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Chris Ann Jaye 
P0 Box 5015 

Clinton, NJ 08809 

Date flied: 07I2I2016 
I

t 

Date: July 28, 2016 

Chris Ann Jaye 

Appellant 

V. 

NJ Attorney General, et, ãl. 

Appellee 

Dear Justices 

United States Court of Appeals 

Third Circuit 

Case Number 16-2641 

Motion for.Summary Action per 
Local FAP 21.4 

In light of the fact that neither DAG Brian Wilson nor DAG Ashley Gagnon nor any of the 

defendants have denied that not a single final order existed at the time my complaint was filed, 

there Is no question in the law that the order dismissing the complaint based on Rooker-

Feldman as argued by the defendants and their couhsel was a lie. A declaratory orqer from this 

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

In light of the fact that not a single defendant nor counsel has come forth , proof of a single 

final order upon which to rely as a basis for dismissal based on Rooker-Feldman could have 

been made, the dismissal of the complaint must be modified accordingly to vacate the dismissal 

with prejudice based on Rooker-Feldman. The order of the dismissal with prejudice should be 

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

accordance with Rule t 

ii 

I 
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In light of the fact that holding cases pertaining P1'o se litigants, including, but not hmit&I to, 

E*1cspn Y. Pardus, was deliberately withheld from the oOurt in two separate motions to dismiss, 

the dismissal for failing to plead according to Rule B must be modified accordingly. Vlftut 

contradictory citations in the record, the motions were improper arid meant to mislead the court. 

Accordingly, the order dismissing with prejudice should be vacated and proceedings t!nove  fOrth 

immediately in accordance with Rule 1. 

In light of the tact that not a single defendant nor counsel has come forth disputing thi fact that 

they are not represented by the NJ Attorney General's Office for conduit performed io their 

individual capacities, the defendants named in their individual capacities must be declared as 

being in default on the record. By order of this Court default judgment in my favor should be 

granted against anyone who was named in their individual capacity and failed to appear. 

In the district court, DAG Brian Wilson has not challenged my pending motions nqr tt 

arguments made in the motions, including, but not limited to, his lies pertaining to Rooker- 
) 'I 

Fetdrnan and his failure to cite holding case law. Accordingly, the court should deem, my 

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 motion to reconsider and 

motion to amend. No opposition was provided. Accordingly, my statements pertaining to DAG 

Wilson and the defendants lies in obtaining a dismissal are uncontested. Summary action in the 

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

court immediately. 

In light of the Pact hat m'y challenges to state statutes were properly filed with my first complaint 

(ECF 1) and not certified in accordance with the FRCP, summary action in the form 4n order by 

this Court should be issued to certify them now. Since the NJ Attorney General has hosen not 

to intervene after eighteen-months, the court should order it cannot intervene now. 
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In considration of the lies and the delays that have resulted as a result of this illegal onducit by 

the defendants, all cases pending in any state court needs to be stayed Immediately. rrhe 

mptiap to sjay state action was deemed moot by the district court. ft ig, not moot Anc this Court 

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

If a stay of state action is not granted, then this court should direct that any and all dèfertciants 

having any control, power or influence over any state action be barred from those maters. This 

court should also order all matters that were transferred to and adjudicated in the court 
11  

controlled by Defendant Judge Jacobson, rnoluding but not limited to the Civil rights case against 

Judge Cicoone, be vacated and heard in a neutral court (or consolidated with cases 1  riding in 

the district court if applicable). 

In light of the delays caused by Judge Shipp and others at the United States District Court of 

New Jersey, the failure to enter documents, and the failure to adjudicate motions in their 

entirety, this Court should direct the district court to adjudicate all matters in accordance with the 

rules in the same return cycle in which my motions are filed. 

Since the conduct Of the defendants and their counsel has resulted in two years of delays in my 

obt3Inin discovery, this court should order the defendants to release all documents, notes, 

emails, records ACMS eTtties, JEFl&entnes, and any related documents involving me, this 

case and their dealings with each other per any and all matters in which I am a partyto me by 

order Of this court within five (5) days (in electronic form if available). The court should also 

order that all defendants, not their counsel, certify that the discovery provided Oy them is 

complete. 

dd9 
ChrIsAnn4 

.- -., 
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Chris Ann Jaye 
P0 Box 5015 

Clinton, NJ 08B09 

Date: July 28, 2018 

Chris Ann Jaye 

Appellant 

V. 

NJ Attorney General, et. al 

United States Court of Appeals 

Third Circuit 

Case Number: 16-2641 

Appellee Certification for Motion for 

Summary Acon per 
Local F 274 

I, CHRIS ANN JAVE, hereby certify as follows: 

There Were no final judgments in existence at the time I filed my complaint. I 
Contrary citations of holding law pertaining to pleading reqtiirenents were not noted in 

• two separate motions to dismiss. 

• 3. Challenges to State 8tatutea filed with ECF I were never certified. 

My post-judgment motions were not contested. 

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

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

PrA 

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

?6eAnnJa 
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***AMENDED BLD-392 
**AMENDED BLD-392 
*AMENDED 
BLD-392 

C.A.No. 16-2641 
CHRIS ANN JAVE, Appellant 

VS. 
ATTORNEY GENERAL NEW JERSEY, El AL. 
Page 2 

September 22, 2016 
September 9, 2016 
September 1, 2016 
August 25, 2016 

in the above-captioned case 

Respectfully, 

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. Appellant'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 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. 
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Chris Ann Jaye 
P0 Box 5015 

Clinton, NJ 08809 

Date: September 14, 2016 

Chris Ann Jaye 
Appellant 
V. 

NJ Attorney General, et. al 
Appellee 

Dear Justices: 

United States Court of Appeals 
ThlrdCircuft 

Case Number: 16-2641 

Emergent Order to Stay State 
Actions and Direct Judgments, Liens 

to Be Vacated 

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

se 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. I would like to add 

this latest motion to the pile. 

As of ndxt wed, I will have a petition tiled with the US Supreme Court. MotIons .to  

address dëpnvations of due process by the district court and this court will be 

addressed dt that time. In the interim, I file this latest motion based on the latest order 

from the NJ Supreme Court. (Attached.) 

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 Appellate Court has been duly advised tlat the judgment 

was not certified as final, it was entered per an erroneous default, the Plaintiff Is not a 
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plint4ff 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 intermeddler. 

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 ware of 

the fact that the intermeddler, Steve Rowland and his firm (Brown, Moskowitz c Kallen)., 

sought monies that were denied by the federal court (15-cv-5303), failed to prMde an 

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

The attorney's fees awarded were then not permitted to be taxed, but were then taxed 

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

part of the state records - and both are invalid, erroneous and inaccurate. 

As to jurisdiction the NJ Appellate nor the trial court had any jurisdiction over I(V, the 

Plaintiff, since the Plaintiff did riot 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 made known to them. 

Additionally, the NJ Appellate Court (and the trial courts) are fully aware from cpurt 

re?ords dating hack to 2012 (October 9, 2012 specifically) prove that monies charged 

illegally to 0KV and paid by its management company absent any authority in the law 

werb embezzled from 0KV. These expenses were then illegally billed to me. And they 

being billed to me now by this judgment. (The cost of legal expenses for a lavJyer to 

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

law - if anybne chose to look at the law) 
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Finally, there was no trial because this judgment was entered in error per the games of 
-Th 

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, I have an inviolate rigtt to a jury per 

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

lens were made part of the public record. 

With all these violations known, the NJ Appellate Court chose not take any action and 

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

mind that this same court, the NJ Appellate has not determined that the order was final, 

knowing the that court will not vacate this erroneous order and fully aware that the trial 

court has barred me from filing any additional motions fr)r relief (which a repetitive 

routine by this recalled judge wht) was not evaluated for his mental fitness before being 

recalled as required), a blind man could See that 1 am being deprived due prodess 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 appeaI4  This is 

yet another game being played with me tinder the guise of due process. 

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 ilgal 

judgments. I can think of nothing wrote irreparable than being extorted by a thief and 

intermeddler, done with the backing of the State of New Jersey. And yet here we are 

again - while this Court delays, delays and delays as is par for the course. 

Chris Ann 
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FILED, Clerk of the Appeliate Division. September 09, 2016. A-094942-1 

ORDER ON MOTION 

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY 
APPELLATE DIVISI'ON 
DOCKET NO. A-004942-15T3 

OAK KNOLL CONDOMINIUM MOTION NO. M-O09489-15 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION BEFORE PART W 
V. JUDGE(S): RICHARD S. ROFFMAN 
CHRIS ANN JAYE HEIDI W. CURRIER, 

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

ANSWER(S) 08/24/2016 BY: OAK K1QLL CONDOMINIUM OWNERS 
FILED: ASSOCIATION 

SUBMITTED TO COURT: September 08, 2016 

ORDER 

THIS MATTER HAVING BEEN DULY PRESENTED TO THE COURT, IT IS ON THIS 
9th day of September, 2016, HEREBY ORDERED AS FOLLOWS: 

MOTION BY APPELLANT 

MOTION TO REMOVE LIENS, JUDGMENTS 
AND WARRANTS ISSUED BY THE STATE 
ACTORS ACTING UWER COLOR OF LAW DENIED 

SUPPLEMENTAL: 

FOR THE COURT: 

RICHARD S. HOFFMAN, J.A.D. 

DC-004807-15 MERCER 
ORbE - RULR NOTION 
Pr 
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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 COURTO}' APPEALFORJJ1E THIRD CIRCUIT 

C.A. No. 16-2641 

CHRIS ANN JAYE, Appellant 

vs. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL NEW JERSEY, El AL. 

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

Present: KRAUSE, SCIRICA, and FUENTES, Circuit Judges 

Submitted are: 

(1) Appellant's motion to summarily vacate; 

) (2) Appellant's motion for summary action with exhibits & addendum; 

Appellees' Response to Appellant's motions to summarily vacate 
and for summary action; 

Appellant's Reply to Appellees' Response to Appellant's motions to 
summarily vacate and for summary action; 

*(5) Appellant's motion for injunction; 

11(6) Appellant's motion for judicial notice; 

Appellant's motion to stay; 

Appellees' Response to motion to stay; 

Appellant's reply thereto; and 

***(IO) Appellant's motion for injunction, filed September 14, 2016 
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Chris Ann Jaye 
P0 Box 5015 

Clinton, NJ 08809 

Date: October 19, 2016 

Chris Ann Jaye 
Appellant 
V, 
NJ Attorney General, et. al. 
Appellee 

United Stites Court of Appeals 
Third Circuit 

Case Number 16-241 

Motion to Stay State Action Due to 
Amended Order by Judge Shipp and 
Nulfiflcation by This Court of Order 

Dated September 22, 2016 per 
Deadline IDr Appeal 

Dear Chief Judge McKee: 

In Fight of the fact that I have been threatened with sancRont lbr what a fudge has 

refer"ed.to  as uftWolous and duplicate filings" on September 22,2016. I am filing this 

motion tc ygu directly. Whatever motivations are behind scaring me from seeking 

remedies iathe law, I will not be deterred. Thus, I make it knowfl again - now— that 

seeking a stay Of slate acHon (as is a right asa htigant In a pending civil rights suit) is a 

right. This request by lawful motion its neither filvolous nor duplicative since harassing 

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

Today, Vairi, the sheriff was at my door. Again, today, a card was 4e4 taped to my 

door- Exhibit A. 

Still, to this d', there is a warrant out for my arrest over ajudgmnt in the state which 

(1) the trial court did not cerhfy as final, (2) the NJ Appellate Couitdld not'deeln final by 

any order, and (3) both courts refusto address the illegal ard erroneousentry of 

/ 
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default by the Clerk since I was never in default. A separate judge, not yet named in 

this suit-but under the controj of Defendant Judge Jacobson,  sinned the warrant per an 

information subpoena on the non-final judgment the trial judgB lefused to star. Not only 

did that fpqt of ajudge who should never sit on a..bench deny the stay, he conveniently 

felled to even sign a proper order of denial. Thus, due to his failure to ximply with the 

law, I am not able to seek a stay on a judgment in the appellate court. And so this 

warrant idiocy exists. 

In light of the fact that this fooltrial judge (on reoell at the pteasurep of Chief JVstice 

Rabner) is a defendant in this case as is hs boss, Judge Jacobson, it is not either 

Surprising nor unpected that these games (ir*1ud1ng.t.he lack of notce Qf trarsf, the 

denial of any judge to vacate an erroneous entr of default, the denial of remand to the 

court o1flrt review by the NJ Appellate Court, etc) are taking place. 

However, all offts IS taking place. And all of it is fl bad faith arid absent ttie law. 

In seekinga stay of state action with The district court, I was repeatedly denied without 

the proper dtandard of review. Judge Shipp has a long history of ruling in a manner that 

is utterly absent the rule of law as the recxird shows. 

In turning to this court, the same denial wittvut feason and proper standard of review 

wa6 given. Not unamusingty, I was denied a stay of judgment pending an appeal- That 

was not what was sought, Out alas, the law is not being applied anywhere in any court 

- So what difference does it make? 

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

made by  this court), the dtstnct court via Judge Shipp conveniently realized that it has a 
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legal duty to adjudicate post-judgment motions. (Judge Shipps Amended Order 

9/2tI6). Suddenly, months after my filings and after numerous erroneous orders, 

Jtcige Shipp had an epiphany per the rules of court. 

Itowever, if he had done his job as requtred at the onset - I would not have b0eh in this 

poon. The star would have been granted by the district court and it would not have 

been denied by this court as a judgment pending an appeal (in errot). 

Yet Judge Shipp did not do his job In fact, he has deliberately delayed adjudicating 

post-judgment motions until the State of New Jersey rendered its decision on a case 

that should have been granted supplemental jurisdiction. 

The motions that are still pending now (finally to be addressed) are being hearLl white at 

the sarnetime thicourt refuses to vacate its- September 22, 2016. You, as you know, 

have been briefed on all of'this - twice 

as you know, are also fully aware that I am without a complete record by the 

dtrict court'If failure to file my documents as well as by this court's failure to direct the 

district court to do Its job by filing those missing documents. By the records apd acts of 

this court, the remedy (the vacating of the dismissal) was a right I had in the law based 

on this etro'r by the Clerk at well, as the stay of state action I have sought from this 

court, Everything was denied. 

Despise being denied, denied, denied and denied wittxu a basis in the law, I have a 

right to a Stay of state action riaw. The defendants in this case are not only vEolajing my 

civil rights, but are now conspiring to violate my  civil rights. An arrest warrant Is a state 
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aciion. It needs to be stayed as does every other idio Ic thing raking plaoe in that 

wamp 9f cori:uption clld a court controlled by Judge Jacobstn. 

fithout question, I fInd It djfficult to believe thet the actions o.f both Judge -Shipp;in 

delaying adjudioation of the motions and of the Clerk in failing to file documents jiand-

ctelfyred to. court are just simple errors. And I find It difficult 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 possible. 

And row, with botb•the distriet court and this court refusing to grant a stay for no reason 

perrnittedin the law, I am being harassed yet again (again at my home) to comply with 

an ii rinaIton Subpoena via a warrant eW out for my arrest over this issue. Of course, 

as stated, the judgment IS not final, the judgment was illegally entered as a defuit, and 

theordir Ideetned juøgment) 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 has stemmed from the inner workings of the Superior Court of Mercer 

County whern Defendant Judge Jacobson is directing her staff to sign illegal orders, 

sign illegal warrants and actupon illegal acts In her oourt. She, the head of the snake, 

is In control of all of this - from the entry of the default, the failure to notify, the 

assignment of Judge McManimon, etc. This is being dQne. And none of this is legal. 

This, by the standard of review required for a stay of state action (not a stay pending an 

appOal as was stated by this cxiurt), demands the relief sought with a stay. "Oeniecr is 

Convenient, btit It does not provide a basis for the denial. I have a right to a sty of all 

fate action. 
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Without question, I 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 ha been proyen by the motions I have filed - including the lies told by the NJ 

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

Regardless of the expected denial by this Court and the thçeatsmde by this court, I am 

putting it on record that I am living under siege, being harassed, and being placed in 

danger by these defendants. And I have been put in danger yet again today. Exhibit A. 

If I were putide, I 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 jail 

• (without bail or the right to an attorney). Based on this illegal warrant and the illegal 

acts of those involved, I 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 honorabl-6 fudges and within state law, They are not, 

And by any oommon sense and any application-of the law, the stay of state action 

shoulct have been granted and needs to be granted now.. 

Moreover, since this non-flrt judgment wS filed by Steve Rowland with state 

(Judgment Process Service overseen by Chief Justice Rabner and NJ Supreme Court), 

I have.a Hen against me and all my properties. The money is secure. But, to add salt to 

the wound, more damae has taken place. 

Seeking to sell a home recently, the shyster Steve Rowtanct was advised by my, attorney 

in'1ting that payment of the judgment would be rendered by the title company. 

Aithoughillegal atd paid under protest as advised by my attorney in that transaction, 

App 15 
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S.tew Rowland submitted a pay-off letter to Jim. This, of course, was done without the 

cone of his so-eaHel client,. W it was known to all that the money for this tilegal 

judgment (non-finaJ end pending. an  øppeal) would be paid upon the closjng of this 

properly. It has not yet clod. 

Regardless, this shyster, thief and intermeddler Steve Rowland who has absolutely no 

standing to speak on behalf of the client he represents, failed to advise either the court 

or ths sheriff's. ofkce of this fact And this shyster failed to advise anyone that mori&es 

Will be paid to resolve this issue, the lien, the warrant and the non-4inal judgment The 

non-final judgment is, by the way, being appealed as well. And still, this is all baking 

place. 

The state is working with this filth (Steve Rowland) who should have been disbarred to 

arrest me until I give them (the defendants in this case) my entire financial records. 

This is Whin 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 

Chllrenges tp State Statutes., I have challenged, the 111eg31i1y of this "wrnt' with the 

feceraI court. 

With all this said, if this is not harassment -- I know not what is. And if a stay to stop the 

illegal action of state actors taking place in the kangárcx) courts of the state does not 

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

Finally, in tight of bothmy petition to the USSupemeCourt and the motions filed to 

Chief Justice Auto pertaining to the violations of due process taking place at this court 

and the diswtct oowt!  it is not without coincidence that calls have been made Là 'bring 
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me dowr? by the sheriff. Without question, I find none of this amusing in the least - and 
OR 

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 history has shown will be "denied," Butt 

am writing it for The record so that if  anything happens to me by these manaos that refer 

to themselves as judges (but who, in fact, are def6n1ants), no one tan state they were 

not aware that this harasstnent was taking place. It is taking place, has taken Alace and 

continues b take place - while this courj 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 state action 

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

(.,. 
Chri 
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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: 

Appellant's "Motion to Stay State Action" 

Appellees' Response 

in the above-captioned case. 

Respectfully, 

Clerk 

MMW/BN B/dmg/c 1w 
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 

mlr/cc: Chris Ann Jaye 
Ashley Gagnon, Esq. 
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Chris Jaye 
P0 Box 5015 

Clinton. NJ 08809 

Date: January 24, 2017 

Chris ArulJaye 
Ptairdiff 

V. 

NJ Attorney General John Hoffman, et. al. 

United Stases Court of Appeals 
Third Circuit 

16-2641 

Letter Addressing Order 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 Appeals, 
Third Circuit, that the order to the motion to extend time to appeal  an interlocutory order 

pertaining to an emergent stay of state action (E-CF 59) with ECF 69 has been vacated. 

This order was done after Judge Shipp dismissed this case with prejudice (ECF 64-65) 
and closed the case. The case was not permitted to be dosed since all matters were 

not ltnahzed. As such, there can be no pending appeal as the November 23 2016 
order stipulates. See Rule S. 

To highlight the cause and effect of the illegally of these proceedings, I have provided a 

detailed list. It wilL serve no purpose since this court is doing exactly what the district 
court is doing - bending the rule to find a way to push this out of court and protect 
judges. But I want it as part of therecord nonetheless. 
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Lets get a few tacts straight on the prejudicial delays taking place at the so-called 

federal oqurt lcnown as the US District Court of New Jersey: 

• 1. March 23, 2016 motion(ECF 59) has not been adjudicated. 
TEN MONTHS and counting. 

2. May 2016 motiOn to-dismiss with prejudice has notbeen vacated a a result of this 

known error. (See Rule 3 and controlling law on piecemeal litigation.) 

EIGHT MONTHS and counting. 
. May 2016 FRAP motions not adjudicated. 

EIGHT MONTHS and coundng. 

June 2016, motions filed addressing missing documents not filed In this ease by She 

Clerk known to both the district and appellate court. Still not part of the record as of 

today. 
EIGHT MONTHS and counting. 
September 21, 2016 order stipulating Judge Shipp will address FRAP 4 motions still 

not address. 
FOUR MONTHS and counting. 

This kind of crap would never be pulled on a lawyer or law firm. And you, the appellate 
00.al, knows 11 But then again, this. is who come when jjdges plaoe themselves 
above the rule of taw and are aQoountable to no one.. 

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

Rule I requires speedy and inexpensive adjudication on the merits. But who cares 
what the US-Supreme Court and Congress dictates, right? Lawyers and judges are 
abbve the law! 

And thanks to the failures of Judge Shipp and his deliberate, prejudicial, intentional 
delàys I have had to commence with yet another civil tights suit rather than supplement 
this Suit because he illegally disthissed with prejudice this case - and Is waiting until 
God knows Wftn to undo his errors- Eight months and counting. 
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Rule;3 rpquirs qp appeal on a case involving the finality of all mattels. Documerts 

• have, not been flied and all motions have not beert adjudicated. As a matter df 

procedure, oone (like a federal judge or appellate court 
judge) Should tiave vacated the dismissal with prejudlOe upon the known fadt that 

ECF 59 has never been adjudicated, (See piecemeal litigation and Rule 3) 

Instead (much like the missing doçuments not filed in this case and known to all), both 

the federal court and appellate court 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 law, norepresented party would have to wait MORE THAN TWO YEARS to 

?ddress a R. 12 VVion, obtain discovery, have a conference, etc... 

In other words, thanks for detroying.my case deliberately and intentionally. If it takes 

tc years to pass the golden gates to the district court, what other tricks do you all ha'ie 

up your sleeve for me moving forward? What other blpckades? Barriers? You judges 
are good at your tricks of the trade - I have to give yoo that. 

As to Rule 8, the simplicity of it speaks for itself. It is as simple as it gets.. And yet it is 
taking Judge Shipp eight months to figure out whether or not-he erred in applying the 
Twomb? standard over the Rule 6 standard, For the record, he en-ed. And he nws it. 

And yet, eight months -and counting. 

• A high school student could look at the Complaint and make the determination that pll 

required elements to swvlve a R. 12 motion are there. Civil rights cases only require a 

Rule 8 pleading. This is not rocket science. But for reasons unknown, Judge Shipp 
needs years of time, thought and reflection. 

One must assume he ishoping I will die before he decides this.. singular issue of This 

case. Yeah, that seems to be in keeping with Rule I and the "spirit of the ru$es as to 

the administration of justtce. 

Ona final note - i-einernb&, IT HAS BEEN.MORE THAN TWO YEARS SINCE I HAVE 

FILED. The case has bee in- twice in error by two judges —ioth of whom did 
ndt )4Jfg mythallehès tb State statutes nor remanded state ctaim tothe state courts. 
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It has been more than TWO YEARS SINCE I flLEE) and I have yet had my complaint 
heard since I cannot gel pas the golden gates of the US District Court of New Jersey 
de to all these illegal games being played. And you call this justice, right? 

Tricks, Delays, Tactics and Obstruction at Justice 

The US Court of Appeals demanded monthly updates. I will do you one better. I will 
highlight why you have.no  jurisdiction over this appeal and the delays being caused by 

the district court to ensure that my  case never comes to light. 

Mile enjoying this detailed list of violations, keep in mind that federal judges are dDing 

this to a pro se litigant in a civil rights case. And remember, you, the federal judges., 
took oatha and are suçposed to be the guardians of my cflstittitionai righta. 

Thanks for nothing and wasting years of my life with these endless games. 

a Illegality One: Judge hipp dismissed the case with prejudice and closed the 

case without adjudicating all motions. 

This case is riot only not aipclabte until all matters are decided, Judge Shipp had no 

right to close thq 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 pertains to the folever motion mumbo. ECF 59, itwas filed on March 
23, 2016. We are now t (10) months since that motion was filed wiiheu*adjudkzatiort. 

And we re now four months, numerous motion cycles and in an entirely new year since 

Judge Stpp has vacated his own order based on his own errors pertaining to this 

motion. 

U Illegality Two: Judge Shipp has caused yet another delay in this case to deprive 

.me of ttm relief I have sought And this hat been done in total violation 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 filed motions not within his jurisdiction due to an-appeal that was nullified by 

these motions filed by me. 

Judge Shipp then vacated this erroneous order (ECF 70) arid 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 name after a letter to the US Court 
of Appeals was-written by me noting that it was continuing with an appeal although 

FRAP 4 .riot" had not been heard arid the record Was not complete. Clearly, 

soneone intervened and Judge Shipp realized he could 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 adjudioate thorn. 

• Igality Three: Judge Shipp has delayed adjudicating post-judgment motions 

for MONTHS by his own ejrors and "mistakes." The result is the spoliation of 

discovery and additlonathàrrn -at the state level that continues by and through the 

acts of these defendantsfstate actors arid now (heir legal counsel. 

Throughout his case, Judge Shipp çepeatedlv lied in his orders and violated the rules to 

render illegal and Invalid decision that ensured my rights in the law, specifically 28 US. 

Code § 1654, would be violated. These lies in these order would then be deemed true 
upon an appeal of same. 

• Illegality Four: Upon review of EGF 19 (Plalntiff's motion for reconsideration), 

• Judge Shipp had a had a duty to ensure that ft 15 was granted tome absent 

any motion. 

• Illegality Five: Judge Shipp had a duty to vacate the dismissal/dosjre order 
(ECF 10) and adjudicate ECF 3 and ECF 7. Judge Shipp had a i.dy to vacate 

the subsequent order (ECF 17)'by Judge Sheridan and adjudicatejiotions he 

could not adjudicate due to his conflicts (ECF 12 and 13). 
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As matter of law,  Judge Pisaria had no right to dose the case fR. 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 niymotion. (ECF 26) And so Judge Shipp had a duty to 
do what. they failed to do - adjudicate the motions that they did not or could not. 

Instead of doing that WhIOb 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 ft 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 violation of R. I and the spirit of the rules and controlling law- 

0  Illegality Six: In addition to the violation of R. 15 that was upheld, Judge P.sano 
cjid not-sua sponte provide me an opportunity to amend this Civil rights case. 

i*er-I1a,Iee vAote Co tOj4BgE. 3247- 3,I Owud 2007 
In Dist4t Councif 47 vBradIey, 795 F.2d 1,, 316:13d car.19e61, we used a 

) footnote from Boreili v. Civ of-Peadina. 532 F.2d 950 (30 Cit. 1976) L( 
cunam), and our decision in Dan-, to create a rule that district courts in civil tights 
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. 

E Illegality Sqven: Judge Shipp illegally ordered I amend a perfectly accepjable 
amended complaint based on Judge Sheridan's findings when no sud, review OT 
the amended complaint was sought nor needed to be sought. (See R 15 and R. 
12 as to defendants' filings) 

a Illegality 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 119) 
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y directing me to file another amended that whiCh complied with R. 8 (sue &1ckstn). 
Judge 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 

valiq .cQmplaint to the benefit of the defendants and to my detriment. (Rule 1) Thus, 

another tacticofdy. 

Moreover, and by and through thisordpr, Judge Shipp onsured that the recorti reflected 
thpt Judge Shipp bestowed upon me the gift to amend when no Leave to amend 

rqairéd. (See R. 15) 

U Illegality Nine: Judge Shipp had a duty to adrnirtister justice as per ft 1. The 

case had been lingering in limbo since the illegal closure by Judge Pisano (ECF 

10), the illegal .adjudiction by a judge who faded to iecuse himself as required 

(ECF 25) and for six months since the filing of my motions on May 28, 2015. 

(ECF 19) 

a IVegality Ten: It took Judge Shipp and this court nearly a year from the time of 

Judge Pisano's illegal order (ECF 10) to order that I file a second amended 

complaint (ECF 0-31). before the case was reopened. 1  

Judge Shipp further protected the defendants (state actors and his former colleagues) 

by ensuring no 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 iriartfut 

my pleadings were- 

0  llleglity, Eleven: ft 16(b)12) 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 I had a right to have. 
• Challenges to the standing of the NJ AG to defend state actors in their individu) 

capacity remained unaddressed i§ince no discovery was permitted. 

1 COUnSeI for the Defendants did not cite E,idcsan in either of their two motions to dismiss. Judge Shtpp 
did fbi cite this case in the motiOn to dismiss with prejudice. However, E,cksOn was not?d in my 
opposition to the second motion to diSmiss - which was 1ever filed by the Clerk. Copy of the stamped 
document can be found IP the US Cowl of Appeals Third Circuit where it wathed and not ordered tp be 
ifldudod into the record. 
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Further steps were taken by Judge Shipp to ensure that state actors and Their illegal 
racket would not be impacted by challenges to state statutes. By not certifying them, 
they were never addressed. 

• Illegality Twelve: Judge Shipp refused io comply with federal law and certify the 
ChaUenges to State statutes filed with my complaint in December 2014. 

* illegality Thkleert Judge Shipp still has not certified my challenges 10 state 
statutes and have since deemed them moot. (ECF 64.65) 2  

Tha FRCP 5. 1, states: (b) CERI1FKA11oN BY THE COURT. The court must, under 
U.SC. U403, certify to the appropriate attorney general that a statute has been 
questied. But why should a federaic judge comply with federal rules? 

Relying on the illegal acts of the judges who have been involved in this case, Judge 
Shipp has declared in the mpst recent motion tg dismiss with prejudice with no 
opportunity to amend and my state claims not remanded  (the second such ofder in the 
this case). His reason is that I tailed to plead in accordance to the Twombly standard. 

• Illegality Fourteen: ECF 64-65 fraudulently declares that Judge Shipp provided 
me opportunities to amend. This is not true. By the FRCP, 1 had a right to 
amend per R 15. 

I Illegality Fifteen: Judge Shipp was fully aware I was a pro se litigant and was 
My aware that the pleading standard of R. 8 (see Erickson) was the appropriate 
standard in this case - a oMi rights case. 

Relying on ordars in this cases  Judge Shipp has also sabotaged anpther case by 
stating false facts pertaining to the "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) 

rbese challenged d4 rot disappear, but bave been lgnomd. We pre now two vear suoe these have 
hee filed. The saé dIsega these challenges In the waiter of 15-8324 Wef .de,ed 'moot. 
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M illegality Sixteen: The lies of this case told by Judge Shipp have now impacted 
another case and deprived me rights in thatcase. Judge Shipp was fully aware I 
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. I have been denied right in another case dua to ties told in this ease. 

At no time and throughout the case did Judge Shipp apply controlling law and the 
appropriate standatd as it pertains to civil rights cases and stays of state action. As 
stated in my documents, this was 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 to Judge Shipp 
delaying adjudicating motions in this case for months), this court (and Judge Shipp) 
cleatly expect that they can improperly rely On Rocker-Feldman as an out In the future 
as it.pertains to other matters or supplemental pleadings sought if his order to dismiss 
with prejudice is not overturned. These are tactics, not ludicial acts. 

• illegality Seventeen: It is the duty of a federal judge to apply both state and 
) federal law to aflcases. Judge Shipp did not apply the exception to the rule as it 

pertains to stays of state action in civil rights cases at anytime. Judge Shipp 
denied such stays for every reason under the sun absent the exception in the law 
- and failing to address the cases I cited which supported my right to such relief. 

a Illegality 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 afl relief sought to supplement the case as 
moot. (ICF 64-65) 

• IIlegehty Nineteerr Judge Shipp illegally deprived me the right to supplemental 
jurisdiction over a state case (causing piecemeal litigation) by delaying 
adjudicating a nlotitln for supplemental jurisdiction until such time the matter was 
decided by the NJ Appellate Court and conveniently deemed moot." 

if illegality Twenty: Despite my letters opposing extensions nOt provided in the 
rules, Judge Shipp coordinated with Judge Bongiovani to extend time for the 
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defendant's qpposition *0 mg timely filed motions (ECF 40 and 41)to ensure that 

adjudication by the state was had prior to his decision rendering a dismissal with 

pFeudice. (ECF 64-65 

Judge Shipp lied in his motion to dismiss with prejudice (denying the right to amend and 

refusing to remand state claim&) as it pertained to Rooker-Feldman. Considèripg there 

were state claims, Rooker-Feldman did not apply to them.. Considering the court relied 

on pleadings statementspertainin9 to slate judgrtieflts) which were outside the 1ate of 
the complaint, Rooker-Fe/dman could not apply unless The defendants .provided proof. 
ThQ notion was required by the rules re be treated as a summary judgment. it was not 

Judge Shipp did not require any certification of proof from the defendants and their 
counsel (all state actoj's). The word of the liars (defendants and counsels) was 

suffhient to dismiss this case (end state claims) with prejudice. 

Of course, federal judges we not allowed to make assumptions and must look to proofs. 

This does not happen in cases where there is an agenda set by the court to rid the 
courts of pro se litigants. 

U illegality Twenty-Two: The order to dismiss based on 'Rooker-Feldman (ECF 64-
65) was not only legally wrong since no final Iudciment existed at the time the 
suit was filecL It wa not supported with any documentary evidence. (ECr 42) 

• Illegality Twenty-Three: Judge 8hipp improperly treated a R. 12 motion for 

summary judgment (ECF 42) without the required procedures being followed and 

absent proof affidavits, etc. 
a Illegality Twenty-Four. Judge Shippallowed 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 decision. 

a Illegality Twenty-Five: Judge Shipp dismissed a state claim with prejudice baed 
on Fooker-F1ci1nanwhert that only applies to federal cases. 

* megality 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 8ponte. 
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• Illegality Twenty-Seven: Judge Shipp was made aware that my opposition was 
Th not filed (as well as other documents) and still continued to adeã se all parties that 

he oukLddress FRAP 4-motions on an incomplete record. (ECF 70 and ECF 

71) 

Total Disregard of Judictal Notice 

Taking judicial notice of a case in the same court to which Judge Shipp was assigned, 

thp case of I 5-834, irlud,ng but not limited to 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 hadthis available 

to him for consideration, Judge Shipp did nothing with this information. 

Fully aw.are by court records. (considered éwi<rnce) that the state actor defendants in 

this caw entertained legal argument from counsel without standing and rendered 

decision 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 continued in this court when relief addressing the ties 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 Stipp 
denied my motion for summary judgment in ttt tase (EC.F 127) three days after it was 
hled(ECF 129) for no reason in the law. Not a single defendant had to respond to it. 
Not 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 
hers and vlolator€ of my civil rights in this civil rights case. 

And, of course,. Judge Shipp cotdd have also considered the appeal on the interlocutory 
order -in that case (Docket 16-2515) and the petitionfiled to the US Supreme court 
(Docket I6-41), 

But why look at evtdence when state actor-defendants and their counsel can srnpIy lie 
and get their way. 
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Conclusion 

This court has no jurisdiction to hear any appeal. But you ordered we give you updates. 

in turn, again judicial notice of all of this case and all facts presented are being 

requestQd. 

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

The lies are before you. Lawyers-turned-judges acting in these case are not as skilifut 
as they think they are in playing these games with my nghts. They simply have the 

power to violate thelaw and hide behind immunities to do so. But that wiU not deter me, 
I am prepared to call out every lie, trick and tactic along the way until something is done 

to address these abuses of power. 

I am certain that stating this will result in some illegal order from this Court to silence me. 

I am expecting that. Judge Ciccone barred me from using public audig tapes of motions 

hearjrjs I purdiased to ensure the illegalities in her court were not made known. Of 
course, she had no right, But who cares about rights? So to put it plainly. I am 

expecting some creative next move from the federal court as well. as the court to find 

sonie other creative reason why this case can be dismissed. 

Since the reasons given by Judge Shipp arewithout merit, I am sw-a you are all 

scouring the books to seefiow you can rid me from the courts while using certain words 

to ensure that the orders are as insulting to me a$ possible. All in all I expect the court 

to act Mainst me rather than uphold my rights. This is not my first time at the rodeo. 

As to the dlays. illegal findings of fact and InsulUng orders these are also nothing new. 
It has been done time and again, by both state and federal actoM All the while, the 

thieves and embezzlers are still in place committing their crimes - and stl backed by 
the state via state-sanctioned extortion. And now the same criminals involved are 
backed by the federal court. But do 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. 

Chis Ann  Ja 
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Sut$oct 2Q17 Oak Knofl VlHaqeMelin Oate 

From: Oak Moff Village COA, Inc. - ThACY8 (tblaracoespm.com) 

To: actcajyahoo.com; 

Date: Monday, January 23. 2017 6:03 PM 

Oak Knoll Village Owners: 
Attached please find the ycar's schedule-of board meetings for 2017. P1cao print this or mark your calendars - 
we hope to see you ate few this year. The next meeting isext Tues. Jn,3lst at 7;)0pp at he pQOl house. 

Tracy Blair; PCAM, CMCA, AMS 
Vice President & Regional Manager 
Access Property Management 
3477 Corpoyate Parkway, Suite 1.00 
Center Valley, PA 1 8034 
484.224.3463 /610.791.4600 fbx 

Attachments 

• 2017 Board Meeting Dates.pdf (287. IOKI)) 

01 
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P0 Box 5015 
Clinton, NJ 08809 

Date: August 14, 2017 

Chris Ann Jaye United States Court of Appeals 

Appellant Third Circuit 

V. Case Number: 16-2641 

NJ Attorney General John J. I-loThnan, 

et. at. 
Appellee  

Emergent Injunctive Relief to Stay All 

Federal Cases and Motion 

to Transfer Case and Appeal to A 
Neutral Venue 

• Dear Justices Ambro, Krause and Nygaard, 

) As has been the case and connues to be the case, this court has ensured that the 

juØges 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. I sought emergent relief to change the venue. I did not do that for 

amusement. I did that because there is a concerted effort to bar me from seeking reftef 

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, I 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 conduct of the district court judges, I would not be before you 

now. And yJ this court has just turned a blind eye to it. And so the harm contirwes in 

the district ind state courts while this court does nothing. 

As the record proves, Judge Shipp knew full well that I sought to seek a suit against him 

in the matter of 1:16-cv-0777 1. He was fully aware that I deemed him unfit. He was 

fully aware I filed a judicial complaint against hi-m. And yet he continued to act when any 

reepnable 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 alsq 

been harmed. He knows exactly how to rule and when to rule to do the most damage. 

And he has done this while being a named litigant in the suit of 1 7-cv-05257. 

As to that matter, the judges in the district court further conspired to ensure that 1:17-

05257 has never come to fight The transfer of the case was done without notice of 

assignment I was ordered to compJy with an OTSC. The summons from the Cleric 

have been withheld. My filfnQ 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 1:1 6-cv-0777 1 which gives the other district 

court some authority to rely on this ruling to block the Suit of 1:17—cv-05257. Of course - 

Judge Shipp would have and stiould have recused himself upon notice of the Suit in the 

matter of 1: 1 7-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 coiMd 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-cv07771 was not only to 

impact no%t that case, but this pending appeal, the appeal of 17-2231 and now 1:1 7-cy-

05257. And now this court is going to rule on orders by this same judge via this same 

district cpurt which has Shown sui a total regard for my right, the rules nd due 

process. 

This conspiracy 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 flied 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 I am blind, I am fully aware of the hell that you intend to unleash 

upon me tomorrow 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 action3, 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 being 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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- 
- C1arly, this court has no intention of even considering have neutral eyes placed on 

these cases and adjudicated accordtng to the law. It is without wonder why so many US 

Coprt 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 ensuring that challenges to state statutes and 

other motions were addressed. 

And there is no doubt that you can see the manipulation of the district court records in 

this case and in ethers, such as 17-cv-052.57. But you simply choose toigrwre 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 dtrit court judges in the same manner the district 

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

others a*)rementioned 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 and Nygaard -- are prepared to rule 

tomorrow - on an incomplete record, based on Judge Shipps sva spoate orders and 

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

I still seek a change of venue. M' August 4, 2017 motion jiid not disappear. But since 

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

is to come while all my rights are ignored by all involved. 

( Chris Jaye fr 
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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 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").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, 

IT IS on this 
- 

day of January 2017, hereby ORDERED that: 

I. 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 
.1 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 alter the issuance of this decision. 

-Z!La~ - 

MICHAEL A. SlurP 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
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NOT FOR PUBLICATION 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

CHRIS ANN JAVE, 
Plaintiff, 

V. Civil Action No. 14-7471 (MAS) (TJB) 

NJ ATTORNEY GENERAL JOHN MEMORANDUM OPINION 
HOFFMAN, et al., 

Defendants. 

SHIPPI  District Judge 

This matter conies 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 lrizzai-I 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 
J terminated as a party to this case on January 14, 2016. (ECF No. 73.) 
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I. Background2  

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, P1amtiff,  

proceeding pro Se, filed a sixty-three-page Complaint against the New Jersey Attorney General, a 

deputy attorney general, several members of the New Jersey judiciary, and various state court 

personnel. (CompL, ECF No. I.) In her Complaint, Plaintiff alleges, inter a/ia, that Defendants 

violated 42 U.S.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 

in actions by Plaintiff against her condominium association. (Compi. 61-62) After a series of 

motions resulted in the dismissal of Plaintiff's Complaint (ECF No I) 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 

) with prejudice (ECF Nos 64, 65) Within one week of the Court's decision, Plaintiff tiled the 

instant Motions to Vacate, Establish Findings of Fact, Hold New Trial, and Take Judicial Notice. 

(ECF No. 67) 

ii. Motion to Vacate 

Under Rule 60(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, courts have discretion to grant 

a party relief from a final judgment, order, or proceeding See Shapiro v Baker, 646 F Supp 

1127, 1128 n.] (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 

2 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. 

2 
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(3d Cir. 2004) (quoting Tories 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 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. (Id. 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. (Id.) 

Plaintiff father 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. (Id. at 4.) Plaintiff argues that Defendants possess no right to 

characterize the nature of her case. (Id.) Finally, Plaintiff makes numerous legal arguments 

regarding the inapplicability of the Rooker-Feidman Doctrine to her case. (Id. at 5-7.) 

3 Rule 60(b) does not apply to a court's alleged "legal error." United Stales v. Fiord/i, 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). 

3 
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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 Court. 

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 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, Plaintiffs 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-Feidman Doctrine do not raise 

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

Motion to Amend Judgment 

Plaintiff also 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 Moving Br. 7.) 

Plaintiff argues that federal law permits the relief Plaintiff seeks, and Plaintiff does not provide 

further explanation with regard to this Motion. (Id. 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. 

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. (PI.'s Moving Br. 8.) In support, Plaintiff only 

argues that Defendants' fraudulent statements to the Court and the inapplicability of the Rocker-

Feldman Doctrinejustify a "new hearing." (Id.) Given that Rule 59 governs "new trials" and does 

4 
App 46 



Case 3:14-cv-07471-MAS-TJB Document 78 Filed 01/24/17 Page 5 of 6 PagelD: 1050 

not provide for the reconsideration of decisions on motions to dismiss, the Court denies Plaintiffs 

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 [Plaintiffs] [C]omplaint, 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." (id. at 10.) Federal Rule of Evidence 201(b) governs judicial 

notice: "The court may judicially notice a fact that is not subject to reasonable dispute because it: 

(I) 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 D:ielak V. Whirlpool 

Corp., 26 F. Supp. 3d 304,319 (D.N.J. 2014). 

) After reviewing the facts in the record, Plaintiffs 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 Plaintiff's alleged fact. For these 

reasons, the Court denies Plaintiff's Motion to Take Judicial Notice. 

5 
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VI. 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 

order consistent with this decision! 

/J-411i9 
MICHAEL A.1Siifrp' 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 

Dated: January ,2.01 7 

"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. 

6 
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT 

No. 16-2641 

CHRIS ANN JAYE, 
Appellant 

V. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL NEW JERSEY; 
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL lONE 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 MCMANJMON, 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 
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-0747 1) 
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 

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 

cO .Pt 
.. f' ..- 

Certihe ;d issued in lieu 
ofafoiaJa VA 0  09/13/17 

Teste: á/OII4 
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 lONE 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 MCMAMMON, 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 
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 

U 

App 51 30f9 



Case: 16-2641 Document: 003112725048 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 

(Opinion filed: August 22, 2017) 

OPINIONS 

PER CUR1AM 

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 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.O.P. 5.7 does not 
constitute binding precedent. 

U 
2 
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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 III, 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 Two. 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). 

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. 

20 10) (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 

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. 

4 
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fl 
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 instruction. Rather, Jaye appears to be merely 

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

303 (3d Cir. 2006) (per cunam) ("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.' 

n 

) 

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 

ki 
her "Motion for Emergent Change of Venue." 
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n 
MARCIA M. WALDRON 

CLERK 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
21400 UNITED STATES COURTHOUSE 

601 MARKET STREET 
PHILADELPHIA, PA 19106-1790 

Website: www.ca3.uscourts.gov  

September 13, 2017 

TELEPHONE 

215-597-2995 

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 a! 
Case Number: 16-2641 
District Case Number: 3-14-cv-0747 1 

) 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, 

Marcia M. Waldron, Clerk 

By: Carmella, Case Manager 
267-299-4928 

cc: Benjamin E. Bryant, Esq. 
Chris Ann Jaye 

J 
Randall B. Weaver, Esq. 
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FILED, Cerkof the Ap&Iate Division October 02, 2013, A-00485642 [T i:i iiii IF 
ORDER ON MOTION 
--------------- 

CHRIS ANN JAYE 
V. 
OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM 
OWNERS 4kS0CIAION 

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY 
APPELLATE DIVISION 
DOCKET NO. A-004856-12T2 
MION NO. M-000259-13 
BEFORE PART B 
JUDGE(S); JANE GRALL 

WILLIAM E NUGENT 

MOTION FILED: 08/23/2013 

• .•--', 
,t_..,-,  . 

.•.••. i4•'__•& 
BY: CWRIS ANN JAYE 

ANSWER(S) 09/03/2913 BY: OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM 
?IEDt OWNERS ASSOCIATION - AS DEFENDANT 

09/10/2013 OAK KNOLL VtLLAE COZDOMLNTUM 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION-AS PLAINTIFF 
IN COUNTERCLAIM 

SUBMITTED TO COURT: September 26, 2013 

ORDER 

THIS MATTER HAVING BEEN DULY PRESENTED TO THE COURT, IT IS, ON THIS 
1st day of October, 2013, HEREBY ORDERED AS FOLLOWS: 

MOTION BY APPELLANT 

MOTION TO EXTEND TIME TO FILE 
APPELLANT IS BRIEF GRANTED AND OTHER 
MOON FOR CLARIFICATION OF 
PARTIES WITH STANDING DENIED 

SUPPLEMENTAL: 
A thirty-day extension is granted from the date of this order. No further 
extensions will be granted. 

FOR THE COURTS 

JANE GRALL, P.J.A.D. 
L-000375-12 NUNTERDON 
ORDER • EtGUIJR RDTIOR  
m 
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NOT FOR PUBLICATION WITHOUT THE 
APPROVAL OF THE APPELLATE DIVISION. 

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY 
APPELLATE DIVISION 
DOCKET NO. A-4856-12T2 

CHRIS ANN JAYE, 

Plaintiff-Appellant, 

V. 

OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, 

Defendant-Respondent, 

and 

ERICI( P. SPRONCK, ROBERT STEPHENSON, BERMAN, 
SAUTER, RECORD & JARDIM, P.C., 

Defendants. 

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 

j 
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Chris Ann .  Jaye (appellant) appeals from orders granting 

judgment in favor of Oak Knoll Village Condominium Association 

(0KV) for arrearages associated with common element assessments 

pursuant to N.J.S.A. 46:8B-17 and from an award of counsel fees 

to 0KV in pursuit of its collection action. 

After reviewing appellant's contentions in light 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 

delinquency in those expenses, 0KV 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 0KV, appellant would commence 

payment of the common element charges. Notwithstanding the 

agreement, appellant ceased payments after a few months. 

Thereafter, 0KV instituted another action by way of counterclaim 

seeking judgment for unpaid common element expenses and counsel 
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fees.' 0KV 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 

appellant with the opportunity to contest the quantum of fees 

and costs sought by 0KV, 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 is unconditional. N.J.S.A. 

46:8B-17. Here, the judge's finding that 0KV was 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. 46:8B-21 authorizes a condominium association to 

charge a nonpaying member with "reasonable" attorney'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 0KV 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 0KV, 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. 
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disturbed "only on the rarest occasions, and then only because 

of a clear abuse of discretion." Rending v. Pantzer, 141 N.J. 

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 0KV 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. 

I hereby cevtily Iliat the toregolig 
is atnie copy of the onaI on 
Ilte in my ottice 

' 
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NOT FOR PUBLICATION WITHOUT THE 
APPROVAL OF THE APPELLATE DIVISION 

This opiniqn shall not"constitute precedent or be binding upon any court." 
Although it .s posted on the internet, this opinion is binding only on the 

narties in the case and its use in other cases is IJ.mit.ed. 1:36-3. 

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY 
APPELLATE DIVISION 
DOCKET NO. A-3298.-14T3 

OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM 
OWNERS ASSOCATtON, INC., 

Plaintiff-Respondent, 

V. 

CHRIS ANN JAYE, 

) Defendant-Appellant. 

Submitted March 7, 2017 - Decided March 30, 2017 

Before Judges Fasciale andSapp-Paterson. 

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

Chris Ann Jaye, appellant pro se. 

Brown Moskowitz & Kallen, P.C., attorneys fox 
respondent (Steven R. Rowland, of counsel and 
on the brief). 

P)R CURIAM 
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DefQndant, Chris Ann Jaye, a condominium owner at Oak knoll 

Village, in Clinton Township, appeals from the trial court order 

entering judgment in favor of plaintiff, Oak Knoll Village 

Condominium Association, Inc. ("Oak no1l"). The judgment, in the 

3ont 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 condominium assessments. 

Rather than file an answer, defendant moved to dismiss the 

complaint. The court treatd defendant's motion to dismiss as her 

responsive pleading and denied the motion. The court then 

• 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 counsel notified defendant of the new trial date. 

Plaintiff requested an adjournment claiming that the judiciary's 

Automated Case Management System (ACME) listed the December trial 

date as postponed. In correspo'ndence dated November 20, 2014,, 

plaintiff's counsel advised the court that defendant 'has 

jepeatedly 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 that her adjournment request had been 

denied. 

In an email dated December 2, 2014, defendant advised the 

court that she bd commenced 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 preserthed medication that day and had -no 

intention of driving anywhere tomorrow morning for [her] safety 

and pLan[ned] on shutting my phone off within the next fifteen 

minutes." She further ihdicted that if the court or any court 

staff wanted .to speak to her they would have to "do so another 

day." 

) On December 3, 2014, the trial court, satisfied that defendant 

had actual notice of the trial date, treated her faUure to appear 

as an act of voluntarily absenting herself from the proceeding. 

¶Pril commenced with plaintiff putting forth its proofs. At the 

Conclusion of the proceeding, the court found that plaintiff 

established, by the preponderance of the evidence, defendant 

failed to pay her 2013-2014 assessments. The court found the 

assessments and counsel fees exceeded the jurisdictional limit for 

the Special Civil Part. Therefore, the court entered judgment in 

favor of plaintiff for $1,000. 
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The following month, the court permitted defehdant the 

oppqrtunity to present any proofs or arguments demonstrating that 

the court hd erred in 4ts findings And entry of fihal judgmenti 

Defendant appeared for this prooeeding. Concluding defendant 

failed to demonstrate any error, the court entered an order on 

Jantary 28, 2015, denying relief to defendant. Thereafter, 

defendant filed yet another motion seeking to vacate the judgment, 

which the court denied on March 12, 2015. The present appeal 

followed. 

On appeal, defendant contends reversal is Warranted because 

the final jqdgment was not oertified as final, her civil rights 

were violated and she was denied due process. Additionally, 

) •defend4nt maintains reversal is also required because plaintiff 

lacked staiding to bring the cause of action against her, engaged 

in fraudulent conduct, and tonmitted perjury. Finally, defendant 

• urges that the judgment entered should be reversed because the 

• Supremacy Clause of the .United States Constitution trumps state 

law. We reject each of these contentions. 

We find no error in the court's denial of çiefendants 

adjournment request, proceeding with the trial on. December. 3, 

2014, or the subsequent entry of final judgment. A trial court 

has the authority to control its calendar and to prevnt trial 

delays. State v. Coolack, 43 N.J. 14, 16 (1964); State v. Johnson, 
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274 N.J. Sur. 137, 147-48 (App. Div.), certif. denied. 138 N.J. 

265 (1994); State v. Furguson, 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 

cojistitute reversible error." State v. Smith. 87 N.J. Super. 98, 

105 (App. Div. 1965). 

Adjournment requests "implicate[) a trial courts authority 

to coritrol its own calendar and is reviewed under a deferential 

standard.' Stpte v. Miller, 216 N.J. 40, 65 (2013), cert. denied, 

14 S. Ct. 1329, 188 I. Ed. 2d 339 (2014). "[B)road 

discretion must be granted trial courts on matters of 

Continuancesf.]" Ibid. (quoting Morris V. Slapp, 461 U.S. 1, 11-

12, 103 S. Ct. 1610, 1616, 75 I. Ed. 2d 610, 620 (1983)). 

Indeed, "New Jersey Long has embraced 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 

from the record that the defendant siiUerd manifest wrong or 

injury. State v. flayes. 205 N.J. 522, 537 (2011) (quoting State 

V. Doro, 103 N.J.L. 88, 93 (5 & A. 1926)). "It is peculiarly 

within the Sound discretion of the trial court to deal with 

problems f this sort[,] and an appellate court should not 

interfere unless it appears an injustice has been done." Allegro 
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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 citcumstances, abuse of 

discretion, or injustice here. Defendant sought 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 to be heard. in re C.A., 146 N.J 71, 

94 (1996). It is undisputed that defendant ws fully aware of the 

December trial date as evidenced by her statement in the pro se 

complaint she filed in fedetal court on Deceiliber 2, 2014, in which 

she aknowledçed 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 plaintiff'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 evidence demonstrating 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 

findinqs. 
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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 bad notice of the trial date, 

but voluntarily absented herself. This finding is amply supported 

by the record. 

As for the remaining issues raised, which we have not 

addressed, we conclude they lack sufficient merit to warrant 

discussion in a written opinion. 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 hjch are asieguaLely supported by the evidence. R. 2:11-

3(e) (I )(.A). 

) Affirmed. 

I tieithy cel thItfoiqoin 
is a bue copy of the eflçpn on 
Me in my oIIe AW- 

OLERK 'flE 
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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 

OAR 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 
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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.JS.A. 

46:8B-21. After careful review of the record and applicable legal 

principles, we affirm. 

On June 8, 2015, Oak Knoll filed this collection action in 

liunterdon County on account of defendants 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. §S  1692 to - 1692p. On July 

9, 2015, Oak Knoll filed a motion to remand the case to the. 

Superior Court of New Jersey, Special Civil Part, and for a fee 

award pursuant to 15 U.SC.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 
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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. 

On 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 tiled 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 
) 

motion, 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 judgment to Oak Knoll, entering judgment in 

the amount of $11,485.80, comprised of association 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 appeal is limited .to that order." 

Defendant later moved before this court for emergent relief 

to remove the judgment and lien as well as a later lien obtained 

by plaintiff as a result of her failure to pay her 2016 

) assessments.' On August 11, 2016, yet another panel 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 

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. Jay, Docket No. HNT-DC-.683--16. 
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on 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 Division lacks jurisdiction because no trial court order 

has been properly certified as final; (2) default was improperly 

entered against her; (3) the trial judge, who is retired on recall, 

denied her .due process., and is incompetent, biased, and unfit; and 

(4) plaintiff lacks standing because the plaintiff did not 

authorize the commencement of this action and did not retain the 

law firm representing plaintiff. 

Defendant sued the trial judge twice 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 judge 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 Conduct, Canon 3.17(B)(1) ("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 
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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." 

sha11, 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 

N.J. 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 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). "If, 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. 

Defendant's remaining arguments lack sufficient merit to 

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

Affirmed. 

I hereby ceridy HW the bregomg 
Is a hue copy of the orkwW on 
lile in my ofte. 

aBuc ci' T7E.P'WATEDM5IOt 
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FILED Clerk of the Appellate Division, January 13, 2016, A-00329814 

ORDER ON MOTION I 
--------------- 

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JtRSEil  
APPELLATE DIVISION 
DOCKET NO. A-003298-14T3 

OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM, MOTION NO. M-003006-15 I 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC. BEFORE PART G 

• V. JUDGE(S): JOSEPH L. YANNO*I 
CHRIS ANN JAYS FRANCIS J. VERNdIA 

MOTION FILED: 12/21/2015 BY: CHRIS JAYS 

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: 

NOTION BY APPELLANT: 

) 
MOTION TO ADDRESS VIOLATIONS OF 
THE DEFENDANTS CONSTITUTIONAL 
RIGHTS AND THIS COURT'S 
JURISDICTION DENIED AND OTHER 
AND DIRECT RETURN OF MONIES PAID 
ON NON-FINAL ORDER TO DFENbANT DENIED AND OTHER 

SUPPLEMENTAL: 

Appellant's brief and appendix shall be tiled within 30 days after the 
date of this order. 

FOR THE COURT: 

JOSEPH L. YANNOTTI, P.J.A.D. 
DC-005300-14 
MERCER 

SLW I 

I, 
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) 

DENIED 

FOR THE COURT: 

CARMEN H. ALVAREZ, P.J.A.D.' 

ii 

FILED, Clerk of the Appellate Div1on, September 14, 2016, A-003298-14 

ORDER ON MOTION 

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY!, 
APPELLATE DIVISION 
DOCKET NO. A-003298-14T3 

OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM MOTION NO. M-009600-15 
OWNERS &.SSOCIATIO$, INC. BEFORE PART D 
V. JUDGE(S); CARMEN H. ALVAREZ 
CHRIS AWN JAYE THOMAS V. MANAHA 

MOTION FILED: 08/1812016 BY: CHRIS JAYE 

ANSWER(S) 08/24/2016 BY: OAK KNOLL CONDOMINIUM OWNERS 
FtLEDt ASSOC 

SUBMITTED TO COURT: September 12, 2016 

ORDER 

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

MOTION BY APPELLANT 

MOTION POR RELIEF FROM 
CONSTITUTIONAL VIOLATIONS OF DUE 
PROCESS, REMOVE JUDGMENTS AND 
LIENS FROM THE PULIC RECORDS, 
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF, DECLARATORY 
RELIEF, RECEIVERSHIP AND REFERRAL 
TO THE OFFICE OF ATTORNEY ETHICS 
AND NJ ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR 
CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION 

SUPPLEMENTAL: 

DC-00500-14 
MERCER 

SLW 
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I 

Chris Ann Jaye.  
FIUD May 02, 2016 

C SlED 
-- 

PO Box SMS 

Ctirtton, NJ 08809 

Date: May 2. 2016 

Wimlngton Savh$ Fund 

Plaintiff 

V. 

Chris Ann Jaye 

Odendent 

Superior Court of New Jersey 

Chancery Division 

i4unterdn county 

Docker F-6447-16 

ANSWER AND DEFENSES 

0efer4int, Chris-Ann Jaye,  answers the Verified Coinplaintas foLloWs: 

FIRST COUNT 

) 1. De1entant i v4thou1 knwlcdgc or information sut'ficient*o form a behefas .to.the Vulb of the 

aHg*ions bontaintd In hs paragrptr. Defendant leaves Plaintiff-to their proofs. 

2. Defcndanria without knowkdge Or infortnatiowdaffloiad to form a belief as to the irmh OfThe 

attegations contait*d in this paragraph. Defendant Ieays pIaotiff to their proofs. 

3' befvndant iy. without knowledge or informU* ion su(Tiient to forn a belief as to the truth of the 

allegations contained ih flis pwagraph. Defendant laves plaintiff to their proofs. 

Defendantis without knawledge or information sufft&nl to fbi-in a bchefas to the truth otthe 

allegsthms contained in this paragraph. DernThat leaves plaintiff-to their proofs. 

Detikd to the exterittbat tho two liens noted in subsections a and be hnVe been discharged and 

recorded asdischarged on April 13,2016. Ofenthnt i without knówledgeoinformatien 

suffiIenttobin-ebeflefs to the truth of the allegations contained in this paragraph. Defendant 

leaves plaintiff to their proofs. 
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Defendant is without knowledge or information aufllvient to form a belief as to die truth CLf the 

allegations coniaine in this paragraph. Defendant, leaves plaintiff to their proofs. 

Dtfendw iq without knowledge or information sufficient to ftrnr, a bclief as to theiruth of the 

allegations contained in this paragraph. Defendant leaves plaintiff to their proofs 

S. Dôfendant is vAth6ut knowledge,  at information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth oft4e 

allegations cOntaiàed in this paragraph. Defendant leaves plaintiff to their proofs. 

9. Denied. 

SECON1) COUNT 

1. Defendant is Without knowledge or irtformation sufticienito form a belitlas to the truth of the 

allegatkuis contaiued in this paragraph. Defendant leaves plaintiff to their proofs. 

2 Defendant is witbut knowledge or infonnation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth -of the 

allegations contained in this paragtapb. Defendant laies plaintiff to their proofs.. 

I. Defendant is without knowledgd or Information sufficient to farm a belief as to The Ihfe 

atlegaiionscontaiiied in this paragraph. Defendant leaves plaintiff to their proofs. Plaintiff 

has no sumduig tu sak to the rigits of any party other than themselves per this 

'Complaint 

4. Defendant denies P?aintift'has atiginto such relief. 

SEPARATE  DEFENSES 

Eath Defense Numbered Accordingly As a Separate Defense 

1 Plainti1T'sclahms are barred by the Unclean flanda Doctrine. 

L Plainti1Fselahns are ban'ed due to fraud. 
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PliiMif?s clairns.are barred due to lack of standing. 

PtainiilFs claims are barred by the Entire Controversy Doctrine. 

. Plaintiff"s clairrn, if any,  art barred by staiWe df limitation and/or laches. 

Plaintiffts damages, if any, are barred by the doctrines of waiver and/or estoppel. 

Plaintiff's claims, if any, are barred since this matter was brought forth without 

compliance to state and Weral laws. 

Naintifra claims, if any, are barred by the doctrine of avoidable eonsequens. 

Plaintiffs claims, if any, are barred, by contributory negligence. 

PlaintUrs c)aimsifany, are baited, by iUegality. 

II. Plaintiff's claims, if arty, are barred as any contract relied upon is voidable by 

Defendant. 

12. Plamntifrs claima, if any, are barred as auy contract relied upon Is unenforceable. 

) 13. Plaintiffs claims, if any, are barred by a lack of mutual assent. 

14. Plainti Ws claims or parts thereof dre barred by a prior settlement agreement. 

15.. Plaintiff's claims, if any, are lhvolous. 

Plaintiffs claims, if any, are barred due to lack of required verification as per the 

Fair Debj Collection Practice Act. 

plaintitrs pleadings do not conform with the NJ Rules of Court. 

VERIFICATION 

I am plaintiff  in the above-entitled action. The contents are true ofmy own knovtedge, 
except as to mauew stated on information and belief, and, as to such matters, they are true to 
tht best of my knowledge and belief. 

Past a 
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I 

Th DEMAND FQRTKIAL BY JURY 

Defendant hereby.demands trial byjtrry an all issues.. 

CLRBFICATION. 

PursuanitoRafe 4:5-1 I hereby certify thatl have no kaowIdge of any othtpendig 
aetlons or pthceditgs concmng the subject matter of this foreclosure action, exeeptilt 
ther.arc suits pending :in, state and federal court invoh4ng Oak lCnolt Village Condominium 
Owners Association, a cofefendant incWding, bet not -limited to, a vh'il.RICO suit filed by 
the Cfendazji agirts.t this corporation and others for oblahiing.money and rights to this 
pznpertythrough chtugeabJe criminal acts as well as the illegal recordation of doctments 
iuvolviRg rights gin to third-parties involving the common area noted On the deed of4he 
ptperty in noted W this matter. 

) Dated: 
Chris MnJ 

16804 
LI 
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SWCf0O6447-16 05102/2017 Pg 1 of3 Trans CHC2017364496  

IcNUc4E$, KQXOSINSKJ. &MAM9W LI.1 
John E. Briganfttaq, —N.,L AttotmYM 02*s1008 

ttorneya for Plaintiff 
50 Tice Boulevard 
Woodcliff Lake, NJ 07677 
(201) 3910370 

WILMNC?OJ4 SAVINGS FUND S(XIETY, FSfl, SUPERIOR COURT Of NEW JERSEY 
DOING B1SN1S AS CHMTLANA TRUST, NOT IN CHANC3RT DIVlSi (J4 
ITS INDIVIDUAL CAPACITY BUT SOLELY AS HUNTEIWON Q)UfY 
TRUTEEFQRJ3CAT 2015-14BTT DOCKET NO: F-006447.I6 

PiainrifI 
CIVIL AC1'ION 

FINAL JUDGMENT 
CIUUS ANN JAY. et  aL 

Defendants. 

IUF matter having en opened to the Court by I(nuckles K mo?thnski  4:'Manfio, LLP 

allomoys fmr pinuff, and it appearing that a'i of Semnwns and. CpIaiot has bean. niadc 

upon thodafendanta in accordance with the Ruks nf this Court and de4u4i having been entcd 

against s$4. defendants and plainftff's obligation and Mortgage having beco pnented and 

marked as eXhibits by the Court, and proof having been submitted of the arnouit due on 

plaintVsMortpge and guflcient cause appeing, 

Ccnteatc44Answcr filed by Chris Ann Jaye and sfrickcn by Other Granting Surnixi&y Judgment 

entered 5nembei 2. 2016 by the Honorable Douglas H. Rmid. 

kth 2nd day of Mtiy 2017, £)RDEL&) and 

ADJUGT) that the plaintiff is ontitled to hatz the sum of I79373 I together.with inteiesl a 

the conzzçt rate of 739000% on $ I2&454.20 Wing the pribeiple, sum, in default including 

advaneaetuz 
.. 

3I 2016 to _)4y, 20.17 .. ,. end laiM iittetem 

theafte çn the total aunt due t. PhdMiff together with cost of this suit to be iaxed in&hiding a 

coubw PC4 of 

a. 
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S 194381 raise4 and paid in te first place out othe rnoitgagtd prnises, ac4 it is 

further 3rdeted that p1a1nt1f1 Its assignee or purchaser at sale reover against the following 

defnd*pts: CE&ZS AM. JATh MRJAYE, 14U$RAND OF CWUS ANN MYE; OAK KNOl. 

VILLME CONDQMINIUM OWNEJtS' ASSOCIATiON, INC., and *Wpartfcs holding udder *id 

det4sts tbt poseas en of *d pieni sea rio ntezttioned and 0eset1btd in the 'aid Complaint with 

the ap rte zaces;and it is uthCr 

G1WERE) ond AD3UDGED that the mojigaged premises be said to aise the several 

a of møney due, in the first place to the plaintiffs  WILMINGTON SAV!NG3 1UNI) 

SOCY, FSB, PQINCJ BUSINESS M CURISTIANA TRUST, HOT IW.STS 1NIW)UAL 

CAPACITYI  BUT SOLELY AS TRUSTEE FOR BCAT 2015-148n in thc sum of 

5179,3€Y.3 1, with interest thereon to be computed as afomsa14, the plaintiff's cafts tO be taxed, 

with interest thereon, and that an execution for the purpose be duly issued out of this Court 

) directed to the $herIfl' of IfUNTERDO4 County, commanding said Shcaff to tnak pale 

aording to law of the mortgaged premiza Arscribed in the Complain and out of the rnonw 

erzing from said sale, that  saitSherl1Tp' In the fitat place, to the Plaintift said pIaii)ff'3 deht, 

with 11tezejct thereon as afsaid and said plaintiifa costs with interest thereon as aforesaid1, and 

In case more money ehail be iaiIzcd by the said sale fbpn shall be suthcient to stsfy sucb 

setetel payments  as aforeswd, that such suzphx be brought into this Cowt to  abide  the frthr 

Order of this Cou*t and that the Sheriff aforesaid make a Jeport of the aforesaid We without 

May as tequired by the rules of this Court, and it is further 

QIWE.PD and AD3U1X1D that the defendants in cause aiid each of them stand 

absOIu44 clabexrcd apd foreclosed of and from all equity  of redemption of: in and w the 

uxtgaged promises described in the Complaint, when sol ld,  as afotesaid by virtUe o f this 
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judgrnn, ex.epts ptovided b B J.SC section 241O,aitd it ti further 

0ThSTANP1N( u4hig bereln to the coneqv, this judgment sbalthot act thç 

light ( any persoupicte4 by theNw JWVY Tenant \nvict1on Act; NJSA. 2A:I841i. 

t seq., the right of redemption giveo the United Statn. under 28 U.s.C.  410, 1e %mited 

pnorrty rights of the aTcp3e customary condominium assessment for fiw six-month period 

prior to the tocordhig of any association lien as ailwcd.b 1&.LS.A. 45Z..2I r rights affode4 

by the SAvimmembers Civil Relief Act SO U.S.C. App. 56i ci seq. or NJ.SA 38:23C4 

Th judgment shall not affect  the nghi of any person projcctcd by the pmvisi(XV of the 

New 3&sey Teint Anti-Eviction 8tanne (NJSA 2A 184 LI ci seq) 

1J1IIUItPJL 
'S 

P-eqmdlbllr  
B I:34-d0 cIour 
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Case: 17-2231 Document: 003112731235 Page: 6 Date Filed: 09/20/2017 

FILED 

Supreme Court of New Jersey 
Single-Justice Disposition on Application for Emergent Relief (Rule 2:9-8) 

Case title: Wilmington Savings Fund Society v. Chris Ann Jaye 
Supreme Court 04 Appellate Division A-4262-16 docket number docket number (if available): 
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. * 

fl 2. The Appellate Division has entered an order or judgment, and the matter is not emergent or 
otherwise does 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 trial as to which there is no 
prima facie showing that immediate intcrlocutoty intervention is required. The applicant may 

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

D 5. Other: 

Dale; 912M017 By.  , .,  1bXtV_,  ~  , 

Name: Justice Anne M. Patterson 

Rvtsed: 0/1Y2012, 04:11642 page I oft 
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LDC1erkofthee,ec.0sion, OtQber I617. AiOO4?216 

0IDR ON MOTION 

TLMICToN SAV1NS, FUND SOCIElft  
V 
RIS ANN JAYE 

MOTIGN FILED: 0/1.4/2017 

ANSWER( S) 
FILED: 

SUP3IOR QOUKT OF NEW J7EY 
1PLLATE DIVISION 
I3OCKET NO. AOO4262-I6T3 
NDTXON NO.. M-000604-17 
BEFORE PART D 
JUDGE(S): wrLWA? g.. NUGEW 

RICW.0 t. GEIGER 

BY: CHRIS ANN JAYE 

SUBMITTED TO COU4T.-.0atober 10, 201 

ORDER 

THIS 14M'TE R1ING BEEN DULY pRE5SzvD 'ro THE MURT, TT i, ON THIS 
/lith 64Y o:f OQbE, 2017s IEREC QRDEAMb AS FOLLS: 

MOTION RY "PILLAlft  

#4rzcN TO PRODUCi .QR2W NOTE & 
QIrI ST*NMEN1 o.gu fD 

PPtEMENAL.: 

FOR TUE COURT: 

tJfiL e 
WILLIAM E NUGEN1, J...Ln. 

F-006447.4, IfUNTIMWN 
ORt - JMVaum 
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PLED, CWko1  ihe Aate D*Otr t6. 201 T. -004G48 

OflflER ON MT1QN 

W1NGTON SAVINGS FUNI) 6001ETY 
V 
CHRIS ANN JAYE 

.1JXO ?WD: 9121/2O11 

A1iSWR8) 
FIL1t1 

9UEnDIT COURT OF NEW JERSEY 
PPELIATE DIVISION 

DOCKET NO. •A-O04162-16T 
MOTION NO. M-000559-17 

FOkE PART D 
TUDGE(S) WILLIAM E, NUGEWP 

RIIFBO J. 

B: :1fBs JtN ThY 

SUMI'T,FD TO oUR'r Oetotar 1-01  2017 

O*D.ER 

) flT$ MATTER iftV130 a1E14 DULY 'RESENTED TO THE COURT, IT I, ON THIS 
-13th day of Octç,ber, 2017, EERBY ORDERED AS FOLLOW.; 

MOr1oN. ! APPELLANT 

OION POE REMAND OR DISI'IZ -- 

CWALLENGXNC Jt1RrsD1cIoN AND 
STANDING . Of ?"NT 1FF NIED 

!EI COURT 

,
7

4 
WILLIAM E. NUGNT .3. AM 

F-06447-10 111JNTERDO1'J 
3IWE1* - 
CILD 
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Case: 17-2231 Document 003112782766 Page: 1 Date Filed: 11/20/2017 

I3LD-051 November 16, 2017 

UNITED STATES COURI OEAPJ ALEIR THThJRDcJi4UIT 

No. 17-2231 

CHRIS ANN JAYE, 
Appellant 

V. 

JOHN HOFFMAN, NJ Attorney General, Ct al. 

(D-N.J. Civ. No. 1-16-cv-07771) 

Present: AMBRO, RESTREPO and NYGAARD, Circuit Judges 

Submitted is Appellant'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; T.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 relief sought, and the legal argument necessary to support 
it."). To the extent that Appellant's request 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 recusal 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 separate action cannot alone 
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Case: 17-2231 Document: 003112782766 Page: 2 Date Filed: 11/20/2017 

serve as a basis for recusal. See Azubuko v. Royal., 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, 

si Thomas L. Ambro, Circuit Judge 

Dated: November 20, 2017 
CLW/cc: Chris Jaye 

Al  

Jan C. Doris, Esq. 
• 

A True cpç;;..;;,.? 

. ea 
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.NJ. Civ. No. 3-15-cv-08324) 

Present: CHAGARES, VANASKIE and KRAUSE, Circuit Judges 

Submitted are: 

(I) Appellant's Motion for Remand for Adjudication on the Merits; and 

(2) 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 
[I)1'14t 

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, 

SI Cheryl Ann Krause 
Circuit Judge 

Dated: October 19, 2017 
sb/cc: Chris Ann Jaye 

All Counsel of Record 
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01/27/2015 10:01 FAX 6095714826 Judge Hurcrs-cllambers 
- 

Igivuziuu 

Stem R.Rowland-010121988 
fl BflOWN MOSKOWITZ & KALLEN, P.C. 

ISO River Road 
Summit, New Jersey  07901 
(973) 376-0909 
Attorneys for Judgment-Creditor, Oak Knoll Village Condthninlum Owners' Association, Inc. 

CHRIS ANN JAYE, I SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY 
LAW DIVISION: MERCER COUNTY 

2733-1 
Ir 

rot-w~,Fvvil Action 
IV 
 Q  

OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM JU1y 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, BRICK P. 
SPRONCK, ROBERT 8TEPHENSON, 
BERMAN, SAUTER, RECORD  

• DCfnan ''!C1.!QAA,  

'TWIG TURN OtER OF 
And FUND RCI1(GUTICANFS 

RIGHTS 
OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC., 

Plaintiff-in-Counterclaim A Thie Cop 
V. 

CHRIS ANN JAYE, j •. JE REGAN 
Defendant.ln-counterclaim. 

THIS MAriER having come before the court by way of motion by judgmeth:-creditor, 

Oak Knoll Village Condominium Owners' Association, Inc. C'Assoclaticn") seeking an order 

pursuant to R, 4:57 directing the Clcxk of the Superior Court to retrieve and turn over the deposit 

made by judgmemdebtor, Chris Ann Jaye ("Jayc") to the Trust Unit Fund for disbutement to 

the Association, pernritting the Association to applyy those funds against the sanctiois against 

Jaye arising from Judge Clccone'e September 25, 2013 order, and ordering a warrant ci' arrest to 

issue in support of litigant's rights due to Jayc's failure to abide by the September25, 2013 order 
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in the event that Jaye continues to be non-compliant with the information subpoena, that is the 

subject of the September 25, 2013 order, for good cause shown, and as set forth on the record, 

IT IS this 3d'day of June, 2015 

ORDERED that the Superior Court Trust Fund Unit shall pay the $6529.92 byjudginent-

debtor, Chris Ann Jayu, In connection with A4856-12 to judgment creditor, Oak Kndll Village 

Condominium Owners' Association, Inc. by check made payable to "Oak Knoll Villago 

Condominium Owners' Association, Inc." and mailed forthwith to Tracy Blair, Regional Vice 

Msidcut, Access Property Management, 4 Walter E. Foran Blvd., Suite 311, Flemington, New 

Jersey 08$22, 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. Yolands Cicoone, AJ.SC. 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'sfailurc to 

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

year 2014; sad-S - rsIu from ayeiIaflwe to provioc full and iump4eee srwvrs t. thu-'-- 

ORDERED that in the event that Jayc fails to provide full and complete answers to the 

Association's information subpoena by ,#1 . 2015, with a copy to counsd for the 

Association and the Court, the Court shall issue the accompanying wanant for her arrest, 

directing the Sheriff of Jiunterdon County to arrest Jaye and bring her to this couzl&use for 

detention until Jaye fully and completely answers the aforesaid information subpoena, and it is 

further - 

2 
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- I 

OR ffiãS 0f 

i 

cification setting forth same, which Jye 

days, end the Court shfl deftugmg the aftmy—s' f,e 4cos a.wardçd w1th1n____ () 

ORDERED that counsel for the Association shall serve a copy of this Order within 77—
days  of his receipt upon Jaye via first class wail, certified mall, return, receipt requested =d 

Hon DouIH. Hurd, P.J. Clv. 

(-) 

on4.'3o-Lc eu 
äAmaiUK reams have 

bm set %m on the icort 

VERIFIED AS TO THE PWAAMft  oa 
AMOUNT ON DS1T. $ G51?' 

CWIç SOPEWOR COT 
9% AJe1htIIS 

Pursuant to Court Rule, Please Present — of of your applicajo, for withdrawal  offup4s  was gn, all 
parties to the action  

U 3 
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NJ Superior Court Trust Fund 
Transaction History 

Venue,  SWA Docket Number -  A -004586-12 Ca CHRIS AN JAYE VS. OAK 
- - 

Closed Closed: 0711020 IS 
Docket Balance: $00 Principal Balance: $ 00 

Posted Interest $00 MTD Interest $,00 

Total Receipts. $6,529.92 
Total Disbursements: $6,529.92 Total Principal Disbursements: $6529.92 Total Interest Disbursements: 

Transaction Total 
Date Type Notes Amount Principal Interest Name Address 

0710212013 Deposit $6,529.92 CHRIS AN JAYE P0 BOX 5015, CLINTON, NJ 08809 
07(1412015 Disbursement Ck l( 24893 $6,529.92 $652992 OAK KNOLL VILLAGE ACCESS PROPERTY MANAGEMENT CONDOMINIUM OWNERS' ATTN OF. TRACY BLAIR, REGIONAL ASSOCIATION, INC. VICE PRESIDENT 4 WALTER E. 

FORAN BLVD., SUITE 311, 
FLEMINGTON, NJ 08822 
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In the Supreme Court of the United States 

Chris :Jaye 

Applica 

vs... 
NJ AttOrney nera1 lloffnian e.t..:aL 

.Respondents. 

Emergency Application fo,r:StAy ofinjunctive iteliefto Sthy All State aidFedera1 
Cases Pending the Petition of Mandamus Now Filed (17-738) 

with the Supreme Court of the United States. 

chñsJaye 
Prose 

:Plthiltiff 
P0 Box,  $015 

Clinton, NJ .0880.9 
aj@okvnews.con. 
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'I.) THE HONOIRA . .LII:. :. AUTO, ASsOmAPE.JUSTICE OF THE 

SUPREM1': COtfE.F C1' ThE UNIPED .TATES AND CIRCUIT JUSTICE FOR 

THE THIRD CIRCUIT.: 

At.this tine, I have a petition.fora writ of certiorari. (17-73.9) and .a petiticm for 

mandamus or prohiiition (l.7-738) fiied.with this cOurt. I am.seeking.a stay Of all 

state ases (28 USi. Code. . 2:2.and:stays of all federal cases and federal appeals. 

ifldUdlflg, but. not limited to .160:7771  17-05257, 17-2231. i•7-264., based on the. 

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

The Thi'd Ci ut, much like the state judges. have no right to provide  any relief to 

any, party is involved in. criminal  activities. This includes granting dismi.ssals (a 

form of re]ie1) to. those who h:ave.acte4 beyund their lawful.jurisdiction. 

State .aetor'-defendants (state judges) have acted beyond the law,..outaide of their 

.authorit., in violation :ôtthe constitution and state 8tatutes. And they 'have done-, so 

tecthflinal acts. ' t process protects the defendant's right not tO.bO 

c'erced except by law fal.judidal powet" J. .Mctntyre Machinery, Ltd. ., Nicastro, 

.13115.. Ct.. :2780 . Supreme Court 20.11. 

At times  prior to this case, .duringthis :ie'.8iid.siflC thiscase, the state actor-

defendsnts (the judges) were without, any juris.diction over n. . e since their rulings

crilfllflal'COfldiACt. All of these utiac.: acts were fiiiiher aided by other 

stateactor-,de&ndanta, The stat .actor-defeidants were parties to the:c&iial acts 

U 
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and violation of my-  rights. Where relief was due to me via loth federal and state 

civil tights acts .CF 34) none was given.. 

No.iction was taken, by either the di: tiitcutt Or the peI1ate.cou. to stay.the 

state actions while. .thse :ctnes were being te& (App. s'., App 10, App 41- 

4App; 49-57) But:Ibave every right to the remedy. of stays .ofs:tate action as"a 

litigant in a civil:rights suit. .Michem v Foster (1.S.Suprerne 1972): Mider 

the cj a:establishedin.:our..p.re IOU.  5 decislons cor;strui:flgthe anti-thjunction 

statute, § 19.83 Man Act.of Congress that fa.... within the "express iy ai..tbori€d" 

exception .ofthat'iaw." Yet fortwnyears, llniotiôns for allstayssought{ECF 3, 8, 

12,22,34, 58, 63) that were needed to stop ongoing acts of bad. faith, harassment 

and'vioiations'cjf fly (J: Tights :re  denied without y right in the la,, and 

) contrast to controfling.aW. I ,. 17,21,49, .6 

Without i terventionby the diLs.t'cou. 'and the: Thfrd Ciiiiit the same crimes 

based On. the .sanie. theft '$.e US'Süpreni:e Court Docket. 157a5) continued (App 60- 

63, App 64-70, App 71-77, App 84-86) and continues to tins day (App 88-89) 

Repeatedly, district court judges made claims that  was simply  loser" seeking to 

a pew jwIfl,efltS to preclude,..disitiss and close this case: three  separate ties.. No 

such pleading 'b :e .(iied'the'se fifldi. gs, including the 'on'piain.relied upon; 

.disnus.s this case for the last 4me (ECF 34). (App 4i-4) 

Appealing this dismissal by preclusion)  the. Third. Cir iiit ann. thedenial of sue 

relief and the dismissal of this valid case on similar grounds (APP- 49 - 

2 
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l3ut at least .some of her claims, seek. relief for i ijuries'.camsed by 
fl 'judgments that were'en.tered.. agi' St 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 Great W Mining & Mmeral Co v.,  Fox Rothschild-Mx, 6.1.5 
F'd II'59 16,5: .(.3. d Cit. 20'I0) (stating that.  the A wker-FeithuLan. .doctrine 
deprives lower federal' courts :ofjuslition over suits that are essentially 
appeals from . stateourt judgments).." 

Thesc false facts: created by the Third Circuit which do not .stem:  

complaint MCP 34) - now star:d on. the record; .gig redence tO:.iilegal.judgmeuts. 

rendered in. matters now pending. (17-2564, 172:23  i. 160?77.1, :114)5257),. 

But it is tot. the role of the Third Circuit to. .crOa.tO; fcta and grant Jm.isdirtion. for 

state actors by  their decree which has negated my.claims and denied. my  

independent cause of action.. 

) 
.Nitkt Williams, 490 US. 319: 19$9, "What Rule 12(b)(6)
does not countenance are dismissals based on a ji

. 

judge's disbelief 
Of  con iaint's..factua1a]1egatiOns District court judges looking 
to di5n1i$s claims on such gunds.smtst look eisewhere for legal 
support." 

Sjn the judges of the Third Circuit: have now Iegitim.. theft as valid 

judgments.and bestowed upon other..stamling :that does not exist, they, have 

Prevented remedies: in the.law that w.Otild right this wrong.in this case. And 

they have also impacted rOlief.th :t col Id be obt med in other 1jj;:g  state 

and federal cases Marbury vs Mad LSOn (US Supreme 1803) 

.3 



Moreinfuriatingisthe damage  -done to me in the state court while this case 

was .draggi :g alongat a 1a.ei:a1. pace in the district an appellate courts for 

nearly three years (DECember 2, 22, 2O17)'wth no Stays, 

supplemental Juns.diction nor any relief of any kind. As a:direet resnit of the 

ftdsureOf the federal oui.. judges (district and. appellate) to act, the state. 

actordefendants and their colleagues sought their revenge upon lie.. (App 

.59, App 6.0-63, App :64.10, Ap:p 71-71, .p 844S6, App .8-89) Pietemeal  

litigation commenced at. my great cost -- and always to .my J s. But not a 

sin1e jud %ge stepped ii. or stepped up to stØp the th  iai acts :t:g.place  in 

latien of.my cons.itiol rights, 

Based on the history of that which has transpired, it.is.clear that all will 

) :continue to act in this absurd manner (App 40, App .2)  in this.atde:ery.casc 

without this Cow .s intervention. 

All PriorRelie:fought.11as Been Denied 

I h.av'e.sought astay of all-..federal cases ad a chaneof Venue from the Third 

the US: District: Court entirely. This relief was d.ed (App :56) as 

was every..single stay of ateactiOn sought byme via the Third. Circuit. (App 

.5, 1.9-20 and:56) All stays sought in the .thstrictcourt were aisodenied. (ECF 

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

and. :5 



Without an avelule for relief.eisewhere., the criniesantixui..gin  the state 

and the record now reThting.facts that will harm my other pending eases, I 

turn to this court for this extraordinary relif.  

Without this Court's :iiitervention, it. is certain that the result will be not 

but. more :f the aanie: more theft in <the state comts, more .dismissals:in the 

federal courts.based on frauduiflt findings, more, defenses raised by parties 

without sitmiding (App. 92) iiiiproperly adjudicated by federal judges, more 

delays caused (App 90-9.1), more disc.:very ruined, more improper 'dismissals 

kApp 4) byjudgesseekiiig.tO protect their colleagues and more  damage done 

tome ndmealone -'byalt 

I.cnnot fight: this.  0 en fronts as I am beingfOrced to do  on my own at 

the same the—at my expense. lam supposed-to have :a gv:ermn.eiit This. 

Ig their job, nt mine. But I am.alone inthi:. fighti, and now law fighting 

judges rather than my cases. So j  turn to .th's Cou±t:fOr relief that has.been. 

deprAved .me:  in every other cciurt.hy:every other judge. 

Every. Judge  in EVerY.COUrt Has Been Made Aware ofThe.se Cries, 

I.ncludiiig the US Supreme Court (15-735) 

This Court: was.m:ade aware of these cries.' when 1 peiitionedi.tir 015— Docket 

No 15-735 In the Brief Factual Background of 15-735, I noted. 
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'Yet repeatedly, oifisatory restric.tions,.illegal. liens unauthorized court 

actions and fraudulent filings with the court by thieves and intermeddlers 
have resulted in dep1rivation by the s;tate" 

This. Court. was made fully aware that the state actor-defendants were usiig 

tue powers of their office to force me to pay for ftinds..I did not Owe anti forcii:g 

me: to pay  monies being embezzled by my non-profit corporation. (See 15-73, 

App 7-8; cOurt order). The theft ••as further emphasized by me via 1.5-735, 

Pg 17 "Not even the NJ Supreme Court would address these crime (App 

86-87).... - 1. diinot agree to be. a p. ty to crimes to keep iny..Ot roof. over my 

head.." 

This Court was also made fully aware that p:aties without stan:dn;g sought 

and obtained i awful relief (monies) from the state actor-defendan.  ts. (See  

1,5_736, pgs 8-9) And this Court was made fully aware that I was not the only 

victim of this henie. 

This-  Court: was also made well  aware that due process was.denied.me in 

Order to obtain the illegal judgment - without having seenor revtewed any 

cntractor settlement --and while my case for fraud was still pending 

noted ii 15735, Pg.. 13: 

"The eoiitt.did not 1 k.to. thecOntract not the settiemeiit:itcited 
(App 2) They eort presumed terms of a contract, presumed terms of 
a sttlernent and presumed full compliance by OKVwith both. It:niade 
this presumption m .thel same manner is presumed standing" 

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

6 



process.. (15-735, pgs &9)M you were al -  made aware, the appellate cOurt 

judges did not even bother to address my challenges to standing. (App.. 58- 

5S) And yet they still.. affixmed an judgment (App .60-63) 

resulting in the taking of monies not owed. by contract or law: followed by 

anctions:(App 92-96)., the seizure fimds from the state and. an..arrest 

:t absent any right in the law,-no trWlantf no ineanin.gfui due process 

C1'his::has been the patterti ever $ince. Atip 

Despite taking these.:sanie FACTS to every single  court,no rehefwa' given. 

by this CottrL. No relief has been given byan.y,co.urt. And.nothing but harm 

has come of it. 

) 
Deprivation, Loss. and Irreparable Harm 

My property has beewslandered. .My home has been før dosedupon My 

creditba :been destrQyed My nätii ia all over the. internet as a deadbeat 

who fails to pay her debts via :Mse f4ICtsand.fraudulent ri gs - with more 

to come as more state.suits filed against me are now pending. 

My business (my iiveU hood) has been impaired. I :hv been extorted into 

.payi'g debts 1 do not owe by any law and am now without my own monies I 

need for my.business. I have had my money held in trust seized without due. 

. .ss (p 9-95). My liberty has been put.at risk twice and.arrest 

warrants have been. signed. Sheriffs: have been to my door,  Foreclosure 

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

7 



life has been,aItered. Mygx.dnanie isrtthie.d. And yet no one - not 'even 

Ta.s cmr. - will act. 

This thèft has: gone for ten years as have these eases i.'nvolving the illegal acts 

of certain aiti.es. (See 15-08324, E'CF 127 and App 92) And this theft has 

been .kno.wn'and.iguored.by the federal court for nearly four years. 

'Without a. stay oistate action (29. U.& Cod")  immediiately granted and 

a stay of 1. federal ases: put. into effect until such: time the petition for 

is address mote damage will be' done. 

No state Cases not any' action by the: di court Or the Thfrd 'Oicuit 'that is. 

now pending sboitd be permitted to  commence until then andainus pending 

(17738)'i:s addressed. And no actionshould commence in the federal ce': 

until full compliance with the rules of court (28 U.S Code § 1654) is enforced 

by this Cou1. 

Pattenr of State-Sactioned Theft and Extortion 
(Violations of Constitutional Rights Ignored by Federal Judges) 

On  Mah 11, 2013, a judgment as ordered against i. ..e. for. monies not Owed 

to aeondorninium corporation via :a suitñled by art nOt authothed to 

commence suit. On December 3, 2015, another judgnientfor more. than  

.$15-000 $j,5iflt)  was sigritedagainst in 'favor of the same corporation via the 8a1n:e' 

unauthonzed debt collector On August 1, 20l5 the court sanctioned me for 

$6200 (App 93-95) involving this same unauthorized action and my money 

held in trust with the state was seized (App 96). On/about August IS, 201 5, 
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the Sberiff attempted to. arrest me via a 'warrant; from the court (App 93-95). 

No action was taken by the state to stop this cruninal, Steve Rowland, from 

acting- (App 79) This threatof my1iberty.bethg.at  risk was known.to  the 

Third :j.jj  (App 11- 18),  .but no relief was given. (1p 19) 

AS of Septernbe 2015, I.had two  prejudgment liens on my home, two 

judgnientailed with the state, $6200 seized from me without a trial and an: 

atrest warrant out against me. State actors were involved in :evertjacfjon  at 

all times 

.In order tøsell a property and,c6mmence, with my business, I w.s forced to 

have $30,044.07 (the payoff amount. determ:ir ed by the. :unauthori:ed debt 

collector) to he: paid from the transaction.. The total lossto Mo.(excluding  my 

own court costs) now totaled $3654407 And although extorted and paid in 

the: full, the prejudgment liens were not .distharged by the state actor 

EefendantMelfl;,. see 16-07771). 

-in .Muh 23, 2016 a judgm6 t m. aUlount of $1148586 was signed. 

against me for the same corporation via another unauthorized suit brought 

by the same debt collecting lawyer.  Another. Public judgment recorded 

with the; state by this same, lawyer. Another arrest warrantwas signed by 

•Judge Mabrey.. Again, the..herifl'cain.e to my door .  arrest  me. And ,again. 

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

collectin...attorneY to have 1ear title was :$11,955.12,  

.9 
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In May 2017a stath.judg deemed Snily answer (App $i83) ma foredosure 

action (which indudedthe.two prejudgment attacbment.nOt dij::hged) as 

uncontested- ,Standing was deemed not .a valid:dëfense to the action. ND 

original  note was produced.. A judgment 'in the amount of $ 1.7938'L3 1 was 

signed. (App S4-86). 

No stays were gray ted. by either the federal or state courts even thugb I 

offered to post a bond pending the appeal. (App ..87) The mutt denied 

emergent injunctive relief and :my,a:peal of the denial of thiS:;Stay (17-223.1) 

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

On Sepltember 27 .2017, I lost my home.,tO a foreeiosure action. I had to use 

money set aside opera' my business to buy.back my own home at auction. 

On August 3, 2017, a judgment in the amount of $886721 was signed via 

another unauth.orizedaction seeking monies not owed by the sane debt 

collecting atto.  riley. The judge,  authorized that the unconstitutional 

prejudgment lien (fled in Sep.teniher 2016) be :nforced. In. . September 21017, 

:the judgment was filed with the state. 

in every single . one of these cases, Ithere has been.- 

0 No proof of standing (App :59., 78, 79) 
• No  -right tea trial 

:No right tO :rO5s-exni'e 'witnesses 
• No meaningful due process of any kind 

3 
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Judges. (not .jur:les) ii vety single case .have: .made the ruliz go in every single 

case it iotai violatiOn of the New Jersey 'Co titu.tion. Md it has all :bdOji 

absent any proof,. absent any authority in law and iacki..gyxneanifül 

due process She1k -iJ. Krzemer (U Suii 194$) Ihe action of state 

courts ininiposmgpenai'ties or d rivingp.atties of other substantive. ñgbts 

without :pro adequate notice and:opportunity to defend, has, of.course, 

long been regarded as a denial. Of the due .procss of law..guaraniteed by the  

Fourteenth Azuenclinent" (See l5735 pg 14-15) 

•kfrg relief from. these .crnnes in. the federal court, my complaint (ECF 34) 

was n; And my challenges.tO :stte statute.  have: been ignored 

entirely ( they have been iii. every..other case now pending in. the  :distiict 

coirt). My rights have been vioiate:d on eve :frort, by judge. E very 

remedy (the law). created. by Congress exits to protect me fi.'orn :SUth 

abuses. has been. :eviscerati.d by both :the district and appellate federal judges 

And the theft continues,  ii.  the:. state to.:this day due to the. .fderal court not 

remedies in 

Conclusion. 

The departures from :jui1 edures in this and other cases.aow pexiding  

are so gea..thatthejudges.have negated the correcting nb 

'that axe supposed to edst.. iearly, I .have.one through.. all the proper 

) 

-channels. And I 'have been..given no relief Other..han:sitt:g back.. and being 
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raped by my own government in silent ac4uieence until Ian' bankrd,. 

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

The !Fhd C ircuit.judgeshave negated their role as impartial jurists and 

have hxm.,e. prties 0 the theft by and through it judicial dcree (Alp: .41-

48., .Ai.p 49-57) .1 no.longer want to be ju:dg:ed by them until dire tion :j5  given 

by this court. 

As ewWiftt6d by the attached documents, this isaalt (caused. by all involved 

in the federal cow..) does need not conthue. 1 do not. need to,b,e.bounced, 

between five  ~couxts as some.  form of;jjj:usernent. A.  stay of state, action 

hniildbe put  into effect: based. on.my  pleading ($CF 34) and all federal cases 

:stayed. as well. Until such time that the Third Circuit, and :dtrict.outt 

judges can justify their rulings jn  the law, .1 should not be to deal. with 

these :bitiaJ, uniOunded rulings: .ruli' .g (fa]. facts) that give :credence: to 

ii. the state court which .J:ipact: other pending .fedel 

mattera, (1.7281., 17-2564, 1.6-01711 1745257) 

This legal..labyirixth by these .jtLdgE.s to .protet. other judges needs to 

he put:in.check. DUO procesa requires process. What is before you is. nota 

process; it is:chaos CaUsed by'tliose with. power to ensure defeat. :.d it. 

should not and.cannotbe tolerated. 
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Case: 16-2641 Document: 003112366424 Page: 2 Date Filed: 07 /2$I2016 

1 
Chris Ann Jaye 

P0 Box 5015 

Clinton. NJ 08809 

Date: July 28, 2016 

Chris Ann Jaye United States Court of Appeals 

Appellant Third Circuit 

Case Number,  16-2641 

NJ Attorney General, el al. 

Appellee Motion forSummary Action per 

Local IRAP 21.4 

Dear Justices: 

) in light of the fact that neither DAG Brian Wilson nor DAG Ashley Gagnon nor any of the 

defendants have denied that not a single final order existed at the time my complaint was filed, 

there is no question in the law that the order dismissing the complaint based on Rooker-

Feldman as argued by the defendants and their coUhsel was a lie. A declaratory order from this 

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

In light of the fact that not a single defendant nor counsel has come forthwith proof cf a single 

final order upon which to rely as a basis for dismissal based on Rooker-Feldman could have 

been made, the dismissal of the complaint must be modified accordingly to vacate the dismissal 

with prejudice based on Rooker-Feldman. The order of the dismissal with prejudice should be 

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

accordance with Rule L 

Ii 

I 
App  
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In light of the fact that holding cases pertaining Pro Se litigants, including, but not limited to, 

Erckspn Y. Pardus, was deliberately withheld from the oourt in two separate motions to dismiss, 

the dismissal for failing to plead according to Rule 8 must be modified accordingly. Vtithout 

contradictory citations in the record, the motions were improper arid meant to mislead,  the court. 

Accordingly, the order dismissing with prejudice should be vacated and proceedings move fOrth 

immediately in accordance with Rule 1. 

In light of the tact that not a single defendant nor counsel has come forth disputing thi fact that 

they are not represented by the NJ Attorney General's Office for conduct performed in their 

individual capacities, the defendants named in their individual capacities must be declared as 

being in default on the record. By order of this Court default judgment in my favor stjould be 

granted against anyone Atho was named in their individual capacity and failed to appiar. 

In the district court, DAG Brian Wilson has not challenged my pending motions nqr tt 

arguments made in the motions, including, but not limited to, his lies pertaining to Rooker- 
) 

Feldman and his failure to cite holding case law. Accordingly, the court should deem,my 

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 meflon to reconsider and 

motion to amend. No opposition was provided. Accordingly, my statements pertainiriig to DAG 

Wilson and the defendants lies in obtaining a dismissal are uncontested. Summary action in the 

form of sanctions and other equitable reef for the delays caused should be granted y  this 

court immediately. 

In light of the feet that m'y cha8enges to state statutes were properly filed with my first complaint 

(ECF 1) and not certified in accordance with the FRCP summary action in the form cin order by•• 

this Court should be issued to certify them now. Since the NJ Attorney General has chosen not 

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

1111 
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In considpration of the lies and the delays that have resulted as a result of this illegal onduct by 

the defendants, all cases pending in any state court needs to be stayed immediately. rrhe 

mptiop to stay state action was deemed moot by the district court. It id not moot An4 this Court 

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

If a stay of state action is not ganted, then this court should direct that any and afl defendants 

having any control, power or influence over any state action be barred from those masters. This 

court should also order all matters that were transferred to and adjudicated in the coifrt 

controlled by Defendant Judge Jacobson, including but not limited to the civil rights cse against 

Judge Cicoone, be vacated and heard in a neutral court (or consolidated with cases ppriding in 

the district court if applicable). I 

In light of the delays caused by Judge Shipp and others at the United States District Court of 

New Jersey, the failure to enter documents, and the failure to adjudicate motions in their 

entirety, this Court should direct the district court to adjudicate all matters in accordance with the 

rules in the same return cycle in which my motions are filed. 

Since the conduct Of the defefldants and their counsel has resulted in tWo years of 41ays in my 

dbtatning discovery, this court should order the defendants to release all documents,! notes, 

emails, records ACMS enthes, JEFIS entries, and any related documents involving me, this 

case and their dealings with each other per any and all matters in which I am a partyjto me by 

order Of this court within five (5) days (in electronic form if available). The court should also 

order that all defendants, not their counsel, certify that the discovery provided by  the is 

complete. 

Chris Ann 

App 3 
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Chris Ann Jaye 
P0 Box 5015 

Clinton, NJ 08809 

Date: July 28,2016 
1 

Chris Ann Jays United States Court of Appeals 

Appellant Thkd Circuit 

V. Case Number; 16-2641 

NJ Attorney General, et. al 

Appellee Certification for Motion for 
Summary Action per 

Local FAP 27.4 

I, CHRIS ANN JAVE, hereby certify as follows: 

) 
1. There Were no final judgments in existence at the time I filed my complaint. I 

Contrary citations of holding law pertaining to pleading reqUirenents were not noted in 

two separate motions to dismiss. 

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

My post-judgment motions were not contested. 

The return date for my post.judgmeflt orders was July 5, 2016. 1 

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

It 

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

?rieAnrnJ 
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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-captioned case. 

Respectfully, 

Clerk 

MMW/RTS/jw/clw 
ral-wI -a 'iii WA 

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. Appellant'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 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. 

U 
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Chris Ann Jaye 
n PO Box 5Oi5 

Clinton, NJ 08809 

Date: September 14, 2016 

Chris Ann Jaye 
Appellant 
V. 
NJ Attorney General, et. al. 
Appellee 

United States Court of Appeals 
Third Ci rcuit 

Case Number: 16-2641 

Emergent Order to Stay State 
Actions and Direct Judgments Liens 

to Be Vacated 

Dear Justices: 

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

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

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

this latest motion to the pile. 

As of nxt we, I will have a petition filed with the US Supreme Court. Motions to 

addresS deprivations of due process by the district court and this court Will be 

addressed at that time. In the interim, I file this latest motion based on the latest order 

from the NJ Supreme Court. (Attached.) 

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 Appellate Court has been duly advised that  the judgment 

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

App  



Case: 16-2641 Document: 003112408725 Page: 3 Date Filed: 09/14/2016 

plaintiff since it did not authorize the suit as required by law, and that judgments and 

hens now slandering my title have been filed by an intermeddler. 

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 pware of 

the fact that the intermeddler, Steve Rowland and his firm (Brown, Moskowitz Kallen), 

sought monies that were denied by the federal court (1-cv-5303), failed to provide an 

affidavit by law as per attorney's tees, and sought attorneys fees not permitted by law. 

The attorney's fees awarded were then not permitted to be taxed, but were then taxed 

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

part of the state records and both are invalid, erroneous and inaccurate. 

As to jurisdiction the NJ Appellate hor the thai court had any jurisdiction over KV, the 

Plaintiff, since the Plaintiff did not ever commence this suit. The state cannot create 

Standing as it has done - time and time again. And yet the NJ Appellate Court 

continues to act despite this fact being made known to them. 

Additionally, the NJ Appellate Court (and the trial courts) are fully aware from clourt 

retards dating back to 2012 (October 9, 2012 specifically) prove that monies charged 

illegally to 0KV and paid by its management company absent any authority in the law 

were embezzled from 0KV. These expenses were then illegally billed to me. And they 

being billed to me now by this judgment (The cost of legal expenses for a lawyer to 

defend his himself and his own firm are not "common assessments" as defined in tt 

law - if anybne chose to look at the law) 

App  
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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 i this 

case) refused to do - apply the law. Regardless, I have an inviolate •rigM to a j ury per 

the N) Constitution. And that, too, was not provided to me before these judgments and 

liens were made part of the public record. 

With all these violations known, the NJ Appellate Court chose not take any action and 

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

mind that this same court, the NJ Appellate has not determined that the order was final, 

knowing the trial court will not vacate this erroneous order and fully aware that the trial 

court has barred me from filing any additional motions for relief (Which a repetitive 

routine by this recalled judge who was not evaluated for his mental In, befàre being 

recalled as required), a blind man could tee that I am being deprived due prodess 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 appeal This is 

yet another game being played with me under the guise of due process. 

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 ilgal 

judgments. I can think of nothing more irreparable than being extorted by a thief and 

intermeddler, dote with the backing of the State of New Jersey. And yet here re  are 

again - while this Court delays, delays and delays as is par for the course. 

Chris Ann ye 
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FILEQj  Clerk of the Appellate Division, September 09, 2016. A-004942.15 

ORDER ON MOTION 
--------------- 

Date Filed: 09/14/2016 

OAK KNOLL CONDOMINIUM 
OWNERS AS$OCIAPION 
V. 
CHRIS ANN JAYE 

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY 
APPELLATE bIVISI'ON 
DOCKET NO. A-004942-15T3 
MOTION NO. M-O09489-15 
BEFORE PART W 
JUDGE(S): RICHARD S. 1OFFMAN 

HEIDI W. CURRIER 

MOTION FILED: 08/18/2016 BY; CHRIS JAYE 

ANSWER(S) 08/24/2016 BY: OAK KNOLL CONDOMINIUM OWNERS 
FILED: ASSOCIATION 

SUBMITTED TO COURT: September 08, 2016 

ORDER 

) THIS MATTER HAVING BEEN DULY PRESENTED TO THE COURT, IT IS ON THIS 
9th day of September, 2016, HEREBY ORDERED AS FOLLOWS: 

MOTION BY APPELLANT 

MOTION TO REMOVE LIENS, JUDGMENTS 
AND WARRANTS ISSUED BY THE STATE 
ACTORS ACTING UNDER COLOR OF LAW DENIED 

051  

SUPPLEMENTAL: 

DC-004807-15 MERCER 
ORDER, - RtJLAR NOTION 
PT 

FOR THE COURT: 

RICHARD S. HOFFMAN, J.A.D. 
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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 APPEAL.SFIII OJIE THIRD CIRCUIT 

C.A. No. 16-2641 

CHRIS ANN JAYE, Appellant 

VS. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL NEW JERSEY, El AL. 

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

Present: KRAUSE, SCIRICA, and FUENTES, Circuit Judges 

Submitted are: 

(1) Appellant's motion to summarily vacate; 

) (2) Appellant's motion for summary action with exhibits & addendum; 

Appellees' Response to Appellant's motions to summarily vacate 
and for summary action; 

Appellant's Reply to Appellees' Response to Appellant's motions to 
summarily vacate and for summary action; 

Appellant's motion for injunction; 

Appellant's motion for judicial notice; 

Appellant's motion to stay; 

Appellees' Response to motion to stay; 

Appellant's reply thereto; and 

***(10) Appellant's motion for injunction, filed September 14, 2016 
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Chris Ann Jye 
P0 Box 5045 

Clinton, MJ 08809 

Date: October 19,  201:6 

Chris Ann Jaye 
Appellant 
U, 

NJ Attorney General, et. at. 
Appellee 

Dear Chief Judge McKee: 

United Smtes Court of Appeals  
Third Circuit 

Case Number 16-2641 

Motion to Stay State Action Due to 
Amended Order by Judge Shipp and 

Nullification by This Court of Order 
Dated September 22, 2016,per 

Deadflna bw Appeal 

In light of the fact that I have been threatened with sancfions fbr what a judge has 

• referred to as TMfrivotous and duplicate filings" on September 22, 2016, I am filing this 

ration tç) you directLy. Whatever motivations are behind scaring me from seeking 

renwdies inthe saw, I will not be deterred. Thus, I make it knowtt again - now— that 

seeking a stay Of state action (as is a right asa litigant in a pending cwil rights suit) is  

right. This request by lawful motion is neither frivolous nor duplicative since harassing 

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

Today, Opin, the sheriff was at my door. Again, today, a card was left taped to my 

dOor.. Exhibit A. 

Still, to this day, there is a warrant out,  for my arrest over ajudgmerd in the state which 

(1) the trial court did notcertify as final, (2) the NJ Appellate Court did not deem final by 

any order, and (3) both courts refuse to address the illegal amd erroneous- entry of 
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dejault by tte C(rk since 1 was never in default A separate judge, not yet named in 

this suit but under the control of Defendant Judge Jacobson, signed the warrant per an 

information subpoena on the non-final judgrrerit the trial judge Tefused to stay. . Not only 

did that fpqt of ajudge who should never sit on a ben th deny the stay, he conveniently 

Wiled to even sign a proper order of denial. Thus, due to his .faiure to comply with the  

law, I am not able to seek a stay on a judgment in the appellate court. And so Ihis 

warrant idiocy exists. 

In light of the fact that this fooltriat judge (on recall Oat the pleasure" of Chief Justice 

Rabner) is a defendant in this case as is Ms boss, Judge Jacobson)  it is not either 

surprising nor unexpected that these games (including the lack of notjce Qf transf -, the 

denial of any judge to vacate an erroneous entr of default, the denial of remand to the 

court of- first review by the NJ Appellate Court, etc.) are taking place. 

) 
However, all otfhis is taking place. And all of ii is in bad faith and absent tite lw. 

In seeking a stay of state aion with the district court, I was repeatedly denied without 

the proper dtandard of review. Judge Shipp has a tong history of ruling in a manner that 

it utterly 9bsent the rule of law as the reczird shows. 

In turning to this court, the same denial without reason and proper standard ofreview 

waa given. Not unamusingly, I was denied a stay of judgment  pendingan appeal. That 

was not what Was sought. But alas, the law is not being applied anywhere in any court 

- so what difference does K make? 

Since tailing 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 
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legal duty to adjudicate post-judgment motions. (Judge Shipps Amended Order 

9I2Ii6). Suddenly, months alter my filings and after numerous erroneous orders, 

Jwige Stipp had an epiphany per the rules of court. 

However, if he had done his job as required at the onset - I would not have been in this 

position. The stay would have been granted by the district court and it would not have 

been denied by this court as a judgment pending an appeal (in error). 

Yet Judge Shipp did not do his job. In facf, he has deiihratety delayed adjudicating 

post-judgment motions until the State of New Jersey rendered its decision, on a case 

that should have been granted supplemental jurisdiction. 

The mtions that are still pending now (finally to be addressed) are being heard wtille  at 

the sametime No court refuses to vacate its. September 22, 2016. You, as YOU know, 

have been briefed on all ofthis - twice. 

Yøu, as you know, are also fully aware that I am without a complete record by the 

dtrict court's failure to file my documents as well as by this court's failure to direct the 

district court to do Its job by filing those missing documents. By the records apd acts of 

this wurt, the remedy (the vacating of the dismissal) was a right I had in the law based 

On this etrcfr by the Clerk as well as the stay of state action I have sought from this 

court. Everything was denied. 

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

nght to a stay of state ACtion row. The defendants in this case are not only vi Jing my 

civil rights, but are now conspiring to violate my civil rights. An arrest warrant is a state 
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acjon. It needs to be stayed as does every other idiotic thing taking place in that 

warnp qf corruption cafl?d a court controlled by Judge Jacobsen. 

Without question, I find it difficult to believe that the actions of both Judge Shipp;in 

delaying adjudication of the motions and of the Clerk in failing to file documents hand-

cteHvred to. court are just simple errors. And I find it difflwlt 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 possible. 

And now, with both the distriet court and this court refusing to grant a stay for no reason 

permitted in the law, I am being harassed yet again (again at my home) to comply with 

an irt(ofmallon subpoena via a warrant etril out for my arrest over this issue. Of course, 

as stated, the judgment is not final, the judgment was Illegally entered as a defeult, 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 has stemmed from the inner workings of the Superior Courts of Mercer 

County where Defendant Judge Jacobson is directing her staff to sign illegal orders, 

sign illegal warrants and act upon illegal acts in her court. she, the hpad of the snake, 

is in control of all of (his - from the entry of the default, the failure to notify, the: 

assignment of- Judge McManimon, etc. This is being dne And none of this is lgal 

This, by the standard of review required for a stay of state action (rtot a stay pànding an 

appeal as was stated by this ocurt), demands the relief sought with a stay. 'Deniecr is 

cohveniqflt, but it does not provide a basis for the denial. I have a right to a sty of all 

state aion. 

IN 
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WIthQUt question, I 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 ha been pcoen by the motions I have tiled - including the ties told by the NJ 

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

Regardless of the expected denial by this court and the lhreats made by this court, L am 

putting it on record that I am living under siege, being harassed, and being placed in 

danger by these defefldants And I have been put in danger yet again today. Exhibit A. 

If I were outside, I 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 jail 

(without bail or the right to art attorney). Based on this illegal warrant and the illegal 

acts of-those involved, I 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 oomon sense and any apphcationof the law, the stay of state action 

should have been granted and needs -to be granted now. 

Moreover, since this nor)-firvat judgment wS filed by Steve-Rowland with state 

(Judgment Process Service overseen by Chief Justice Rabner and NJ Supreme Court), 

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

the wound, more damage has taken place. 

Seeking to sell a home recently, the shyster Steve Rowland was advised by my attorney 

In'-itit that payment of the Judgment would be rendered by the title company. 

AlthbughiUegI and paid under protest as arivised by my attorney in that transaction, 

IN 
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Steie Rowland submitted a pay-off letter to him. This, of course, was done without the 

conserj of his soeatleii cliçnt.. But it was known to all that the money for this tllegl 

judgment (non-final and pending anappeal) would be paid upon the closing of this 

property. It has  not yet dosed. 

Regrdtess, this shyster, thief and intermeddler Steve Rowland who has absolutely no 

standing to speak on behalf of the client he represents, failed to advise either the court 

or the sheriff's office of this fact. And this shyster faded 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 welt. And still, this is all leking 

place. 

The state Is working with this filth (Steve Rowland) who should have been disbarred to 

arrest me until I give them (the defendants in this case) my entire financial records. 
) 

This is nothing but a tactic by filthy lawyers and judge8 to use whatever means and 

tactics necessary to invade my privacy. And, despite Judge Shipp not certifying my 

Challenges tp State Statutes, I have challenged the illegality of this "warrant" with the 

federal court 

With all this said, if this is not harassment -- I know not what is. And if a stay tb 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 not know how to apply the law as it is written. 

Finally, in tight of both my petition to the US Supieme Court and The motions flIed to 

Chief Justice Auto pertaining to the vi.olations of due process taking place at this court 

and the dishct court, it is not without coincidence that calls have been made to Obring 
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) 

me down" by the sheriff. Without question, J find none of this amusing in the least - and 

deem every single inexphcable, unjustifiable, erroneous decision deliberate acts by all to 

viOPe m' civil rights. 

Do what you will with this motion -which as history has shown will be "denied! But I 

am writing it for the record so that if onything happens to re by these maniacs that refer 

to themselves a5 judges (but who, in fact, are defenants):, to one tfl State tt1tW wore 

ndt awam that this  harassfiient was taking place. It Is taking place, has taken place and 

continues to take place - while this court has done nothing but threaten me with 

sanctionsto slop me from seeking rights in the low. 

Its 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. 
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LD-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, El AL. 

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

Present: FISHER and SHWARTZ, Circuit Judges 

Submitted are: 

Appellant's "Motion to Stay State Action" 

Appellees' Response 

in the above-captioned case. 

Respectfully, 

Clerk 

MMW/BNB/dniglclw 
_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 Eips. 
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 ofJaye'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 

m]r/cc: Chris Ann Jaye 
Ashley Gagnon, Esq. 

3 
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Th Chris Jaye 
P0 Box 5015 

-. 

Clinton, NJ 08809 

Date: January 24, 2017 

Chris Ann,  Jaye 
PtainWf 

V. 

NJ Attorney General John Hoffman, et. al. 

United States Court of Appeals 
Third Circuit 

16-2641 

Letter Addressing Order of 

November 23, 2016 and 
Challenging Jurisdiiori Of this 

Court That An Appeal is PendUi 

Appellate Court Judges: 

Judge Shipp has advised counsel and defendants as well as the US Court of Appeals, 
Third Circuit, that-the order to the motion to extend time to appeal an interlocutory order 

pertaining to an emergent stay of state action (E-CF 59) with ECF 69 has been vacated. 

This order was done after Judge Shipp dismissed this case with prejudice (ECF 64-65) 
and dosed the case. The case was not permitted to be closed since all matters were 

not 9na1ized. As such, there can be no pending appeal as the November 23, 2016 

order stipulates. See Rule 3. 

To highlight the cause and effect of the illegality of these proceedings, I have provided a 

detailed hEt. It wiU serve no purpose since this court is doing exactly what the district 
court is doing - bending the rule to find a way to push 'this out of court and protect 
judges. But I want it as part of the'rerd nonetheless. 
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Lets get a few f.acls straight on the prejudicial delays taking place at the so-called 

federal cQurt Known as the US District Court of New Jersey: 

March 23, 2016 motion (ECF 59) has not been adjudicated. 
TEN MONTHS and counting. 
May 2016 motion to- dismiss with prejudice has not been vacated as q result of this 

known error. (See Rule 3 and controlling law on piecemeal litigation.) 

EiGHT MONTHS and counting. 
May 2016 FR.AP motions hot adjudicated, 
EIGHT MONTHS and counftng. 

June 2016, motions filed addressing missing documents not filed in this case by 1he 

Clerk known lo both the disrict and appellate court. Still not part of the record as Di 

today. 

EIGHT MONTHS and counting. 
September 21, 2016 order stipulating Judge Shipp will address FRAP 4 motions still 

not address. 

) 
FOUR MONTHS and counting. 

This kind of crap would never be pulled on a lawyer or law firm. And you, the appellate 
court knows It But then again, this is what comes when judges plaoe themselves 

above the rule of law and are aocouatable to no one. 

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

Rule I requires speedy and inexpensive adjudication on the merits. But whp 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 I have had to commence with yet another civil rights suit rather than supplement 

this Suit because he illegally disrflssed with prejudice this case - and is waiting until 

God knows W?en to udO his errors. Eight months and counting... 
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Rule;3 rpquirs qn appeal on a case involving the finality of all rnattels. Documents 
have, not been tiled and all motions have not been adjudicated. As a matter ol 

poceduse, orone (like a federal judge or appellate court 
Judge) thouldtiave vacated the dismissal with prejudice upon the known face that 

ECF 59 has never been adjudicated. (See piecemeal litigation and Rule 3) 

Instead (much like the missing dopumerits not filed in this case and known to all), both. 

the federal court and appellate court 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 law, no represented party would have to wait MORE THAN TWO YEARS to 

?ddress a R. 12 Wion, obtain discovery, have a conference, etc... 

In otter words, thanks for destroying my case deliberately and intentionally. If it takes 

two years to pass the golden gates to the district court, what other tricks do you alt haie 

up your sleeve for me moving forward? What other blockades? Barriers? YoL.tjudges 

are good at your tricks of the trade - I have tO give you that. 

) As to Rule 8, the simplicity of it speaks for itself. It isas simple as it gets. And yet it is 

taking Judge Shipp eigtf months to figure out whether or not-heerred in applying the 
Twomb.y standard over the- Rule e, standard. For the record, he erred. i9.ncI he Inws it. 

And yet, eight months - and counting. 

A high school student couklloolc at the complaint and make the determination that all 

required elements to survive a R. 12 motion are there. Civil rights cases only require a 

Rule 8 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 I will die before be decides this- singular issue of this. 

case. Yeah, that seems to be in keeping with Rule I and the "spirit of the rulee as to 

the administtation of justtce. 

0na final note—remember, IT HAS DEEN.MOFE THAN TWO YEARS SINCE I HAVE 
FILED. The case has been dismissed twice in error by two judges —both of whom did 

not tfj my chaHehes tb state statutes nor remanded state claims to the state courts. 

WE 
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It tas been more than TWO YEARS SINCE I FILED and I have yet had my complaint 
heard since I cannot get pas the golden gates of the US District Court of New Jersey 
dUe to all these Illegal games being played. And you call this justice, right? 

Tricks, Delays Tactics and Obstruction of Justice 

The US Court of Appeals demanded monthly updates. I will do you one better. I will 

highIght why you have no jurisdiction over this appeal and the delays being caused by. 

the district court to ensure that my case never comes to light 

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

took oaths and are supposed to be the guardians of my constitijtlonal rights. 

Thanks.for nothing and wasting years of my life with these endless games. 

is Illegality One: Judge Shipp dismissed the case with prejudice and dosed the 

case without adjudicating an motions. 

This case is not only not aopaatable until all 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 pertains to the foover motion mumbo. ECF 59, it-was filed on March 
23,2016. Weare now ti (10) months since thai motion was filed wUhout .adjudication. 
And we are new four months numemus motion cycles and in an entirely new year since 
Judge Shlpp has vacated his own order based on his own errors pertaining to this 

motion. 

U illegality Two: Judge Shipp has caused yet another delay in this case to deprive 

me of ttm relief I have sought. And this has been done in total violation of R. t 

IN 
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Judge Shipp refused IQ address postjudgment motions for months. (ECF 69) 

Attempting to play some game with this case and my rights. Judge Shipp deemed these 
timely filed motions not within his jurisdiction due to an appeal that was nullified by 

these motions tiled by me. 

Judge Shipp ther, vacated this erroneous order (ECF 70) and then corrected that 
erroneous order (ECF 71) to highlight his errors; noting tat he did t)aye a duty to 

adjudicate those rnotion& Of course, this revelation tame after .a Letter to the t,IS Court 

of Appeals was-written by me noting that it was continuing with an appeal although 

FRAP 4 niotions had not been heard and the record Was not complete. CIarty, 

someone intervened and Judge Shipp realized he could not 'pass the buck." 

These pending FRAP 4 motions have still not been heard since they were tiled on May 
28, 2016. We are now eight (8) months since Ihey were filed and nearly five (5) months 

since Judge Shipp realized he a duty to adjudiGate them. 

• Illegality Threw. Judge Shipp has delayed adjudicating post-judgment motions 

for MONTHS by his own ejrors and "mistakes The result is the spoliation of 

discovery and additlonal. harm  -at the state level that continues by and Through the 
acts of these dendantststste actors and now their legal counsel; 

Throughout his case, Judge Shippjpeatedly lie in his orders and violated the rules to 
render illegal and invalid decision that ensured my rights in the law, specifically 28 U.S. 

Code § 1654, would be violated. These lies in these order would then be deemed true 
upon an appeal of same. 

• Illegality Four: Upon review of ECF 19 (Plaintiffs motion for reconsideration), 

Judge Shipp Tad.a had a duty to ensure that R. 15 was granted to me absent 

any motion. 

• Illegality Five; Judge  Shipp had a duty to vacate the dismissal/closure order 
(ECF 10) and adjudicate ECF 3 and ECF 7. Judge Shipp had a duty to vacate 

the subsequent order (ECF I 7)by Judge Sheridan and adjudicalejotions he 

could not adjudicate dueto his conflicts  -(ECF 12 and 13). 
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As fnatter of law, Judge Pisano ha4 no right to dose the case JR. 15) and Judge 
Sheridan had no nght to hear the case (ECF 16, ECF 17) since he should have recused 
himself at the start and not by mymotion. (ECF 25) And so Judge Shipp had a duty to 
co what they failed to do - adjudicate the motions that they did not or could 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 ft 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 improperiy deemed 

moot or denied was a violation of ft I and the spirit of the rules and contrail inn law. 

Illegality Six: In addition to the violation of R. 15 that was upheld, )udge Pisano 
41d not-sua sponte provide me an opportunity to amend this civil rights ca. 

F)etr,her-Iia,lee v, F, Co 30247 - -3rd Ci,uit 2007 
lnDist Councif 47v radiejç 795 F.2d 3110,31-&13d Or. 1986L we used a 
footnote from Bore/li v. Citv ofPeading. 532 F.2d 95D 3d Cir.1975) ip 
cunamL and our decision in Darr, to create a rule that district courts in C1InI rights 
cases must extend the plaintiff an opportunity to amend - irrespective of 
whether it was requested and irrespective of whether the plaintiff was pounsieled 
- before dismissing a complaint. 

• Ulegajity Seven: Judge Shipp illegally ordered 1 amend a perfectly accepjable 
amended complaint based on Judge Sheridan!s  findings when no sudi review if 
the amended complaint was sought nor needed to be sought. (See R 15 and R. 
12 as to defendants' filings) 

• Illegality Eight: Judge Shipp had a duty to vacate Judge Sheridan's orders f all 01 
them) since he had recused himself from 4his case only after a motion was filed 
by the pro Se Plaintiff. (E-CF 25 per ECF 16 and ECF 19) 
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directing me to file anotheramended that which complied with R. 8 (see Erickbn)1  
Th Judge Shipp placed in the record that my first amended complaint was nOt valid. (ECF 

3-31) Judge Shipp burdened me with an additional task and e,cpne of amending 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•ordr, Judge Shipp iflsured that the record reflected 
that Judge 8hqp bestowed upon me the gift to amend when no leave to amend 
rqiird. (See R. 15) 

• Illegality Nine: Judge Shipp had a duty to acniniste ustice as per It 1. The 
case had been lingering in limbo since the illegal closure by Judge Pisano (ECF 
I M#ie iilegal.adjudiction by a judge who failed to recuse himself as required 
(CF 25) and for six months since the filãng of my motions on May 28, 2015. 
(ECF 19) 

a Illegality Ten; It took Judge Shipp and this court nearly a year from the time of 
Judge Pisano's illegal order (ECF 10) to order that I file a second amended 

) 
. complaint (ECF 0-31).befoie the case was reopened. l  

Judge Shipp further protected the defendants (state actors and his former colleagues) 
by ensuring nø R. 16 conference nor any disclosures were required. Clearly, it was 
assumed at j.he start thip 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 I had a right to have. 

a Challenges to the standing of the NJ AG to defend state actors in their individuJ 
capacity remained unaddressed since no discovery was permitted. 

Counsel for the Defendants did not ute Er*i'.san in either of their two motions to dismiss.. Judge Shtpp 
did not cite this case in the motion to dismiss with prejudice. However, EAckson was noted in my 
opposition to the second motion to dismiss - whtch was never filed by the Clerk. Copy d the stamped 
document can be found in the US Cowl of Appeals Third Circuit where it wa tiled and not onlered (p be 
included into the record. 
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Further steps were taken by Judge Shipp to ensure that state actors and Their illegal 

racket would not be impacted by challenges to state statutes. By -not certifying them, 

they were never addressed. 

S Illegality Twelve: Judge Shipp refused 10 comply with federal law-and certify the 

ChaUenges to State 3taUites filed with my complaint in December 2014. 
a illegality Ttth1een Judge Shipp slll has not certified rrw challenges to state 

statutes and have since deemed them moot. (ECF 6465)2 

The FRCP 5.11  states: (b) CR11FcAT1oN BY THE CouRT. The court must, under 

USC. §2403, certify to the appropriate attorney general that a statute has been 

questiied. But why should a federa judge cdmpiy with federal rules? 

Relying on the Hlegal acts of the judges who have been involved in this case, Judge 

Shipp has declared in the most recent motion to dismiss with prejudice with no 

opportunity to amend and my state claims not remanded (the second such order in the 

this case). His reason is that I tailed to plead in accordance to the 7Twmb!y standard. 

• illegality,  Fourteen: ECF 64-65 fraudulently declares that Judge Shipp provided 
me opportunities to amend. This is not true By the FRCP, I had a right to 

amend per ft 15. 

$ Illegality Fifteen: Judge Shipp was fully aware I was a pro se litigant and was 

fully aware that the pleading standard of ft 8 (see Erickson) was the appropriate 

standard in this case - a cMl rights case. 

Relying on orders in this case, Judge Shipp has also sabotaged anpther case by 
stating false facts pertaining to the aopportundiesp given me te me in this case asp 

basis to deny the right-to amend my complaint in that case. (1.5-8324, ECF 305 & 306) 

'rbese challenged did not disappear, but save been Ignoroit. re now i eais Wide these pave 
bee filed. The same diegardMf these challenges In the waiter of 15-8324 were .deed m0O1. 
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* Illegality Sixteen: The lies of'this case told by Judge Shipp have now impacted 
• another case and deprived me rights In that.case. Judge Shipp was fully aware I 

sought a right to amend that complaint in that other case. He denied it based on 

• felse facts he created in this case and based on orders which have not been 

appealed,. I 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 controlling law and the 

appropriate standard as it pertains to civil rights cases and stays of state action. As 
stated in my documents, this was 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 to Judge Shipp 

delaying adjudicating motions in this case for months), this court (and Judge Shipp) 
dearly expect that they can improperlj. rely on Rooker-Feldman as an out In the future 
as it pertains to other matters or supplemental pleadings sought IT his order to dismiss 

with prejudice is not overturned. These are tactics, not judicial acts. 

M lilegality Seventeen: It is the duty of a federal judge to apply both state and 

) federal law to alt 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 I cited which supported my right to such relief. 

a Illegality 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 Shippr,  having violated his duties 
under R. 1, then conveniently deemed all relief sought to supplement the case as 

moot. (tCF 64-65) 

a Illegality Nineteen Judge Shipp illegally deprived me the right to supplemental 

jurisdiction over a state case (causing piecemeal litigation) by delaying 
adjudicating a motien' for supplemental jurisdiction until such time the matter was 

• decidedby the NJ Appellate Court and conveniently deemed moot." 

it Illegality Twenty: Despite my letters oppoSing extensions not provided in the 

rules, Judge Shipp coordinated with Judge Bongiovani to extend time for the 

IM 
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defendant's opposition 40 m' timely filed motipns (ECF 40 and 41) to ensure that 
adjudication by the slate was had prior to his decision rendering a dismissal with 

prudice. (ECF 64-65) 

Judge Shipp lied in his motion to dismiss with prejudice (denying the right to amend and 

refusing to remand state claims) 7as it pertained to Rooker-Feldman. Considering there 

were state claims, Rooker-Feldman did not apply to them Considering the court relied 

on pleadings (statements pertaining to state judgments) which were outside the tace of 

the complaint, Rooker-Feidnjan could not apply unless The defendants provided proof. 
Thq Motion, was required by the rule.to  be treated as e summary judgment. It was not 

Judge Shipp did not require any certification of proof from the defendants and their 
counsel (alt state actors). The word of the liars (defendants and counsels) was 

suffipjn( to dismiss this case (end 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 agenda set by the court to rid the 
courts of pro se litigants. 

U Illegality Twenty-Two The order to dismiss based on kQt*er-Feldnan (ECF 64-
66) was not only legally wrong since iofinal. Iudciment existed -at ft time the 
sAft-was filed. It was not supported wiih any documentary evidence.. (ECF 42) 

• Illegality Twenty-Thee: Judge 8hipp improperly treated a R, 12 motion for 

summary judgment (ECF 42) without the required procedures being followed and 

absent proofs affidavits, etc. 
•N Illegality 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 Jaw, such as Erickson, in its papers to render his decision. 

I Illegality Twenty-Five: Judge Shipp dismissed a state claim with prejudice baed 
on Poker-Fekknan when that only app1ie6 to federal cases.. 

I Illegality 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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R Illegality Twenty-Seven: Judge Shipp was made aware that my opposition was 

• not filed (as well as other documents). and still continued to adeise all parties that 
he would  -address FRAP 4otians on an incomplete record (ECF 70 and ECF 

71) 

Total Disregard of Judicial Notice 

Taking judicial notice of a case in the same court to which Judge Shipp was assigned, 
tho case of 15-8324, including but not limited to 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 éw13en4e) that the state actor defendants in 

this case entertained legal argument from counsel without standing and reidered 

decisign 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 continued 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 tu,judIcial notice and the evidence In the case of 15-8324, Judge Shipp 
denied my motion for summary judgment in ttt ease (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 
Not 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 
hers and violators 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 16-215) and the petition- filed to the US Supreme Qourt 
(Docket 16-41) 

But why look at evtdence when state actor-ciefendants and their counsel can simply r 
and get their way. 

1.1 
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Conclusion 

This court has no junsdiction to hear any appeal. But you ordered we give you updates. 
in t&im again judicial notice of all of this case and all facts presented are being 
requestad. 

The evidence is before you. The delays are before you. The games are before you. 
The lies are before you. Lawyers-turned-judges acting in these case are not as skillfut 
as they think they are in playing these games with my 1ghts. They simply have the 

power to violate the law and hide behind immunities to do so. But that .-M'4 not deter me. 
I am prepared to call out every lie, trick and tactic along the way until something is done 

to address these abuses of power. 

I am certain that stating this will result in some illegal order from this 6ourt to silence me. 
arnexpecttng that. Judge Ciccone barred me from using public audio tapes of motions 

hearings I purthased to ensure the illegalities in her court were not made known. Of 
course, she had no right. But who cares about rights? So to put it plainly, I am 
expecting some oreative next move from the federal court as well as the court to find 

) some other creative reason why,  this case can be dismissed, 

thxice the reasons given by Judge Shipp arewithout merit, I am sure you are all 

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. I expect the court 
to act against me rather than uphold my rights. This is not my first time at the rodeo. 

As to the delays, illegal findings of .Ot and insulting orders, these are also nothing new 
It has been done time and again, by both state and federal actor All the while, the 

thieves and enIbezzlersare 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. 

Chris AnnJa2' 
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SutQct 2017 Oak Knob Village MeWing Oato 

From: Oak Knott Village COA, inc. - TRACYB (tblaaccespm.com) 

To: ackaj@yahoocom; 

Date: Monday, January 23, 2017 6:03 PM 

Oak Knoll Village Owners. 
Attached please And the .ycar's schedulcof bard mectings for 2017. Plcaao print ths or mark your caLendars - 
we hope to see you at s few this yet The next meeting is oext Tues. J. 31st at 7;Q0pp at she pqot house. 

Tracy Blair; PCAM, CMCA1  AMS 
Vice President & Regnal Manager 
Access Property Management 
3471 Cocpoate Parkway, Suite 100 
Center Valley, PA 18034 
484.224.3463 / 610.791.4600 fx 

Attachments 

• 2017 Board Meeting t)ates.pdf (287.10KB) 
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P0 Box 5015 
Clinton, NJ 0809 

Date: August 14 2017 

Chris Ann Jaye United States Court of Appeals 

Appellant Third Circuit 

V. Case Number: 16-2641 

NJ Attorney General John J. HoThrnan, 

et al. Emergent Injunctive Relief to Stay All 

Appellee Federal Cases and Motion 

to Transfer Case and Appeal to A 
Neutral Venue 

Dear Jushces Anibro, Krause and Nygaard, 

) As has been the case and connues to be the case, this court has ensured that the 

jiuiges 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 tomorrow 

when you rule in this matter. 

For the record, no one in this matter has scheduled my Augi,ist 3, 2017 and August 4, 

2017 motions. I sought emergent relief to change the venue. I did not do that for 

amusement I did that because there is a concerted effort to bar me from seeking relief 

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, I have been barred, blocked and denied any and all remedies in the 

law. And it is happening in this Court as well. 

IN 
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If not for the improper conduct of the district court judges, I would not be before you 

now. And ye, this court has just fumed a blind eye to it. And so the harm contirwes in 

the district pnd state courts while this court does nothing. 

As the record proves, Judge Shipp knew lull well that I sought to seek e suit against him 

in the matter of 1:16-cv-07771. He was fully aware that I deemed him uflfit. He was 

fully aware I fiteda judicial complaint against him. And yet he continued to act when any 

reasonable 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 detault. And by doing this, my pending appeal of 17-2231 has alsq 

been harmed. He knows exactly how to rule and when to rule to do the most damage. 

And he has done this while being a named litigant in the Suit of 

) 
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 I was ordered to comply with an OTSC. The summons from the Cleric 

have been withheld. My fiWQ of July 18, 2017 has not been posted. AttachecL. 

And yet conveniently, Judge Shipp (a named defendant in that case) ruled to protecting 

these same state actors in the matter of 1:1 6-cv-0777 1 which gives the other district 

court some authority to rely on this ruling to block the suit of 1:17—cv-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-cv07771 was not only to 

impact no,i that case, but this pending appeal, the appeal of 17-2231 and now 1: 1 7-cv-

05257. And now this court is going to rule on orders by this same judge via this same 

district cpurt which has Shown swth a total regard fxr my rights, the rules and due 

process. 

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

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

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

schedule the emergent motions flied 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 I am blind, I am fully aware of the hell that you intend to unleash 

tjpon me tomorrow as vengeance for seeking accountability of judges. U 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 action 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 being 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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C1arly, this cpurt has na intention of even considering have neutral eyes placed on 

these cases and adjudicated accordIng to the law. It is without wonder why so many (iS 

Colin 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 ensuring that chaUenges to state statutes and 

other motions were addressed. 

And there is no doubt that you can see the manipulation of the district court records in 

this case and in Qthers, such as 17-cv-05257. But you simply choose to ignore 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 martner 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 and Nygaard -- are prepared to rule 

tomorrow - on an incomplete record, based on Judge Shipp's sva spcurte orders and 

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

I still seek a change of venue. My August 4, 2017 motion 00 not disappear. But since 

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

s to come whe all my rights are ignored by all involved. 

Chris Jaye 
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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 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").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, 

IT IS on this day of January 2017, hereby ORDERED that: 

I. 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 after the issuance of this decision. 

Z~~ - 
MICHAEL A. SUUPP 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 

) 

IN 
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NOT FOR PUBLICATION 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

CHRIS ANN JAYE, 
Plaintiff, 

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 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, 

Plaintiffs 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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I. BackEround 

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 Attorney General, a 

deputy attorney general, several members of the New Jersey judiciary, and various state court 

personnel. (Compi, ECF No. 1.) In her Complaint, Plaintiff alleges, inter alia, that Defendants 

violated 42 U.S.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 

in 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 

) with prejudice (ECF Nos. 64, 65). Within one week of the Court's decision, Plaintiff flied the 

instant Motions to Vacate, Establish Findings of Fact, Hold New Trial, and Take Judicial Notice. 

(ECF No. 67.) 

U. Motion to Vacate 

Under Rule 60(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, courts have discretion to grant 

a party relief from a final judgment, 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 

2 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. 

2 
App 44 



Case 3:14-cv-07471-MAS-TJB Document 78 Filed 01/24/17 Page 3 of 6 PagelD: 1048 

(3d Cir. 2004) (quoting Tortes v. Clzater, 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 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. (Id. 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. (Id.) - 

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 tights violation. (Id. at 4.) Plaintiff argues that Defendants possess no right to 

characterize the nature of her case. (Id.) Finally, Plaintiff makes numerous legal arguments 

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

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). 

3 
App 45 



Case 3:14-cv-07471-MAS-TJB Document 78 Filed 01/24/17 Page 4 of 6 PagelD: 1049 

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 Court. 

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 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, 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 arguments 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. 

Ill. Motion, to Amend Judgment 

Plaintiff also 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 Moving Br. 7.) 

Plaintiff argues that federal law permits the relief Plaintiff seeks, and Plaintiff does not provide 

further explanation with regard to this Motion. (Id. 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. 

IV.. 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." (Id.) Given that Rule 59 governs "new trials" and does 

4 
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not provide for the reconsideration of decisions on motions to dismiss, the Court denies Plaintiffs 
-Th 

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] [C]omplaint, 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." (Id. at 10.) Federal Rule of Evidence 201(b) governs 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 i Whirlpool 

Corp., 26 F. Supp. 3d 304, 319 (D.N.J. 2014). 

After reviewing the facts in the record, Plaintiffs proffered statement, and the referenced 

provisions in Plaintiffs 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. 

S 
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VI. 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 

order consistent with this decision.4  

MICIalEL  
UNITED STATES DIsTRIcT JUDGE 

Dated: ianuary 2 ,2oi i 

"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 

3 time after the issuance of this decision. 

6 
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fl UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT 

No. 16-2641 

CHRIS ANN JAYE, 
Appellant 

V. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL NEW JERSEY; 
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL lONE 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 MCMAMMON, 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 

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 

U 
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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 

ATTEST: 

s/Marcia M. Waldron 
Clerk 

31 04p 

': •\ 

issued in lieu 
of a for ruijm 1ak 09/13/17 

'i 

Teste: 2"0. 
Clerk, U.S. U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit 
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NOT PRECEDENTIAL 
n 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT 

No. 16-2641 

CHRIS ANN JAYE, 
Appellant 

LA 

ATTORNEY GENERAL NEW JERSEY; 
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL lONE 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 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 

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 

'3 

App 51 30f9 



Case: 16-2641 Document: 003112725048 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 

(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 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.O.P. 5.7 does not 
constitute binding precedent. 

2 
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District Court's order also "terminated" various other motions that Jaye had filed in the 
fl 

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 III, 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). 

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 

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. 

4 
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private parties in federal court."); see also Pennhurst State Sch. & Hosp. v. Haldennan, 
I'-) 

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 instruction. Rather, Jaye 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 

3 (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  

fl 

() 

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." 

6 
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fl 
OFFICE OF THE CLERK 

MARCIA M. WALDRON UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
21400 UNITED STATES COURTHOUSE 

CLERK 601 MARKET STREET 
PHILADELPHIA, PA 19106-1790 

0 
Website: www.ca3.uscourts.gov  

September 13, 2017 

TELEPHONE 

215-597-2995 

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 a! 
Case Number: 16-2641 
District Case Number: 3-14-cv-0747 1 

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, 

2' 
Marcia M. Waldron, Clerk 

By: Carmella, Case Manager 
267-299-4928 

cc: Benjamin E. Bryant, Esq. 
Chris Ann Jaye 

FJ 

Randall B. Weaver, Esq. 

App 57 9of9 



Table of Contents 

Preliminary Statement . 1-3 

Procedural History ..........................................................................................4-11 

Statement of Facts ..........................................................................................12-19 

Legal Argument ..............................................................................................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 

Transcripts Log .................................................................................................................. ii 

Table of Appendix ...................................................................................................... A1-A5 

Note: "Appendif To Be Found In Separate Book 

I 
App 58 



FILED, Clerk Of the Ape1Iet DMson, October O2,21)13. A-004856.12 

ORDER ON MOTION 
--------------- 

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY 
APPELLAE DIVISION 
DOCKET NO A-004856--12'12 

CHRIS ANN JAYE MOTION NO. M-00029-13 
V BEFORE PART B 
OAK XNLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM JUDGE(S); JANE GRALL 
OWNERS AS8OCTh'ION WILLIAM E NUGENT 

- I! 

NOTION FILED: 08/2312013 BY: CHRIS ANN JATE 

ANSWER4S) 69/03/2013 Blt2 OK KNOLL VILLAGE COtINIUN 
FILED. OWNERS ASSOCJ.ATtOtJ * AS DE?NDANT 

09/10/2013 OAK KNOLL VLLAE CONDOMINIUM 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION-AS PLAINTIFF 
IN CCV TEWLWd 

SUBMITTED TO COURT: September 26, 2013 

ORDER 

)THIS MATTER SAVING H1EN DULY PRESENTED TO THE COURTS  I? IS, ON THIS 
1st day of October, 2013, HEREBY ORDERED AS FOLLOWS: 

MOTION ST APPELLANT . 

MOTION TO EXTEND TIME TO FILE . 

APPELLANT 1S BRIEF . CRANTD AND OTHER 
• MOTION FOR CLARIFICATION OF 

PARTIES WITH STANDING DENIED 

• SUPPLEMENTAL: 
A thirty-day exteesion is granted from the date of this order. No farther 
extensions will be granted. 

FOR THE COURT: 

JANE GR1iLL, P . J . A..!). 
L-000375-12 Ht!NTERDON 
ORDER Rt=-*A MOXO 
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NOT FOR PUBLICATION WITHOUT THE 
APPROVAL OF THE APPELLATE DIVISION 

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY 
APPELLATE DIVISION 
DOCKET NO. A-4856-12T2 

CHRIS ANN JAYE, 

Plaintiff-Appellant, 

V. 

OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, 

Defendant-Respondent, 

and 

ERICI( P. SPRONCK, ROBERT STEPHENSON, BERMAN, 
SAUTER, RECORD & JARDIM, P.C., 

Defendants. 

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 

(0KV) for arrearages associated with common element assessments 

pursuant to N.J.S.A. 46:813-17 and from an award of counsel fees 

to 0KV in pursuit of its collection action. 

After reviewing appellant's contentions in light 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 

delinquency in those expenses, 0KV 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 0KV, appellant would commence 

payment of the common element charges. Notwithstanding the 

agreement, appellant ceased payments after a few months. 

Thereafter, 0KV 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.' 0KV 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 

appellant with the opportunity to contest the quantum of fees 

and costs sought by 0KV, 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. 468B-14. A unit owner's: 

obligation to pay common expenses is unconditional. N.J.S.A. 

46:8B-17. Here, the judge's finding that 0KV was 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. 46 8B-21 authorizes a condominium association to 

charge a nonpaying member with "reasonable" attorney'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 0KV to secure payment from 

• appellant. Fee determinations by trial courts should be 

1  Appellant instituted a lawsuit seeking damages as a result of 
the alleged improper conduct of 0KV, 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. 
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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. J. 

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 0KV 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. 

) 
I hereby cerbly that the toregog 
is ainJe copy of the onçpnal on 
Me in my office. 

QFRKoF'TW-A 
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NOT FOR PUBLICATION WITHOUT THE 
APPROVAL OF THE APPELLATE DIVISION 

This opinio.n shall not contitute 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 VEW JERSEY 
APPELLATE DIVISION 
DOCKET NO. A-3298-14T3 

OAK KNOLL 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-Paterson. 

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). 

PR CURIAM 
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Defendant, Chris Ann Jaye, a condniiuin owner at Oak knoll 

• Village, in Clinton Township, appeals from the trial court order 

• entering judgment in favor of plaintiff, Oak Knoll Village 

Condominium Association, Inc. ("Oak noll"). The jndgment, in the 

iOnt of $15,000, represents vnpaid 2013-2014 condominium 

assessments and legal fees. We affirm. 

In May 2014, plaintiff filed a complaint against defendant 

seeking payment of the outstanding condominium 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 

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 counsel notified defendant of the new trial date. 

Plaintiff requested an adjournment claiming that the judiciary's 

Automated Case Management System (ACME) listed the December trial 

date as postponed. In correspdndence dated November 2, 2014 

plaintiff's counsel advised the court 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-3298-14'r3 
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- informed by court staff that her adjournment reqt.est had been 

denied. 

In an email dated December 2, 2014, defendant advised the 

court that she hd commenced an action in federal court, namiNg, 

among others, as the defendants, the trial judge scheduled to hear 

the matter and plaintiff' onnse1. She also advised the court 

that she had been preecribed medication that day and had 'no 

intention of driving anywhere tomorrow morning for (her] safety 

and plan[ned] on shutting my phone off within the next fifteen 

minutes." She further iTidicated that if the court or any court 

staff wanted to speak to her they would have to "do so another 

day. 

On December 3, 2014, the trial court, satisfied that defendant 

had actual notice of the trial date, treated her failure to appear 

as an act of voluntarily absenting herself from the proceeding. 

Trial commenced with plaintiff putting forth its proofs.. At the 

conclusion of the proceeding, the court found that plaintiff 

established, by the preponderance of the evidence, defendant 

failed to pay her 2013-2014 assessments. The court found the 

assessments and counsel fees exceeded the jurisdictional limit for 

the Special Civil Part. Therefore, the court entered judgment in 

favor of plaintiff for $1,000. 
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.he following moith, the court permitted .defhdant the 

oppqrtunity to present any proofs or arguments demonstrating that 

the court hd erred in its findings and entry of fihal judgment;  

Defendant appeared for this prooeeding. • Conclud..tftg defendant 

failed to demonstrate any error, the court entered an order on 

January 28, 2015, denying relief to defendant. Thereafter, 

defendant filed yet another motion seeking to vacate the judgment, 

which the court denied on March 12, 2015. The pre9ent appeal 

followed. 

On appeal, defendant contends reversal is warranted because 

the final j4drnent was not certified as final, her civil rights 

were violated and she was denied due process. Additionally, 

defend4nt maintains reversalis also required because . plaintiff 

lacked standing to bring the cause of action against her, engaged 

In fratidulent conduct, and committed perjury. Finally, defendant 

urges that the judgment entered Should be reversed because the 

Supremacy Clause of the United States Constitution trumps state 

law. We reject each of these contentions. 

We find no error in the courts 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 control its calendar and to prevnt trial 

delays. State v. Coolack, 43 N.J. 14, 16 (1964); State v. Johnsofl, 

4 A914) 
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274 N.J. Sur. 137, 147-48 (App. Div.), certif. denied. 138 N.J. 

2.65 (1994); State  v. Furguson, 198 N.J. .Supr.. 395, 402 (App.. 

Div.), certif. deniQd, 101 N.J. 266 (1985). 'Absent an abuse of 

discretion, denial of a request for an adjournment does not 

constitute reversible error." State v. Smith, 87 N.J. Super. 98, 

105 (App. Div. 1965). 

Adjournment requests *implicate[] a trial court's authority 

to contrçl its own calendar and is reviewed under a deferential 

standard.' Stte v. Miller, 216 N.J. 40, 6f (2013), cert. deiecI, 

134 S..Ct. 1329, 188 L. Ed. 2d 339 (2014). [flJroad 

discretion must be granted trial courts on matters of 

continuancesi.]" Ibid. (quoting Morris v. S1app', 461 U.S. 1, 11-

12, 103 S. Ct. 1610, 1616, 75 L. Ed. 2d 610, 620 (1983)).. 

Indeed, "New Jersey bug has embraced the notion that [a 

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

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

from the record that the defendant suffered manifest wrong or 

injury.'" State v. Hayes. 205 N.J 522, 537 (2011) (quoting State 

V. Dorq. 103 N.J.L. 88, 93 (8 & A. 1926)). "It is peculiarly 

within the sound discretion of the trial court to deal with. 

problems of this Sort[,] and an appellate court should not 

iatetfere unless it appears an injustice has been one."  Allegro 
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n v. Afton Viii. 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 injustice here. Defendant sought 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 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 December 2, 2014, in which 

she aknowledged that plaintiff's counsel advi9ed her that trial 

"was to take place on December 3, 2014[.]" 

Consequently, accepting as true defendant's claim that she 

never received notice 01 the December trial date from the court, 

the notice from plaintiff'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 evidence demonstrating 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. 
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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 tiad notice of the trial date, 

but voluntarily absented herself. This finding is amply supported 

by the record. 

As for the remaining issues raised, which we have not 

addressed, we conclude they lack sufficient merit to warrant 

discussion in a written opinion. 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 finding 

of fact whi,ch are adequately supported by the evidence. R. 2:11-

3e)(I )(.A). 

M firmed, . 

1 heieby ortiFj that fhe fmapmV 
is a trw cupy of the ockoug on 
W Mn my oUte 

,j: 
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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 

3 



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. 

46:8D-21. After careful review of the record and applicable legal 

principles, we affirm. 

On June 8, 2015, Oak Knoll filed this collection action in 

ifunterdon 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. §.S  1692 to - 1692p. On July 

9, 2015, Oak Knoll filed a motion to remand the case to the 

Superior Court of New Jersey, Special Civil Part, 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 

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 
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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. 

On 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 

) motion, 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 judgment to Oak Knoll, entering judgment in 

the amount of $11,485.80, comprised of association 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 appeal is limited to that order." 

Defendant later moved before this court for emergent relief 

to remove the judgment and lien as well as a later lien obtained 

by plaintiff as a result of her failure to pay her 2016 

assessments.' On August 11, 2016, yet another panel 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 

condominium association agreement. We note that defendant did not 

provide a copy of the agreement as part of the appellate record. 

Defendant also tailed 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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on February 25, 2016 and the additional oral argument and trial 

courts 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 properly certified as final; (2) default was improperly 

entered against her; (3) the trial judge, who is retired on recall, 

denied her due process and is incompetent, biased, and unfit; and 

(4) plaintiff lacks standing because the plaintiff did not 

authorize the commencement of this action and did not retain the 

law firm representing plaintiff. 

Defendant sued the trial judge twice 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 judge 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 Conduct, Canon 3.17(B)(1) ("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 
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free to err on the side of caution; it is improper for a court to 

fl 
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.—

!shal1. 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 

N.J. 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 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). "If, 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. 

Defendant's remaining arguments lack sufficient merit to 

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

Affirmed. 

I hereby eddy #vd the toregomg 
is a fruc cy of the oñginal on 
file E 

myOroe, AW- 
OF 1}EI'ATE DM51Q4 
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FILED, Clerk of the ApplIlate Division, January 13, 2016, A.003298-14 

ORDER ON MOTION I 
--------------- 

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSd 
APPELLATE DIVISION 
DOCKET NO. A-003298-14T3 

OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM, MOTION NO. M-003006-15 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC. BEFORE PART G 
V. JUDGE(S): JOSEPH L. YANNO'ITI 
CHRIS ANN JAYE FRANCIS J. VERNdIA 

MOTION FILED: 12/21/2015 BY: CHRIS JAYE 

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 THIS COURT'S 
JURISDICTION DENIED AND OTHER 
AND DIRECT RETURN OF MONIES PAID 
ON NON-FINAL ORDER TO tEFENbANT DENIED AND OTHER 

SUPPLEMENTAL: 

Appellant's brief and appendix shall be filed within 30 days after the 
date of this order.. I.  

FOR THE COURT: 

mm 

JOSEPH L. YANNOTTI, P.J.A.DJ 
DC-005300--14 1 
MERCER 

JSLW 
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FLED, Clark of the Appellate Division, September 14, 2016, A-003298-14 

ORDER ON MOTION 

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

OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM MOTION NO. M-009600-15 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC. BEFORE PART D 
V. JUDGE(S); CARMEN H,. ALVAREZ 
CHRIS AWN JAYE THOMAS V. MANAHA 

'I 
MOTION FILED: 08/1812016 BY: CHRIS JAYE 

ANSWER(S) 08/24/2016 BY: OAK KNOLL CONDOMINIUM OWNERS 
Ffl.ED c ASSOC 

SUBMITTED TO COURT: September 12, 2016 

ORDER 

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

) MOTION aY APPELLANT: 

MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM 
CONSTITUTIONAL VIOLATIONS OF 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 DENIED 

SUPPLEMENTAL: 

FOR THE COURT: 

DC-00500-14 
MERCER 

JSLW 

CARMEN H. ALVAREZ, P.J.A.D. 
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4. 

I 

Chris Ann Jaye 
FILED May 02, 20)6 P0 Box S015 
CSThD Clinton, 1U 08809 

Date: May 2, 2016 

Wflrnlngton Savings Fund 

Plaintiff 

V. 

Chris Ann Jaye 

Defendnrit 

Superior Court of New Jersey 

Chancery Division 

Hunterdon County 

Docket F6447-16 

ANSWER AND DEFENSES 

Oefendant, Chrinn Jaye, answers the Verified Cahplaintas foUów: 

FIRST COUNT 

) 
1. Dktnt is wkhout knowledge or information sufficienUo form a belicfasXo the H'ulh of the 

aflèg*mns Wataiddd in thcs par.  grpr. Dccndaiit leaves plaintiff to their proofs. 

2. Defendant ia without knowkdge Or inftirmalson äffl.ieifl to form a belief 8 5 to the irnth of the 

allt5onscontaii*d in thit paragraph. Defendant Leaves plaiDtiff to their proof. 

3 Pcfendant ir. W(thout knowledge or information sufficient to iorm a belief as to the truth of the 

allegations contnøed ib this Imragntph. Defendant leaves plaintiff to their proofs. 

4. De(endantis without knwtedgeor infonntion suffldienito form a belief as to the truth otthe 

a1legtions contained in this paragraph. Defen&int leaves plaintiff to their profs. 

5.Denitd to the em6tthat the two fleasnoteci in subsixtions a and be have been discharged and 

recorded as discharged on April 13,2016. l3fendant is without knwLedge or infojlnatien 

suffieientto.rne belief a to the truth of.the.aUcgations contained in this paragraph. Defendant 

Ieays pWnt 1ff to.  their proofs. 
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4 

Defendant is without knowledge or infonnation sullitient to form a belief as to the truth of the 

allegations conftihe4 in this paragraph. Defendant leaves plaintiff to thlr proo1. 

Otfendant is without knowledge or information sufAcicnt to form a bclief as to the.truth of the 

atlegattous contained in this paragraph. Defendant leaves plaintiff to their proofs. 

S. Dàfendant is without knowJedgoor information sufficient lofortu a belief as to theiruth ofthe 

allegations contaiàed in this paragraph. Defendant leaves plaintiff to their proofs,. 

9. Denied. 

SECOND COUNT 

1. Defendant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a beliti as to the truth of the 

allegations contaujed in this pwgrapii. Defendant leaves plaintiff to their proofs. 

2 Dcfcndønt is withut knowledge or inflxmation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth -of the 

) 
allegations contained in this paragraph. Defendant Wes, plaintiff to their proofs. 

Defendant is without knowledge or tnfonnation sufficient to farm a belief-as to The truth of the 

allegations contained in this paragraph. Defendant leaves plaintiff to Their proofs. Plaintiff 

has no standing to speak to the rights of any party other than themselves per this 

Contplaint. 

Defendant denies Plaintiffhas aiIght-to such relief. 

$EPARATh DEFENSES 

Eath Defense Numbered Accordingly As a-Separate Defense 

PlthntilT's:clahns are barred by the Unclean }lands Doctrine. 

Plaint s:elanns are barred due to fraud. 

Pip2 
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.PtajMif?s claims-are barred due to tack of standing. 

PlaintifFs claims are barred by the Entire Controversy Doctrine. 

PlantitDs claims.,  ilf any, aro barred by statute Of fim(tationt and/or lathes. 

Plaintiffs damages, if any, are barred by the doctrines of waiver and/or estoppel. 

Plaintiffs claims, if any, are barred since this matter was brought forth without 

compliance to state and federal tws. 

NaintifPs ctaims if any, are barred by the doctrine of avoidable eonsequens. 

PlaintifFs claims, if any, are barred, by contributory negligence. 

Plaintiffs claimsi, if any,, are band, by illegality. 

• 11. Plairitifts claims, if any, are baid as any contract relied ujxrn is voidable by 

• Defendant. 

12. PlMiniff!s claims, if any, are barred as aoy contract relied upon is unenforceable. 

) 13. Plin1iffs claims, if any, are barred by a Tack of mutual aseni 

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

Plaintifi's claims, if my, are frivolous. 

PlaintifTh claims, if any, are barred due to lack of required verification as per the 

Fair Debi Collection Practice Act. 

Plaintitts pleadings do not conform with the NJ Rules of Court, 

VERIFICATION 

Jam plaintiff in the above-entitled action. The contents are true of my own knowledge, 
except as to maites stated on information and belief; and, as to sutb matters, they are true to 
tht best of my knowledge and belief 

Pag* a 
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j)j?MAM) FORTRJAL BY JURY J.

Defendant herebydemands trial by jury on all issues. 

CRT1FIcATIOI, 

Pursuant o Rule 4:5-i, I hetby certify thati have itO knowldge of any othêrpendin 
actions or próceditgs corKrnthg the subject matter of this fozlosure action, except het 
there are suits pendbig;in state and federal court involving Oak Knoll Village Cozominiwn 
Owners Association, a codefendant1  including, but not Jimited to, a civil -RICO suit fileU by 
the Cfendaot against this corporation and others for obtaining money and rights to this 
piopertythrOugh cIirgeable criminal acts as well as the illegal recordation of documents 
iu'olviRg riots given to third-parties involving the common arm noted on the deed of The 
property. in noted iri this matter- 

) Dated: 
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JUCC4E$, KQMOSINj & MANFR.O. ' 
John E. $rgand,,E.sq. - N.J Attorney m 029512008 
+,kmMeyA forP?alntitI 
50 Tics B6Ievau1 
WoodcliffLaice, NJ 07677 
(201) 391-0370 

WJLMINCRQN SAVINGS FUND SOCIETY, FSB, SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY 
DOING RLJ$1N1S AS CHRISTIANA TRUST, NOT IN 01ANCERY DIVISION 
ITS INDW1D1JAL CAPAC4TY BUT SOLELY AS NUNTERDON COUNTY 
TRUSTEEFORBCAT 2015-14B1T DOCKET NO: F-006447-16 

Plaintiff, 
CIVIL ACTION 

FINAL JUDGMENT 
CI&EIS ANN JAYE, et al- 

Defendants- 

7Up matter having bn opened to the Court by Inuckte.c K ThMinSk & Marnfro, LLP, 

auarmys TOT ptintii!, and it appeasing th1 service of Semmons and. Complaint has bn. madc 

upon the 4efcndant in accordance with the Rukm of this Court and defutz having been entered 

agant sM4.defendants and plaintiffs obligation and Mortgage having bee prewted and 

marked as eXhibits by the Comm end proof having beest submitted of the amount due on 

p1aint11ftMoxtge and zuftciern cause tppeaing, 

Contctc4Answe filed by Cbiis Ann Jaye and sb-ickcn by Osilcr Omnn3ng Sunwia&y Judgment 

entered S4tCPtbeT 23.201 6 by the Honorable Douglas H. 1uid. 

kui.ths 2nd day of May 2017, DRDEED and 

ADJUPCMD that the plaintiff is mptided tQ bout the sum of $179,3V-31 ngehe with *ntes* a 

the contçt rate of 739000% on $ I28,44.20 being the principle suiq in default including 

advamm. Deccenber 314  2016 t0j4ay 2917 -' iisdiawfiui intavat  

thexeaftex pa the total awn tint ta plaintiff together with cost of this suit to be taxed inainding a 

coue1fe4of 
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$ 1943.87 Miud and paid ill  the first place out of the mor*a* Previisesi  ad it is 

further Ordered thai plaintiff, its assgnee or purchaser at sale recover aganst the following 

dcfendspts: CHRIS ANN JAYJ34 MRJAY1, I4US13AND OF CRRIS ANN.MYE OAK KNOLL. 

VlL.JAE CONDOMINIUM OWP4ERS' ASSOCiATION, INC., and eflpartiiS holding unde* Wd 

defei4thts flpossesaien of ft premLses Ao mentioned ansi OescnbW m the said CwVbiw with 

the apurtemiaces;  and It is 1uThtr 

ORDERE) and APJUDOED that the nosgaged premises be sold to raise the evçral 

s of uwney due, in the that place to the pLaintifZ, WILMINGTON SAVJGS FUND 

SOC1Y, PBI  IQ1NO BUS [NESS M C1R1S71ANA TIWST, NOT IN fl'S Th1DL'W)UAL 

CAPACITY, BUr SOLELY AS TJUJSThE FOR BCAT 2015-14g in the sum of 

$179,*Y.3 I, with. intemst thereon tD, be computed as afuesaid, the plaintiff's costs to be taxed, 

with intcrest thereon, and that an. execution for the purpose be thdy issied out of th4 Court 

directed to the $hertfr of MUNThRDOld County, cmrnanding said SheBL' to makç We 

according to law of the mortgaged premis described in. the Complain and out of the mou 

arising ftown said sale, that Shedffpey In the first place, to the pluuuift, jaid plaiig#fts debt, 

with iii$est-  thcrcolk as afesaid and said plaintiff's costs with intczt thecofl as aforcaid, and 

in case mote money shall be realized by the said sale .tn shall be sufficient to atisf sucb 

several payments as aforesaid, 4at such suiphis be brought into this Court to abide, the fu$hr 

Order of this Couit and that the Sheriff afbresaid make a icpoit of the aforesaid We without 

delay as tuquiretl by the rules of this Court, and it Is further 

(DERED and ADMJD(ED thai the dcfendants in cause, and each of them stand 

absolutcl' dóbaxród apd foretlosed of aud from all equity of 1redcinpiion ot in and 10 the 

bm:rtgaged presmste describl in the Complaint, When 4olo,as aforesaid by virtue of this 
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judgmept, except= povidedb' 28 USC section 24O, and it to further 

OTWIThSTAN2)ING mW@fift herein to the .con1ary, this Judgruentsbalthot aot thç 

itght any person pr@trcted by the New Ieraey Tenant Antt-Evicton AcrNJ.S.A. 2M841.1, 

et seq, the right of redemption giventhe United Sttct under 28 U.$C P4 10, the mited 

priority rights of the Anrepit cutomaxy condoininium assessment for hc six-month period 

pilor to the recording of any assodatiau hen as allowed b &LS.A 45:B-2l or rights afod4 

by the Sieinembers Civil Relief Act. 50 U.S.C. App. 5J ci seq. or NJ,S.A 38:23C-4. 

Thjudgnient shali notaffect the nglfl of any person proaectcd by the VMv4imo of the 

New Jwirey Teirant Anti-Eviction 8tanne (NJSA 2A 18-6 LI et seq.) 

PJ.a 

) RcspectfiHy Recommmkd 
R 1:34-6 Officc ofFsc1Ouid 

3 
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Case: 17-2231 Document: 003112731235 Page: 6 Date Filed: 09/20/2017 

FILED 
SEP 20 2017 

,Th 

Supreme Court of New Jersey 
Single-Justice Disposition on Application for Emergent Relief (Rule 2:9-8) 

Case title: Wilmington Savings Fund Society v. Chris Ann Jaye 
Supreme Court 080064 'S- .' - 17' Appd A-4262-16  docket number: ducket mintbcr (if available): 
Applicants name: Chris Ann bye 

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): 

121 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. 

O 2. The Appellate Division has entered an order or judgment, and the matter is not emergent 01-
otherwise does not warrant adjudication on short notice. The applicant may file a regular 
motion for review by the Supreme Court in the ordinary course. 

0 3. The application concerns an order entered during or on the eve of trial as to which there is no 
I prima fade showing that immediate interlocutory intervention is required. The applicant may 

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

Li 5. Other: 

Dale: 9/20t2017  

Namc: Justice Anne M. Patterson 

Red:O7flV2OIZCN:II642 patofi 
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FH.Ep cierk of the AppeIeteMson, Ober 16.17, A'00416 

O1kQR ON MOTION 
-*-----_- 

ILM.tTON £V1NGS !UNIJ SOC 1-E'Y 
V 
CURlS ANN 3AYE 

SUPRIUDR OOURT OF NEW TEIF1Y 
APPELLATE DIVtSION 
DOCKET M. A-O.04262-I6T3 
MOTION NO. M-000604-17 
BEFORE PAR? t' 
JUDGE (S): wrLLAM E. NUGENT 

RIARD ,t. GEIGER 

MOTION E'rLEt: 09/1.4/2017 BY: CHRIS ANN JAYS 

ANSWER(5) 
FILED: 

suMirrEr3 TO CflRt1: )øter iC 2011 

ORDER 

THIS MATTER 1LJING BEEN .DUIY PRESZED TO THE ibOMTr  TT I, OR Th'IS 
) 1th day of Obe, :2011, IMREUX Qb AS FOLLOWS.: 

MOTION RY APPELLA14 

MGTION TO PRODUCE .OR2INAL NOTE & 
NOWMA6E sSpwr D1 f D 

t4PLENEAL: 

FOR DUE COURT: 

& 

WXLIAM IL NUGENT,  .1:LLx. 

F-00&'44.16. 1NTRRDCN 
0Rt W.M 
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HEED, jhg Ape1Ia. * 2011, .004262$8 

ORflER ON M.IT.LQN 
----- 

WflGrON SAVINGS FuNG;Jr 
y 
CHRIS ANN JAYZ  

!OI t3ZA: 0,4 F21/2011 

ANSWL( 8) 

;ERwr COURT OF REW JERSEY 
PLrTE DIVISION 

DOCKET NO. A-4262-16T 
MOTION NO. 00055-17 
13FOE PART D 
flJDE (S) WILLIAM E. NUGMT  

RLiBD J. GJt 

BY,. :1{R4$ &Nk ZAYR 

fQ ou•r O*oter LO. 2017 

) rrns MATTER JMVINO aEI$ DtJLY PRESFA4TE-D VO THE COURT, IT IS, ON THIS 
i.3th day of October, 2:. 1 i uEREBYORDERED A$ FOL1OW; 

OION 'OR• RERb OR DtSMLS 
WALM!N £CrTcN AND 

wrMont. bi' P14INLtF7 $' 

.POP, Tn COURT 

WILLIAM E. --K.U"Wt  J.Xb.  

-064 47-i NTEP,DON 
- 4øt&n  mowm 

mv 
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Case: 17-2231 Document: 003112782766 Page: 1 Date Filed: 11/20/2017 

BLD-051 November 16, 2017 

UNITED STATES COUR] QLAJEALS FOR [IiEJH RD.CJRCUIT 

No 17-2231 

CHRIS ANN JAYE, 
Appellant 

V. 

JOHN HOFFMAN, NJ Attorney General, et at 

(D.N..LCIv.No. 1-16-cv-07771) 

Present AMBRO, RFSTREPO and NYGAARD, Circuit Judges 

Submitted is Appellant'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; I.O.P. 10.6. The only order 
subject to review in this appeal is the District Court's order entered May 2, 2017. Sec 
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 relief sought, and the legal argument necessary to support 
it,"). To the extent that Appellant's request to reçusc 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)(i) (requiring rccusal when a judge's 
"impartiality might reasonably he questioned" or he "has a personal bias or prejudice 
against a party"); Jones v. Pittsburgh Nat'l Corp.. 899 F.2d 1350, 1356 (3d air. 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 separate action cannot alone 
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serve as a basis for recusaL See Azubuko v. Royal, 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, 

s/ Thomas L. Ambro, Circuit Judge 

Dated: November 20,2017 /' 
.• c 

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

ATrueC4V ....-,  

Marcia M. Waldron, Clerk 

) 

j 
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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 

CA. 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: CI-IAGARES, VANASKIE and KRAUSE, Circuit Judges 

Submitted are: 

(I) Appellant's Motion for Remand for Adjudication on the Merits; and 

(2) 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 
1- 11  1.0 11111IM69 

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 
EflowN MOSKOWITZ & KALIZN, p.c.  
180 River Road 
&niimit, New Jersey 07901 
(973) 376-0909 
Attorneys for Judgment-Creditor, Oak Knoll Village Condominium Owners' Association, Ine.  

CHRIS ANN JAYE, SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY 
LAW DIVISION: MERCER COUNTY 

P1alntift 
.2733-1,;o& 

Fvil CV i Action 

OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, BRICK P. 3

15 SPRONCK, ROBERT 8TBPHBHSON, /f 
BERMAN. SAUTER,RBCORD & JADIWI, 

dan!r4 

And 

OAK KNOLL VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC., 

Plaintiff-In-Counterclaim, A Thie COPY1  

CHRIS ANN JAYE, 1J( REGAN 
endnI-CotmterclainL 

THIS MArfR having come before the court by way of motion by judgniei:-creditor, 

Oak Knoll Village Condominium owners' Association, Inc. ("Association") seeking an order 

pursuant to B. 457 directing the Clexk of the Superior Court to retrieve and turn over the deposit 

made by judgment-debtor, Chris Ann Jaye ("Jaye") to the Tzust Unit Fund for disbwtnent to 

the Association, pemltting the Association to apply those funds against the sanctiois against 

Jaye arising from Judge Clccone's September 25, 2013 order, and ordering a warrant dairest to 

issua in support of litigant's rights due to Jayé's failure to abide by the September25, M3 order 

.1  ) 

U 
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I 

in the event that Jaye continues to be non-compliant with the information subpoena, that is the 

subject of the September 25, 2013 order, for good cause shown, and as set forth on the iccord, 

rTISthIs31ayofJune,2o15  

ORDERED that the Superior Court Trust Fund Unit shall pay the $6529.92 by judgment-

debtor, Chris Ann Jayu, In connection with A-4856-12 to judgment creditor, Oak Kndll 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 

' Thesidcnt, Access Property Management, 4 Walter E. Poran 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, AJ.S.C. in this matter on 

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

) 

exjBlldion of the 30 day compliance period, the $5,200 In sanctions arising from Jayo'sfai1urc to 

provide full and complete answers to the Association's information subpoena duringi calendar 

year 2014; sa44 i.tislug twin Jaye'iiamire to provioc MI and ump1etear.sn 4 tL- 

ORD2R1D that In the event that Jayc fails to provide full and complete answers to the 

Association's information subpoena byA.i,X L  2015, with a copy to counsel for the IF 

Association and the Court, the Court shall issue the accompanying wairant for her arrest, 

directing the Sheriff of Hunterdon County to arrest Jaye and bring her to this courthouse for 

detention until Jaye fully and completely answers the aforesaid information subpoena,; and it is 

further 

2 
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Oscoof 

thi 

certification setting forth same, which Jayc miay file speciobjcctQss42etQ adtbia_ ) 

days, and the Court sbail determine the attorneys' fees and costs awarded within C ) 

ORDERED that counsel for the Association shall servo a copy of this Order within 7 
) days of his receipt upon Jaye via &st class mail, certified mall, return, receipt requested and 

-77 fll1 

7) 0 (14%, A. 
Hon. DouglIH. Third, P.J Clv. 

On'3o.  _ 
cosfI $emar _ af reia have 
b themcoL E8 4".4 J-  I - vt 

Please Pr Pursuant to Court RuL, esent 
roof tbat-pctice of your applicaUo, for Withdrawal of funds was gi erito all 

Partin to the action  

WE 3 
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