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Petitioner, William P. DeBoskey, respectfully applies for an emergency stay of state-
court foreclosure proceedings in Goshen Mortgage, as separate Trustee for GDBT 1
Trust 2011-1 v. DeBoskey, Case No. 2016-CA-676 (Fla. 5th Jud. Cir., Hernando
County), pending this Court’s disposition of his Petition for Writ of Certiorari filed on
September 17, 2025. This application satisfies the traditional stay criteria set forth

in Nken v. Holder, 556 U.S. 418, 434 (2009).

This application seeks to preserve this Court’s jurisdiction and prevent irreparable
loss of Petitioner’s homestead pending review of substantial federal questions
concerning diversity jurisdiction, due process, and the procedural obligations of

federal courts when jurisdictional facts are uncertain or disputed.



I. BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURAL POSTURE

This case originates from a foreclosure action on Petitioner’s Florida homestead
property, based on a 2005 mortgage whose recorded legal description inaccurately
describes his homestead property. The mortgage passed through multiple recorded
assignments—including to Christiana Trust and Goshen Mortgage, LLC—before Red
Stick Acquisitions, LLC was substituted as plaintiff in 2018. Red Stick asserts
ownership through assignments executed years after the statute of limitations
expired under Fla. Stat. § 95.11(2)(b), which governs the ability to reform a legal

description.

Petitioner removed the case to federal court on February 7, 2024 (Appendix A). The
district court, sua sponte and without permitting jurisdictional discovery, remanded
the case on July 17, 2024, based on assumed citizenship of Red Stick’s members
(Appendix B). No affidavit or disclosure of LLC membership was ever filed by Red
Stick, despite repeated requests from Petitioner requesting discovery on that issue in

the state court matter.

The Eleventh Circuit affirmed on May 23, 2025 (Appendix C), rejecting Petitioner’s
argument that the district court violated Eaton v. Dorchester Dev., Inc., 692 F.2d 727
(11th Cir. 1982), by denying jurisdictional discovery. Petitioner timely filed a Motion
for Panel Rehearing and Rehearing En Banc, which was denied on July 14, 2025

(Appendix D).

On September 17, 2025, Petitioner filed a Petition for Writ of Certiorari raising the

following question: whether due process and controlling circuit precedent require a

2



district court to permit jurisdictional discovery before remanding a removed case

when the citizenship of an LLC’s members is disputed and undisclosed (Appendix E).

A foreclosure hearing is scheduled for October 22, 2025, in Hernando County. (See
Appendix F.) If allowed to proceed, the hearing will effectively moot the federal
question presented and result in immediate, irreversible loss of Petitioner’s
homestead before this Court can determine whether federal jurisdiction was

improperly denied.
II. DISREGARD OF FEDERAL RULES

This action was removed from state court to the U.S. District Court for the Middle
District of Florida. Opposing counsel failed to file any motion to remand within the
thirty-day period prescribed by 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c), thereby waiving all procedural
objections. Nonetheless, the district court remanded the case sua sponte based solely
on an assumed lack of diversity. Local Rule 1.06 of the Middle District of Florida

governs removed actions and provides, in relevant part (Appendix G):

(a) DIVISION ASSIGNMENT. The clerk must docket a removed action
in the division that includes the county from which the party removed
the action.

(b) STATE COURT DOCKET. The removing party must file with the
notice of removal a legible copy of each paper docketed in the state court.

(c) PENDING MOTION. A motion pending in state court when the
action is removed is denied without prejudice.

The pertinent portion of this rule is subsection (c), which automatically nullifies any
motion pending in state court at the time of removal. Respondent’s Motion for
Summary Judgment, filed in November 2023 before removal, was therefore denied
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without prejudice by operation of Rule 1.06(c). Yet Respondent continues to rely on
that same, nullified motion as the exclusive subject of the October 22, 2025 hearing—

conduct plainly inconsistent with controlling federal procedure.
III. EXHAUSTION OF REMEDIES BELOW

On September 15, 2025, Petitioner moved the state court to stay the foreclosure
hearing. The court denied the motion on October 8, 2025 (Appendix H) and moved for

continuance the following day, October 9, 2025. (Appendix I)

Petitioner has therefore exhausted all available remedies in both state and federal
courts, including motions in the Eleventh Circuit, and this application represents his

final avenue for relief to prevent constitutional and property injury.
IV. GROUNDS FOR A STAY

This case presents the classic scenario warranting interim relief: a colorable federal
question coupled with imminent irreparable harm. A stay is warranted when the
applicant demonstrates (1) a reasonable probability of certiorari being granted, (2) a
fair prospect of reversal, (3) irreparable harm absent a stay, and (4) that the balance

of equities favors relief, Nken v. Holder, 556 U.S. 418, 434 (2009).
1. Reasonable Probability of Certiorari Being Granted.

The petition presents a clear conflict among the circuits concerning whether federal
courts must permit jurisdictional discovery before remanding a case for lack of
diversity. The Eleventh Circuit’s approach directly conflicts with the First Circuit

Boit v. Gar-Tec Products, Inc., 967 F.2d 671, 675-76 (1st Cir. 1992), Third Circuit



(Lincoln Benefit Life Co. v. AEI Life, LLC, 800 F.3d 99 (3d Cir. 2015), The Fifth
Circuit, (Aaron v. National Union Fire Insurance Co., 876 F.2d 1157, 1160-61 (5th
Cir. 1989) and the Seventh Circuit (Belleville Catering Co. v. Champaign
Marketplace, LLC, 350 F.3d 691 (7th Cir. 2003). Those courts recognize that a district
court must permit discovery or make findings before resolving disputed jurisdictional

facts.

Here, both the district court and Eleventh Circuit ignored controlling precedent
within the circuit requiring such procedures. In Eaton v. Dorchester Dev., 692 F.2d
727 (11th Cir. 1982), the court held that when jurisdictional facts are disputed, a
party must be afforded an opportunity to discover and present evidence relevant to
jurisdiction. Likewise, in Chalwest Holdings, Ltd. v. Ellis, 924 F.2d 1011 (11th Cir.
1991), this Circuit held that when no evidentiary hearing occurs, a party need only
make a prima facie showing of jurisdiction. The district court’s sua sponte remand

and the panel’s affirmance contravene both holdings.
2. Fair Prospect of Reversal.

The lower courts’ actions are also incompatible with this court’s holdings in McNutt
v. GMAC, 298 U.S. 178 (1936), Land v. Dollar, 330 U.S. 731 (1947), and Steel Co. v.
Citizens for a Better Env’t, 523 U.S. 83 (1998). Each recognizes that jurisdiction
cannot rest on assumption. Federal courts must develop the factual record and make

findings before resolving contested jurisdictional issues.

Here, no record was developed. The district court denied discovery, issued no findings,

and remanded sua sponte based solely on speculation. The Eleventh Circuit
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compounded the error by affirming, despite conflicts with its own precedents—Eaton,
Rolling Greens MHP, L.P. v. Comcast SCH Holdings, L.L.C., 374 F.3d 1020 (11th Cir.

2004), and Colonial Pipeline Co. v. Collins, 921 F.2d 1237 (11th Cir. 1991).
3. Irreparable Harm Absent a Stay.

Petitioner’s primary residence is scheduled for foreclosure on October 22, 2025
(Appendix I). Without a stay, the hearing will result in the irreversible loss of
Petitioner's homestead protected under Article X, Section 4 of the Florida
Constitution. Such harm is both constitutional and permanent. Federal courts have
long recognized that the forced loss of a homestead constitutes irreparable harm when

the underlying proceedings are tainted by jurisdictional uncertainty.
Balance of Equities Favors a Stay.

Petitioner has acted diligently. He sought stays at every level—in the trial court, the
district court, and the Eleventh Circuit—and filed this application within days of the
last denial. Respondents will suffer no prejudice from a short administrative stay
because no sale or possession has yet occurred. Conversely, Petitioner faces the
permanent deprivation of property rights under color of a potentially void proceeding.

Equity and fairness thus weigh heavily in favor of preserving the status quo.
V. QUESTION OF EXCEPTIONAL IMPORTANCE / PUBLIC INTEREST

This case presents an important and recurring question that affects the
administration of diversity jurisdiction nationwide—whether courts may allow LLCs

to conceal member citizenship and thereby evade federal review. Increasingly,



substituted LLC plaintiffs obscure jurisdictional facts to force remand through

silence. This case demonstrates that tactic in practice.

The district court remanded despite uncontroverted evidence that diversity likely
existed. Red Stick produced no proof of Florida citizenship for any member and
refused to identify its ownership structure. By denying discovery and presuming non-
diversity, the court rewarded concealment and contravened the judiciary’s duty to

confirm jurisdiction before remand. See Rolling Greens, 374 F.3d at 1022.

If allowed to stand, the Eleventh Circuit’s decision will embolden litigants to exploit
LLC opacity, frustrate legitimate removal, and deprive federal courts of jurisdiction
in cases Congress intended them to hear. The issue is thus of exceptional importance

and warrants this Court’s immediate attention.
VI. RELIEF REQUESTED

Petitioner respectfully requests that the Honorable Justice Clarence Thomas, as
Circuit Justice for the Eleventh Circuit, issue an immediate administrative stay of
the state-court foreclosure proceedings pending further order of the Court, and

thereafter a stay pending final disposition of the Petition for Writ of Certiorari.



Dated: October 10, 2025

Respectfully Submitted

William P. BEW Petitioner
27035 Old Spring Lake Rd.
Brooksville, Florida 34602

(352) 263-3384
hill27035@gmail.com




PROOF OF SERVICE

I, William P. DeBoskey, do swear or declare that on this date, October 10, 2025,
as required by Supreme Court Rule 29, I have served the enclosed EMERGENCY
APPLICATION FOR STAY PENDING DISPOSITION OF PETITION FOR WRIT OF
CERTIORARI and the APPENDIX on each party to the above proceeding or that
party’s counsel, and on every other person required to be served, by depositing an
envelope containing the above documents in the United States mail properly
addressed to each of them and with first-class postage prepaid for Priority Mail
delivery.

The name and address of those served is as follows:

Samuel S. Cohen, Esq.

Eleventh Circuit Counsel for Respondent
Critton, Luttier, Coleman

303 Banyan Boulevard, Suite 400

West Palm Beach, FL 33401

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

Executed on October 10, 2025

William P. Um / J
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
TAMPA DIVISION

GOSHEN MORTGAGE, AS SEPARATE
TRUSTEE FOR GDBT 1 TRUST 2011-1,
Plaintiff,
VS. Case No. 8:24av00325-WF1 -48S

WILLIAM P. DeBOSKEY, et al

Defendants. FEB 72024 r112:57
/ FILED -USDGC - FLMD - TPA
NOTICE OF REMOVAL

COMES NOW a Defendant in the above-styled civil case, WILLIAM P.
DeBOSKEY (“DeBoskey™) in proper person, and files this Notice of Removal
PRLLE
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§1441 and 1446Yand as grounds therefor, does say:

1. The case was filed and is pending before the Circuit Court of the Fifth
Judicial Circuit for Hernando County, State of Florida. The case is styled as Goshen
Mortgage, as Separate Trustee for GDBT 1 Trust 2011-1 v. William P. DeBoskey et
al., and bears Case No. 2016-CA-000676.

2. This Court has jurisdiction over this case on the basis of federal

question jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §1341(a).

Notice of Removal (Federal)
Page-1-
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3. This Court has jurisdiction over this case on the basis of diversity
jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§1331 and 1332. The amount in controversy does
exceed $75,000.00.

4. The pleadings pose issues and questions arising under the laws of the
United States, specifically 15 U.S.C. §§1682 et seq. The pleadings also present
claims arising under the state law of Florida, to-wit: liability on debt arising from a
consumer residential transaction and concerning the availability of reformation.

5.  William DeBoskey has communicated with the co-defendant in the
state court action, Lori Bass, f/k/a Lori E. DeBoskey consents to this removal
(attached as exhibit 1).

6. This Notice of Removal is timely. Although filed more than thirty (30)
days of the initial receipt of the Complaint by this Defendant, the Plaintiff has acted
in bad faith with an eye towards preventing Defendant from effecting the removal
of the action. Removal is therefore timely under 28 U.S.C. §1446(c)(1).

a. Plaintiff asserted, at a hearing held on February 6, it had the
right to enforce the note, when the record shows, they did
not possess this right at the inception of the case.

b. Plaintiff asserted, at the same hearing, it has the right to

alter a legal description when the record shows they do not.

[ DeBoskey further asserts removal based on 28 U.S.C §1443 (1) & (2).

a. DeBoskey belongs to a protected class in accordance with
F.S. 825.101.

Notice of Removal (Federal) /
Page'2' ‘,//
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b. DeBoskey is being denied and cannot enforce in the courts
of Hernando County Florida the equal rights in accordance
with Florida Statutes 825.102 and 825.103 respectively.

8. Venue lies in the Tampa Division of the United States District Court
for the Middle District of Florida, as this case is being removed from the Circuit
Court of the Fifth Judicial Circuit in and for Hernando County, Florida. Said state
court lies within the territory and boundaries of this District and Division.

9.  The Court has jurisdiction over the person of all parties to the action.

10.  Defendant will promptly provide written notice of removal, including
copies of this paper, to all adverse parties upon the filing of this paper.

11. Defendant will promptly file a copy of this Notice with the Clerk of the
Fifth Judicial Circuit in and for Hernando County, Florida in accordance with
§1446(d). Upon filing of said Notice, the state court shall proceed no further unless
and until the case is remanded.

DATED this 7th day of February, 2024.
th%}??\s@ —Pro S
27035 Old Spring Lake Rd.
Brooksville, Florida 34602

(352) 263-3384
deboskyw(@bellsouth.net

Notice of Removal (Federal)
Page-3-
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing was filed in person with the Clerk
of the Federal Court at 801 N. Florida Ave, Tampa, Florida, by email to opposing
counsel at the address(s) below:

Sokolof Remtulla, PLLC.
osokolof@sokrem.com

L0 Qo;%@aq
William P. Dm

Notice of Removal (Federal)
Page-4-
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
TAMPA DIVISION

GOSHEN MORTGAGE, LLC, as Separate
Trustee for GDBT 1 Trust 2011-1 and
RED STICK ACQUISITIONS, LLC,

Plaintiffs,

V. Case No. 8:24-cv-325-WFJ-UAM

WILLIAM P. DEBOSKEY,

UNKNOWN SPOUSE OF WILLIAM P. DEBOSKEY,
UNKNOWN HEIRS OF WILLIAM P. DEBOSKEY,
LORI E. DEBOSKEY, IBERIA BANK, and
UNKNOWN TENANT IN POSSESSION

OF SUBJECT PROPERTY,

Defendants. |
/

ORDER OF REMAND

Before the Court is Plaintiff Red Stick Acquisitions, LLC’s Motion to
Remand (Dkt. 18), the Response of Defendant William P. DeBoskey (Dkt. 22), and
Mr. DeBoskey’s two submissions in response to the Order to Show Cause (DKkts.
24, 25).! After careful consideration of the motion, the submissions, and the entire
file, including the state court docket, the Court concludes the motion is due to be

granted. There is no subject matter jurisdiction.

1 Plaintiff Goshen Mortgage, LLC, as separate Trustee for GDBT 1 Trust 2011-1, is a corporate
entity which may not proceed pro se.
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BACKGROUND

To avoid cross-referencing the Order to Show Cause (Dkt. 23), the pertinent
parts of that order will be republished here.

This is the second time Mr. DeBoskey comes before this specific Court on
matters concerning his Hernando County homestead property.? The first time,
DeBoskey sued Plaintiff Red Stick Acquisitions, LLC (“Red Stick™) and others in
October 2022 while the foreclosure was pending. DeBoskey v. Red Stick
Acquisitions, LLC, et al., No. 8:22-cv-2427-WFJ-AAS (“DeBoskey 1"), aff 'd, No.
23-11898 (11th Cir. Jan. 24, 2024) (unpublished).? In setting forth the factual
background here, the Court borrows from orders already entered in DeBoskey 1.
Id., Dkts. 24, 29, 33.

On May 26, 2016, Goshen Mortgage, LLC, as assignee of the mortgage and
note (“Goshen Mortgage”) sued to foreclose on the homestead property.* In July
2018, Red Stick acquired the note and mortgage and was substituted for Goshen

Mortgage as the plaintiff in the state court foreclosure. Goshen Mortgage, LLC, as

2 This is the third time he has filed in federal court if one includes DeBoskey v. SunTrust
Mortgage, Inc., No. 8:14-cv-1778-MSS-TGW (M.D. Fla.), which involves the same homestead
property at 27035 Old Spring Lake Road, Brooksville, Florida,

3 DeBoskey I alleged violations of the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act (“FCDPA™), 15 U.S.C.
§ 1692, et seq., and the Florida Consumer Credit Protection Act (“FCCPA”), Fla. Stat. § 559.55,
et seq. in transactions pertaining to the homestead property.

4 In 2005, DeBoskey refinanced his Hernando County homestead property, and the mortgage was
assigned to Goshen Mortgage in 2014. Thereafter, the Goshen Mortgage assigned to GDBT I
Trust 2011-1, which entity then assigned to Red Stick.

2
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Separate Trustee for GDBT 1 Trust 2011-1v. William P. DeBoskey, et al., No.
2016-CA-676 (Fla. 5th Jud. Cir. Ct). Red Stick filed an amended complaint in the
foreclosure action on August 22, 2018.

In July 2021, Mr. DeBoskey attempted to amend his answer and
counterclaim in the foreclosure a fifth time to add claims for violations of the
FCDPA and FCCPA. In January 2022, the state circuit court denied any
amendment. Undeterred by the state court’s ruling against him, he came to this
Court for relief on October 23, 2022, in DeBoskey 1. This Court granted motions to
dismiss the first and second amended complaints. Id., Dkts. 24, 29. On January
24, 2024, the Eleventh Circuit affirmed the order of final dismissal. /d., Dkt. 33 at
6 (holding the operative complaint “was either time-barred by the statute of
limitations or failed to state a claim”). Tellingly, Mr. DeBoskey does not explain
the delay given that he filed a lawsuit in this Court in October 2022 involving
arguably similar parties and issues (DeBoskey I), which was long after the 2018
amended complaint was filed in the state court foreclosure.

While DeBoskey I was pending in this Court, the foreclosure case was set
and rescheduled for non-jury trial several times, with the last set trial date of
February 8, 2023. The state court docket shows that the February 2023 trial was
continued after numerous filings by Mr. DeBoskey including motions to stay or

continue based on then-pending DeBoskey I and on his desire to secure another
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attorney. He also attempted to recuse the state court judge and appealed the denial
to the Fifth District Court of Appeal. The state appellate court treated the appeal as
an extraordinary writ and denied it after briefing. Mr. DeBoskey then sought
review in the Florida Supreme Court, which was denied and dismissed without
mandate effective October 2, 2023.

On November 3, 2023, Red Stick filed a motion for summary judgment in
the state foreclosure action, which was set for hearing on the morning of February
8, 2024. On the eve of the final hearing, Defendant DeBoskey, pro se, removed the
eight-year-old foreclosure action case to this Court. Dkt. 1. Nonetheless, the state
court judge declined to delay the hearing set for February 8. Dkt. 18 at 6. Also on
February 8, Mr. DeBoskey filed for protection under Chapter 13 of the U.S.
Bankruptcy Code: In re: DeBoskey, 8:24-bk-644-RCT (Bankr. M.D. Fla.). Dkt. 18
at 6.

On March 1, Mr. DeBoskey filed in the bankruptcy court a motion to dismiss
his Chapter 13 case and close the estate. The bankruptcy court dismissed the case
without a discharge on March 5. On April 4, the state court judge entered an order
giving notice of and filing the motion and order of dismissal filed in the
bankruptcy case.

On April 23, this Court entered an endorsed order to show cause why this

matter should not be remanded as untimely based on the age of the state court
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action. Dkt. 14 (“The 2016 filing of this lawsuit (and 2018 amended complaint)
appear well out of time for removal.”). On April 30, 2024, DeBoskey filed his
response to the show cause order. Dkt. 21. That same day, Red Stick filed a
motion to remand. Dkt. 18.

After reviewing the voluminous file with over 400 docket entries in the state
court action, this Court issued another order to the removing Defendant, Mr.
DeBoskey, to show cause why this Court has original subject matter jurisdiction by
filing proof of the citizenship of Plaintiff Red Stick Acquisitions, LLC. Dkt. 23.
DeBoskey timely submitted his response together with the transcript of the hearing
held February 8, 2024, in state court. Dkts. 24, 25. The issue of jurisdiction is
now before the Court.

LEGAL STANDARD

Federal courts are courts of limited jurisdiction. A defendant may remove a
case to federal court when the plaintiff’s claim could have been filed in the district
court originally. 28 U.S.C. § 1441; Burns v. Windsor Ins. Co., 31 F.3d 1092, 1095
(11th Cir. 1994). To establish removal jurisdiction, a defendant must show one of
three types of subject matter jurisdiction: (1) diversity jurisdiction; (2) matters
arising under federal law; or (3) jurisdiction under a specific statutory grant. 28
U.S.C. §8§ 1331, 1332; see Whitt v. Sherman Int’l Corp., 147 F.3d 1325, 1329 (11th

Cir. 1998); Baltin v. Alaron Trading Corp., 128 F.3d 1466, 1469 (11th Cir. 1997).
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For diversity jurisdiction, the amount in controversy must exceed $75 ,OQO
exclusive of interest and costs and each plaintiff must be a citizen of a state
different from each defendant. 28 U.S.C. § 1332(a). As to matters arising under
the laws of the United States, the well-pleaded complaint rule requires that a
federal question appear on the face of the plaintiff’s complaint. Whitt, 147 F.3d at
1329. Removal statutes must be narrowly construed in favor of remand, and where
jurisdiction is ambiguous or uncertain, remand is favored. See Burns, 31 F.3d at
1095.

DISCUSSION

Mr. DeBoskey removed a suit to foreclose a mortgage. The first count of the
amended complaint seeks reformation of the mortgage, and the second count seeks
to foreclose the mortgage. The state court action has not reached final judgment.’

The notice of removal cites diversity jurisdiction “pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§
1331 and 1332” with an amount in controversy exceeding $75,000.00.5 Dkt. | at

2. The timeliness issues were addressed in this Court’s prior order. Dkt. 23.

5 Because the mortgage foreclosure here has not reached final judgment, there are no Rooker-
Feldman or other issues mandating remand. See, e.g., US Bank Nat’l Ass’n v. Kelly, No. 2:23-
cv-504-JES-NPM, 2024 WL 260988 (M.D. Fla. Jan. 24, 2024) (granting remand of a mortgage
foreclosure action after final judgment based on Rooker v. Fid. Trust Co., 263 U.S. 413, 415-16
(1923) and D.C. Ct. of Appeals v. Feldman, 460 U.S. 462, 482 (1983)); Federal Nat’l Mortg.
Corp. v. Wilson, No. 2:17-cv-719-FtM-38MRM, 2018 WL 3520937, at *2 (M.D. Fla. Feb. 12,
2018) (holding that removal of over five-year-old mortgage foreclosure was both jurisdictionally
and procedurally defective; procedural defect raised in timely motion to remand).

6 Diversity jurisdiction is addressed in § 1332, and federal question jurisdiction in § 1331. The
amount in controversy in this case is not at issue.

6
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Because the 30-day limitation for seeking remand applies only to procedural
defects, and not to “lack of subject matter jurisdiction,”” the Court ordered Mr.

DeBoskey to address the diversity of citizenship of Plaintiff Red Stick.

Diversity

Mr. DeBoskey is a citizen of Florida, claiming homestead property in this
state. The Court noted in its second show cause order that Red Stick Acquisitions,
LLC is a Florida limited liability company.®

For diversity, each plaintiff must be a citizen of a state different from each
defendant. See St. Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co. v. Nat’l Union Fire Ins. Co., 890
F.3d 1265, 1270 (11th Cir. 2018); Mas v. Perry, 489 F.2d 1396, 1399 (11th Cir.
1974) (holding complete diversity exists when “no party on one side [is] a citizen
of the same State as any party on the other side”). “[A] limited liability company
is a citizen of any state of which a member of the company is a citizen.” Rolling
Greens MHP, L.P. v. Comcast SCH Holdings, L.L.C., 374 F.3d 1020, 1022 (11th

Cir. 2004) (per curiam). Therefore, if any member of Red Stick is a Florida

728 U.S.C. § 1447(c); see Kelly, 2024 WL 260988, at *2 (citing § 1447(c)); Koncept Prop. Inc.
v. Scopelliti, 627 F. Supp. 3d 1282, (M.D. Fla. 2022) (same).

8 To search for corporate entities such as a limited liability company in Florida, the “sunbiz.org”
site is used to search for the name of the entity. See htips://dos.fl.gov/sunbiz/search/. The
address given for the listed registered agent and managers of Red Stick is a Florida address. See
Annual Report dated February 3, 2024, at the sunbiz website.

7
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citizen, then Red Stick is a citizen of Florida and diversity jurisdiction does not
exist.

The burden of demonstrating diversity of citizenship rests with Mr.
DeBoskey as the party invoking federal jurisdiction. Rolling Greens, 374 F.3d at
1022 (holding burden not met where removing party failed to list citizenships of all
members of LLC). The notice of removal fails to list all the members of the
Jimited liability company along with each member’s citizenship. See Imperial
Fund I, LLC v. Orukotan, No. 21-cv-60162-RAR, 2021 WL 752577, at *4 (S.D.
Fla. Feb. 25, 2021) (granting remand where defendant did not list LLC members in
notice of removal and citing Rolling Greens), dismissed, 2021 WL 2253852 (11th
Cir. Apr. 22, 2021).{Nor can the Court determine the citizenship of Red Stick from
the face of the 2018 amended complaint in the state court casa

In his response, Mr. DeBoskey argues that Goshen Mortgage, and not Red
Stick, is the real party in interest. He claims Red Stick has no right to enforce the
note because its claim “is based on highly contested ‘corrective assignments’
executed two years subsequent to the filing of the case.” Dkt. 25 at 3.
Additionally, Mr. DeBoskey contends that Red Stick has different business
addresses across the country. Id. at 7. He relies on public records of Hernando

County, Florida, the State of Oklahoma, and state bar membership records of North
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Carolina and Louisiana. Id. at 7-9, 29-39. He intimates that Red Stick is a limited
company is more states than Florida.

The record in this removed case shows that in the state court, on July 26,
2018, Goshen Mortgage filed a motion to substitute Red Stick as the plaintiff based
on the assignment of the loan. The short assignment attached to the motion gives
the address for Red Stick: “c/o KC Wilson and Associates, 23041 Avenida De La
Carlota, #230, Laguna Hills, CA 92653.” The assignment does not further identify
the members of Red Stick or delineate of what state Red Stick is a limited
company. It cannot be ruled out that Red Stick was registered in Californiafas a
foreign (Florida) limited liability company.

The state court judge granted the motion and substituted Red Stick as the
plaintiff. As noted in the state court order, the Clerk of Court for Hernando
County, Florida, was required to maintain the original caption or case style,
showing Goshen Mortgage as the plaintiff. On the date this case was removed to
this Court, Red Stick was the sole plaintiff in the state court case.

Nor do the public records incorporated in Mr. DeBoskey’s response rebut
that Plaintiff Red Stick is a Florida limited liability company. He cites to three
assignments of mortgages and interests to Red Stick occurring in the State of
Oklahoma, which assignments list its address as either Laguna Hills, California, or

Baton Rouge, Louisiana. Dkt. 25 at 8, 34-36. The public corporate records of
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California and Louisiana do not show that Red Stick was a limited company in
those states. Notably, all states do not necessarily list foreign limited liability
companies registered to business in those states.”

The Florida corporate records show that as early as 2013, Red Stick was an
active Florida limited liability company with one of its “managing
members/managers” named as Don St. John, with a Riviera Beach, Florida,
address.!® The other member listed was George Caballero, with a Baton Rouge,
Louisiana, address. The law is clear that if any member of a Florida limited
liability company is a citizen of Florida, then the company is a citizen of Florida
for purposes of diversity. Over the last ten years, Red Stick has been and continues
to be an active Florida limited liability company. As of this date, the address for
both Don St. John and George Caballero is listed as the Gulfview Road address in

North Palm Beach, Florida.!!

% For example, the State of Arkansas permits a public search of foreign limited liability
companies and shows Red Stick as a Florida limited liability company that was, but is no longer,
registered in Arkansas. See https://www.ark.org/corp-search/index.php and search for Red Stick
Acquisitions, LLC (last accessed July 17, 2024).

10 See https://search.sunbiz.org/Inquiry/CorporationSearch/ByName and search for Red Stick
Acquisitions, LLC (last accessed July 17, 2024).

1 Mr. DeBoskey includes a one-page “Limited Power of Attorney” from Red Stick Acquisitions,
LLC, at an Irvine, California address as grantor to KC Wilson, with the same Irvine address,
which is found in the property records of Hernando County, Florida. Dkt. 25 at 32. This
document was not recorded until 2021, and there is no indication that it is related to the property
at issue in this case. Red Stick is not identified as either a Florida limited company ot as
registered in California as a foreign limited company.

10
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Mr. DeBoskey notes that Don St. John is an inactive member of the North
Carolina bar association and lists an address in Pinehurst, North Carolina. Dkt. 25
at 89, 38. This does not establish Mr. St. John’s citizenship for purposes of
diversity. As to George Caballero, he is an eligible member of the Louisiana State
Bar Association and lists his address in the directory as the Baton Rouge,
Louisiana, address. Id. at 89, 39. Attorneys often do not list their home residence
as their address in bar memberships as it is accessible by the public. The addresses
for St. John and Caballero do not establish their citizenship for purposes of
diversity.'?

The Court finds that Mr. DeBoskey as the removing defendant has failed to

establish complete diversity by demonstrating Red Stick is not a citizen of Florida.

Federal Question

In his response, Mr. DeBoskey asserts that federal question jurisdiction
exists pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1443(1) and (2), which is titled “Civil rights cases.”
Dkt. 25 at 12. He is mistaken.

Neither the 2016 complaint nor the 2018 amended complaint alleges a claim

of a civil rights violation. See HSBC Bank USA, N.A. v. Anderson, No. 6:12-cv-

12 The Court also notes that it is irrelevant to diversity that DeBoskey unsuccessfully attempted
to effect service of process in DeBoskey I on Red Stick at the Gulfview Road address. Dkt. 25 at
9, 18-21.

11



Case 8:24-cv-00325-WFJ-UAM Document 28 Filed 07/17/24 Page 12 of 13 PagelD 2537

1309-0rl-22DAB, 2012 WL 4896686, at *2 (M.D. Fla. Sept. 24, 2012) (holding
that a complaint alleging one count of mortgage foreclosure and a second count for
re-establishment of the note does not state a federal claim under the well-pleaded
complaint rule), adopted by, 2012 WL 4899680 (Oct. 12, 2012). The Court does
not look to defenses to create federal question jurisdiction because “a federal
defense does not make the case removable.” See Blab T.V. of Mobile, Inc. v.
Comcast Cable Comme 'ns, Inc., 182 F.3d 851, 854 (11th Cir. 1999) (citing
Caterpillar Inc. v. Williams, 482 U.S. 386, 393 (1987)); Estate of Lindsay v. Gulf
Shore Facility, Inc., No. 8:21-cv-1238-WFJ-JSS, 2021 WL 7451925, at *3 (M.D.
Fla. Dec. 16, 2021) (same). Complete preemption, as an exception to the well-
pleaded complaint rule, is not apparent in this case. See Am. Products Production
Co. of Pinellas Cnty., Inc. v. Armstrong, 674 F. Supp. 3d 1118, 1123 (M.D. Fla.
2023) (recognizing that complete preemption is not an affirmative defense but an
exception to the well-pleaded complaint rule and discussing ERISA).

Finally, in support of federal question, Mr. DeBoskey cites to an excerpt
from the February 8, 2024, hearing before the state court judge:

THE COURT: Yeah, I read all that [Plaintiff’s motion for summary

judgment]. There’s just—there’s a couple little issues in there you may

want to look at.

[PLAINTIFF’S ATTORNEY]: I'm prepared, Your Honor. DI'm

prepared. I addressed all the issues. I’m prepared to argue them. I guess
we’ll see when we move forward.

12
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Dkt. 25 at 43—44. First, it is unclear what “issues” the state court is referring to in
the summary judgment. Second, to the extent Mr. DeBoskey cites sections
825.102 and 825.103 of the Florida statutes in his response, nothing was discussed
at the hearing about abuse or exploitation of an elderly person.

This Court has a duty to remand “at any time before final judgment” if it
determines it lacks subject matter jurisdiction. 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c). On this
record, there 1s no basis for federal question jurisdiction, or diversity jurisdiction as
previously discussed in this order. Consequently, this Court lacks original subject

matter jurisdiction.

CONCLUSION
Plaintiff Red Stick’s motion to remand (Dkt. 18) is GRANTED. This case
is remanded to the Fifth Judicial Circuit Court, in and for Hernando County,
Florida. The Clerk is directed to accomplish remand and thereafter terminate all

pending motions and deadlines and close the case.

DONE AND ORDERED at Tampa, Florida, on July 17, 2024.

.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

COPIES FURNISHED TO:
William P. DeBoskey, pro se
Counsel of record

13
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D.C. Docket No. 8:24-cv-00325-WEJ-UAM

Before NEWSOM, BRANCH, and ANDERSON, Circuit Judges.
PER CURIAM:

William DeBoskey, proceeding pro se, appeals the district
court’s order remanding this case to state court. DeBoskey had
earlier removed the case to federal court, citing 28 U.S.C. §§ 1441,
1443, and 1446. On appeal, he argues that the state-couirt plaintiff,
Red Stick Acquisitions, LLC, lacks Article IIl standing. He also as-
serts that he sufficiently demonstrated complete diversity of citi-
zenship, and that the district court was therefore wrong to base its
remand order on a lack of subject-matter jurisdicdon. Red Stick, in
turn, argues that, under 28 U.S.C. § 1447, we lack jurisdiction over
DeBoskey’s appeal. We hold that we possess jurisdiction over the
appeal, but we reject all of DeBoskey’s arguments. Accordingly,
the district court’s remand order is affirmed.

I

Our authority to consider DeBoskey’s appeal turns on a
three-step jurisdictional tap dance.! First, in general, remand or-
ders are reviewable as final decisions under 28 U.S.C. §1291.
Hunter v. City of Montgomery, 859 F.3d 1329, 1333 (11th Cir. 2017).
But second, there is an exception to this principle: We usually lack

1 We review our own jurisdiction de novo. Tillis ex rel. Wuenschel v. Brown, 12
F.4th 1291, 1296 (11th Cir. 2021).
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jurisdiction over a remand order that (1) follows a timely motion
for remand based on a defect other than lack of subject-matter ju-
risdiction or (2) is based on lack of subject-matter jurisdiction. See
28 U.S.C. § 1447(c); MSP Recovery Claims, Series LLC v. Hanover Ins.
Co., 995 F.3d 1289, 1294 (11th Cir. 2021); Hunter, 859 F.3d at 1333,
And yet, third, there is an exception to the exception: We retain
jurisdiction to review the entire remand order when removal is
based, even if only in part, on § 1442 or § 1443. BP P.L.C. v. Mayor
¢ City Council of Baltimore, 141 8. Ct. 1532, 1537-38 (2021); see 28
U.S.C. § 1447(d). That’s because § 1443 permits a defendant in a
civil state court action to remove the action to federal court if the
action is against a person who is denied or cannot enforce in the
state courts “a right under any law providing for the equal civil
rights of citizens of the United States.” 28 U.S.C. § 1443(1). To
remove a case under § 1443, the party need only assert that the case
is removable “pursuant to” or “in accordance with or by reason of”
§ 1443. BPP.L.C., 141 8. Ct. at 1538.

The exception to the exception applies here. Regardless of
whether DeBoskey pleaded sufficient support to ultimately sustain
his removal, his invocation of § 1443 is adequate to permit our re-
view. The district court based its remand order on a lack of subject-
matter jurisdiction, which in the ordinary course would divest us
of appellate jurisdiction. MSP Recovery Claims, 995 F.3d at 1294. But
DeBoskey’s notice of removal referenced the language of § 1443,
exp]idtly alleging that he “belongfed] to a protected class” and that
he was “denied and [could not] enforce in the courts of Hernando
County Florida the equal rights.” Notice of Removal at 1-3, Doc.
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1. That's enough. See BPP.L.C., 1418. Ct. at 1538. We accordingly
have jurisdiction to review the entire remand order. Id.

11

Generally, the party invoking federal jurisdiction has the
burden of establishing Article III standing. Mack v. USAA Cas. Ins.
Co., 994 F.3d 1353, 1356 (11th Cir. 2021).2 To establish Article III
standing, a plaintiff must have (1) suffered an injury in fact, (2) that
was caused by the defendant’s alleged conduct, and (3) can likely
be redressed by a favorable judicial decision. Mack, 994 E.3d at
1356. “When a case is removed from state to federal court and the
plaintiffs do not have Article III standing in federal court, the dis-
trict court’s only option is to remand back to state court.” Ladies
Mem’l Ass’n v. City ofPensacola, 34 F.4th 988, 994 (11th Cir. 2022).

We are not persuaded by DeBoskey’s standing argument.
For starters, it makes little sense for DeBoskey—the party i:nvdking
federal-court jurisdiction—to accuse Red Stick of lacking Article IIT
standing. Were DeBoskey right, the remedy would be to remand
this lawsuit to state court, Ladies Mem’l Ass’n, 34 F.4th at 994—pre-
cisely the outcome DeBoskey seeks to avoid. In any event, Red
Stick handily satisfies the elements of Article IIl standing. The
amended complaint alleged that Red Stick holds a mortgage anda
note, that DeBoskey defaulted on his payments pursuant to the
note, and that he owed Red Stick for the default. The complaint

2 We review de novo whether Article 1II standing exists. Mack, 994 F.3d at
1356. :
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sought foreclosure and reformation of the mortgage, remedies that
would obviously redress Red Stick’s purported injury. So, there’s
no Article III standing defect.

11

A case removed from state to federal district court “shall be
remanded” if the district court lacks subject-matter jurisdiction. 28
U.S.C. §1447(c).? Only civil actions for which federal district
courts “have original jurisdiction” may be removed from state to
federal court. Id. § 1441(a); see Caterpillar Inc. v. Williams, 482 U.S.
386, 393 (1987) (interpreting § 1441 “to authorize removal only
where original federal jurisdiction exists”). District courts have
original diversity jurisdiction over civil actions where the amount
in controversy exceeds $75,000 and the action is between citizens
of a different state. 28 U.S.C. § 1332. Diversity jurisdiction requires
complete diversity of citizenship between every plaintiff and every
defendant. Triggs v. John Crump Toyota, Inc., 154 F.3d 1284, 1287
(11th Cir. 1998). In general, the removing party bears the burden
of establishing the parties’ citizenship. Rolling Greens MHP, L.P. v.
Comcast SCH Holdings, L.L.C., 374 F.3d 1020, 1022 (11th Cir. 2004).

3 We review de novo issues of removal jurisdiction. Hensonv. Ciba-Geigy Corp.,
261 F.3d 1065, 1068 (11th Cir. 2001). We review jurisdictional factual findings,
like a party’s citizenship, for clear error. Dudley v. Eli Lilly & Co., 778 F.3d 909,
911 (11th Cir. 2014). Clear error is highly deferential and requires us to uphold
the district court’s factual determinations so long as they are plausible in light
of the record viewed in its entirety. Carmichael v. Rellogg, Brown & Root Servs.,
572 B.3d 1271, 1280 (11th Cir. 2009).
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]jeterrnjm'ng whether complete diversity exists here is tricky
because Red Stick is a limited liability company. For diversity pur-
poses, an LLC is a citizen in every statein which any of its members
are citizens. Mallory ¢ Evans Contractors & Eng’rs, Inc. v. Tuskegee
Univ., 663 F.3d 1304, 1305 (1 1th Cir. 2011). Generally, to suffi-
ciently allege the citizenships of an LLC, a party must list the cit-
zenships of each member of the LLC. Id. It's not enough for a
notice of removal to simply identify where the LLC was created or
the location of its principal place of business. Id.; Rolling Greens
MHP, L.P., 374 F.3d at 1022. A party has a “qualified right to juris-
dictional discovery” when the facts going to the merits and the dis-
trict court’s jurisdiction are “intertwined and genuinely in dispute.”
ACLU of Fla., Inc. v. City of Sarasota, 859 F.3d 1337, 1340-41 (11th Cir.
2017) (citation and quotation marks omitted). Still, district courts
may properly deny “requests” for jurisdictional discovery when a
party “buried such requests in its briefs,” rather than presenting
them in a motion. United Techs. Corp. v. Mazer, 556 F.3d 1260, 1280~
81 (11th Cir. 2009). \

DeBoskey didn't carry his burden of demonstrating com-
plete diversity between the parties. DeBoskey himself is a Florida
citizen, and so he needed to show that Red IStick had zero Florida-
citizen members. But he never listed either Red Stick’s member-
ship, or the citizenship of those members, and it wasn’t clear error
for the district court to find that none of the documents that he
offered plausibly showed that Red Stick had zero Florida-citizen
members. DeBoskey protests that the district court should have
ordered jurisdictional discovery. But he never moved for jurisdic-
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tional discovery (instead, he buried a reference to jurisdictional dis-
covery in a response), and the district court had no obligation to
order such discovery sua sponte. See ACLU of Fla., Inc., 859 F.3d at
1340-41; Mazer, 556 F.3d at 1280-81.

DeBoskey also argues that Red Stick isn’t the real party to
the controversy, and so its membership is irrelevant. It's true that
when analyzing diversity, federal courts must consider only the cit-
izenship of real parties to the controversy, not nominal parties.
Thermoset Corp. v. Bldg. Materials Corp. of Am., 849 F.3d 1313, 1317
(11th Cir. 2017). We refer to the substantive law of the state to
determine whether a party is a real and substantial party to the lit-
igation. See Broyles v. Bayless, 878 F.2d 1400, 1402 (11th Cir. 1989).
In Florida, “[a]n assignee of a mortgage and note assigned as collat-
eral security is the real party in interest, holdslegal title to the mort-
gage and the note, and is the proper party” to foreclose the mort-
gége. Lawyers Title Ins. Co. v. Novastar Mortg., Inc., 862 So. 2d 793,
798 (Fla. 4th Dist. Ct. App. 2003). So, Red Stick is the real party to
the cdntroversy for diversity purposes. That’s because—at least ac-
cording to its pleadings—it holds the mortgage and note, establish-
ing its legal right to seek foreclosure under Florida law. The district
court therefore didn’t err in concluding that there wasn’t complete
diversity between the parties.* ‘

4 In the district court, DeBoskey suggested that jurisdiction might exist under
§ 1443 or § 1331. On appeal, DeBoskey has abandoned this alternative juris-
dictional path by failing to advance any arguments in support of it. Timson v.
Sampson, 518 F.3d 870, 874 (11th Cir. 2008) (rejecting a possible “independent
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IV

For the foregoing reasons, we hold that we have jurisdiction
over this appeal, that Red Stick has Article Il standing, and that the
district court did not err in remanding the case to state court for
lack of subject-matter jurisdiction.

AFFIRMED.

basis for federal subject-matter jurisdiction” because “issues not briefed on ap-
peal by a pro se litigant are deemed abandoned”).
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ON PETITION(S) FOR REHEARING AND PETITION(S) FOR
REHEARING EN BANC

Before NEWSOM, BRANCH, and ANDERSON, Circuit Judges.
PER CURIAM:

The Petition for Rehearing En Banc is DENIED, no judge in
regular active service on the Court having requested that the Court
be polled on rehearing en banc. FRAP 40. The Petition for Panel
Rehearing also is DENIED. FRAP 40.



Appendix E

(U.S. Supreme Court Docket)



10/10/25, 8:22 PM Search - Supreme Court of the United States
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Filing # 229218018 E-Filed 08/12/2025 10:50:42 AM

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 5™
JUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN AND FOR
HERNANDO COUNTY, FLORIDA

CASE NO: 272016CA000676 CASXMX
Judge Daniel Burrell Merritt

GOSHEN MORTGAGE, LLC, as Separate
Trustee for GDBT 1 TRUST 2011-1

Plaintiff,
VS.

WILLIAM P. DEBOSKEY, et. al.

Defendants.
/

NOTICE OF 30-MINUTE SPECIAL SET HEARING

TO:  Attached Service List
YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED that the undersigned has called up for 30-minute
hearing the following:
DATE: Wednesday, October 22, 2025
TIME: 11:00 a.m.
JUDGE: Honorable Daniel B. Merritt, Sr.
PLACE: Hernando County Courthouse
20 North Main Street, Room 205
Brooksville, FL 34601
SPECIFIC MATTERS TO BE HEARD:

PLAINTIFF, RED STICK ACQUISITIONS, LLC’S
MOTION FOR SUMMARY FINAL JUDGMENT

KINDLY GOVERN YOURSELF ACCORDINGLY.

Electronically Filed Hernando Case # 16000676CAAXMX 08/12/2025 10:50:42 AM
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been served
through the Florida Courts E-Filing Portal System this 12" day of August, 2017, to the
individuals on the portal’s service list, (see attached service list).

CRITTON, LUTTIER & COLEMAN, LLP
Attorneys for Plaintiff

303 Banyan Blvd., Suite 400

West Palm Beach, FL 33401
561-842-2820 - Ph

561-844-6929 — Fax

geoleman@iawclc.com

cwoodward@lawclc.com

By: /s/ Saumueld/S. Cohew

Samuel S. Cohen
Florida Bar No.: 105812




NOTICE TO:
AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES IN HERNANDO COUNTY

This notice is provided pursuant to Administrative Order H-2018-47

“If you are a person with a disability who needs any accommodation in order to
participate in this proceeding, you are entitled, at no cost to you, to the provision of
certain assistance. Please contact Americans with Disabilities Act Coordinator at 352-
341-6700; at least 7 days before your scheduled court appearance, or immediately
upon receiving this notification if the time before the scheduled appearance is less
than 7 days; if you are hearing or voice impaired, call 711.”

“Si usted es una persona minusvalida que necesita algin acomodamiento para poder
participar en este procedimiento, usted tiene derecho, sin tener gastos propios, a que
se le provea cierta ayuda. Tenga la amabilidad de ponerse en contacto con
Coordinator at 352-341-6700, por lo menos 7 dias antes de la cita fijada para su
comparecencia en los tribunales, o inmediatamente después de recibir esta
notificacion si el tiempo antes de la comparecencia que se ha programado es menos
de 7 dias; si usted tiene discapacitacion del oido o de la voz, llame al 711.”

“Si ou se yon moun ki enfim ki bezwen akomodasyon pou w ka patisipe nan pwosedi
sa, ou kalifye san ou pa gen okenn lajan pou w peye, gen pwovizyon pou jwen kek ed.
Tanpri kontakte Coordinator at 352-341-6700 nan 7 jou anvan dat ou gen randevou
pou parét nan tribinal la, oubyen imedyatman apre ou fin resevwa konvokasyon an si
I& ou gen pou w parét nan tribinal la mwens ke 7 jou; si ou gen pwoblém pou w tande
oubyen pale, rele 711.”
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Owen H. Sokolof, Esq.

Sokolof Remtulla, PLLC

6801 Lake Worth Rd., Ste. 100E
Greenacres, FL 33467
561-507-5252
osokof@sokrem.com
pleadings@sokrem.com
Counsel for Plaintiff

William P. DeBoskey
Lauren E. DeBoskey
27035 Old Spring Lake Road
Brooksville, FL 34602

Melissa A. Campbell, Esq.

400 Arthur Godfrey Road

Suite 102

Miami Beach, FL 33140
Melissa.campbell@iberiabank.com
Ana.paz-flores@iberiabank.com
Co-Counsel for Iberiabank

Robert A. Neilson, Esq.
Burr & Forman, LLP

50 N. Laura Street

Suite 3000

Jacksonville, FL 32202
mwaskiewicz@burr.com
rneilson@burr.com
tthompson@burr.com
Counsel for Iberiabank

David A. Friedman, Esq.
Van Ness Law Firm, PLC
1239 E. Newport Center Dr.
Suite 110

Deerfield Beach, FL 33442
pleadings@vanlawfl.com
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Rule 1.06 - Removal of an Action from State Court

(a) DIVISION ASSIGNMENT. The clerk must docket a removed action in the division that includes the
county from which the party removed the action.

(b) STATE COURT DOCKET. The removing party must file with the notice of removal a legible copy of each
paper docketed in the state court.

(c) PENDING MOTION. A motion pending in state court when the action is removed is denied without

prejudice.

Chapter 1 - Administration

Chapter 2 - Lawyers

Chapter 3 - Motions, Discovery, and Pretrial Procedure
Chapter 4 - Alternative Dispute Resolution

Chapter 5 - Court Proceedings

Chapter 6 - Special Proceedings

Chapter 7 - Miscellaneous Rules

o Admiralty Manual
e CM/ECF Administrative Procedures
¢ Ruie 1.02 Administrative Order

TRANSLATE: Eespaiiol | Haitian Creofe
This website uses Google Translate, a free service. As computerized translations, some words may be transiated incorrectly. Please

keep this in mind if you use this service for this website.
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Filing # 233218986 E-Filed 10/08/2025 02:15:47 PM

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN
AND FOR HERNANDO COUNTY, FLORIDA

GOSHEN MORTGAGE, AS SEPARATE
TRUSTEE FOR GDBT 1 TRUST 2011-1,

Plaintiff,

VS. Case No.: 2016-CA-0676

WILLIAM P. DEBOSKEY; LORI E.
DEBOSKEY; together with any grantees,
assignees, creditors, lienors, heirs, devisees

or trustees of said defendants, and all other
persons claiming by, through, under or against
defendants; IBERIA BANK; ANY
UNKNOWN TENANT IN POSSESSION,

Defendants.
/

ORDER ON DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO REOPEN DISCOVERY
AND
ORDER ON DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO STAY
AND
ORDER ON DEFENDANT’S MOTIONS FOR JUDICIAL NOTICE

THIS CAUSE came before the Court on Defendant WILLIAM P. DEBOSKEY’s “Motion to
Reopen Discovery Based on Newly Discovered Evidence and Standing Challenge,” filed on July 17, 2025;
Defendant’s “Motion for Judicial Notice,” filed on August 4, 2025; Defendant’s “Motion to Stay Foreclosure
Proceedings Pending Resolution of Quiet Title Action with Incorporated Memorandum of Law,” filed on
September 15, 2025; and Defendant’s “Motion for Judicial Notice of U.S. Supreme Court Proceedings,” field
on September 18, 2025. On September 23, 2025, Defendant filed a “Supplement to Motion to Reopen
Discovery.” On September 24, 2025, Plaintiff filed a “Response to Defendant’s Motion to Reopen
Discovery,” and on September 25, 2025, Defendant filed a Reply. The Court, having considered the same,
having reviewed the court file, and being otherwise duly advised in the premises, finds as follows:

The instant Motions for Judicial Notice are filed “pursuant to section 90.202(6), Florida Statutes”
and requests that the Court to take notice of “proceedings now pending before the Supreme Court of the

United States,” and of various filings in another case pending in Hernando County Circuit Court. Pursuant

Electronically Filed Hernando Case # 16000676CAAXMX 10/08/2025 02:15:47 PM



Case No.: 2016-CA-0676

to Fla. Stat. §90.203, the adverse party must be given “timely written notice of the request, proof of which is
filed with the court . . . .” (emphasis added). The instant Motions for Judicial Notice do not contain the
required proof of notice.

Additionally, pursuant to the Court’s motion practice procedures, the instant Motions for Judicial
Notice must have a legal memorandum. However, the instant Motions are devoid of a legal memorandum
containing legal and factual support. Lastly, “when a party seeks to ‘prove some matter contained in the
record of a case other than the one being litigated, a party must offer the other court file or certified copies
of portions thereof into evidence in the case then being litigated.”” 7D Bank, N.A. v. Graubard, 172 So. 3d
550, 554 n.4 (Fla. 5th DCA 2015); see also Bergeron Land Dev., Inc. v. Knight, 307 So. 2d 240, 241 (Fla.
4th DCA 1975)(holding that “to prove some matter contained in the record of a case other than the one being
litigated, a party must offer the other court file or certified copies of portions thereof into evidence in the case
then being litigated.”). All of the documents attached to the instant Motions are watermarked “unofficial
document,” and are not certified copies: Therefore, it is,

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED as follows:

l. Defendant’s “Motion to Reopen Discovery Based on Newly Discovered Evidence and

Standing Challenge” is DENIED.

2. Defendant’s “Motion for Judicial Notice” is DENIED.
3. Defendant’s “Motion for Judicial Notice of U.S. Supreme Court Proceedings” is DENIED.
4. Defendant’s “Motion to Stay Foreclosure Proceedings Pending Resolution of Quiet Title

Action” is DENIED.
DONE AND ORDERED in chambers, Hernando County, Florida, on this 23 — _day of October,

2025.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true copy of the foregoing has been furnished to the following

individuals by the Florida Court’s e-filing portal this

Samuel S. Cohen, Esq.

Critton, Luttier, & Coleman, LLP
303 Banyan Blvd., Suite 400
West Palm Beach, FL 33401
scohen@lawcic.com;
cwoodward@lawclc.com
Counsel for Plaintiff

William P. DeBoskey

27035 Old Spring Lake Rd.

Brooksville, FL 34602
deboskyw@bellsouth.net;
bill27035@gmail.com; deboskyw@icloud.com
Pro se Defendant

Lauren E. DeBoskey

27035 Old Spring Lake Road
Brooksville, FL 34602

Pro se Defendant

day of October, 2025:

Melissa A. Campbell, Esq.

400 Arthur Godfrey Road, Suite 102
Miami Beach, FL 33140
Melissa.campbell@iberiabank.com;
Ana.paz-flores@iberiabank.com
Co-Counsel for Defendant, Tberibank

Robert A. Neilson, Esq.

Burr & Forman LLP

50 N. Laura Street, Suite 3000

Jacksonville, FL. 32202
mwaskiewicz@burr.com; rneilson@burr.com;
tthompson@burr.com

Counsel for Defendant, Iberibank

Judicial Assistant
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Filing # 233295033 E-Filed 10/09/2025 11:48:21 AM

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN
AND FOR HERNANDO COUNTY, FLORIDA

GOSHEN MORTGAGE, AS SEPARATE
TRUSTEE FOR GDBT 1 TRUST 201 1-1,

Plaintiff,

vS. Case No.: 2016-CA-0676

WILLIAM P. DEBOSKEY; LORI E.
DEBOSKEY; together with any grantees,
assignees, creditors, lienors, heirs, devisees

or trustees of said defendants, and all other
persons claiming by, through, under or against
defendants; IBERIA BANK; ANY
UNKNOWN TENANT IN POSSESSION,

Defendants.

THIS CAUSE came bcfore the €omt on Defendant “WIILIAM P 'DEBOSKEY’ s “Amended
Motion to Contmue October 22 2925 Heanng on lentlﬁ’s Mot:on for Summary Judgment,” filed on or
about October 9, 2925 The Court havmg oensxdered the same, having reviewed the court file, and being
otherwmeﬂuly adwsed in the premises, it 1s, A SEn”

ORDERED AND ADJUEGED as follows

1. Defendam 8 “Amended Motion to Continue October 22, 2025 Hearing on Plaintiff’s Motion

for Summary Jud_:gment” is DENIED.
DONE AND ORDERED in chambers, Hernando County, Florida, on this __iﬁa day of October,

2025.

SENIOR JUDGE

Electronically Filed Hernando Case # 16000676CAAXMX 10/09/2025 11:48:21 AM



Case No.: 2016-CA-0676

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that a true copy of the foregoing has been furnished to the following

individuals by the Florida Court’s e-filing portal this @) l day of October, 2025:

Samuel S. Cohen, Esq. Melissa A. Campbell, Esq.

Critton, Luttier, & Coleman, LLP 400 Arthur Godfrey Road, Suite 102
303 Banyan Blvd,, Suite 400 Miami Beach, FL 33140

West Palm Beach, FL 33401 Melissa.campbeli@iberiabank.com;
scohen@lawclc.com; Ana.paz-ﬂores@ibeﬁabank.com
ewoodward@lawclc.com Co-Counsel for Defendant, Iberibank
Counsel for Plaintiff

William P. DeBoskey
27035 Old Spring Lake Rd.

Robert A. Neilson, Esq. %
Burr & Forman LEP .~

Brooksville, FL 34602 SON. LaUI?.;l;Strefa_'f,_- Suiues 000 &
deboskyw@bellsouth.net; Jacksonville FL D202
bill27035@gmail.com; deboskyw@icloud.com mwaskiewic ouecom; meilson@burr.com;

Pro se Defendant

Lauren E. DeBoskey

27035 Old Spring Lake Road
Brooksville, FL-34602 _
Pro se Defendant o el

. tthompson@burr.com

. " Counsel for Defendant, Ibea:lbank

0

Judicial Assistant
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