to the district court, what other tricks de you all have
up your sleeve for me moving forward? What other blockades? Barriers? You judges

are good at your tricks of the trade ~ | have to give you that,

As 1o Rule 8, the simplicity of it speaks for itself. Itis as simple as it gots. And yetitis
taking Judge Shipp eigtit months to figure out whether or not-he erred in applying the
Twoembly standard over the'Rule 8 standard. For the record, he erred. And he knaws it. -

Antl yet, eight mohths — and counting.

A high school student couldlook at the complaint and make the determination that all
required elements to survive a R. 12 mofion are there. Civil fights cases only require a
Rule 8 pleading. This is not rocket sclence. But for reasons unknown, Judge Shipp
needs years of time, thought and reflection.

One must assume he is-hoping | will die before he decides this singular issue ef this.
case. Yeah, that seems to be in keeping with Rule 1 and the “spirit. of the rules” as to
the administration of qutfce.

On'a final note - remember, IT HAS BEEN.MORE THAN TWO YEARS SINCE | HAVE
FILED. The case has been dismissed twice in error by two judges — both of whom did
not cartify my challenpés to state statutes nor remanded state claims to the state courts.
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It has been more than TWO YEARS SINCE | FILED and | have yet had my complaint
heard since | cannot get pass the golden gates of the US District Court of New Jersey
due to all these egal games being played. And you call this justice, right?

Tricks, Delays, Taetjics and Obstruction of Justice

Tha US Court of Appeals demanded monthly updates. | will do you one better. | will
higihlight why you have no jurisdiction over this appeal and the delays being caused by
the district court to ensure that my case never comes fo light.

While enjoying this detailed list of violations, keep in mind that federal judges are doing
this to a pro se litigant in a civil rights case. And remember, you, the federal judges,
took oathg and are supposed 1o be the guardians of my constitutional rights.

Thanks for.nothing and wasting years of my life with these endless gaimes.

& lilegality One: Judge Shipp dismissed the case with prejudice and closed the
case without adjudicating aft motions.

This case is not only not appealable until all matters are decided, Judge Shipp had no
right to close the case as Judge 3hipp did since there were matters pending that were
not adjudicated. This court, the appeltate court, has been made aware of this ad
nauseum and still continues to act as if there is an appeal, |

However, as it partains to the forever motion in limbo, ECF 59, it was filed on Mareh
28, 2016. We are now ten (10Q) months since that motion was filed without adjudication.

Arid we are new four months, numerous motion cycles and in an entirely new year since
Judge Shipp has vacated his own order based on his own errors pertaining ta this
motion.
u Hiegality Two: Judge Shipp has caused yet another delay in this case to deprive
me of the relief ] iave sought. And this has been dong in total violatian of R. 1.
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Judge Shipp refused to address post-judgment motions for months, (ECF 69)
Attempting to play some game with this case and my rights, Judge Shipp deemed these
timely fited motions nat within his jurisdiction due to an appeal that was nullified by
these motions filed by me. '

Judge Shipp then vacated this esroneous order (ECF 70) and then corrected that
enoneods order (ECF 71) to highlight his errors; noting that he did have a duty io

~adjudicate those motions. Of course, this revelation ¢ame after a letter to the LJS Court
of Appeals was-wriiten by me noting that it was continuing with an appeal although
FRAP 4 motions had not been heard and the record was not complete. Clearly,
someone intervengd and Judge Shipp realized he coutd not “pass the buck.”

These pending FRAP 4 motions have still not been heard since they were filed on May
28, 2016. We are now eight (8) months since they were filed and nearly five (5) months
since Judge Shipp realized he a duty to adjudicate them. '

® {llegality Three! Judge Shipp has delayed adjudicating post-judgment mations
for MONTHS by his own efrors and “mistakes.” The result is the spoliation of
discovery and additional harm-at the state level that cantinues by and through the
acts of these defendants/state actors ard now their legal counsel.

Throughout his case, Judge Shipp repeatedly lied in his orders and violated the rules to
_render itlegal and invalid decision that ensured my rights in the {aw, specifically 28 U.S.
Code § 1654, would be violated. These lies in these arder would then be deemed true

upon an appeal of same.

® lllegality Four: Upon review of ECF 19 (Plaintiff's motian for reconsideration),
Judge Shipp had a had a duty to ensure that R. 15was granted to me absent

any motion.

B lllegality Five: Judge Shipp had a duly to vacate the dismissal/closure order
~ (ECF 10) and adjudicate ECF 3 and ECF 7. Judge Shipp had a duty to vacate
the subsequent erder {ECF 17)'by Judge Sheridan and adjudicate motions he
could not adjudicate due to his conflicts (ECF 12 and 13).

App 25
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As a matter of law, Judge Pisano had no right to close the case (R. 15) and Judge
Sheridan had no right to hear the ease (ECF 16, ECF 17) since he should have recused
~ himself.at the start and not-by my motion. (ECF 26) And so Judge Shipp had a duty to
~ do what they failed to do — adjudicate the motions that they did not or coutld not.

Instead of doing that which was required by the law, Judge Shipp chose to seek a
reason to allow these denials to stand when neither Judge Pisano nor Judge Sheridan
had any legal right to deny as moot or dismiss with prejudice anything while a R. 15
amended complaint was pending before the court. The denial of reconsideration and to
vacate all orders as well as the failure to adjudicate that which was improperly deemed
moopt or denied was a violation of R. 1 and the spirit of the rules and contrailing law.

m lliegality Six: In addition to the violation of R. 15 that was upheld, Judge Pisano
did not sua sponte provide me an apportunity to amend this civil rights case.

Eletoher-Harlea v, Pote Conerete.Canteactars, 482 F. 3d.247 - 3rd Circuit 2007

In District Council 47 v. Bradley, 795 F.2d 310, 3167(3d Gir. 1986), we used a
footnote from Borelli v_Cily of Reading, 532 F.2d 950 {3d Cir.1976) {per
curiam), and our decision inh Darr, to create a rule that district courts in civil rights
cases must extend the plaintiff an opporturiity to amend — irrespective of
whether it was requested and irrespective of whether the plaintiff was counseled

— before dismissirig a complaint.

m llegality Seven: Judge Shipp illegally ordered | amend a perfectly accepjable
amended complaint based on Judge Shendan's findings when no such review gf
the amended complaint was sought nor reeded to be saught. (SeeR. 15and R.
12 as to defendants’ filings)

® lllagality Eight: Judge Shipp had a duty to vacate Judge Sheridan’s orders {all of
them) since he had recused himself from this case only after a motion was filed
by the pro se Plaintiff. (ECF 25 per ECF 16 and ECF 19)
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,B_y» directing me to file another amended that which complied with R. 8 (see Ericksbn),
Judge Shipp placed in the recoerd that my first amended complaint was not valid. (ECF
30-31) Judge Shipp burdened me with an additional task and expense of amendihg a
valid complaint to the benefit of the defendants and to my detriment. (Rule 1) Thus,
another tactic of delay.

Moreover, and by and through this-order, Judge Shipp ensured that the record refletted
that Judge Shipp bestowed upon me the gift to amend when no leave to amend
required. (See R. 15) '

m fllegality Nine: Judge Shipp had a duty ta adfniniste? justice as per R. 1. The
case had been lingering in limbo since the illegal closure by Judge Pisano (ECF
10), the illegal adjudication by a judge who failed to recuse himself as required
(ECF 25) and for six months since the filing of my motions on May 28, 2015.

(ECF 19)
- m Hegality Ten: It took Jydge Shipp and this court nearly a year from the time of

Judge Pisano's illegal order (ECF 10) to order that | file a second amended
complaint (ECF 30-31) before the case was reopened. !

Judge $hipp further protected the defandants (state actars and his former colleagues)
by ensuring ng R. 16 Obnferencé nor any disclosures were required. Clearly, it was
assumed at the start this case would be dismissed regardless of how artful or inartful
my pleadings were.
= illegality Eleven: R. 16(b)(2) timeline was not observed. No attempt to
communicate with me was made. Judge Shipp relied on my lack of knowledge to
deprive me of that which | had a right to have.
m Challenges to the standing of the NJ AG to defend state actors in their individua)
capacity remained unaddressed smce no discovery was permitted.

1 Counsel for the Defendants did not cite Ericksom in either of their two motions 1o dismiss. Judge Shipp
did not cite this case in the motion to dismiss with prejudice. However, Erickson was noted in my
opposition te the second motion to dismiss — which was never filed by the Clerk. Copy o the stamped
document can'be found in the US Court of Appeals Third Circuit where it was filed and not ordered tp be
inciiuded into the record.
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Further steps were taken by Judge Shipp to ensure that state actors and their itlegal
racket would not be impacted by chaliengses to state statutes. By not cettifyirg them,

they were never addressed.

® Hlegality Twelve: Judge Shipp refused 1o comply with federal law -and certify the
Challenges to State Statutes filed with my complaint in December 2014.

® liegality Thirteen: Judge Shipp stilt has not certified my challenges to state
statutes and have since deemed them moot. (ECF 64-65) 2

The. FRCP 5.1, states: (b) CERTIFICATION BY THE COURT. The court must, under 28
U.S.C §2403, certify to the appropriate attomey general that a statute has been
questioned, But why should a federat judge comply with federal rules?

Relying on the illega! acts of the judg;és who have been involved in this case, Judge
Shipp has dedlared in the mpst recent motion to dismiss with prejudice with no
opportunity to amend and my state claims not remanded {the second such osder in the
this case). His reason is that i failed to plead in accordance to the Twombly standard.

W lllegality Fourieen: 'ECF 64-65 fraudulently declares that Judge Shipp provided
me opportunitfes to amend. This is not true. By the FRCP, 1 had a right to

amend per R. 15.
N {itegality Fifteen. Judge Shipp was fully aware | was a pro se litigart and was
fully aware that the pleading standard of R. 8 (see Erickson) was the appropriate

 standard in this case — a oMl rights case.

‘Relying on orders in this case, Judge Shipp has also sabotaged anothey case by
stating false facts pertaining to fhe “opportunities” given me te me in this case as a
basis to deny the right-to amend my complaint in that case. (15-8324, ECF 305 & 306)

>‘These challenged did mut disappeat, but tiave been ignored. We are now iwo {pce these have
hess filed, The same dissegand of these challenges in the matter of 15-8324 were deefred "moot.
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@ lliegality Sixteen: The lies of this case told by Judge Shipp have now impacted
anothes tase and deprived me rights in that.case. Judge Shipp was fully aware |
sought a right to amend that complaint in that other case. He denied it based on
false facts he created in this case and based on orders which have not been
appealed. | have been denied right in another case dua to lies told in this case.

At no time and throughout the case, did Judge Shipp apply controfling law and the
apprapriate standard as it pertains to civil rights cases and stays of state action. As
stated in my documents, this wars done with the intent to have the state render a verdict
m advance of this court's verdict. By having the state rule first (due ta Judge Shipp |
delaying adjudicating motions in this case for months), this court (and Judge Shipp)
: clearly expect that they can improperly rely on Rooker-Feldman as an out in the future
as it pertains to other matters or supplemental pleadings sought & his erder to dismiss
with prejudice is not overtumed. These are tactics, not judicial acts.

. ® Wegality Seventeen: Ris the duty of a federal judge to apply both state and
' federal law to all cases. Judge Shipp did not apply the exception to the rule as it
pertains to stays of state action in civil rights cases at any time. Judge Shipp
denied such stays for every reason under the sun absent the excepfion in the law
~ ~and failing to address the cases | cited which supported my right to such relief.

8 lllegality Eighteen: Judge Shipp illegally delayed adjudicating motions and this
case to ensure that a related state civil rights case proceeded and were
adjudicated (dismissed) by the state. Judge Shipp, having violated his duties
under R. 1, then conveniently deemed all relief sought to supplement the case as
mool. (ECF 64-65) .

m llegality Nineteerr: Judge Shipp illégally deprived me the right to-supplemental
jurisdiction over a state case (causing piecefmeat litigation) by delaying
adjudicating a notitm for supplemental jurisdiction until such time the matter was

. decided-by the NJ Appellate Court and conveniently deemed *moot.”

& lliegality Twenty: Despite my letters opposing extenisions not provided i the
rules, Judge Shipp coordinated with Judge Bongiovani to extend time for the
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defendant’s apposition o my timely filed motions {ECF 40 and 41) to ensure that
adjudication by the state was had prior to his decision rendering a dismissal with

 prejudics. (ECF 64-65)

Judge Shipp lied in his motion to dismiss with prejudice (denying the right to amend and
refusing to remand state claims) as it pertained to Rooker-Feldman. Congidering there
- were siate claims, Rooker-Feldman did not apply to them. Considering the court relied
on pleadings {statements pertaining to state jJudgments) which were outside the face of
the complaint, Rooker-Feldman could not apply unless the defendants provided proef.
The motion was required by the rules to be treated as a summary judgment. It was not.

Judge Shipp did not require any certtfication of proof from the defendants and their
counsel (all state actars). The word of the liars {defendants and counsels} was
sufficient to dismiss this case {and state claims) with prejudice.

Of course, federal judges are not allowed to make assumptions and must look to proofs.
This does not happen in cases where there is an agendd set by the court to rid the
courts of pro se litigants.

[ ‘megality Twenty-Two: The order to dismiss based on Rooker-Feldman (ECF 64-
- 65) was not only legally wrong since fie final judament existed at the time the
. suit was filed. it was not supported with any documentary evidence. (ECF 42)
- liegality Twenty-Thwee: Judge Shipp improperly treated a R, 12 motion for
summary judgment (EGF 42) withaut the required procedures being followed and
absent proofs, affidavits, elc.

. | lllegality Twenty-Four: Judge Shipp allowed counsel to create new law that
Judge Shipp knew did not apply to this case and permitted same to not cite
contradicting law, such as Erickson, in its papers to render his degision.

u liegality Twenty-Five: Judge Shipp dismissed a state claim with prejudice based
~on Reoker-Feldmarn when that only applies to federal cases.
® Niegality Twenty-Six: Judge Shipp was made aware that the defendants had tied
in their pleadings and did not immediately seek to vacate his order sua sponte.
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a lliegality Twenty-Seven: Judge Shipp was made aware that my opposition was
not filed (as well as other doeuments) and still continued to aduise afl parties that
he would gddress FRAP 4 motions on 8n incomplete record. (ECF 70 and ECF

71)

Total Disregard of Judiclal Notice

Taking judicial notice of a case in the same court to which Judge Shipp was assigned,
the case of 15-8324, including but not limited o ECF 127, would have provided ample
proof to any competent judge that the state actors being sued for violating my civil rights
had - in fact — violated my civil rights. Although on notice and having had this available
to him for consideration, Judge Shipp did nothing with this information.

Fully aware by court records {considered evidence) that the state actor defendants in
this case entertained legal argument from caunsel without sténding and rerdered
detision not permitted in the law due to the relief being based in criminal acts, Judge
Shipp continued to protect the defendants in this case.

And it contirued in this court when relief addressing the lies of the defendants and their
counsel were denied by this court and ignored by Judge Shipp.

As it pertains to judicial notice and the evidence in the case of 15-8324, Judge Shipp
denied my motion for summary judgment in thiat tase (ECF 127) three days after it was
filed (ECF 129) for no reason in the Jaw. Not a single defendant had to respond to it,
Nat only does this show that Judge Shipp can make fast rulings when it fits his agenda,
it demonsirates nothing but yet another protective act by this federal judge to protect the
liars and violajore of my civil rights in this civil rights case.

And, of course, Judge Shipp could have also considered the appeal on the interlocutory
order in that case {Docket 16-2315) and the petition filed to the US Supreme Court
{Docket 16-451).

But why look at evidence when state actor-defendants and their counsel can simply lie
and get their way.
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Conclusion

This coust has np jurisdiction to hear any appeal. But you ordered we give you updates.
in turn, again judicial notice of alt of this case and all facts presented are being

requested.

The evidence is before you. The delays are before you. The games are before you.
The lies are before you. Lawyers-tumed-judges acting in these case are not as skilifut
as they think they are in playing these games with niy rights. They simply have the
power {o violate the law and hide behind immunities to do so. But that will not deter me.
1 am prepared to call out every lie, trick and tactic along the way until something is dons
to address these abuses of power.

I am certain that stating this will resultin some illegal order from this court to silence me.
| am expecting that. Judge Ciccone barred me from using public augio tapes of motions
hearings | purchased to ensure the illegdities in her court were not made known. Of
course, she had no right. But who cares about rights? So to put it plaindy, | am
expeoting some cfeative next move from the federal court as welt as the court to find

some otheér creative reasen why this case can be disrissed.

Since the reasons given by Judge Shipp are.without merit, | &m sure you are all
scouring the booke to see.how you can rid me from the courts while using certain words
to ensure that the arders are as insulting to rme as possible. Allin all, | expect the cqurt
to act against me rather than uphold my rights. ‘I*his is not my first time at the rodeo.

As to the delays, illegdl findings of fact and insuling orders, these are also nothing rew.
it has been done time and again, by both state and federal actors, All the while, the

-thieves and entbezzlers are still in place committing their cimes -~ and still backed by

-the state via state-sanctioned extortion. And now the same criminals involved are
backed by the federal court. But rio'one can say they were not told. You have all been
told. And the evidence is in the record as is this update pertaining to an appeal that

-does not exist involving my civil rights case filed an December 2, 2014.
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Subject: 2017 Oak Knoll Village Mesting Dates
From: Dak Knoll Village COA, Inc. - TRACYS (tblair@accesspm.com)

To: costactcaj@yahoo.cont;
Date: Menday, January 23, 2017 6:03 PM

Oak Knofl Village Owners:
Attached please find the ycar's schedulc of board mcectings for 2017. Plcase print-this or mark your calendars -

we hope to see you at & few this year. The next meeting is fiext Tues. Iap, 31st at 7;00pm at the peol house.

Tracy Blair, PCAM, CMCA; AMS
Vice President & Regional Manager
Access Property Management

3477 Corporate Parkway, Suite 160
Center Valley, PA 18034
484.224.3463 / 610.791.4600 fax

- Attachments
= 2017 Board Meeting Dates.pdf (287.10KB)
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FILED, Clovh of tha Appelias Divasian, Januery 13, 2017, A-004342-15

ORDER ON MOTION

ol t
-

 0AK FNOLL CONDGNINZUM
OWNERS ASSOCTATION
Y.

CHIIS ANN JAYE

MOTION FELED1 12/19/2016

ANBWER(S)
FILED:

SUPENIOR COURT OF WEW JERSBY
APPELLATE DIVISION-
MOTION NO, a-m;zazsum

BEFOIE PART B
JUDGE(S):  CARMEN MESSAND

BY: CHRES JAXE

SUBMITTED. TO COURT: Januaiy 09, 2017

QRUER

- ——

TRIS KATTIRER HAVING bEEN éunx PRE!BJSQ‘ED TO IBE GOUR’I‘, IT I8, ON THIS
13tn day of, Januegy. 2017, HEREBY ORDERED AS. FOLLOVS 1

MOTION. 7. DEMAND FOR REPERRAL TO
BAE PER STEVE RUWLAND AND XBRNETH.
SAUTER REGARDBING NJ RPE VIOLATION

SUPPLEMENTAL:

DC-0Q4B07~18  MERCER
DANRI ~ REGULAR MOTION
i 4

rrr et H -

Dﬂﬂl&ﬁ

FOR THE COURT:

Cmm Hgm «2'- J'A.‘D .
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PO Box 5015
Clinton, NJ 08809

Date: August 14, 2017

Chris Ann Jaye ~ United States Court of Appeals
Appeliant _ . Third Circuit

V. Case Number: 16-2641

NJ Attorney General John J. Hoffman,
et al. Emergent Injunctive Relief to Stay All

Appeliee Federal Cases and Motion
to Transfer Case and Appeal to A
Neutral Verue

Dear Justices Ambro, Krause and Nygaard,

As has been the case and conéinuags to be the case, this court has ensuréed that the
judges of the district and state courts could continue to violate my rights without any
intervention of any kind. And it is more apparent that more is to come as of tomorrow

- when you rule in this matter.

For the record, no one in this matter has scheduled my August 3, 2017 and August 4,
2017 motions. | sbﬁght emergent relief to change the venue. | did not do that for
amusement. | did that because there is a concerted effort to bar me from seeking refief
against state and federal actors in these courts. And there is a concerted effort to stop
me from taking action against illegal acts taking place in the State of New Jersey.
Instead of any relief, | have been barred, blocked and denied any and all remedies in the

law. And it is happening in this court as well.
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If not for the improper condyect of the district court judges, | would not be before you

now. And yet this court has just tumed a blind eye to it. And se the harm continues in

the district and state courts while this court does nothing.

As the record proves, Judge Shipp knew full well that | sought to seek @ suit against him
in the matter of 1:16-cv-07771. He was fully aware that | deeméd him upfit. He was
fully aware | filed a judicial complaint against him. And yet he continued to act when any

reaspnable person would find that he was no longer impartial.

The result has been the dismissal of all parties in that matter, except Defendant Melfi.
He has vacated her default. And by doing this, my pending appeal of 17-2231 has alsg
been harmed. He knows exactly how to rule and when to rule to do the most damage.

And he has dpne this while being a named litigant in the suit of 17-cv-05257.

As to that matter, the judges in the district court further conspired to ensure that 1:17-
05257 has never come to light. The transfer of the case was done without notice of
assignment. { was ordered ta comply with an OTSC. The summons from the Clerk

have been withheld. My filing of July 18, 2017 has ngt been posted. Attached.

And yet conveniently, Judge Shipp (2 named defendant in that case) ruled to protecting
these same state actors in the matter of 1:16-cv-07771 which gives the other district
court some authority to rely on this ruling to block the suit of 1:17-cw-05257. Of course -
Judge Shipp would have and should have recused himself upon notice of the suit in the
matter of 1:17-cv-05257. But he did not. He chose to continue to fule against me with

full knowledge of all that he could not be impartial - and nor could the district court.
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Through these recent rulings, Judge Shipp has used his bench to save others from
harm, including himself. His intent in ruling in the case of 1:16-cv-07771 was notoniy to
impact not that case, but this pending appeal, the appeal 0f17-2231 and now 1:17-cy-

| 05257. And now this .court is going io rule on orders by this same judge via this same

district court which has shown sugh a total regard for my rights, the rules and due

process.

This conspiraey and illegality iﬁvolving such orders and the manipulation of public
records is further proven by the fact that no one in this US Appellate Count, Third Circuit
found it worthy to remand an incomplete docket (falsely certified) or even bother to
schedule the emergent motions ﬁled by me on August 4, 2017. There is no end to what

can be done in total violation of the law. There is no end.

Unless you all think | am blind, | am fully aware of the hell that yau intend to unleash
ypon me tomorrovi( as vengeahce for seéking accountability of judges. If justice was v
going to be given and the law was going to be applied to this case, itwould have corhe -
by now via stays of state actions, remands for adjudication an the merits and other
orders which would have prevented the records from being manipulated. Emergent

-motions would have been scheduled for adjudication and this court would have removed

this entire matter to a neutral venue as sought by me.

Instead, it did not schedule the motions, has ignored the fact that it is dealing with an
incomplete record, has entertained a motion to dismiss based on nothing (in order to
affitm via plenary review) and has allowed a judge beirig sued by me to protect his own

(8nd himself) as he has just done in the matter of 16-cv-07771 (ECF 80, 81).

App 38



Case: 16-2641 Document: 003112700468 Page: 4 Date Filed: 08/14/2017

~ Clearly, this cpurt has no intention of even considering have neutral eyes placed on

these cases and adjudicated according to the law. it is without wonder why so many US
Court of Appeals, Third Circuit judges have failed to uphold the dictate of the US
Supreme Court, have allowed this appeal to proceed when all matters are not final and

have failed to protect my rights in terms of enguring that challenges to state statutes and

other motions were addressed.

And there is np doubt that you can see the manipulation of the district court records in
this case and in gthers, such as 17-cv-05257. But you simply choose toignore it. And
by ignoring it, you are guaranteeing that there will never be any path to any justice in this
court. You are the protectors of the district court judges in the same manner the district
court judges have protected tﬁe state judges. There is ample proof in this case and
others aforementjoned that demonstrate an absolute contempt for my civil rights.

Whatever the reason, this court and its judges should no longer be a party toit.

But instead of taking judicial notice of all of these ilieg‘al games and taking steps to
uphoid the law, you -- Justice Ambro, Krause and Nygaard -- are prepared to rule
tomomow - on an incomplete record, based on Judge Shipp's sua sponte orders and

with full knowledge that | have sought a total change of venue.

I still seek a change of venue, My August 4, 2017 motion did not disappear. But since

the only goal is to unleash hell on mie, there is nothing  can do but wait for the hell that

is 10 come while all my rights are ignored by all involved.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT -

DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY
CHRIS ANN JAYE,
Plaintiff, v |
v Civil Action No. 14-7471 (MAS) (TJB)
NJ ATTORNEY GENERAL JOHN ORDER
HOFFMAN, et al.,
- Defendants.

This matter comes before the Court on Plaintiff Chris Ann Jaye's (“Plaintiff”’) Motions to
Vacate, Eétablish Findings of Fact, Hold New Trial, and Take Judicial Notice. (ECF No. 67.)
Opposition was filed by Defendants New Jersey Attorney General John Hofﬁnan in his official
capacity, Deputy Attorney G;ncral ane Curva in her official capacity, the Honorable Peter
Buchsbaum in his individual and ofﬁéial capacities, the Honorable Yolanda Ciccone in her
individual and official capacities, the Honorable Mary Jacobson in hér official capacity, the
Honor#ble Patrick McManimon in his official capacity, Christopher Koos in his official capacity,
Judith Iriizari in her official capacity, and Caroline Record in her individual and official capacities
 (collectively, “Defendants™).5 (ECF No. 73.) Plaintiff then replied. (ECF No. 74.) For the
reasons set forth in the accompanying Memorandum Opinion, and other good cause shown,

ITISon thisit;; of January 2017, hereby ORDERED that:

1. Plaintiff’s Motions to Vacate, Establish Findings of Fact, Hold New Trial, and

Take Judicial Notice (ECF No. 67) are DENIED.

$ Defendants’ opposition indicates that it is also filed on behalf of Shari K. Black who was
terminated as a party to this case on January 14, 2016. (ECF No. 73.)
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2. Because Plaintiff has already paid the filing fee in connection to her appeal to the
United States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit, Plaintiff need not pay a second

time afier the issuance of this decision.

Madiqpp

MICHAEL A. SHIPP
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

App 42
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NOT FOR PUBLICATION
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

CHRIS ANN JAYE,

Plaintiff,

v. ' Civil Action No. 14-7471 (MAS) (TIB)

: NJATTORNEY GENERAL JOHN MEMORANDUM OPINION

HOFFMAN, et al.,

Defendants.

SHIPP, District Judge

This matter comes before the Court on Plaintiff Chris Ann Jaye’s (“Plaintiff”) Motions to
Vacate, Establish Findings of Fact, Hold New Trial, and Take Judicial Notice. (ECF No. 67.)
Opposition was filed by Defendants New Jersey Attorney General John Hoffman in his official
capacity, Deputy Attorney General lone Curva in 'her official capacity, the Honorable Peter
Buchsbaum in his individual and official capacities, the Honorable Yolanda Ciccone in her
individual and official capacities, the Honorable Mary Jacobson in her official capacity, the
Honorable Patrick McManimon in his official capacity, Christopher Koos in his official capacity,
Judith Irizzari in her official capacity, and Caroline Record in her individual and official capacities
~ (collectively, “Defendants™).! (ECF No. 73.) Plaintiff then replied. (ECF No. 74.)

The Court has carefully considered the submissions from the parties and decides the
matters without oral argument pursuant to Local Civil Rule 78.1. For the reasons set forth below,

Plaintiff"s Motions are DENIED.

! Defendants’ opposition indicates that it is also filed on behalf of Shari K. Black who was
terminated as a party to this case on January 14, 2016. (ECF No. 73.)
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: l ' Backgrmmd2

This action arises from several state court lawsuits in which Plaintiff was a litigant.
Plaintiff alleges that the state court wrongfully ruled against her. On December 2, 2014, Plaintiff,
proceeding pro se, filed a sixty-three-page Complaint against the New Jersey Attorey General, a
- deputy attorney general, several members of the New Jersey judiciary, and various state court
personnel. (Compl,, ECF No. 1.} In her Complaint, Plaintiff alleges, inter alia, that Defendants
violated 42 US.C. § 1983 and the New Jersey Civil Rights Act in connection with their
involvement in a state court action against Plaintiff for unpaid condominium common charges and
_ iﬁ actions by Plaintiff against her condominium association. (Compl. 61-62.) After a series of
motions resulted in the dismissal of Plaintiff’s Complaint (ECF No. 1) and Amended Complaint
(ECF No. 13), Plaintiff filed .a Second Amended Complaint (ECF No. 34). Upon Defendants’
. Motions to Dismiss (ECF Nos. 42; 45, 46), the Court dismissed the Second Amended Complaint
ﬁm prejudice (ECF Nos. 64, 65). Within one week of the Court’s decision, Plaintiﬂ’ filed the
instant Motions to Vécate, Establish Findings of Fact, Hold New Tﬁal, and Take Judiciva] Notice.
(ECF No. 67.)

.  Motion to Vacate

Under Rule 60(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, courts have discretion to grant
a paﬁy relief from a final Jjudgment, order, or proceeding. See Shapiro v. Baker, 646 F. Supp.
1127, 1128 n.1 (D.N.J. 1986) (citing Greco v. Reynolds, 416 F.2d 965 (3d Cir. 1969)). Rule 60(b)

~ “applies only to“final’ judgments and orders.” Penn W. Assocs., Inc. v. Cohen, 371 F.3d 118, 125

* The Court assumes familiarity with the facts of this case, which are set forth in the Court’s
previous opinion. (Feb. 10, 2015 Op., ECF No. 10.) The Court, therefore, includes only the facts
relevant to the pending motions.
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(3d Cir. 2004) (quoting Torres v. Chater, 125 F.3d 166, 168 (3d Cir. 1997)). Rule 60(b) provides
for relief from a final judgment only for the following reasons: “(1) mistake,’ inadvertence,
surprise, or excusable neglect; (2) newly discovered evidence that, with reasonable diligence,
could not have been discovered in time to move for a new trial under Rule 59(b); (3) fraud, . . .
misrepresentation, or misconduct by an opposing party; (4) the judgment is void; (5) the judgment
has been satisfied, released or discharged . . . ; or (6) any other reason that justifies relief.” Fed.
R. Civ. P. 60(b). |

Here, Plaintiff’s Motion to Vacate arises under subséction (3) and Plaintiff alleges that
counsel for Defendants made fraudulent misrepresentations to the Court in their February 17, 2016
Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff's Amended Complaint (ECF No. 42). (Pl.'s Moving Br. 2-7, ECF No. -
67.) Specifically, Plaintiff points to Defendants’ argument that the Rooker-Feldman Doctrine
precludes the Court from exercising jurisdiction due to underlying state court judgments. (/d. at
- 3.) Plaintiff contends that Defendants mischaracterized the “finality” of the state court judgments
and that Defendants failed to attach relevant court documents in support of their statements. (/d.)

Plaintiff further contends that Defendants mischaracterized the nature of her action as
arising out of state court judgments against Plaintiff, and by failing to mention that her action arose
from a civil rights violation. (/d. at 4.) Plaintiff argues that Defendants possess no right to
characterize the nature of her case. (/d.) Finally, Plaintiff makes numerous legal arguments

regarding the inapplicability of the Rooker-Feldman Doctrine to her case. (/d. at 5-7.)

3 Rule 60(b) does not apply to a court’s alleged “legal error.” United States v. Fiorelli, 337 F.3d
282, 288 (3d Cir. 2003) (“[A] Rule 60(b) motion may not be used as a substitute for an appeal, and
. .. legal error, without more does not warrant relief under that provision . . . .”) (intemal quotation
marks and citation omitted).
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Despite Plaintiff’s characterization of Defendants’ conduct as based upon “fraud” and
“lies,” Plaintiff fails to identify any instance in which Defendants committed fraud upon the Couxjt_.
Plaintiff fails to identify or submit any evidence indicating that the underlying state court
judgments were not “final.” In contrast, Defendants submitted copies of the underlying state court |
decisions that dismissed Plaintiff’s state claims on their merits. (See ECF No. 42-2.) By arguing
:that Deféndanis did not submit ény cevidence in support of their claim that underlying state court
judgments existed, when clearly Defendants submitted the relevant documents, Plaintiff makes a
_ gross misrepresentation to the Court, Further, Plaintiff’s argument that Defendants have no right
to characterize the nature of her case in their own statement of facts is without merit. Similarly,
Plaintiff’s legal argurhents regarding the applicability of the Rooker-Feldman Doctrine do not raise

any issue of fraud. For these reasons, Plaintiff’s Motion to Vacate is denied.

III. Motion to Amend Judgment

Plaintiff also moves to amend tﬁe Court’s May 25, 2016 Order (ECF No. 65), which
dismissed Plaintiff’s claims with prejudice, to add “findings of fact.” (Pl.’s Moving Br. 7.)
Plaintiff argues that federal law permits the relief Plaintiff seeks, and Plaintiff does not provide | ”
further exblanation with regard to this Motion. (/d. at 7-8.) As Plaintiff provides no basis for her
| Motion, and because the Court is not aware of any legitimate basis upon which to grant the Motion,
Plaintiff’s Motion to Amend Judgment is denied.

1V. Motion for New Hearing

Plaintiff secks a “new hearing” pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59, which
provides the procedure for seeking a new trial. (Pl.’s Moving Br. 8.) In support, Plaintiff only
argues that Defendants’ fraudulent statements to the Court and the inapplicability of the Rooker-

Feldman Doctrine justify a “new hearing.” (Id.) Given that Rule 59 governs “new trials™ and does
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not provide for the reconsideration of decisions on motions to dismiss, the Court denies Plaintiff’s

Rule 59 Motion.
V. Motion for the Court to Take Judicial Notice

Plaintiff moves for the Court to take judicial notice of the fact that “Judge Ciccone, as
alleged in [Plaintiff’s} [CJomplaint, took it upon herself to render decisions via a cross-motion
involving an order that was ordered by the Appellate Court and for which no relief was sought by
anyone to the Appellate Court.” (/d. at 10.) Federal Rule of Evidence 201(b) govemns judicial
notice: “The court may judicially notice a fact that is not subject to reasonable dispute because it:

(1) is generally known within the trial court’s territorial jurisdiction; or (2) can be accurately and

| readily determined from sources whose accuracy cannot reasonably be questioned.” Accordingly,

it is within the Court’s discretion whether to take judicial notice of a fact. See Dzielak v. Whirlpool
Corp., 26 F. Supp. 3d 304, 319 (D.N.J. 2014).

After reviewing the facts in the record, Plaintiff’s proffered statement, and the referenced
provisions in Plaintiff’s .Complaint, the Court declines to take judicial notice. The statement
incorporates Plaintiffs’ pleading, which contains numerous facts subject to reasonable dispute. In
addition, the Court cannot accurately and readily determine Plaintiffs alleged fact. For these

reasons, the Court denies Plaintiff’s Motion to Take Judicial Notice.
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V1. Conclusion
For the reasons set forth above, Plaintiff’s Motions to Vacate, Establish Findings of Fact,

Hold New Trial, and Take Judicial Notice (ECF No. 67) are DENIED. The Court will enter an

ZZ(&:%; 'a\ﬂ
MICHAEL A. SHPP

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUBGE

order consistent with this decision.?

Dated: Jannary‘z_f;(l)l 7

4 The Court notes that Plaintiff has already paid the filing fee in connection to her appeal to the
United States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit. Plaintiff, therefore, need not pay a second
time after the issuance of this decision.
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

No. 16-2641

CHRIS ANNJAYE,
Appellant

ATTORNEY GENERAL NEW JERSEY;

DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL IONE K. CURVA, in her Official Capac:ty
THE HON. PETER A. BUCHSBAUM, individually and in his
Official Capacity as Judge of the Law Division of Hunterdon County;
THE HON. YOLANDA CICCONE, individually and in her
Official Capacity of Assignment Judge Law Judge of the
Superior Court of Hunterdon, Somerset and Warren;

THE HON. MARY C. JACOBSON, in her Official Capacity as
Assignment Judge and Presiding Judge in the Law Division of the
Superior Court of Mercer County;,

HON. PATRICK MCMANIMON, in his Official Capacity as
Special Civil Part Judge of the Superior Court of Mercer County;
CHRISTOPHER KOOS, in his Official Capacity as Civil Division Team Leader
for the Superior Court of Mercer County;

JUDITH IRIZZARI, in her Official Capacity as
Civil Division Manager for the Superior Court of Mercer County;
CAROLINE RECORD, individually and in her Official Capacity as
NJ Supreme Court's Secretary for the Office of Attorney Ethics;
JOHN DOES 1-25 (FICTITIOUS NAMES), individually and
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(D.C. Civil Action No. 3:14-cv-07471)
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Submitted Pursuant to Third Circuit LAR 34.1(a)

August 15, 2017

Before: AMBRO, KRAUSE and NYGAARD, Circuit Judges

JUDGMENT

This cause came to be considered on the record from the United States District
Court for the District of New Jersey and was submitted pursuant to Third Circuit LAR
34.1(a) on August 15, 2017. On consideration whereof, it is now hereby

ORDERED and ADJUDGED by this Court that the judgment of the District Court
entered May 25, 2016, and January 24, 2017, be and the same are hereby affirmed. Costs
taxed against the appellant. All of the above in accordance with the opinion of this Court.

Dated: August 22, 2017

g 091317
Teyg. a2

Teste: 7’(«»\«. 71 Watdro

Clerk, U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit

ATTEST:

s/Marcia M. Waldron

Clerk
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ATTORNEY GENERAL NEW JERSEY;

DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL IONE K. CURVA, in her Official Capacity;
THE HON. PETER A. BUCHSBAUM, individually and in his
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THE HON. YOLANDA CICCONE, individually and in her
Official Capacity of Assignment Judge Law Judge of the
Superior Court of Hunterdon, Somerset and Warren,;

THE HON. MARY C. JACOBSON, in her Official Capacity as
Assignment Judge and Presiding Judge in the Law Division of the
Superior Court of Mercer County;
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Special Civil Part Judge of the Superior Court of Mercer County;
CHRISTOPHER KOOS, in his Official Capacity as Civil Division Team Leader
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Civil Division Manager for the Superior Court of Mercer County;
CAROLINE RECORD, individually and in her Official Capacity as
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JOHN DOES 1-25 (FICTITIOUS NAMES), individually and
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Submitted Pursuant to Third Circuit LAR 34.1(a)
August 15,2017

Before: AMBRO, KRAUSE and NYGAARD, Circuit Judges

(Opinion filed: August 22, 2017)
OPINION™

PER CURIAM

Chris Ann Jaye, proceeding pro se, appeals from orders of the United States
District Court for the District of New Jersey dismissing her civil rights action and her
post—judgment motion for reconsideration. For the reasons that follow, we will affirm.

Jaye filed a complaint pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and the New Jersey Civil
Rights Act, which she later amended in response to an order directing her to comply with
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a), alleging that various New Jersey state court judges;
state court staff, and the New Jersey Attorney General and Deputy Attorney General
violated her rights in connection with several state court casés. Those cases involve an
ongoing dispute between Jaye and her condominium association regarding unpaid
condominium fees. Defendants filed a motion to dismiss. The District Court dismissed
the second amended complaint, determining that it still failed to comply with the
requirements of Rule 8(a) and that, in any event, Jaye’s claims were subject to dismissal

for lack of subject matter jurisdiction pursuant to the Rooker-Feldman doctrine. The

* This disposition is not an opinion of the full Court and pursuant to 1.0.P. 5.7 does not
constitute binding precedent. -
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District Court’s order also “terminated” various other motions that Jaye had filed in the
case, including motions to stay the state court proceedings. Jaye timely appealed. She
also filed a “Motion to Vacate,” which the District Court denied. Jaye filed another

notice of appeal.

We have jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291. Our review of the dismissal of

the complaint is de novo. See Allah v. Seiverling, 229 F.3d 220, 223 (3d Cir. 2000); cf.

Turner v. Crawford Square Apartments I1I, L P., 449 F.3d 542, 547 (3d Cir. 2006)

(exercising plenary review over district court’s invocation of the Rooker-Feldman

doctrine). We review for abuse of discretion the District Court’s order denying Jaye’s

motion for reconsideration. See Jackson v. Danberg, 656 F.3d 157, 162 (3d Cir. 2011).

We may affirm on any basis supported by the record. See Fairview Twp. v. EPA, 773

F.2d 517, 525 n.15 (3d Cir. 1985).

The Rooker-Feldman doctrine deprives a District Court of jurisdiction to review,

in some circumstances, a state court adjudication.! See Turner, 449 F.3d at 547. In

Exxon Mobil Corp. v. Saudi Basic Industries Corp., 544 U.S. 280, 284 (2005), the

Supreme Court emphasized the narrow scope of the Rooker-Feldman doctrine, holding
that it “is confined to . . . cases brought by state-court losers complaining of injuries
caused by state-court judgments rendered before the district court proceedings |
commenced and inviting district court review and rejection of those judgments.” It is

difficult to fully determine the status of all of Jaye’s state court cases, as she has filed

! The doctrine is derived from Rooker v. Fidelity Trust Co., 263 U.S. 413 (1923), and
District of Columbia Court of Appeals v. Feldman, 460 U.S. 462 (1983).
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several different lawsuits concerning her condominium fees. But at least some of her
claims seek relief for injuries caused by judgments that were entered against her before
she commenced the underlying action. To the extent that is the case, the District Court

correctly determined that those claims are barred by the Rooker-Feldman doctrine. See

Great W. Mining & Mineral Co. v. Fox Rothschild LLP, 615 F.3d 159, 165 (3d Cir.

2010) (stating that the Rooker-Feldman doctrine deprives lower federal courts of

jurisdiction over suits that are essentially appeals from state-court judgments).
To the extent, however, that Jaye’s claims stem from rulings in matters that are

ongoing in state court, those claims are not barred under the Rooker-Feldman doctrine.

Nevertheless, they are subject to dismissal on other grounds.? In particular, the New
Jersey Attorney General and Deputy Attorney General are immune from suit for money
damages under the Eleventh Amendment. See Pa. Fed’n of Sportsmen’s Clubs, Inc. v.
Hess, 297 F.3d 310, 323 (3d Cir. 2002) (“[TThe Eleventh Amendment ... has been
interpreted to render states—and, by extension, state agencies and departments and

officials when the state is the real party in interest—generally immune from suit by

2 Jaye sought to stay any ongoing state court proceedings, but the District Court properly
denied this request. The Anti-Injunction Act provides that “[a] court of the United States
may not grant an injunction to stay proceedings in a State court except as expressly
authorized by Act of Congress, or where necessary in aid of its jurisdiction, or to protect
or effectuate its judgments.” 28 U.S.C. § 2283. These exceptions do not apply here.
Only the “necessary in aid of its jurisdiction” exception is even remotely relevant to this
action and, as we have explained, it applies only when the state court proceedings “so
interfere with a federal court’s consideration or disposition of a case as to seriously
impair the federal court’s flexibility to decide that case.” 1975 Salaried Ret. Plan for
Eligible Emps. of Crucible, Inc. v. Nobers, 968 F.2d 401, 408 (3d Cir. 1992) (citation and
internal quotation marks omitted). The circumstances of this case do not meet this
standard.
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private parties in federal court.”); see also Pennhurst State Sch. & Hosp. v. Halderman,

465 U.S. 89, 119-20 (1984) (holding that the Eleventh Amendment bars state law claims
against state officials in federal court). In addition, the named judges (and members of
their staff and court personnel) are immune from suit to the extent they were sued in their

individual and official capacities. See Stump v. Sparkman, 435 U.S. 349, 356-57 (1978)

(judges immune from suit unless they act in complete absence of junisdiction); Gallas v.
Supreme Court of Pa., 211 F.3d 760, 772-73 (3d Cir. 2000) (court personnel entitled to
quasi-judicial immunity for alleged acts pursuant to judge’s instructions). Jaye did not

set forth information which might suggest that the judges in her cases acted in the

absence of all jurisdiction. Nor did she set forth information which might show that court
personnel acted contrary to judicial instruction. Rather, J aye appears to be merely

dissatisfied with the judicial rulings against her. See Azubuko v. Royal, 443 F.3d 302,

303 (3d Cir. 2006) (per curiam) (“A judicial officer in the performance of his duties has
absolute immunity from suit and will not be liable for his judicial acts.”).

The District Court also did not abuse its discretion in denying Jaye’s “Motion to
Vacate.” That motion, which the District Court treated as seeking relief under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b)(3), alleged that the defendants’ motion to dismiss

mischaracterized the finality of her state court judgments, misinterpreted her claims as

arising out of those judgments, and misapplied the Rooker-Feldman doctrine. Rather
than identify instances of fraud or misconduct, however, these allegations challenge the
substance of the Defendants’ arguments. See Stridiron v. Stridiron, 698 F.2d 204, 206-07

(3d Cir. 1983) (to prevail under Rule 60(b)(3) the moving party must establish that the
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adverse party engaged in fraud or other misconduct, and that this misconduct prevented
the moving party from fully and fairly presenting her case). Indeed, Jaye’s “Motion to
Vacate” essentially sought to relitigate issues the District Court had already decided. But
Rule 60(b) relief is available “only in cases evidencing extraordinary circumstances” and

is not a substitute for an appeal. Morris v. Horn, 187 F.3d 333, 341 (3d Cir. 1999).

For the foregoing reasons, we will affirm the judgment of the District Court.?

3 Jaye’s motion to expand the record and the Appellees’ motion for leave to file a
supplemental appendix are granted. But we deny Jaye’s motion to strike Appellees’ brief
~ and their motion for leave to file a supplemental appendix, as well as her opposition to
the Appellees’ submission of a supplemental appendix. We also deny Jaye’s motion for
judicial notice, her motion to summarily set aside, her motion to summarily remand, and
her letter titled “Still Waiting on Reason for Basis for Delay.” To the extent that Jaye’s
letter captioned “Judge Shipp is Unfit to Act as a Federal Judge” seeks his
disqualification, relief is denied. We also deny Jaye’s “Emergent Injunctive Relief to
Stay All Federal Cases and Motion to Transfer Case and Appeal to a Neutral Venue” and
her “Motion for Emergent Change of Venue.”
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OFFICE OF THE CLERK
MARCIA M. WALDRON Unitep States CourT oF APPEALS TELEPHONE
21400 UNITED STATES COURTHOUSE
CLERK 601 MARKET STREET 215-597-2995

PHILADELPHIA, PA 19106-1790
Website: www.ca3.uscourts.gov

September 13, 2017

Mr. William T Walsh

United States District Court for the District of New Jersey
Clarkson S. Fisher Federal Building and United States Courthouse
402 East State Street

Trenton, NJ 08608

RE: Chris Jaye v. Attomey General New Jersey, et al
Case Number: 16-2641
District Case Number: 3-14-cv-07471

Dear District Court Clerk,
Enclosed herewith is the certified judgment together with copy of the opinion in the above-

captioned case(s). The certified judgment is issued in lieu of a formal mandate and is to be
treated in all respects as a mandate.

We release herewith the certified list in lieu of the record in the case(s).

Counsel are advised of the issuance of the mandate by copy of this letter. The certified judgment
or order is also enclosed showing costs taxed, if any.

Very truly yours,

Polencie - Watdrom
Marcia M. Waldron, Clerk

By: Carmella, Case Manager
267-299-4928

cc: Benjamin E. Bryant, Esq.

Chris Ann Jaye
Randall B. Weaver, Esq.

APP57T g of9



Table of Contents

1. Preliminary Statement...... ...t e 1-3
2. Procedural HiStOrY ...ttt mneceneae o 4-11
3. Statement Of FACLS ......cocior et s s e 12-19
4. Legal Argument ..........ccccomviriiecinincnennnncens v ........... 20-52

Point One: Genuine Material Facts Were In Dispute;
Court Erred in Granting Summary Judgment On Plaintiff's Collection Action
and To Dismiss Jaye’s FOCPA Claims.

~ Point Two: Court Did Not Rely On Facts Not Competent Proof to Establish Facts

Point Three: Defendant Denied the Right to Introduce Evidence;
Court Abused Its Discretion

Point Four: Discovery Not Provided;
Court Abused Its Discretion In Ruling When Discovery Was Not Complete

Point Five: Court Relied Upon a “Sham of Affidavit;” _
Court Failed to Address Known Fraud, Concealment of Discovery

and Lack of Standing .

Point Six: Defendant’s Civil Rights Violated, Due Process Denied, Discovery Denied,;

Final Judgment Ordered Based on Fraud, Concealment and Harmful Errors by the Court

Point Seven: Due Process Denied, Abuse of Discretion by Court;
Final Judgment Awarded Based on False Findings of Fact

Point Eight: Relief Granted Improperly to Party with “Unclean Hands";
.Unconditional Payment Mandated Only When Absent of Fraud

Point Nine: Legal Fees Not Established by Valid Affidavit, Not Authorized,
No Ruling Per R. 1:7-4

5. TrANSCAPS LOG....oiiieeeeieiieecc et et e et e st e eer e ee st e smae et st e s aeeecnenns arereeereees ii

6. Table Of APPENAIX......cociiieeeieeec e eeiece et eae e e cerer e e s ee e et s nba s mce e me e s emeeseaneseranees A1-AS

Note: “Appendix” To Be Found In Separate Book

App 58



FILED, Clerk of the Appeliate Division, October 02, 2013, A-004856-12

ORDER ON MD_TION

—— -

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
APPELLATE DIVISION.

] : DOCKET NO. A-004856-12T2
CHRIS ANN JAYE _ MOPION NO. M-000259-13
V. R BEFORE PART B
OAX KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM JUDGE(S):  JANE GRALL
OWNERS ASSOCIATION - WILLIAM E NUGENT
. e A TERIBERGEG
MOTION FILED: 08/23/2013 BY: CHRIS ANN JAYE
. ENSWER(S) 03/03/2013 BY: OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM
- FILED: OWNERS ASSOCIATION -~ AS DEFENDANT
' OAX KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM

09/10/2013

SUBMITTED TO COURT: September 26, 2013

OWHERS ASSOCIATION-AS PLAINTIFF
IN COUNTERCLAINM

ORDER

- o - o

THIS MATTER BAVING BEEN DULY PRESENTED TO THE COURT,
1st day of October, 2013, HEREBY ORDERED AS FOLLOWS:

MOTION BY APPELLANT

MOTION TO EXTEND TIME TO FILE
APPELLANT'S BRIEF

MOTION FOR CLARIFICATION OF

- PARTIES WITH STANDING

. SUPPLEMENTAL:

A thirty-day extemsion is granted from the date of this order.

extensions will be granted.

1T IS, ON THIS

GRANTED ARD OFPHER

DENIED

No further

FOR THE COURT:

JANE GRALL, P.J.A.D.

L-000375-12  HUNTERDON
ORDER ~ HEGULAR MOTION
149
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CHRIS ANN

NOT FOR PUBLICATION WITHOUT THE
APPROVAL OF THE APPELLATE DIVISION

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY

APPELLATE DIVISION

DOCKET NO. A34856—12T2

JAYE,

Plaintiff-Appellant,

Ve

OAK KNOLL

VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM

OWNERS ASSOCIATION,

Defendant-Respondent,

and

ERICK P. SPRONCK, ROBERT STEPHENSON, BERMAN,

SAUTER, RECORD & JARDIM, P.C.,

Defendants.

Arqued December 9, 2014 — Decided January 28,
Before Judges Accurso and Manahan.
On appeal from the Superior Court of New
Jersey, Law Division, Hunterdon County,
Docket No. L-375-12. -
Chris Ann Jaye, appellant, argued the cause
pro se.
Steven R. Rowland arqued the cause for
respondent (Brown Moskowitz & Kallen, P.C.,
attorneys; Mr. Rowland, of counsel and on
the brief).

PER CURIAM

2015
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Chris Ann Jaye (appellant) appeals from orders granting
judgment in favor of Oak Knoll Village Condominium Association
(OKV) for arrearages associated with common element assessments
pursuan£ to N.J.S.A.}46:8B-l7 and from an award of counsel fees
to OKV in pursuit of its collection action.

After reviewing appellant's contentions in 1light of the

- record, we affirm substantially for the reasons set forth by

Judge Peter Buchsbaum in his written decisions dated September

28, 2012, and March 8, 2013, as well as for the reasons stated

in the order of April 10, 2013. We add only the following.
Appellant is, and at all relevant times was, a unit owner

at Oak Knoll village, a condominium community. Appellant failed

‘to pay her common element expenses. .As a result of the

delinquenéy in those expenses, OKV instituted legal action
seeking a judgment against appellant for the outstanding amount.
Prior to the entry of judgment, a settlement was reached between
the parties whereby in exchange for a "zero-out" of the claimed
balance owed by appellant to OKV, appellant would commence
payment of the common element charges. Notwithstanding the
agreement, appellant ceased payments aftef a few months.
Thereafter, OKV instituted another action by way of counterclaim

seeking judgment for unpaid common element expenses and counsel

2 A-4856-12T2
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fees.!? OKV filed a motion for summary judgment which appellant

~opposed on grounds other than OKV's - entitlement to.vtﬁe

outstanding fees. and costs(. The judge, after proVidihg

appellant with the opportunity to contest the quantum of fees

and costs sought by OKV, granted the motion. ,

Among the powers assigned by law to a condominium

'~ association is the authority to assess and collect funds for the

payment of common expenses. N.J.S.A. 46:8B-14. A unit owner's:
obligation to pay common expenses 1is unconditional. N.J.S.A.

46:8B-17. Here, the judge's finding that OKV was entitled to

jﬁdgment fpf'butstahding:common expenses owed by appellant was

both in accord with the uncontroverted facts and the controlling

N.J.S.A. 46:8B-21 authorizes a condominium association to

 charge a..nonpaying member with "reasonable" attorneY'su:fees.
' Here theijudge_determined that $8,000 in'attbrney's_fees was

reasonable. In this matter, the judge did not exceed his

prerogative in awarding counsel fees. The fees were reasonably

incurred through efforts by OKV to secure payment from

'appellant;  ' Fee determinations by trial courts  should be

! Appellant instituted a lawsuit seeking damages as a result of
the alleged improper conduct of OKV, two of its members and
OKV's outside law firm. Those claims were dismissed by the
court on July 28, 2013. Appellant did not appeal that decision.

3 A~-4856~12T2
App 62



disturbed "only on the rarest occasions, and then only because

of a clear abuse of discretion.” Rendine v. Pantzer, 141. N.J.
292, 317 (1995); We détect no clear abuse of discretion.
Indeed, the judge employed equitable principles by containing
the fee award to less than that which OKV could arguably
recover. In the order of April 10, 2013, the judge noted the
bases for the award including the method of calculation. The
fee award was fair. We find no basis to disturb it.

Finally, appellant raises several arguments on appeal which
are without sufficient merit to warrant discussion in a written
opinion. R. 2:11-3(e)(1)(E).

Affirmed.

1 hereby certify that the foregoing
Is atrue copy of the original on

b u«&‘*’

CLERK OF THE TEDMSION

4 A-4856-12T2

App 63



ROT FOR PUBLICATION WITHOUT THE
_ APPROVAL OF THE APPELLATE DIVISION
This opinion shall not “constitute precedent or be binding upon any ceurt.®
Blthough it is posted on the internet, this opinion is hinding only on the
parties in the case and its use in other cases ig limited. R.1:36-3.

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
APPELLATE DIVISION
DOCKET NO. A-3298-1473

OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.,

Plaintiff-Respondent,

Ve
CHRIS ANN JAYE,

Defendant-Appellant.

Submitted March 7, 2017 — Decided March 30, 2017
Before Judges Fasciale and Sapp-Peterson.

On appeal from the Superior Court of New
Jersey, Law Division, Mercer County, Docket
No. DC-5300-14.

Chris Ann Jaye, appellant pro se.

Brown Moskowitz & Kallen, P.C., attorneys for

respondent (Steven R. Rowland, of counsel and
on the brief).

PER €URIAM
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Defendant, Chris Ann Jaye, a condomipium owner at Oak Knoll
zxvillage, in Clinton Township, appeals from the trial court oerder
- entering judgment in favor of plaintiff; Oak Knoll Village
Coqdominium'Association, Inc. ("Oak Knoll"). The judgment, in the
amount of $15,000, represents unpaid 2013-2014 condominium
:'assessments and legal fees. We affirm.

In May 2014, plaintiff filed a complaint against defendant
| seeking payment of. the outstanding condominiuﬁ' assessments.
kather than file an answer, defeadant moved to dismiss the
complaint. The court treated defendant's motion to di#miss as her
?esponsive pleading 'and denied the moﬁion._ ‘The court tﬁen
scheduled this matter for trial on October 27, 2014, but due to a
lack of notice, defendant failed to appear.

The court rescheduled the trial for December 3, 2014.
Plaintiff's c¢ounsel notified defendant of the new trial date.
Plaintiff reguested an adjournment claiming that the judiciary's
Automated Case Management System (ACMB) listed the December trial
date as postponed. In correspondence dated November 26, 2014,
plaintiff‘s counsel advised the coﬁrt that defendant “has
repeatedly been apprised of the trial date both by counsel and the
court, and has actual knowledge that the date has not been
cancelled or postponed.® In an email sent to defendant on November
26, 2014, plaintiff’'s counsel advised defendant that he had been
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informed by court staff ¢hat her adjournment request had been
‘denied.

In an email dated December 2, 2014, defendant advised the
court that she had commenced an action in federal court, naming,
ambng others, as the defendants, the trial judge scheduled to hear
the maetter and plaintiff's counsel. She also advised the court
that she ha‘dvv been prescribed medication that day and had *“no
intention of dfiving anywhere tomorrow morning for (her} safety
and plan[ned] on shutting my phone off within the next fifteen
minutes.” She further Indicated that if ihé court or amny court
staff wanted to speak to her they would have to “do so another
day;“

Oon Decembér 3, 2014, the trial court, satisfied that defendant
had actual notice of the trial date, treated her failure to appear
as an ac-t; of voluntarily absenting herself from the proceeding.
Prial commenced with plaintiff putting forth its proofs. At the
conclusion of the procebedinq, the court found that plaintiff
established, by the preponderance of the evidence, defendant
-failed to péy her 2013-2014 assessments. The court found the
asgsessments and counsel fees exceeded the jnfisdictional limit for
the Special Civil Part.v Theraefore, the court entered judgment in

favor of plaintiff for $13,000.

3 A-3298-14T3
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The following month, -the court permitted defehdant the
| oppqrtunity to present.'an.y proofs or argumehté demonstrating that
the court had erred in its flndlngs and entry of flnal judgment
Defendant appeared for this prooeeding. Con01udin§ defendant
failed to demonstrgte.ény error, the court entered an order on
Januar? 28, 2015, denying relief té defendant. Thereafter,
defendant filed yet another ﬁdtion seeking to vacate the jﬁdgﬁent,
which the court denied on March 12, 201S5. The pregsent appeal

followed.

On appeal, defendant contends reversal is warranted because
the finaiv judgment was not certified as fin'él,v her civil rights
 we;e Qiolated ana she was denied due process. Additionally,
defendant maintains reversai is also required because plalntlff
.Tlacked standing to bring the cause of action against her, engaged
in fraudnlqﬁt osonduct, and COmmitted perjury.: Einally,vdefendant
urges that the judgment entered should be reversed because the
. Bupremacy Clause ofvfhe ﬂnitedvstates Constitutiqn trhmps state
law. We reject each of these contentions.

We find no error in the court's denial of defendant's
adjournment request, proceeding with the trial on December 3,
2014, or tﬁé subsequent entry of final judgment. " A trial court

has the authority to control its calendar and to prevent trial

delays. State y. Coolack, 43 N.J. 14, 16 (1964); State v. Johnson
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274 N.J. Super. 137, 147-48 (Bpp. Div.), gertif. denied, 138 N.J.

265 (1994); State v. Furquson, 198 N.J. Super. 395, 402 (App..

Div.), certif. deniad, 101 N.J. 266 (1985). “"Absent an abuse of

discretion, denial of a request for an adjournment does not

canstitute reversible error." tate v. Smith, 87 N.J. Super. 98,
105 (App. Div. 1965).
Adjournment requests "“implicate[} a trial court's authority

to control its own calendar and is reviewed under a deferential

standard.” State v. Miller, 216 N.J. 40, 65 (2013), cert. demied,

U.s. , 134 S. Ct. 1329, 188 L. Ed. 2d 339 (2014). ~(B]road

' discretion must be granted trial courts on matters of

éontinuances[.]" Ibid. (quoting Morris v. Slappy, 461 U.S. 1, 11~
12, 103 S. Ct. 1610, 1616, 75 L. Ed. 2d 610, 620 (1983)).

Indeed, "Mew Jersey long has embfaced the notion that [a
request] 'for an adjournment is addressed to the discretion of the
court, and its denial will not lead to reversal unless it appears
frbm the record that the defendant suffered manifest v}rong or
injury.*'" State v, Haves, 205 N.d. 522, 537 (2011) (quoting State
¥. Doro, 103 N.J.L. 88, 93 (E & A. 1926)). "It is peculiarly
within the sound discretion of the trial court to deal w.Lth :
problems of this sort([,] and ah appellate court should not

- interfere unless it appears an injustice has been done.” Allegro

5 A-3298-14T3
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v. Afton Vill. Corp., 9 N.J. 156, 161 (1952) (citations omitted).

We must adhere to this standard of review.

We find no such exceptional circumstances, abuse of
discretion, or iﬁjustice.here._ Defendant sought adjournmen£ of
the trial merely because she claimed the notice of the December
-3, 2014 trial date came ffom plaintiff's counsel. thether due
process requirements have been met requires, at a minimum, fair

notice and the opportunity to be heard. In re C.A., 146 N.J, 71,

94 (1996). It is undisputed that defendant was fully aware of the
December trial date as evidenced by her statement in the pro se
complaint she filed in federal court on DBecember 2, 2014, in which
she acknowledged that plaintiff’s counsel advised her that trial
*was to take place on December 3, 2014{.]"

Consequently, accepting as true defendant’s claim that she
never.recéived notice of the December trial date from the court,
the notice from plaiptiff's counsel provided defendant with fair
notice and the opportunity to be heard at the December trigl.
. Moreover, the following month, the court afforded defendant the
opéortunity to present any evidenoce demenstrating that the court
had erred in entering judgment in favor of plaintiff. Defendant
appeared at that proceeding, but offered no evidence from which
+he court could conclude that it erred in reaching any of its

findings.

6 A-3298-1471
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Likewise, we discern no error in the court's degision to
proceed with the tfial in defendant's absence on December 3, 2014;
The court was satisfied defendant had notiée of the trial date,
but volunfl.arily absented herself. This finding is amply supported
by the record.

As vaor thé remaining issues raised, which we have not
addressed, we conc¢lude they lack sufficient merit to warrant
discussion in a w;itten opi.nion.. R. 2:11-3(e)(1)(E). We have
carefully reviewed the entire record in this matter and we are
satisfied that the judgment of the trial court is based on findings
of fact whj;chv are adequately supported by the evidence. R. 2:11-
3{e)(1)(A).

Affirmed.

1 hereby certify that the foregoing
15 a frue copy o1 the onginat on

fle m my office. \\k/

GLERK OF THE \TE DARSION
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NOT FOR PUBLICATION WITHOUT THE
APPROVAL OF THE APPELLATE DIVISION
This opinion shall not “"constitute precedent or be binding upon any court.”

Although it is posted on the internet, this opinion is binding only on the
parties in the case and its use in other cases is limited. R. 1:36-3.

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
APPELLATE DIVISION
DOCKET NO. A-4942-15T3

OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.,

- Plaintiff-Respondent,
v.
CHRIS ANN JAYE,

Defendant-Appellant.

Argued October 12, 2017 — Decided October 30, 2017
Before Judges Nugent and Geiger.

On appeal from Superior Court of New Jersey,

Law Division, Special Civil Part, Mercer

County, Docket No. DC-004807-15.

Chris Ann Jaye, appellant, argued the cause
pro se.

Steven "R. Rowland argued the cause for
respondent (Brown Moskowitz & Kallen, PC,
attorneys; Mr. Rowland, on the brief).
PER CURIAM
Defendant Chris Ann Jaye is a unit owner at Oak Knoll Village,

a condominium community in Clinton Township. She appeals from the

June 2, 2016 order denying her motion for reconsideration of the

App 71



March 23, 2016 order Qntering judgment in favor of plaintiff Oak
Knbll Village Condominium Association, Inc. (Oak Knoll). The
order awarded Oak-Knoll damages for unpaid common element expense
assessments pursuant: to N.J.S.A. 46:8B-17 and attorney's fees
incurred in pursuit of its collection action pursuant to N.J.S.A.
46:8B-21. After carefﬁl review of the record and applicable legal
principles; we affirm.

On June 8, 2015, Oak Knoll filed this collection action in
Huﬁterdon County on account of defendant's undisputed failure to
pay her common element expense assessments for 2015. On June 16,
_2015, venue was transferred to Mercer County.

On July 7, 2015, defendant removed this aétion to the Unitéd
States District Court for thévﬁistrict of Néw Jersey oh the basis
of a proposea countefclaim against Oak Knoll under the Fair Debt
Coliection Practices Act, 15 U.8.C.A. §§ 1692 to -~ 1692p. On July
9,'2015, Oak Knoll filed a motion to remand the case to the
Superior Court of Ne; Jersey, Special Civil Part, and for a feé
aﬁard pursuant to 15 U.S.C.A. § 1447(c). On July 30, 2015, United
States District Court Judge Peter G. Sheridan issued an order and
memorandum opinion granting Oak Knoll's motion to remand the case
back to the Superior'Court but denying its application for fees.
In reaching that decision, Judge Sheridan applied well-settled law
that a federal question appearing in a counterclaim is insufficient

2 A-4942-15T3
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to establish federal question jurisdiction before the District
Court. Finding no basis for federal question or diversity
jurisdiction, Judge Sheridan remanded the case to the Superior
Court, Special Civil Part.

Oon November 4, 2015, Oak Knoll filed a motion for summary
- judgment, supported by a certification of Oak Knoll's property
manager, detailing'the common element expense arrearages. On
November 30, 2015, defendant filed opposing papers. While Oak
Knoll's motion was pending, defendant filed several applications
in District Court to re-open the federal action. Judge Sheridan”
denied each of those applications.

On February 25, 2016, the rescheduled return date of the
moﬁion, the trial court heard oral argument. Defendant chose not
to appear. Defendant was permitted to present opposing oral
~argument, however, on March 23, 2016. Defendant does not dispute
that she did not pay her common element expense assessments for
2015. After hearing this additional oral argument, the trial
court granted summary Jjudgment to Oak Knoll,_entering judgment in

the amount of $11,485.80, comprised of associétion fees of $4415

and attorney's fees of $7070.08.

On April 12, 2016, defendant moved for reconsideration of the

entry of judgment and a stay of post-judgment collection efforts
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pending appeal. The trial judge issued a June 2, 2016 order
denying defendant's motion.

On July 14, 2016, defendant filed this appeal. Defendant__'
then moved for leave to consider her appeal timely as to both the
earlier summary judgment ruling and the subsequent order denying
reconsideration, In an August 15, 2016 order, another panel of
this court ruled: “The motion is denied as to the March 23, 2016
order. The appeal is timely as to the June 2, 2016 order denying
reconsideration. The appea1 is limited to that order.*

Defendant 1atef'moved before this court for emergent relief
to femo&e thé judgmeht-and lien as well aé a later lien obtained
by plaintiff as a fesult of her failure .to pay her 2016
assessments.' On August 11, 2016, yet another panel of this court
denied defendant's\motion for emérgent relief. The Supreme Court
also denied emergent relief.

pefendant accused the trial court of not reading the
condominium association agreement. We note that defendant did not
provide a copy.of the agreement as part of the appellate record.

Defendant also failed to provide a transcript of the oral argument

! plaintiff has recovered a subsequent judgment against defendant
for unpaid 2016 common element expenses, Oak Knoll Village

Condominium Association v. Jaye, Docket No. HNT-DC-683-16.
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von February 25, 2016 and the additional oral argument and trial
court's oral decision:on March 23, 2016. See R. 2:5-4(a).
Defendant raises the following issues in this appeal: (1) the

Appellate Divisiénvlacks jurisdiction because no trial court order
has been propérly certified as final; (2) default was improperly
entered against her; (3)vthe trial judge, who is retired on recall,
denied her due process and is incompetent,vbiased, and unfit; and
(4) plaintiff lacks standing because the plaintiff did not
adthorize the commencement of this action and did not retain the
law firm representing piaintiff.

- Defendant sued thé'trial judge twicé in the past for his_
actions as a judge. On that basis, defendant claims the trial

judge was biased and should have disqualified himself from hearing

: the matter.

Under our "rules, the Jjudge of any court "shall be"

disqualified" if the there is any reason "which might preclude a

- fair and unbiased hearing and judgment, or which might reasonably

lead counsel or the'parties to believe so." R. 1:12-1(g); see
also Code of Judicial cConduct, Canon 3.17(B)(l) ("Judges shall

disqualify themselves if they have a personal bias or prejudice
toward a party or a party's lawyer. . . ."). "“The diSqualification
decision is initially left to the discretion of the trial court.®

State v, Marshall, 148 N.J. 89, 275-76 (1997). “[J]udges are not

5 A-4942-15T3
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free to err on the side of caution; it is improper for a court to
recuse itself unless the factual bases for its disqualification
are shown by the movant to be true or are already known by the

court.* Id. at 276; see also State v. De Maio, 70 N.J.L. 220, 222

(E. & A. 1904).
Defendant did not file a motion to recuse the trial judge
pursuant to Rule 1}12~2.  Nor does the'record in this matter
disclose any basis to conclude that the trial judge should have
disqualified himself on the court's own motion. See R. 1:12-1.
*'Fundamental to any consideration of possible judicial

disqualification is a showing of prejudice or potential bias.'"

Marshall, supra, 148 N.J. at 276 (quoting State v. Flowers, 109
N.J. Super. 309, 312 (App. Div. 1970)). “Bias cannot be inferred
from adverse rulings against a party.” Strahan v. Strahan, 402

N.J. Super. 298, 318 (App. Div. 2008); see Marshall, supra, 148

E;Q; at 276. Defendant has not demonstrated that the trial judge
was biased against her.

The mere suggestion that the trial judge is'biased because
defendant has previdusly sued him does not necessarily require
disqualification or render the judge's rulings void or improper.
"A judge shall not be automatically disqualified upon learning
that a complaint has been filed against the judge with the Advisory
committee on Judicial Conduct, litigation naming the judge as a
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party, or any other complaint about the judge by a party." Code

of Judicial Conduct, Canon 3.17(E). "1f, however, the judge

concludes that there is a reasonable basis to question the court's
impartiality, the judge may.recuse himself or herself." Ibid. We
have carefully considered the entire record and find no reasonable
basis to question the trial judge's impartiality or any evidence
of bias. We are satisfied the trial judge did not abuse his
discretion by not disqualifying himself.

pefendant's remaining arguments lack sufficient merit to
warrant discussion in a written opinion. R. 2:11-3(e)(1)(E).

Affirmed.

I hereby certrly that the foregoing
is a bue copy of the original on

HR

CLERK OF THEAPPELBATE DIVISION
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FILED, Clerk of the Appeliate Division, January 13, 2016, A-003298-14

ORDER ON MOTION

- Y . A

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
APPELLATE DIVISION )
DOCKET NO. A-003298-14T3

OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM, MOTION NO. M-003006-15 1
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC. BEFORE PART G |
V. JUDGE(S) : JOSEPH L. YANNO@TI
CHRIS ANN JAYE FRANCIS J. VERNOIA

i
MOTION FILED:  12/21/2015 BY: CHRIS JAYE ;
ANSWER(S) 01/07/2016 BY: OAK KNOLL CONDOMINIUM OWNERS
FILED: ASSOC ‘

i

SUBMITTED TO COURT: January 11, 2016 |

R
t

er vop s wpe sy

THIS MATTER HAVING BEEN DULY PRESENTED TO THE COURT, IT 1S, ON THIS
12th day of January, 2016, HEREBY ORDERED AS FOLLOWS: i
'E
MOTION BY APPELLANT: 0

{

) !

MOTION TO ADDRESS VIOLATIONS OF 5
THE DEFENDANT'S CONSTITUTIONAL i
RIGHTS AND THIS COURT'S

JURISDICTION DENIED AND OTHER
AND DIRECT RETURN OF MONIES PAID

ON NON-FINAL ORDER TO DEFENDANT _ DENIED AND OTHER
SUPPLEMENTAL:

"Appellant's brief and appendix shall be filed within 30 days after the
date of this order. .

4

FOR THE COURT: i

JOSEPH L. YANNOTTI, P.J.A.D./

DC-005300-14
MERCER i

J |




FILED, Clark of the Appeliate Division, September 14, 2016, A-803298-14 :
. 4

ORDER ON MOTION }

N ORDER ON MOTTON 1
l‘

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY -

APPELLATE DIVISION ‘

' DOCKET NO. A-003298-14T3 i

OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM MOTION NO. M~009600-15 h
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC. BEFORE PART D ;

v. JUDGE(S):  CARMEN H, ALVAREZ

CHRIS ANN JAYE THOMAS V. MANAHA§

i

s

MOTION FILED:  08/18/2016 BY: CHRIS JAYE i

i
ANBWER(S) 08/24/2016 BY: OAK KNOLL CONDOMINIUM OWNERS
FILED: ASS0C

I
f
SUBMITTED TO COURT: September 12, 2016 |

ORDER

THIS MATTER HAVING BEEN DULY PRESENTED TO THE COURT, IT Ig; ON THIS
13th day of September, 2016, HEREBY ORDERED AS FOLLOWS: H

-

) MOTION BY APPELLANT: :

-
-9

MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM
CONSTITUTIONAL VIOLATIONS GOF DUE
PROCESS, REMOVE JUDGMENTS AND
LIENS FROM THE PUBLIC RECORDS,
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF, DECLARATORY
RELIEF, RECEIVERSHIP AND REFERRAL
TO THE OFFICE OF ATTORNEY ETHICS
AND NJ ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR
CRIMINAL, INVESTIGATION

wmrr -

o

i - S

DENIED

A

1;

SUPPLEMENTAL: |
i
1
|
i

FOR THE COURT:

: ; : . I:’
v 1

CARMEN H. ALVAREZ, P.J.A.D..

DG-005300-14 j
MERCER |
I

\_) SLW
-i
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Chris Ann Jaye

A FILED May 02, 2048 PO Box $015
CONTESTED | Clinton, NJ 08809

Date: May 2, 2016

Wilmington Savings Fund Superior Court of New Jersey
Plainkiff ) Chancery Division
V- ‘ Hunterdon County
Chris Ann Jaye ; Docket F-6447-16
Defendant :

ANSWER AND DEFENSES

Defendant, Chris Ann Jaye, answers the Verified Caritplaint.as fallows:

save AN, gty

FIRST COUNT

) L Defendant i without knowledge or information sufficient 40 form a belicf as to the teuth of the
allegdions tomaindd in this paragraph. Defendant leaves plaintiff to their proofs.
2. Defendant is without knowledge ar information safffeieit 10 form a belief s to the troth of the
allepations comahg{pd in this paragraph. Defendant leaves plajptiff to their proofs.
KN Defendant is M’ﬂtt_;m knowledge or imformation sudticient 1o Sorm 3 belief as to the truth of the
allegations cmmit;d ih this paragraph. Defendant Jeaves plaintiff to their proofs.
3, Defendant.is without knewledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the
allegatiocns contained in this paragraph. Défendant leaves plaintiff to their proofs.
5. Dented to the extent that the twe liens noted in subsections a aod be have been discharged and
recorded as discharged on April 13,2016. Deéfendant is withowt knwiedge or informatien

suffisient 10 form @ belief as to the truth of the allcgations contained in this paragraph. Defendant

leaves plaintiff to their proofs.
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Page 2

Defendant is withoat knowledge or information sufficient 1o form a belief as to the truth of the
aflegations contained in this paragraph. Defendant leaves plaintiff to their proofs.
Defendint is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as 10 the truth of the
ullegations contained in this paragraph, Defendant Isaves plaintiff to their proo(s.
Defendant is without knowledge or information sufficient to fortn a belief as to the ruth af'the
sllegations contained in this paragraph. Defendant leaves plaintiff to their proofs.

Denied.

SECOND COUNT

Defendant is without knowledge or inforination sufficient to form a belref as te the truth of the

_ allegatians contaiged in this paragraph. Defendant leaves plaintiff 1o their proofs.

Defendant is witbéut’ knowledge or information sufficient 10 form a belief as to the truth of the
allegations contained in this paragtaph. Defendant leaves plaintifT 1o their proofs.
Defendant js without knowledge ot informatien sufficient to farm a belief.as to the truth of the
allegations contairied in this paragraph. Defendant leaves plaintift to their proofs. Plaintiff
has no standing to speak to the rights of any party other than themselves per this
Complaint. :

1
Defendant denies Plaimiff has a sightto such relief.

' EFENSES

Each Defense Numbered Accordingly As a Separate Defense

1. Plamiff’s.claims are barred by the Unclean Fands Doctrine.

2. Plaintiff’s elaims are barred due to fraud,

App 81

s Re—— e momsaat




8.
9,

PlaintifPs claimns.are barred due 1o lack of standing,

PlaindifP’s claims are barred by the Entire Controversy Doctrine.

Plaintiff’s claims, 1f any, aré barred by statwe of timitations and/or laches.
Plaintiff's damages, if any, are barrad by the doctrines of waiver and/or estoppel.
Plaintiff's claims, if any, are barred since this matter was brought t‘mih without
bbmplisnce to state and federat [aws,

Plaintiffs clairms, if any, are barred by thé ductrine of avoidable consequenk:zs. |

Plaintiff's claims, if any, are barred, by contributory negligence.

10. Plaintiff’s claims, if any, are barted, by illegality.

11. Plaintiff’s claims, if eny, are barsed as any contract relied upon is voidable by

Defendant.

12, Plainﬁff?s claims, if auy, are barred as avy contract relied upon is unenforceable.

13. Phaintiff’s claims, if any, are barred by a lack of mutual assent.

14. Plaintiff's claims or parts thereof dre barred by a prior settlement agreement.

15. Plaintif’s claims, if any, are frivolous.

16. Plaimiﬁ};sclaims; ifany, are barred due to lack of required verification as per the

Fair Deby Collection Practice Act.

17. PlaintifT"s pleadings do not confosm with the NJ Rules of Court.

VERIFICATION

I am plaintiff in the above-entitled action. The contents are true of my own knowiedge,
excepi as to matiers stated on information and belief, and, as to such matters, they are truc to
the best of my knowledge and belief.

Page3
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DEMAND FOR TRIAL BY JURY

Blefendant hereby demands trial by jury on all issues.

CERTIFICATION

Pursuant 1o-Rufe 4:5-1, 1 hereby certify that | have no knowledge of any othér pending
aetions of proceediiigs concerning the subject matter of this foreclosure action, exeept that
there are suits pending.in state and federal court involving Oak Knoll Village Condominium
Qwners Association, a codefendant, inchuding, bat mot Jumited to, a civil.RICO suit filed by
the Defendant against this carporation and others for obtaining. meney and righis to this
property through ehbrgeable criminal acts as well as the illegal recordation of documents
involviag rights given to third-paities involving the common area noted on the deed ofthe
preperty it noted irt this mater.

Dated:

Chris Ann %y/ |
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- , KOMOSINSKI & MANFRO, LLP
John E, Brigandi, Esq. — N.J. Attorney ID 028512008
Attorneys for Plaintitf
50 Tice Batlevard
Woedcliff Lake, NJ 07677
(201 391-0370
WILMINGTON SAVINGS FUND SOCIETY, FSB, SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
DOING BUSINESS AS CHRISTIANA TRUST, NOTIN  CHANCERY DIVISION
ITS INDIVIDUAL CAPACGITY, BUT SOLELY AS HUNTERDON COUNTY
TRUSTEE FOR BCAT 2015-14BTT DOCKET NO: F-006347-16
Plaintiff,
CIVIL ACTION
s,
FINAL JUDGMENT
CHRIS ANNJAYE, etal.
Detfendants.

This matter having begn opened to the Court by Knuckies, Komoginski & Manfro, LLP,
atioroeys for phymtif¥, and it appearing that service of Snmmons and Complaint hes besn made
upon the defenidants in acconiance with the Rules of this Cotut and defuuls having been entered
against said defendants and plainfiff’s obligation and Mortgage having besgq presented and
marked as exhibits by the Court, snd proof having beex submtted of the amount due on
plaiptiff’s Mortgage and sufficient cause appesring,

Contested, Answer filed by Chyis Ann Jaye and stricken by Order Graniing Summary Judgment
entered September 23, 2016 by the Honorable Douglas H. Husd.

Itiponthis  2nd dayof May 2017, ORDERED and
ADJUDGED that the plamtiff is gptitled to howe the sum of $179,387.31 together with mn'es&al

the comract ratc of 7.39000% on § 128.454.20 bwing the prificiple sum oz default ir;cluding

advances from December 31, 2016 w _ May 3, 2017_____ , and lawful interest
thereafter pn the fotal sum due to plaimtiff together with cost of this suit to be waxed including a

counsel fed of
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$ 1943.87 raised and paid in the first place oyt of the mortgaged prenises, and it is
further prdered that plaintif), its assipnes or purchaser at. sale recover ggainst the following
defendapts: CHRIS ANN JAYE; MRJAYE, HUSRAND GF CHRIS ANN.JAYE, OAK KNOLL
VILLAGE CONDGMINIUM QOWNERS’ ASSOCIATION, INC., and all partics kolding under said
defengats the possession of the premiscs so mentioned and deseribed in the said Complahy with
the appurtemances; and it is further

ORDERED and ADJUDGED that the mortgaged premises be sold to raise the several
syms of money dus, in the first place to the plaintiff, WILMINGTON SAVINGS FUND
SOCIEFY, PSB, DOTNG BUSINESS AS CHRISTIANA TRUST, NOT 1N ITS INDIVIDUAL
CAPACITY, BUT SOLELY AS TRUSTEE FOR BCAT 2015-J4BTT in the sum of
317998%.3 1, with interest thercon to be computed as afarcsaid, the plaintiff™s costs 6 bo taxed,
with mtm theroon, and that an executton for the purpose be duly issued ont ef this Court
dtrected to the Sheriff of' KUNTERDON Com;ty, commanding m‘d‘ Sheriff 1o make sale
anmrdmgm law of the mertgaged premises described in. the Complaing, and out of the mongy
arising from said sale, that said. Sheriff pay in the first place, to the plaintiff, said plaing¥if's debt,
with inteuest thereon as afornsaid and said plaintiffi costs with intercst therean as foresaid, and
in case more mency shail be réalized by the said sale than shall be sufficient to satisfy such
several payments as aforesaid, that such surplus be brought into this Court to abide the fusther

Order of this Couit and that the Sheriff aforesaid make a seport of the aferesaid sale without

delay as voquiret] by the mles.of this Coust, apd 1t is Mu

ORDERED and ADJUDGED that the defendants in cause, and each of them stand.
absolutely débexred and foreclosed of end from all equity of redemption of, in and to the
mustgaged premises described m the Complaint, when sold as aforesaid by virtnz of this

et - -
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judgment, exceptas provided by 28 U.3.C. section 2410, and it is forther

NOTWITHSTANDING anything herein to the contrary, this judgment shali not affect the
fights of any person protacted by the New Jergey Tenant Anti-Eviction Act, NJ.S.A. 2A:18-61.4,
et seq., the right of redemption given the United States under 28 U.S.C. §2410, the limited
priority rights pf the aggregate customary condominium assessment for the six-menth pesiod
prior to the recording of any association lién as allowed by M.LS.A. 45:8B-21 or rights afforded
by the Sexvicemembers Civil Relief Act, 50 U.S.C. App. 58] et seq. or N.J.S. Az 38:23C4.

This judgment shali not affect the right of any person protected by the provisions of the

New Jerpey Tewant Anti-Eviction Btatite (WISA 2A: 183-61.1 et seq.)

fof Paul Inmeg, P.J.Ch

i ‘ Respectfully Recommended
R 1:34-6 Office of Fareclosure
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Case: 17-2231 Document: 003112731235 Page: 6 Date Filed: 09/20/2017

FILED
SEP 20 201

Supreme Court of New Jersey
Smgle—Justlce Dispaosition on Appllcatmn for Emergent Relief (Ru 2:9-8)

Case lifle: y/j1nington Savings Fund Soc:ety v. Chris Ann Jaye
Supreme Court Appellate Division
docket nimber: 080064 (5-9-17) Co docket number (if available): A-4262—1 6 L

Applicant’s name: Chris Aun Jaye

The applicant’s request for permission to ﬁle an emergent motion and any related request
for a tempaorary stay or other relief pending disposition of an emergent motion are
DENIED for the following reason(s):

[#] 1. The matter does not concern a genuine emergency or otherwise does not warrant adjudication
' on short notice. The applicant may file a regular motion for review by the Superior Court,
Appellate Division in the ordinary coutse. .

] 2. The Appellate Division has entered an order or judgment, and the matter is not cmergent or
otherwise docs not warrant adjudication on short notice, The applicant may file a regular
motion for review by the Supreme Court in the ordinary course.

), [} 3. The application concerns an order entered during or on the eve of tial as to which there is no
prima facne showmg that unmednatc mtcﬂocutory mtc1 vcntuon is requwed The apphcant may

[J 4. The applicant must obtain a signed order or disposition from the Appellate Division before
requesting relief from the Supreme Court. :

[] 5. Other:

Date: 97202017 - By: JM M . 0@}}—&%

Name: Justice Anne M. Pafterson

Revised: 0UL12012, ON: 11642 ' _ page 1 of 1
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FILED, Cierk of the Agpillate Division, Otdber 16,2317, As004262:16

CRDER ON MOTION

- -

Lt o L

SUPBRIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
ARPPELLATE DIVISION
DOCKET NO. A~D04262-16T3

WILMINGTON SAVINGS FURD SOCLETY MOTION NO. M-000604-17

v BEFORE PART D

CORIS ANN JAYE JUDGE({S): WILLIAM E. NUGENT
RIOHARD .J. GEIGER

MOTION FILED: 09/14/2617 BY: CHRIS ANN JAYE

ANSWER{S)
FILED:

SOBMITYED PO COURT: Ootbber ‘L0, 2017
GRDER

THIS MATTER HAVING BEEN DULY PRESENTED TO THE CGOWRT, TT IS, ON PHIS
13th day of Octdber, 2017, HEREBX QRDERED AS FOLLOWS:

MOTION KY APRELLANT
MOTION TO PRODUCE .ORIGINAL NOTE &
MORTGAGE ASSITGRNMENT BENIED
BUPPLEMENTAL :
FOR THE COURT:

WILLIAM K. NUGENT, J.A.D.

F-D06447+16  HUNTRRDORN

ORLER - BREULAR HOTIOM
Tho
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FILED, Clerk of the Appsliate Divisin, Octoher 18, 2017, A-004262-18

ORDER ON MOYTION

SUPERIDR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
APPELLATE DIVISION )
DOCKET NO. A-004262-1673

WILRINGTON SAVINGS FUND SOCIETY MOTION NO. M-000559-17
v BEFORE PART D

CHRIS ANN JAYE JUDGE(S)¢ WILLIAM E, NUGENT
RICHARD T. CEIGER
MUPTON PILED: 08¥21/2017 BYs (CHRLS ANN JAYE

ANBWER{S)
FILED?

SUBMITTED T0 LOURT: October 10, 2017

o

THIS MATTER MAVING BEEN DULY PRESENTED TO THE COURT, IT IS, ON ‘PHIS
13th day of Octpber, 2017, HEREBY ORDERED AS FOLLOWS;

MOTTON BY APPELLANT
MOTION FOR REMAND OR DISMIES -

CHALLENGING JURISDICTION AND
STANDING OF PLAINEYFF PENTED

FOR THE COURT:

LA4r. &

F~Q063447-16  HUNTERDOR
HRPER - WEGOLAD MOEIOHR
€Lp
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‘Case: 17-2231 Document: 003112782766 Page: 1  Date Filed: 11/20/2017

BLD-0S1 - L ' November 16,2017

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT
No. 17-2231 |

CHRIS ANN JAYE, .
~ Appellant

v. o
' JOHN HOFFMAN, NJ Attomey General, ct al.
(D.N.J. Civ. No. 1-16-cv-07771)

Present: ’AMBRO, RESTREPO and NYGAARD, Circuit Judges

Submlued 1s Appellant’ “motion fof summary action to vacate all Judge
Shlpp orders and direct recusal of Judge Shipp”

in thc abovc-captloned case.

~ Respectfully,

| - Clerk
MMW/CAC/clw -
' _ "ORDER
The foregomg “motion for summary action to vacate all Judge Shipp orders and direct

recusal of Judge Shlpp” is denied. See 3d Cir. LAR 27.4; 1.O.P. 10.6. The only order
subject to review in this appeal is the District Court’s order entered May 2, 2017. See

Notice of Appeal (filed June 1, 2017). Other than requesting that we order the recusal
of District Judge Shipp, Appellant offers no legal argument in support of vacating that

~ order. See Fed. R. App. P. 27(a)(2)(A) (“A motion must state with particularity the .. -
grounds for the motion, the rclief sought, and the legal argument necessary to support - ..

it.”). To the extent that Appellant’s requcst to recusc Judge Shipp could be construed as

~_sounding .in mandamus, she has not demonstrated that this Court’s intervention is
warranted. We have reviewed the District Court docket report and see no evidence of

undue delay or bias. See 28 U.S.C. § 455(a), (b)}(1) (requiring rccusal when a judge’s
“impartiality might reasonably be questioned” or he “has a personal bias or prejudice
against a party”); Jones v. Pittsburgh Nat’l Corp., 899 F.2d 1350, 1356 (3d Cir. 1990)
(“Disagreement with a judge’s determinations certainly cannot be equated with the
showing required to so reflect on his impartiality as to dictate recusal.”). Furthermore,

the fact that Jaye has named Judge Shipp as a defendant in a separatc action cannot alone -
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serve as a basis for recusal. See Azubuko v. Rovyal, 443 F.3d 302, 304 (3d Cir. 2006) (per
curiam). The Appellees’ brief is due within 30 days from the date of this order, as the
Clerk advised by order of August 22, 2017.

By the Court,

LO“‘,‘. ?-.’, 2p,

Dated: November 20, 2017 R N
CLW/cc: Chris Jaye R ' 8%
Ian C. Doris, Esq. s - S
21 1z
i
‘)_’.. __ . .og

s e, VS .0

A True Cém;;‘;c . ;"‘;;‘
¥Ig31f

Ponenn . Wotidnom
Marcia M. Waldron, Clerk
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Case: 17-2564 Document: 003112757725 Page:1  Date Filed: 10/19/2017

DLD-365 September 28, 2017
~ UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

- C.A. No. 17-2564

CHRIS ANN JAYE, Appellant
vs.

" OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM OWNERS ASSOCIATES INC, et al.
(D.N.J. Civ. No. 3-15-cv-08324)

Present: CHAGARES, VANASKIE and KRAUSE, Circuit Judges

Submitted are:
(nH - Appellant’s Motion for Remand for Adjudication on the Merits; and

) - Appellant’s Emergent Motion to Stay Appeal until all Disclosures
- -are Provided and Defendants can provide Proof of Representation

in the above-captioned case.

Respectfully,
Clerk

MMW/CAC/clw
ORDER

Appellant’s Motion for Full Remand to the District Court for Adjudication on the
Merits and Emergent Motion to Stay Appeal until all Disclosures are Provided and
Defendants can provide Proof of Representation are denied. The Clerk will issue a
briefing schedule. To the extent that Appellant wishes to revisit the arguments she raises
in the foregoing motions, or raise any other relevant arguments on appeal, she may do so
in her brief on the merits of the appeal.

By the Court,

s/ Cheryl Ann Krause
Circuit Judge

Dated: October 19, 2017
sb/cc: Chris Ann Jaye _
All Counsel of Record
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Steven R. Rowland - 010121988
/\ BROWN MOSKOWITZ & KALLEN, P.C.
180 River Road
Summit, New Jersey 07901

(973) 376-0909
Attomeys for Judgment-Creditor, Oak Knoll Village Condominium Owners’ Association, Inc.

CHRIS ANN JAYE, ! SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSBY
: i LAW DIVISION: MERCER COUNTY

Plaintiff, ' A -
wkz)nﬁ erld
" RECE ”oow?’.,%' il Action
gy

OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM f‘IUN 3
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, ERICK P. ! 02015
SPRONCK, ROBERT STEPHENSON, i

BERMAN, SAUTER, RECORD & JARD .

Defendant%?"?’qu
~ OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINTUM
) OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC., ;
Plaintiff-in-Countorclaim, |
! .
CHRIS ANN JAYE, i . SUEREGAN
mm.aww
Defendant-in-Counterclaim. :

THIS MATTER having come before the court by way of motion by judgmer-creditor,
Oak Knoll Village Condominium Owners’ Assocmmn, Inc. (“Association™ seeking an order
pursuantto R. 4:57 directing the Cletk of the SupenorCourtto retrieve andmmoverﬁtedeposit
made by judgment-debtor, Chris Ann Jaye (“Jaye”™) to the Trust Unit Fuud for dxsbumanont to
the Association, permitting the Assoclation to apply. those funds against the sanctiots against
Jaye arising from Judge Clccone’s September 25, 2013 order, and ordering & warrant of arrest to
isgue in support of litigant's rights due to Jaye’s fuilure to ebide by the September 25, 2013 arder
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’ . in the event that Jaye continues to be non-compliant with the information subpoena, that is the
subject of the Septernber 25, 2013 order, for good cause shown, and as set forth on the record,

IT IS this adk day of June, 2015

ORDERED that the Superior Court Trust Fund Unit shall pay the $6529.92 by judgment-
debtor, Chris Ann Jaye, in connection with A-4856-12 to judgment creditor, Oak Kngll Village
Condominium Owners’ Association, Inc. by check made payable to “Oak Knoll Village
Condominium Owners® Association, Inc.” and mailed forthwith to Tracy Blair, Regional Vice
=" ""President, Acoess Property Management, 4 Walter E. Foran Blvd., Suite 311, Flemington, New
Jersey 08822, and it is further

ORDERED that the Association shall credit the monies received from the Trust Fund
Unit first towards the sanctions entered by the Hon. Yolanda Ciccone, A.J.8.C. in this matter on
September 25, 2013, namely, the $1,000.00 in sanctions arising during the 10 weeks after the
cxpiration of the 30 day compliance period, the $5,200 in sanctions arising from Jayo'sifailure to
provide full and complete answers to the Association’s information subpoena during calendar

ORDERED that in the event that Jaye fails to provide full and complete answers to the

Association’s information subpoena byéﬁ_r,grf . i, 2015, with a copy to counsed for the
AssoduﬁodmdtheCom&eComtshanisucﬁxemompanyingmmforhum

directing the Sheriff of Hunterdon County to arrest Jaye and bring her to this courtiouse for
detention until Jaye fully and completely answers the aforesaid information subposaa, and it is
further
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)
certification setting forth same, which Jaye may file.specific-objections-thezeto within ()
days, and the Court shall determine the attorneys’ fees and costs awarded within ()

ORDERED that counsel for the Association shall servs a copy of this Order within _|
( ) days of his receipt upon Jaye via first class mail, certified mail, return, receipt requested and

-~ " =" riail at gontacteai@vahoo.com and contactoai2@yshoo.com; and it is

A7) 14 AA

Hon. Douglad H. Huxd, P.J. Civ.
VERIFIED AS TO THE PRI 1
AMOUNT ON DEPOSIT - 9—-
B L5 _ mmm%gq'
m%amm o ZAS s~

9
\

Pursuant to Court Rule, please prasent
— Preofthatrstice of your application for

withdrawal of funds was gi\}e'n to al

parties to the action '
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