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Dear Mr. Montano: |

This is in response to your letter dated September 17, 2012 concerning the shareholder
proposal submitted to D.R. Horton by Patrick Missud. Copies of all of the correspondence on
which this response is based will be made available on our website at hitp://www.sec.gov/

divisions/corpfin/cf-noaction/14a-8.shtml. For your reference, a brief discussion of the
Division’s informal procedums regarding shareholder proposals is also available at the same

website address.

Sincerely,

Ted Yu
Senior Special Counsel

Enclosure

cc:  Patrick Missud
missudpat@yahoo.com



October 23, 2012

Response of the Office of Chief Counsel
Division of Corporation Finance

Re: D.R. Horton, Inc.
Incoming letter dated September 17, 2012

The proposal requests that D.R. Horton “audit its subsidiary DHI Mortgage for
compliance with all federal and state laws, and that the Board confirms for the record that
DHI Mortgage conforms to the requirements contained within its own corporate governance
documents.”

There appears to be some basis for your view that D.R. Horton may exclude the proposal
under rule 14a-8(i)(4). In this regard, we note that the proposal appears to relate to the redress of
a personal claim or grievance against the company. Accordingly, we will not recommend
enforcement action to the Commission if D.R. Horton omits the proposal from its proxy
materials in reliance on rule 14a-8(i)(4).

Sincerely,

Ted Yu
Senior Special Counsel



' DIVISION OF CORPORATION FINANCE :
INFORMAL PROCEDURES REGARDING SHAREHOLDER PROPOSALS

The Division of Corporation Finance believes that its responsibility with respect to
matters arising under Rule 14a-8 {17 CFR 240.14a-8], as with other matters under the proxy
rules, is to aid those who must comply with the rule by offering informal advice and suggestxons
and to determine, initially, whether or not it may be appropriate in a particular matter to_
recommend enforcement action to the Commission. In connection with a shareholder proposal
" under Rule 14a-8, the Division’s staff considers the information furnished to it by the Company
in support of its intention to exclude the proposals from the Company’s proxy materials, as well
as any mformatwn ﬁlrmshed by the proponent or-the proponent’s representatxvc

Although Rule l4a-8(k) does not reqmre any commumcatlons from shareholders to the
Comm1ssmn s staff, the staff will always consider information conceming alleged violations of
the statutes administered by the Commission, including argument as to whether or not activities
proposed to be taken would be violative of the statute or nile involved. The receipt by the staff
of such information, however, should not be construed as changing the staff’s informal
procedures and proxy review into a formal or adversary procedure.

It is important to note that the staff’s and Commission’s no-action responses to
Rule 14a-8(j) submissions reflect only informal views. The determmatxons reached in these no-
action letters do not and cannot adjudicate the merits of a company’s position with respect to the
proposal Only a court such as a U.S. District Court can decide whether a company is obligated
. lo include shareholder proposals in its proxy materials. Accordingly a discretionary
. determination not to recommend or take Commission enforcement action, does not precludc a
proponent, or any shareholder of a.company, from pursuing any rights he or she may have against
the company in court, should the management omit the proposal from the company S proxy
material. :



DRHORTON "
Aumerica’s Buitder

September 17, 2012

VIA E-MAIL

Office of Chief Counsel

Division of Corporation Finance
Securities and Exchange Commission
100 F Street, NE

Washington, DC 20549

Re:  D.R Horton, Inc.
Stockholder Proposal of Patrick Missud
Securities Exchange Act of 1934—Rule 14a-8

Ladies and Gentlemen:

This letter is to inform you that D.R. Horton, Inc. (the “Company”), intends to omit from
its proxy statement and form of proxy for its 2013 Annual Meeting of Stockholders (collectively,
the “2013 Proxy Materials™) a stockholder proposal (the “Proposal™) and statements in support
thereof received from Patrick Missud (“Mr. Missud” or the “Proponent”).

Pursuant to Rule 14a-8(j), we have:

o filed this letter with the Securities and Exchange Commission (the “Commission”) no
later than eighty (80) calendar days before the Company intends to file its definitive
2013 Proxy Materials with the Commission; and

¢ concurrently sent copies of this correspondence to the Proponent.

Rule 14a-8(k) and Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14D (Nov. 7, 2008) (“SLB 14D”) provide that
stockholder proponents are required to send companies a copy of any correspondence that the
proponents elect to submit to the Commission or the staff of the Division of Corporation Finance
(the “Staff”). Accordingly, we are taking this opportunity to inform the Proponent that if the
Proponent elects to submit additional correspondence to the Commission or the Staff with
respect to this Proposal, a copy of that correspondence should be furnished concurrently to the
undersigned on behalf of the Company pursuant to Rule 14a-8(k) and SLB 14D.

THE PROPOSAL

The Proposal requests that the Company “audit its subsidiary DHI Mortgage for
compliance with @ll federal and state laws, and that the Board confirms for the record that DHI
Mortgage conforms to the requirements contained within its own corporate governance documents.”
The Proposal’s supporting statement refers to several complaints, lawsuits and websites
containing allegations of misconduct by DHI Mortgage and other lenders, including allegations
of fraud, antitrust violations and predatory lending. A copy of the Proposal, as well as related
correspondence with the Proponent, is attached to this letter as Exhibit A.

301 Commerce St. = Suite 500 » Fort Worth, Texas 76102
(817) 390-8200 » FAX (817> 3901712
www.drhorton.com
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BASIS FOR EXCLUSION

We hereby respectfully request that the Staff concur in our view that the Proposal may be
excluded from the 2013 Proxy Materials pursuant to Rule 14a-8(i)(4) because the Proposal
relates to the redress of a personal claim or grievance against the Company. As we explain
below, the Proponent has a long-standing personal grievance against the Company stemming
from his experience purchasing a home from the Company. The Proponent has pursued his
personal grievance against the Company for the past eight years through, among other things,
state and federal lawsuits, a letter-writing and e-mail campaign, mass mailings and websites with
names such as www.drhortonsucks.info.

Beginning in 2008, the Proponent added the tactic of submitting stockholder proposals to
his campaign, submitting for the Company’s 2009 Annual Meeting of Stockholders a proposal
similar to the present Proposal, and for the Company’s 2010, 2011 and 2012 Annual Meetings of
Stockholders proposals nearly identical to the present Proposal. The Company requested and
was granted no-action relief with respect to the 2009, 2010 and 2011 proposals under
Rule 14a-8(f) because the Proponent failed to timely provide the requisite proof of continuous
stock ownership in response to the Company’s proper request for that information. See D.R.
Horton, Inc. (avail. Sept. 30, 2010); D.R. Horton, Inc. (avail. Nov. 16, 2009); D.R. Horton, Inc.
(avail. Nov. 21, 2008). The Company requested and was granted no-action relief with respect to
the 2012 proposal under Rule 14a-8(i)(4) because, as recognized in the Staff’s response letter,
“the proposal appears to relate to the redress of a personal claim or grievance against the
company.” D.R. Horton, Inc. (avail. Nov. 16, 2011).

The Company likewise requests no-action relief with respect to the Proponent’s current
Proposal, which, like the 2012 proposal, is properly excludable from the Company’s proxy
materials under Rule 14a-8(i)(4) because it relates to the redress of a personal claim or grievance
against the Company. In addition, because it is clear that the Proponent intends to continue to
submit similar proposals in furtherance of his personal grievances—the Proponent candidly
stated in his August 4, 2011, cover letter accompanying the 2012 proposal (which letter he again
attached to his submission of the current Proposal) that “My intent is to be a lifelong DHI
shareholder and hold the requisite number of shares to entitle me to submit proposals . . .
indefinitely . . . .”—the Company further requests that the Staff state that such no-action relief
shall apply to any future submissions to the Company of the same or a similar proposal by the
Proponent.

ANALYSIS

The Proposal May Be Excluded Under Rule 14a-8(i)(4) Because The Proposal Relates To
The Redress Of A Personal Claim Or Grievance Against The Company.

Rule 14a-8(i)(4) permits the exclusion of stockholder proposals that are (i) related to the
redress of a personal claim or grievance against a company or any other person, or (ii) designed
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to result in a benefit to a proponent or to further a personal interest of a proponent, which other
stockholders at large do not share. The Commission has stated that Rule 14a-8(i)(4) is designed
to “insure that the security holder proposal process [is] not abused by proponents attempting to
achieve personal ends that are not necessarily in the common interest of the issuer’s shareholders
generally.” Exchange Act Release No. 20091 (Aug. 16, 1983). Moreover, the Commission has
noted that “[t]he cost and time involved in dealing with” a stockholder proposal involving a
personal grievance or furthering a personal interest not shared by other stockholders is “a
disservice to the interests of the issuer and its security holders at large.” Exchange Act Release
No. 19135 (Oct. 14, 1982).

As explained below, the Proponent has abused the stockholder proposal process by
submitting a stockholder proposal designed to pursue the Proponent’s own personal grievance.
Thus, we believe that the Proposal is excludable under Rule 14a-8(i)(4) as it represents the latest
in a series of actions that the Proponent has taken in his years-long crusade against the Company.

A. Background

Mr. Missud is a vexatious litigant! who uses state and federal courts, various
administrative bodies, the internet and e-mail to force the Company and its subsidiary, DHI
Mortgage Company Ltd. (“DHI Mortgage”), to incur time and costs to respond to his frivolous
claims. Since 2004, Mr. Missud has waged this extensive campaign against the Company and
certain of its officers, subsidiaries, agents and attorneys. Mr. Missud’s grievance dates back to
November 2003, when Mr. Missud and his wife (Julie Missud) entered into a written agreement
with the Company to purchase a new home in Nevada and elected to apply for “primary
residence” financing with DHI Mortgage. In February 2004, the Company notified the Missuds
that they had not completed or satisfied lender-required documentation in order to receive
“primary residence” loan approval by DHI Mortgage.

The Missuds risked forfeiting their earnest money and deposit if loan approval was not
obtained in a timely manner, which is a customary condition in home purchase contracts. A
factor affecting the Missuds’ loan application was that it appeared that their home purchase
would not qualify for “primary residence” financing from DHI Mortgage and that they would
need to pursue “secondary residence” financing unless further information was provided to
support their application. The Missuds, who resided in California at the time, and have

! In a March 22, 2012 order, the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of California
granted the Company’s motion to declare the Proponent a “vexatious litigant.” See Exhibit B
at page 22. Similarly, in a September 4, 2012 order regarding a different case, the same court
ordered the Proponent to show cause why he should not be declared a vexatious litigant in
that case. See Exhibit C.
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apparently resided in California since that time, did not satisfy DHI Mortgage’s underwriting
guidelines for “primary residence” financing. The Missuds thereafter advised the Company and
DHI Mortgage that they would finance the home purchase through an outside lender not
affiliated with Company or DHI Mortgage. The Missuds did not forfeit any of their earnest
money or deposit. In March 2004, the Missuds closed escrow on the home with their chosen
outside lender instead of DHI Mortgage.

Mr. Missud then launched his campaign against the Company. Apparently, the Missuds
believed the Company intentionally sought to harm and defraud them in the home buying and
financing process since DHI Mortgage asked them to provide lender-required information and
documentation in support of their “primary residence” financing application prior to completing
their DHI Mortgage loan. Among other things, Mr. Missud’s ongoing campaign includes the
actions listed below:

e Mr. Missud has stated in communications to the Company, its counsel and others
(including government officials and media outlets) that he intends to harm the
Company and its reputation because of the Company’s alleged attempts to defraud
him. A few examples include:

o In a cover letter to the Commission dated August 17, 2011, which Mr. Missud
also sent to various government officials, media outlets and others, Mr. Missud
listed three reasons for which he believed inclusion of his 2012 proposal in the
Company’s 2012 proxy statement was required. In summary, the reasons listed
by Mr. Missud included that (i) the Company had participated in ultra-vires acts,
(ii) the Company or its mortgage company was participating in illegal financial
activities, and (iii) overwhelming evidence had been gathered that proved that
Company executives had corrupted officials and judges in several states. In the
same cover letter, Mr. Missud claimed that the federal civil rights and corruption
lawsuit filed by Mr. Missud would soon name the Company as an additional
defendant. In an August 4, 2011 letter to the Company, Mr. Missud referenced
adding the Company to a RICO lawsuit and naming Donald R. Horton,
personally, to the lawsuit to satisfy the punitive damages aspect of Mr. Missud’s
threatened lawsuit. (Mr. Horton is the Company’s Chairman of the Board.) See
Exhibit D.

o In an e-mail to the Company’s outside legal counsel, government officials and
media outlets, Mr. Missud stated in reference to legal proceedings against the
Company relating to the alleged fraud, “I’m looking forward to [the Company’s]
financial evisceration.” See Exhibit E.

o In an e-mail to the Company’s outside legal counsel, Mr. Missud stated that as a
result of the alleged fraud: “I will eviscerate their company [referring to the
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Company], deplete their vast bank accounts, destroy their reputations and
hopefully cause as much psychological and physiological damage to them as they
have to thousands of better Americans.” See Exhibit F.

In another letter to the Company’s outside legal counsel relating to the alleged
fraud, Mr. Missud wrote: “In our former matters you and all your Sesame Street
friends made things very difficult and expensive for me in court. In response, my
solution was to make my puny personal grievance 10,000 times more expensive
for Elmo and Grover (Horton and Tomnitz).” Mr. Missud continued in the same
letter: “As before, my reaction is to make things horrendously expensive for the
brothers from Deliverance™ outside of court. It is now again time to sponsor as
many class actions regarding construction defects, misrepresentations and fraud as
possible . . ..” See Exhibit G. (Donald Tomnitz is the Company’s Vice
Chairman, President and Chief Executive Officer.)

In a letter from Mr. Missud dated August 8, 2009 and posted publicly to Mr.
Missud’s website http://drhortonsjudges.info, Mr. Missud claimed that the
Company and its mortgage company, along with various state and federal judges
and officials and attorneys, were conspiring to commit RICO violations relating to
the alleged fraud. In this letter, Mr. Missud stated that: “My intent is to ruin the
reputations of the named individuals and corporations and to expose the various
governmental entities responsible for DHI’s predatory lending . . ..” See

Exhibit H.

In a September 22, 2008 letter sent to various government officials, media outlets
and others, Mr. Missud stated with respect to the alleged fraud: “Unless things
are ‘made right,” I will cause this [referring to the Company’s alleged fraudulent
activities] to become a national scandal eclipsing Enron, MCI, Tyco, Ameriquest,
Countrywide, Bear Stearns, Indymac, Lehman Bros, Merrill Lynch, Wachovia,
WaMu, Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac ($25B), AIG ($85B), . . . Goldman
Sachs/Morgan Stanley rescue . . . Mortgage Securities Bailout . . . +$700B ... .”
See Exhibit I.

In a letter to the office of the Chief Trial Counsel/Intake of the State Bar of
California dated September 21, 2009, Mr. Missud expressed his frustration that
the State Bar of California was not reacting to his satisfaction to his claims against
the Company and its attorneys and various judges and officials involved in
matters regarding his allegations. In this letter, Mr. Missud stated: “In 2008, I
appealed to class action litigators to do what I and apparently everyone else could
not do, namely touch the untouchable Donald Horton and his Third Reich.” He
later stated in the same letter: “Now in 2009, I have run out of appeals and
patience but have rather gone straight to the media to expose the official judicial
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corruption. Instead of only crying wolf way back in 2004, I should have been
screaming holocaust.” See Exhibit J.

In an e-mail addressed to “State and Federal Agents” dated August 9, 2010 and
sent to various government officials and attorneys, Mr. Missud continued to
express his personal belief that the Company, state and federal judges and
government officials are corrupt because they took actions he did not like
regarding his allegations. In the e-mail, Mr. Missud stated: “Since its obvious
that the criminal directors at DHI are to walk because of their political
connections, I am now filing my papers first with the media. We are up to several
corrupted commissioners in two states, several corrupted judiciaries in perhaps
three states, several corrupted council people from at least 6 states, clear
violations of both state and federal laws in 27 states, and very clear retaliation
against a federal whistle blower from California. Americans will be protected
from Donalds Horton and Tomnitz despite Nevada’s best efforts at concealment
and suppression.” See Exhibit K.

Mr. Missud has also exhibited his animus toward the Company in communications to
other governmental entities:

o Inan April 4, 2012 e-mail addressed to “SEC agents” (and also forwarded to the

Company) Mr. Missud stated his intent to revise the shareholder proposal that he
submitted to the Company for the 2012 Annual Meeting of Stockholders “to
reflect the fact that every single DHI shareholder is in the dark about DHI’s 27-
state interstate racketeering made possible by the SEC (and which is furthered
with judicial help).” The e-mail also referred to one of the Company’s new
developments and stated, “Once the 38 homes [in the new development] are sold I
will contact the new owners to see if they also got bait and switch financing, bait
and switch materials, homes replete with construction defects, and/or illegal
denied warranty. I’ve stock-piled hundreds of these daily notices.” See Exhibit
L.

Mr. Missud recently submitted an affidavit to a U.S. District Court in connection
with a lawsuit he brought against several courts and judges (he alleges, in part,
that they had ignored the purported fraud against him and are corrupt). After
serving a subpoena to John Stumpf, the Chief Executive Officer of Wells Fargo &
Company, Mr. Missud submitted an affidavit to the court regarding the subpoena.
In his affidavit, which is dated August 29, 2012 and which he forwarded to the
Company, Mr. Missud stated that Mr. Stumpf’s testimony would be necessary to
prove that Wells Fargo and the Company “together . . . originated thousands of
predatory loans which caused the nation’s foreclosure crisis.” The affidavit then
stated that if Mr. Stumpf pleads the Fifth Amendment, Mr. Missud will
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alternatively ask him to confirm Mr. Missud’s ownership of Company stock
“which entitles Missud to $EC 14(a)-8 printing of his Proposal for Action in
DHI’s forthcoming Proxy Statement.” See Exhibit M. (Mr. Missud’s rationale
was that Mr. Stumpf’s testimony would serve as the required proof of ownership
from a DTC participant regarding Mr. Missud’s ownership of Company stock.)

Mr. Missud has filed numerous separate lawsuits against the Company, its subsidiaries
and various Company officers and personnel related to his personal grievance against the
Company. Although Mr. Missud is an attorney, he has demonstrated little regard for legal
process and procedure in pursuing his personal claims and grievances against the Company, as
demonstrated by the following recent court findings, many of which occurred after our
September 23, 2011 no-action request regarding the Proponent’s 2012 proposal:

In Patrick A. Missud, et al. v. D.R. Horton, Inc., et al., Case No. 07A551662, filed on
November 13, 2007 in the District Court of Nevada, County of Clark, alleging the
Company defrauded Mr. Missud and his wife by engaging in a scheme to illegally
condition the sale of the home on the use of the Company’s affiliated lender, the court
ruled on July 20, 2010 that Mr. Missud was in contempt of court and that he was in
violation of a stipulated protective order. The court also awarded the Company
reasonable costs and attorney fees. See Exhibit N. In making its ruling, the court
made the following findings of fact and conclusions of law:

o “Patrick Missud admitted to sending threatening communications to witnesses

and counsel in connection with this litigation.”

“There are varying degrees of willfulness of the Plaintiffs [Mr. Missud and his
wife, Julie Missud] ranging from knowing, willful and intentional conduct with an
intent to prevent the Defendants’ [D.R. Horton, Inc., et al.] being able to identify
the true facts and interview witnesses and more simple intimidation. However,
the multiple incidents of threats are so pervasive as to exacerbate the prejudice
rather than if each instant were treated as an isolated incident.”

“There is a public policy to prevent further abuses and deter litigants from
threatening witnesses in an attempt to advance their claims.”

“There is clear and convincing evidence that Plaintiff Patrick Missud 1s
knowingly and intentionally in violation of this Stipulated Protective Order and
that he is knowingly and intentionally in contempt of Court.”

“As a result of the discovery abuse and the contempt, the Plaintiffs’ Amended
Complaint is stricken.”



Office of Chief Counsel
Division of Corporation Finance
September 17, 2012

Page 8

In Patrick A. Missudv. D.R. Horton, Inc., et al., Case No. A131566, appeal filed on
July 1, 2011 in the California Court of Appeal, the court ruled against Mr. Missud on
November 22, 2011 in his request to overturn a monetary judgment against him in a
Nevada state court. See Exhibit O. (Mr. Missud’s initial complaint in the Nevada
case alleged that the Company defrauded Mr. Missud in the purchase of his home,
similar to the concerns raised in the Proposal.) The California Court of Appeals
found on page 2 of its order, “Setting aside these procedural inadequacies, Missud’s
briefs contain no comprehensible legal argument as to why the order he challenges
should be reversed.”

In Patrick A. Missud and Julie Missud v. D.R. Horton, Inc. and DHI Mortgage
Company, Ltd., Case No. 56502, appeal filed on July 26, 2010 in the Nevada
Supreme Court, the court affirmed the dismissal of the Missuds’ action against the
Company and DHI Mortgage on November 22, 2011. See Exhibit P. In this case, the
Missuds alleged that the Company and DHI Mortgage had defrauded them in the
purchase of their home, similar to the subject matter of the Proposal. The trial court’s
dismissal was based on its determination that the Missuds had engaged in abusive
litigation tactics and that they were in contempt of a district court protective order. In
particular, the Missuds had, among other things, threatened the Company’s and DHI
Mortgage’s employees. The Nevada Supreme Court concluded that the trial court
“did not abuse its discretion in sanctioning appellants for litigation abuses or in
finding them in contempt of court for violating the protective order.”

On March 22, 2012, the Company was dismissed from another of Mr. Missud’s
lawsuits, Patrick A. Missud v. State of Nevada, et al., Case No. C-11-3567 EMC. See
Exhibit B, supra. (Mr. Missud’s initial complaint for this case was filed in the U.S.
District Court for the Northern District of California on July 20, 2011 and was
amended to add the Company as a defendant on October 28, 2011.) The court noted
on page 2 of its order, “Although [Mr. Missud] does not describe the particular
transaction(s) that give rise to his complaint, it appears the root of his dissatisfaction
with Horton [that gave rise to the lawsuit] originates from his dealings with Horton
and DHI [Mortgage] in conjunction with his purchase of a home in Nevada.” (Mr.
Missud’s complaints against the Company stemming from his home purchase, which
gave rise to this case, are also the same general issues he addresses in the supporting
statement of the Proposal.) The court found that Mr. Missud’s claims were vexatious
and harassing.

o Specifically, the court found, on page 16 of its order, that Mr. Missud’s “claims
against Horton have lacked any credible factual basis and Plaintiff has refused to
comply with the Court rules and procedures in making his claims.”
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o The court further found, on page 19 of its order, that he is “motivated more by
obtaining press for himself and imposing expense on Horton than by any
legitimate claim for relief.”

o The court also found, on pages 20-21 of its order, that “Mr. Missud has
demonstrated intent to continue frivolously litigating against Defendant Horton
and others in spite of judicial rulings against him.”

o Finally, the court, on page 24 of its order, referred Mr. Missud’s actions to the
“State Bar and the Standing Committee on Professional Conduct.”

Both the Company and DHI Mortgage have prevailed against Mr. Missud in his pursuit
of his frivolous claims. See, e.g., Patrick A. Missud, et al. v. D.R. Horton, Inc., et al. in Exhibit
N, supra. However, Mr. Missud has refused to pay a judgment against him in Nevada, resulting
in the Company and DHI Mortgage seeking to domesticate the judgment in California, where the
Missuds reside. In retaliation, Mr. Missud has filed in federal court complaints for public
corruption, civil rights and RICO violations against the State of Nevada and numerous other
entities, administrative bodies, officials and judges. See, e.g., Exhibit Q. While the Company
and DHI Mortgage are not parties to these federal lawsuits, the complaints do refer to these
entities, and Mr. Missud has threatened to include the Company at his discretion at a later time.
See Exhibit D, supra, at pages 2 and 5.

Furthermore, like the cases against the Company that are discussed in the above bullet
points, courts in Mr. Missud’s related lawsuits against other parties have recognized the frivolous
and abusive nature of his litigation:

e In Patrick Missudv. San Francisco Superior Court, et al., Case No. C 12-03117
WHA, filed in the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of California on
June 18, 2012, Mr. Missud sued multiple courts, claiming, in part, that they had
ignored the purported fraud against him and were corrupt. The court on
September 4, 2012 cancelled an upcoming hearing and ordered Mr. Missud to show
cause as to why he should not be found to be a vexatious litigant in that case. See
Exhibit C, supra.

e In Patrick Alexandre Missud, I v. San Francisco Superior Court; et al., Case No. 12-
15371, appeal filed in the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals on February 22, 2012, the
court issued a decision as to one of Mr. Missud’s appeals in that case (the initial
complaint of which referred to his grievance with D.R. Horton) on September 6,
2012. See Exhibit R. The decision summarily affirmed the district court’s judgment
because the circuit court found that “the questions raised in this appeal are so
insubstantial as not to require further argument.”
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In addition to the knowing and willful contempt of court and other abuses by Mr. Missud
in the above matters, Mr. Missud has admitted to violations of various California Rules of
Professional Conduct in litigation matters involving himself and the Company. In a letter to the
Office of the Chief Trial Counsel/Intake of the State Bar of California dated August 26, 2009,
Mr. Missud demanded the State Bar of California investigate his own actions. See Exhibit S. In
summary, Mr. Missud claimed he has committed the following violations in connection with his
grievances and/or lawsuits against the Company:

e Threatened administrative charges to gain advantage in his civil dispute;

e Publicly made extra-judicial statements that he knew would have a substantial
likelihood of materially prejudicing an adjudicative proceeding; and

e Directly and extra-judicially contacted federal judges without consent of any of the
parties in the relevant cases.

In addition, in reference to his claims against the Company, Mr. Missud stated: “After having
donated over $100,000 and nearly three years of time pursuing consumer redress, I have now
turned to leveraging corporations with threats of administrative discipline and widespread
internet broadcasting to gain an advantage specifically for myself and generally for others.” See
Exhibit S, supra.

The Company believes the courts’ findings enumerated above, the number of lawsuits
filed or threatened to be filed by the Missuds against any party involved in his complaints
(including state and federal judges and administrative officials) and Mr. Missud’s admissions in
his letter to the State Bar of California further demonstrate that Mr. Missud will take highly
unusual and egregious actions in pursuing his personal grievances against the Company. His
actions of making pervasive threats against the Company, certain employees of the Company and
the Company’s counsel demonstrate that the litigation is personal to him, as is the Proposal,
because both the litigation claims and the Proposal involve the Company and its wholly-owned
mortgage company, DHI Mortgage, and all of his claims and the Proposal derive from the same
instance: his home purchase from the Company in 2004. We believe, based on the actions taken
by Mr. Missud, that he is using the stockholder proposal process as another means to seek
redress of his personal claims and grievances.

In addition to the cases discussed above, Mr. Missud has filed or participated in
numerous state and federal lawsuits and court filings against the Company, its subsidiaries and
various Company officers and personnel related to his personal claims and grievances against the
Company. These lawsuits are described below. Each of the lawsuits described below (copies of
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which are available upon request) was filed by Mr. Missud either in his own name? or in the
names of him and his wife, with Mr. Missud representing himself or himself and his wife. Each
of the suits described below was dismissed by the respective court:

Patrice A. Missudv. D.R. Horton, et al., Case No. 05-444247, filed on

August 22, 2005 in the Superior Court of the State of California in and for the County
of San Francisco alleging infliction of emotional distress as a result of DHI
Mortgage’s request to the Missuds to provide lender-required information in
connection with their loan application, which Mr. Missud claimed had manifested in
severe abdominal pain and the passing of kidney stones, and including DHI Mortgage
and certain DHI Mortgage agents as co-defendants;

Patrice A. Missudv. D.R. Horton, et al., Case No. CGC 05-447499, filed on
December 9, 2005 in the Superior Court of the State of California in and for the
County of San Francisco alleging the same claims as his first lawsuit and including
DHI Mortgage and certain DHI Mortgage agents as co-defendants;

Patrice A. Missud, et al. v. D.R. Horton, Inc., et al., Case No. CGC 06-457207, filed
on October 23, 2006 in the Superior Court of the State of California in and for the
County of San Francisco alleging the defendants defrauded Mr. Missud and his wife
by engaging in a scheme to illegally condition the sale of the home on the use of the
Company’s affiliated lender and including DHI Mortgage, the Company’s Chairman
of the Board and Vice Chairman, President and Chief Executive Officer, and certain
DHI Mortgage agents as co-defendants;

Patrice A. Missud, et al. v. D.R. Horton, Inc., et al., Case No. C07-2625 JL, filed on
May 17, 2007 in the United States District Court for the Northern Division District of
California alleging many of the same claims set forth in Mr. Missud’s earlier suits as
well as additional claims relating to supposed retaliation against him by the Company
and including DHI Mortgage, the Company’s Chairman of the Board and Vice
Chairman, President and Chief Executive Officer, and certain DHI Mortgage agents
as co-defendants; and

Patrice A. Missud, et al. v. D.R. Horton, Inc., et al., Case No. C10-0235 SI, filed on
January 19, 2010 in the United States District Court for the Northem Division District

2 “Patrick Missud,” “Patrick A. Missud” and “Patrice A. Missud” are the same person as
stated by Mr. Missud in court testimony. See Exhibit T (excerpt from court transcript dated
July 20, 2010 in Case No. A-551662 and an example where these names were used in the
same case—Case No. CV(07-02625-SBA).
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of California alleging many of the same claims set forth in Mr. Missud’s earlier suits
as well as additional claims relating to supposed retaliation against him by the
Company and including DHI Mortgage, the Company’s Chairman of the Board and
Vice Chairman, President and Chief Executive Officer, certain DHI Mortgage agents,
Yahoo, Inc., the Governor of the State of Texas, the Texas Attorney General, and two
federal judges and a federal magistrate as co-defendants. In this complaint Mr.
Missud alleges that the defendants are in a RICO conspiracy against him and that
Yahoo, Inc. de-listed his websites.

Mr. Missud has also engaged in an extensive letter-writing and e-mail campaign against
the Company because of the alleged harm he experienced following DHI Mortgage’s request to
the Missuds to provide lender-required information in connection with their loan application.
Since September 2011, Mr. Missud has written in excess of 850 e-mails to the Company, certain
of its employees and/or its legal counsel, sometimes upwards of ten e-mails per day. Mr. Missud
also has sent mass mailings to homeowners living in communities developed and built by the
Company (or its affiliates and/or subsidiaries) regarding alleged wrongdoing by the Company
and various related individuals. These mass mailings have solicited individuals to retain Mr.
Missud to bring lawsuits against the Company and its affiliates.

In addition to his lawsuits and his letter-writing/e-mail campaign, Mr. Missud has created
several websites denigrating the Company and the judges who heard some of the lawsuits he has
filed, including www.drhortonsjudges.info, www.drhortonfraud.com and
www.drhortonsucks.info. See Exhibit U. The content on these websites further illustrates Mr.
Missud’s elaborate and ongoing campaign against the Company related to the alleged harm he
experienced following DHI Mortgage’s request to the Missuds to provide lender-required
information in connection with their loan application.

B. Discussion

The Staff consistently has concurred that a stockholder proposal may be excluded
pursuant to Rule 14a-8(i)(4) as involving the redress of a personal claim or grievance when the
proposal is used as an alternative forum to press claims that a proponent has asserted in litigation
against a company. A closely analogous situation was presented in General Electric Co. (avail.
Feb. 2, 2005). There, the proponent (a former employee of NBC) filed a complaint with the
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (“EEOC”) and a lawsuit in federal court alleging
sexual harassment and discrimination on the basis of race and sex. The EEOC matter was
concluded in the company’s favor, and the lawsuit was dismissed. The proponent then submitted
a stockholder proposal to General Electric asking the company’s CEO to “reconcile the
dichotomy between the diametrically opposed positions represented by his acquiescence in
allegations of criminal conduct, and the personal certification requirements of Sarbanes-Oxley.”
In addition, the proponent and her attorney sent a number of letters to the company and made
statements at the company’s annual meetings referencing the litigation. The proponent also
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operated a website on which she discussed her claims against the company. The Staff concurred
that the proposal could be excluded from the company’s proxy statement because it related to the
redress of a personal claim or grievance or was designed to result in a benefit to the proponent or
further a personal interest, which was not shared with the company’s other stockholders at large.
See General Electric Co. (avail. Jan. 12, 2007) (same); General Electric Co. (avail. Jan. 9, 2006)
(same); see also American Express Co. (avail. Jan. 13, 2011) (proposal to amend the code of
conduct to include mandatory penalties for non-compliance was excludable as a personal
grievance when brought by a former employee who previously had sued the company for
discrimination and defamation); ConocoPhillips Co. (avail. Mar. 7, 2008, recon. denied

Mar. 25, 2008) (proposal that the board establish a committee to oversee an investigation of
company involvement with state sponsors of terrorism was excludable as a personal grievance
when brought by a stockholder who had unsuccessfully sued the company relating to a plane
crash that killed his wife, an employee of the company, while on a business trip to the Middle
East); Schlumberger Ltd. (avail. Aug. 27, 1999) (proposal that the company form “an impartial
fact-finding committee” relating to the company’s corporate merger and establish a “Statement
of Fair Business Principles” was excludable as a personal grievance when brought by a
stockholder who had unsuccessfully sued the company to recover a finder’s fee that he alleged
was due in connection with the merger); Station Casinos, Inc. (avail. Oct. 15, 1997) (proposal to
maintain liability insurance excludable as a personal grievance when brought by the attorney of a
guest at the company’s casino who filed suit against the company to recover damages from an
alleged theft that occurred at the casino); International Business Machines Corp. (avail.

Jan. 31, 1995) (proposal to institute an arbitration mechanism to settle customer complaints
excludable when brought by a customer who had an ongoing complaint against the company in
connection with the purchase of a software product).

We believe that it is clear that the Proposal and supporting statement on its face relates to
the redress of a personal claim against the Company. We also believe that, given the
Proponent’s history with the Company related to his lawsuits, the Proposal would be excludable
as relating to redress of a personal claim or grievance even if the Proposal on its face involved a
matter of general interest to all stockholders. Release No. 34-19135 (avail. Oct. 14, 1982)
(stating that proposals phrased in broad terms that “might relate to matters which may be of
general interest to all security holders” may be omitted from a registrant’s proxy materials “if it
is clear from the facts . . . that the proponent is using the proposal as a tactic designed to redress a
personal grievance or further a personal interest™). For example, in The Dow Chemical Co.
(avail. Mar. 5, 2003), a proposal was properly excluded where it requested that the board
“establish a Review Committee to investigate the use and possible abuse of its carbon
tetrachloride and carbon disulfide products as grain fumigants by grain workers” and issue a
report on how to compensate those injured by the product. While the proposal on its face might
have involved a matter of general interest, the Staff granted no-action relief because the
proponent was pursuing a lawsuit against the company on the basis of an alleged injury
purportedly tied to the grain fumigants. Similarly, in MGM Mirage (avail. Mar. 19, 2001), a
proposal that would require the company to adopt a written policy regarding political
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contributions and furnish a list of any of its political contributions was found to be excludable
under Rule 14a-8(i)(4) when submitted by a proponent who had filed a number of lawsuits
against the company based on its decisions to deny the proponent credit at the company’s casino
and, subsequently, to bar the proponent from the company’s casinos. See also Medical
Information Technology, Inc. (avail. Mar. 3, 2009) (proposal that the company comply with
government regulations that require businesses to treat all stockholders the same was excludable
as a personal grievance when brought by a former employee of the company who was involved
with an ongoing lawsuit against the company regarding claims that the company had
undervalued its stock); State Street Corp. (avail. Jan. 5, 2007) (proposal that the company
separate the positions of chairman of the board and CEO and provide for an independent
chairman was excludable as a personal grievance when brought by a former employee after
being ejected from the company’s previous annual meeting for disruptive conduct); Sara Lee
Corp. (avail. Aug. 10, 2001) (permitting Sara Lee to omit a stockholder proposal regarding a
policy for pre-approval of certain types of payments where the proponent had a personal interest
in a subsidiary which the company had sold and where the proponent participated in litigation
related to the subsidiary and directly adverse to Sara Lee).

Here, the Proponent submitted a stockholder proposal regarding the Company’s alleged
“fraudulent” activities relating to mortgage lending at DHI Mortgage where the Proponent made
such allegations in connection with the Proponent’s personal litigation against the Company and
throughout his ongoing campaign against the Company, its subsidiaries and various Company
officers and personnel. In addition to the court cases discussed above, many of which relate to
the same subject matter as the Proposal, the Proponent’s April 4, 2012 e-mail to “SEC agents,”
see Exhibit L, supra, refers to alleged “racketeering” by the Company and a plan to contact the
purchasers in the Company’s new development “to see if they also got bait and switch
financing.” Based on this e-mail’s references to the Proponent’s 2012 proposal and its
discussion of the Proponent’s plan to revise that proposal, this e-mail appears to be an
explanation of the Proponent’s motivations for submitting the current Proposal. Thus, it appears
that the Proposal was submitted to address the Proponent’s grievances against the Company,
which stem out of his 2004 home purchase.

In addition, the Proponent’s August 29, 2012 affidavit that is included as Exhibit M,
supra, demonstrates that the Proposal is one of the Proponent’s multiple avenues for pursuing the
same objective, the objective of addressing the Proponent’s grievances against the Company,
which stem out of allegedly illegal and fraudulent lending practices. As outlined in the affidavit,
the Proponent served a subpoena on John Stumpf, the CEO of Wells Fargo, in an attempt to elicit
testimony proving that the Company engaged in predatory lending. The affidavit then states that
if Mr. Stumpf declines to provide this testimony, the Proponent will simply turn to an alternate
avenue, Rule 14a-8: he will ask Mr. Stumpf to confirm his ownership of Company stock so that
his Proposal, which also alleges predatory lending, can be included in the Company’s 2013
Proxy Materials.
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As discussed above, the Proponent’s lawsuits and letter-writing campaign against the
Company have remained active since the time of the no-action request that we submitted last
year on September 23, 2011. As in the no-action letter precedent discussed above, it is clear
from the facts that the Proponent is using this Proposal as a tactic to seek redress for his personal
grievances against the Company, and thus the Proposal is excludable under Rule 14a-8(i)(4).

C. Request for Future No-Action Relief

We also ask that the Staff further state that such no-action relief shall apply to any future
submissions to the Company of the same or a similar proposal by the Proponent, and that this
letter be deemed to satisfy the Company’s future obligations under Rule 14a-8 with respect to the
same or similar proposals submitted by the Proponent. The Staff has permitted companies to
apply no-action responses to any future submissions of a same or similar proposal by a
proponent where a proponent has a long-standing history of confrontation with a company, and
that history is indicative of a personal claim or grievance within the meaning of Rule 14a-8(i)(4).
See, e.g., Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14 (July 13, 2001) (“SLB 14”) (“In rare circumstances, we
may grant forward-looking relief if a company satisfies its burden of demonstrating that the
shareholder is abusing rule 14a-8 by continually submitting similar proposals that relate to a
particular personal claim or grievance.”); see also General Electric Co. (avail. Dec. 20, 2007);
General Electric Co. (avail. Jan. 12, 2007) (discussed above); Cabot Corporation (avail.

Nov. 4, 1994); Texaco, Inc. (avail. Feb. 15, 1994); General Electric Co. (avail. Jan. 25, 1994).

As noted above, the Proposal represents the fifth stockholder proposal that the Proponent
has submitted to the Company and the latest in a series of actions that the Proponent has taken
over the last seven years to pursue his claims against the Company. See D.R. Horton, Inc. (avail.
Nov. 16, 2011) (concurring in the exclusion of the Proponent’s proposal under Rule 14a-8(i)(4)
where the proposal was nearly identical to the current Proposal); D.R. Horton, Inc. (avail.

Sept. 30, 2010) (concurring in the exclusion of the Proponent’s proposal under Rule 14a-8(f)
where the proposal was nearly identical to the current Proposal); D.R. Horton, Inc. (avail.

Nov. 16, 2009) (same); D.R. Horton, Inc. (avail. Nov. 21, 2008) (concurring in the exclusion of
the Proponent’s proposal under Rule 14a-8(f) where the proposal requested, among other things,
that the Company adhere to all laws, codes and regulations and enforce Company policies
regarding business conduct for employees, officers and directors). Thus, it is apparent that the
Proponent continues to pursue his personal grievances with the Company. The Proposal
involves a topic similar to those addressed in the proposals submitted by the Proponent for the
Company’s 2009, 2010, 2011 and 2012 Annual Meetings of Stockholders, for which the
Company requested, and was granted, no-action relief. See D.R. Horton, Inc. (avail.

Nov. 16, 2011); D.R. Horton, Inc. (avail. Sept. 30, 2010); D.R. Horton, Inc. (avail.

Nov. 16, 2009); D.R. Horton, Inc. (avail. Nov. 21, 2008). Moreover, as also noted, the
Proponent has made it clear that he intends to continue submitting stockholder proposals to the
Company in the future in order to advance his position. Specifically, in the Proponent’s cover
letter accompanying the 2012 proposal (which the Proponent included with his submission of the
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Proposal), the Proponent stated: “My intent is to be a lifelong DHI shareholder and hold the
requisite number of shares to entitle me to submit proposals . . . indefinitely . . . .” See Exhibit
A, supra.

The Staff has previously granted forward-looking no-action relief upon a company’s
second grant of no-action relief under Rule 14a-8(i)(4). In Exxon Mobil Corp. (avail.
Mar. 5, 2001), the proponent had a long-standing personal grievance against the company. The
company argued that it could exclude the proponent’s proposal from the company’s 2001 proxy
materials in reliance on Rule 14a-8(i)(4). The company also pointed out that it had received no-
action relief under Rule 14a-8(i)(4) for the same proponent’s 2000 proposal and under
“procedural grounds” for the proponent’s 1999 proposal. See Exxon Mobil Corp. (avail.
Mar. 23, 2000); Exxon Corp. (avail. Dec. 21, 1998). The Staff granted the Company’s no-action
request under Rule 14a-8(i)(4), and in view of the two prior grants—only one of which was
pursuant to Rule 14a-8(i)(4)—the Staff also granted forward-looking no-action relief.

Similar to Exxon Mobil, the Company received no-action relief under Rule 14a-8(i)(4) for
the Proponent’s proposal last year; the Staff’s granting of the request we make today will be the
second grant under Rule 14a-8(i)(4) as to the Proponent’s proposals to the Company. Prior to
receiving no-action relief under Rule 14a-8(i)(4) last year, the Company had received no-action
relief under procedural grounds three times, more than the company in Exxon Mobil had
received. Therefore, consistent with Exxon Mobil, forward-looking no-action relief is warranted.

In light of the no-action letter precedent, the fact that the Proponent submitted similar
proposals for the last four years and the apparent intention of Proponent to continue his attempts
to use the Company’s annual stockholders’ meetings to advance his grievances, the Company
respectfully requests the concurrence of the Staff that it will not recommend enforcement action
if the Company relies on Rule 14a-8(i)(4) to exclude from all future proxy materials all future
proposals of the Proponent that are identical to or similar to the Proposal.

CONCLUSION

Based upon the foregoing analysis, we respectfully request that the Staff concur that it
will take no action if the Company excludes the Proposal from its 2013 Proxy Materials. We
would be happy to provide you with any additional information and answer any questions that
you may have regarding this subject.

If we can be of any further assistance in this matter, please do not hesitate to call me at
(817) 390-8200 ext. 8131, or Elizabeth A. Ising of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP at
(202) 955-8287.
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Best regards,
‘ﬁmﬂa& &. M Mj’c:uwﬂ/
Thomas B. Montano
Vice President, Corporate and Securities Counsel
D.R. Horton, Inc.
Enclosures

cc: Patrick Missud
Elizabeth A. Ising, Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP
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From: pat missud [mailto:missudpat@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2012 4:51 PM

To: Joel D. Odou; tbmontano@drhorton.com; Ising, Elizabeth A.; oig@sec.gov; sanfrancisco@sec.gov; dfw@sec.gov;
annie.reding@usdoj.gov; bonny.wong@usdoj.gov

Cc: josh.levin@citi.com; dan.oppenheim@credit-suisse.com; michael.rehaut@jpmorgan.com; david-i.goldberg@ubs.com;
nishu.s00d@db.comFISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *rstevenson@peoplemanagement.org; steve.east@csfb.com;
mross@bgbinc.com; gs-investor-relations@gs.com; Buck.Horne@RaymondJames.com; ivy@zelmanassociates.com;
bberning@fppartners.com; chris.hussey@gs.com; joshua.pollard@gs.com; arjun.sharma@citi.com;
jacqueline.merrell@gs.com; jason.a.marcus@jpmorgan.com; cbrian@tradethetrend.com; rob.hansen@db.com;
jesse.arocho-cruz@db.com; jonathan.s.ellis@baml.com; kenneth_zener@keybanccm.com; jrahmani@kbw.com;
rosteen@kbw.com; jay.chhatbar@baml.com; william.w.wong@jpmorgan.com; kisha.rosario@jpmorgan.com;
inquiries@guggenheimpartners.com; jane.wongl@baml.com; karen.frenza@gs.com; william.alexis@credit-suisse.com;
michael.dahl@credit-suisse.com; kim@zelmanassociates.com; christina.c.lo@jpmorgan.com;
angela.pruitt@dowjones.com; nick.vonklock@dowjones.com; george.stahl@dowjones.com; cbrian@mysmartrend.com;
pchu@fnno.com; adam.rudiger@wellsfargo.com; jack.micenko@sig.com; jhymowitz@philadelphiafinancial.com;
steven.bachman@rbcem.com; robert.wetenhall@rbcem.com

Subject: Boo-Hoo and Re: Missud's Continued Plea for Attention

Good afternoon Joel and Wall Street-

Re: Investor Relations and SEC Actions-

Joel- As you know, I filed another SEC 14A8 Proposal for Action with DHI for publication in its forthcoming
Annual Shareholder Report. Per SEC rules 1 have to contact DHI's SEC Compliance Officer and
Investment/Legal Department. Just ask Ms. Ising of the venerable Gibson Dunn law firm in Washington
D.C. She is copied above.

Joel- As for not accepting emails, I trust that you do not reject the automatic notifications regarding legally
registered pleadings from the District and Circuit courts which forward links to pleadings exposing your
Fortune-500/predatory lending client. As a reminder, you are the attorney of record for 11-cv-3567-EMC, 12-
15658, A135531 and all the many related cases. All pleadings are cross referenced so that you get them
multiple times by multiple means. You are federally served so don't lie about non-receipt which will call for

1



additional RICO charges.

Re: Rules of Civil Procedure-

Joel- The ones from Nevada or California? -Well actually, the distinction is of no consequence since both
states' judges$ fraudulently claim non-receipt of their courtesy copies either when registered or sent through
federal wires/mail by: fax, email, usps, or served by sheriff's deputy/federal marshal. Its the official$ whose
duties are to: follow law, be honest, and uphold the Constitution that need to follow basic procedure. I'm on the
ball. In the meantime, the judge$ are still on that 200 ton diesel locomotive careening down the track at 80 mph
towards the yard where five more are parked. What a mess!

Bring a broom,

Patrick

P.S.- (1) The 14A8 is again attached; and (2) $ee the certified letter $ent to the $EC on November 10, 2006
forecasting the $4 Trillion mortgage meltdown that your client helped to create. (And yes I have all the
receipts/downloads that it was accepted, sent, in transit, received at sorting facility, and delivered to the $EC.)
((éa‘n you $ay Madoff?

Wall Street-
DHI'$ financial demise is a certainty. My goal is to get $core$ of judges incarcerated for life. DHI is collateral
damage. Donald who?

--- On Tue, 7/31/12, Joel D. Odou <jodou@wshblaw.com> wrote:

From: Joel D. Odou <jodou@wshblaw.com>

Subject: Missud's Continued Plea for Attention

To: "pat missud” <missudpat@yahoo.com>

Cc: "Julie Daniels Missud*RsMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Date: Tuesday, July 31, 2012, 10:13 AM

Patrice, you know you are not supposed to contact my client directly, but then again you also know
that we do not accept e-mail service. The reason being is that you abuse it and send irrelevant
material several times a day that contain your circular logic how your failure to follow the Rules of
Civil Procedure somehow proves that the world is out to get you.

Your continued conscious disregard of the Rules of Civil Procedure and the Rules of Professional
Conduct continue to be astonishing, in addition to an abuse of process warranting further sanctions.

Joel D. Odou

Partner | Wood, Smith, Henning & Berman LLP
7674 West Lake Mead Boulevard, Suite 150 | Las Vegas NV 89128

iodou@wshblaw,.com | TEL 702.251.4101 |

FAX 702.251.5405 Celf 702.498-2134

I-Phone £-mail joelodou@me.com

WSHsB



Los Angeles » Las Vegas « Phoenix « Northern California « Fresno « Orange County » Rancho Cucamonga » Glendale »
Riverside » San Diego » Denver

From: pat missud [mailto: missudpat@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2012 5:03 PM

To: Joel D. Odou; tbmontano@drhorton.com

Subject: Fw: Activity in Case 3:11-cv-03567-EMC Missud v. State of Nevada et al Declaration in Support

Joel-

Mr. Montano has quite the record of not receiving legal documents. Can you make sure that he gets the
attached?

Thank very much,
Patrick
P.S.- you have also been served.

--- On Mon, 7/30/12, ECF-CAND @cand.uscourts.gov <ECF-CAND®@cand.uscourts.gov> wrote:

From: ECF-CAND@cand.uscourts.gov <ECF-CAND@cand.uscourts.gov>

Subject: Activity in Case 3:11-cv-03567-EMC Missud v. State of Nevada et al Declaration in Support
To: efiling@cand.uscourts.gov

Date: Monday, July 30, 2012, 4:49 PM

This is an automatic e-mail message generated by the CM/ECF system. Please DO NOT RESPOND to
this e-mail because the mail box is unattended.

***NOTE TO PUBLIC ACCESS USERS*** Judicial Conference of the United States policy permits
attorneys of record and parties in a case (including pro se litigants) to receive one free electronic copy of
all documents filed electronically, if receipt is required by law or directed by the filer. PACER access fees
apply to all other users. To avoid later charges, download a copy of each document during this first
viewing. However, if the referenced document is a transcript, the free copy and 30 page limit do not

apply.
U.S. District Court
California Northern District
Notice of Electronic Filing

The following transaction was entered by Missud, Patrick on 7/30/2012 at 4:49 PM and filed on 7/30/2012
Case Name: Missud v. State of Nevada et al

Case Number: 3:11-cv-03567-EMC

Filer: Patrick A. Missud

WARNING: CASE CLOSED on 03/22/2012




Document Number: 134

Docket Text:

Declaration of Patrick Missud in Support of [1] Complaint, [89] Judgment Declaration Proving
all the Allegations in the Complaint and Completely Debunking judge Chen'’s judgement’ filed
byPatrick A. Missud. (Attachments: # (1) Exhibit Appellant's Opening Brief in A1 35531
Outlining Corporate Predation of Consumers in 27 States, # (2) Exhibit Appendix in Support of
Opening Brief Referencing 180 Exhibits, # (3) Exhibit Part 1 of 4, # (4) Exhibit Part 2 of 4, # (5)
Exhibit Part 3 of 4, # (6) Exhibit Part 4 of 4)(Related document(s)[1], [89]) (Missud, Patrick)
(Filed on 7/30/2012)

3:11-cv-03567-EMC Notice has been electronically mailed to:

Ann Marie Reding  annie.reding@usdoj.gov, bonny.wong@usdoj.gov

Joel Eugene Odou  jodou@wshblaw.com, rtodd@wshblaw.com

Patrick Alexandre Missud missudpat@yahoo.com

3:11-cv-03567-EMC Please see Local Rule 5-5; Notice has NOT been electronically mailed to:

Amy L. Foscalina

Wood, Smith, Henning & Berman
1001 Galaxy Way, Suite 308
Concord, CA 94520

Melissa Jo Roose

Wood Smith Henning & Berman LLP
1401 Willow Pass Road

Suite 700

Concord, CA 94520-7982

The following document(s) are associated with this transaction:

Document description:Main Document

Original filename:DIS_3117_7-30-12.pdf

Electronic document Stamp:

[STAMP CANDStamp_ID=977336130 [Date=7/30/2012] [FileNumber=8813075-0]
[0528633363338dfc65491£2f0243b46adf42a9b65bd43c6b7f267ae14b4b875cad795
365c3840bcf1dafc15de724c3aa4fc235791b10e5b77551867d3bf96ald]]

Document description:Exhibit Appellant's Opening Brief in A135531 Outlining Corporate Predation of
Consumers in 27 States

Original filename:OpBrf_7-30-12_A135531 .pdf

Electronic document Stamp:

[STAMP CANDStamp_ID=977336130 [Date=7/30/2012] [FileNumber=8813075-1]
[883f8aba6ad7cdde6808414c54638aeb939ef51b44a336b381bc44820c21083881e5¢
1daal20e31fde3f3eb704877641173a6f4ab8a8e7435chd2080eaaa5ba8]]

Document description: Exhibit Appendix in Support of Opening Brief Referencing 180 Exhibits
Original filename: AppIndx135531_7-30-12.pdf

Electronic document Stamp:



[STAMP CANDStamp_ID=977336130 [Date=7/30/2012] [FileNumber=8813075-2]
[51749dbbe34ece0a82dd5a20d27da4831799f43998a29b39b6a265338f9dbIcdc38b2
9e1014d0690ab891de9959ba2al1159fc3e7247223dfb7a8f59112fc66c]]

Document description:Exhibit Part 1 of 4

Original filename:Bates1-50.pdf

Electronic document Stamp:

[STAMP CANDStamp_ID=977336130 [Date=7/30/2012] [FileNumber=8813075-3]
[a838249075fd3b86c1a590dc0f9c327197491d12b3152a98ecf407c4da06f75dea715
1cf5b0f1a8d8e4b096761528394d76£9770c7cc04ef694b01b76902595¢] ]

Document description:Exhibit Part 2 of 4

Original filename:Bates51-98.pdf

Electronic document Stamp:

[STAMP CANDStamp_ID=977336130 [Date=7/30/2012] [FileNumber=8813075-4]
[a44afb427552b48ca5b6004ad219f7454644aa28c2464f3c76c209d25572e1b6a283b
fff2e7c30fe88115ca7da62b23eal 2ba587085796743b40a67cedb2b69c]]

Document description:Exhibit Part 3 of 4

Original filename:Bates99-144.pdf

Electronic document Stamp:

[STAMP CANDStamp_ID=977336130 [Date=7/30/2012] [FileNumber=8813075-5]
[9511fb3c2f5e62314e2a535aa3e842afb9ed8deeb65cb06d335093b96ead015ef340a
4fa70f384adb3d9ee6c7bd729787d71cfd80711909aaace84ffddef6027]]

Document description:Exhibit Part 4 of 4
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Patrick Missud
Attorney at Law
91 San Juan Ave
San Francisco, CA, 94112
415-584-7251 Office
415-845-5540 Cell
missudpat@yahoo.com

May 16, 2012

Att’n: Corporate Counsel, D.R. Horton Inc.
301 Commerce Street Suite 500
Fort Worth, TX, 76102

Re:  Proposal for Action [Proposal]

Via: E-mail: tbmontano@drhorton.com, greener@sec.gov,
Wall Street, Syndicated Media
Registered as docket #99 in 12-CV-161-DMR

Attention DHI Board of Directors, Corporate Counsel, and Federal Agents,

As a DHI stockholder, under SEC Rule 14a-8, I submit the following facts and Proposal
for DHI‘s forthcoming 2013 shareholder meeting. Note that I have owned the sufficient
number of shares for at least three years to submit this Proposal for publication in DHI’s
forthcoming Annual Report. Note that if the SEC does not compel DHI to publish, this
will further prove the $EC’s complicity in corporate racketeering. This DHI scandal has
been ‘gift wrapped and packaged’ far better than Harry Markopoulos’ expose of Bernie
Madoff.

Mr. Montano- You will print the following 494 words in the forthcoming 10k:

PROPOSAL FOR ACTION

On July 1, 2009 the DOJ, HUD and SEC deferred prosecution against Beazer Homes
which admitted to several fraudulent mortgage origination and accounting practices. BZH
agreed to provide $50 million in restitution for consumers in and around North Carolina.
Some of Beazer’s mortgage fraud included interest rate manipulation, inflating home
base prices to cover incentives, and lack of due diligence when completing stated income
loans.

There is absolute proof that DHI has engaged in even more egregious fraud but on a
much larger nationwide scale. Under the Freedom of Information Act, hundreds of
consumer complaints are available from the FTC and HUD regarding DHI’s fraudulent
nationwide mortgage origination in over 23 states. In Virginia’s federal circuit, HUD
submitted nearly 7700 administrative records showing that DHI and other builders
violated RESPA laws [08-cv-01324). In Georgia, the Yeatman class action alleges



similar RESPA violations specific to DHI, [07-cv-81]. At DHI Virginia’s Rippon
Landing development, the FBI discovered appraisal fraud to artificially boost home sales.
The Southern California Wilson class action alleged extortive antitrust tying of DHI’s
mortgage services to home sales [08-cv-592]. Dozens of others have also claimed the
same: Betsinger (NV A503121, A50510), Bevers (09-cv-2015), Dodson (A07-ca-230),
Moreno (08-cv-845), Missud (07-2625-SBA). Scores of cases have been filed in state
and federal courts all alleging similar DHI Mortgage fraud, deceptive trade, and antitrust
violations. Publicly posted web sites also corroborate these findings with hundreds of
consumer complaints dealing with DHI’s fraudulent mortgage originations and illegal
tying of DHI Mortgage’s services to home sales, not to mention rampant construction
defects.

The “consumeraffairs” website is already a top search result when merely searching for
“D R Horton.” Dozens of other consumer protections sites similarly and independently
report the same recounts of fraudulent DHI mortgage origination. The last J D Power
new home builder origination study rated DHI Mortgage with only 679 points out of
1000. The ranking was slightly better than Countrywide, one of DHI’s “preferred
lenders,” and Ryland, two companies already found involved in rampant nationwide
predatory lending and mortgage fraud.

Compounding these findings is that as early as June 2007, Chairman Horton and CEO
Tomnitz each personally acknowledged receipt for summons and complaints for case 07-
CV-2625-SBA, wherein their participation in predatory lending was exhaustively detailed
http://www.donaldtomnitzisacrook.info/Demand_on_Board.html . CEO Tomnitz still
materially misleads investors in claiming that DHI Mortgage “does an excellent job
underwriting mortgages and the related risk associated with it...” [End 2d Qtr 2009
Earnings Conference Call]. However, the truth is that at that time, all four of DHIM’s
Arizona offices were found originating significantly defective loans which have already
cost taxpayers $2.5 million. All 20 of the audited loans were either in foreclosure or in
serious financial distress requiring taxpayer bail-outs:
http://www.hud.gov/offices/oig/reports/files/ig1091009.pdf and
http://www.liuna.org/Portals/0/docs/PressReleases/Report%20-%20Cruel%20Hope.pdf

Resolved: That DHI audit its subsidiary DHI Mortgage for compliance with all federal
and state laws, and that the Board confirms for the record that DHI Mortgage conforms
to the requirements contained within its own corporate governance documents.

Cordially,

Patrick Missud

Patrick Missud, shareholder.
Encl.: (1) Wells Trade Account evincing $3,270 of DHI stock as of 4-30-12, and which
was purchased 12-2-08; and (2) prior letters regarding Proposals for Action.



Patrick Missud
Attorney at Law
91 San Juan Ave
San Francisco, CA, 94112
415-584-7251 Office
415-845-5540 Cell
missudpat(@yahoo.com

August 17, 2011

Securities and Exchange Commission
Burnett Plaza, Suite 1900

801 Cherry Street, Unit 18

Fort Worth, TX 76102

Re:  Missud Proposal for Action for consideration at DHI’s 2012 Annual Shareholder
Meeting; and inclusion within DHI’s proxy statement.

Via: oig@sec.gov, sanfrancisco@sec.gov, dfw@sec.gov, greener@sec.gov,
tbmontano@drhorton.com, eising@gibsondunn.com,
james.strother@wellsfargo.com, raymond.m.lynch@wellsfargo.com
Certifiet:FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Good afternoon SEC agents Greene, Reedick, Maples, Kwon, Special Counsel Belliston, -
Chairwoman Shapiro, Ms. Ising and Messieurs Montano, Lynch and Strother,

As you all know, this year I again mailed my Proposal for Action to D R Horton’s
Montano for inclusion in DHI’s forthcoming Annual Report, 10K, and proxy statement.
The Proposal is reproduced below for convenience. The three reasons for inclusion of
the Proposal are as follows.

A. Reasons for Compelling Publication
1. DHI has participated in ultra-vires acts. The Directors and shareholders need to

vote to stop various illegal financial activities which are specifically damaging the
Corporate ‘Citizen’s’ reputation and bottom line, and shareholders’ interests.

2. The second reason is that DHI’s illegal financial activities are broadly impacting
the US economy and its 308 million real flesh-and-blood citizens. Each non-performing
predatory loan originated by DHI and fully owned subsidiary DHI Mortgage, must be
‘bailed out’ by American tax payers. This in turn lowers the expendable income that
each real flesh-and-blood American family has to purchase new products such as D R
Horton homes.

3. The third reason for inclusion is that overwhelming evidence has already been
gathered which proves that DHI Executives have corrupted officials and judges in several
states. Once this information is exposed, the Corporate ‘Citizen’s’ reputation and bottom
line will most certainly suffer very acute damage. Shareholders need reassurances from
DHI’s Board of Directors that they will lawfully conduct business per the Corporate
Charter and Governance Documents.



B. The SEC’s Recently Stepped-Up Efforts
The SEC has recently taken aggressive enforcement actions regarding various

subprime loan and Wall Street fraud: http://www.sec. gov/spotlight/enf-actions-fc.shtml
DHI has coincidentally also been very heavily involved in exactly these types of crimes
for at least 8 years, possibly even precipitating the mortgage melt-down.

Also according to the SEC’s website, enforcement protocols have been improved
post-Madoff: http://www.sec.gov/spotlight/secpostmadoffreforms.htm Prior to Madoff,
it was reported that the SEC would get tips about white collar crimes, and not act until it
was 100 late to prevent massive shareholder losses. Hopefully now, the SEC will be more
proactive to regulate DHI’s corporate activities which have and will continue to severely
and negatively impact $3.6 billion in issued stock.

C. Identical Wall Street Requests
Even CtW CEO William Patterson shares the same exact concerns that I do in that

DHI should refrain from issuing predatory loans and selling fraudulent mortgages:
http://www.ctwinvestmentgroup.comv/fileadmin/group_files/CtW_Inv_Grp _to DR Horto
n_Board.pdf Note that Patterson’s request was made in 2007. Since then, the SEC has
done nothing to redress either Patterson’s or my identical concerns.

D. Prior SEC No-Action Decisions

“No-action letters represent the staff's interpretations of the securities laws and,
while persuaswe are not binding on the courts:”

In 2008, 2009, and 2010, I submitted formal Proposals similar to Patterson’s. In
2008&9 DHI was permitted to exclude my Proposals because I did not have sufficient
share ownership for the SEC to compel publication. Last year, I had sufficient share
ownership for the required time for the SEC to compel publication but for some reason,
the SEC did not enforce Rule 14A8.

This year, I have sufficient share ownership for the required amount of time
which requires that the SEC compels publication. If the SEC refuses to compel
publication of my very reasonable Proposal, which merely seeks that DHI participate
only in legal acts under its corporate charter, I will seek redress in the federal courts.

Along with the racketeering suit voluntarily withdrawn in 2010 and subject to re-
filing [10-cv-235-SI], and the currently active civil rights & corruption suit which will
soon name DHI as an additional Defendant [11-cv-3567-DMR], I will file an SEC action
in the Ninth Circuit naming Chairwoman Shapiro. The federal securities complaint,
supporting declaration, and exhibits will first be published with syndicated media, and
then registered in court. The action will eclipse the Madoff scandal.

E. Mr. Montano’s Claimed Deficiencies

Montano’s August 16, 2011 letter disingenuously claims that I haven’t sufficient,
continuous share ownership per 14A8(b). The accompanying Wells Fargo “brokerage
Statement” is an official business record from Wells Fargo Advisors which is my
“Broker” affiliated with Wells Fargo “Bank.” Said Statement “verifies” that as of the
“date of my current Proposal,” the DHI shares were “continuously held for over one
year.”




Further, note that this letter was copied to Wells Fargo’s legal department. Wells
Fargo’s Lynch and Strother have my authority to “verify” that I have sufficient,
continuous share ownership per 14A8(b). You can contact them directly upon my behalf
to further corroborate my entitlement to SEC compulsion of my ultra-reasonable lawful
Proposal.

F. Conclusions

The draft of my securities complaint will be pro-actively readied within one week.
If the SEC does not act to protect my interests, Mr. Patterson’s interests, interests of the
thousands of other DHI shareholders, 308 million Americans’ interests, and uphold
federal securities laws, the suit will be filed to showcase the favorable treatment that
RICO operating corporations get from the supposed securities regulator. The SEC itself
will be on trial.

Cordially,
Patrick Missud

Patrick Missud, shareholder.
Encl.
Cc: Wall Street, Media, Federal and State Regulators



Patrick Missud
Attorney at Law
91 San Juan Ave
San Francisco, CA, 94112
415-584-7251 Office
415-845-5540 Cell
missudpat@yahoo.com

August 4, 2011

Att’n: Corporate Counsel, D.R. Horton Inc.
301 Commerce Street Suite 500
Fort Worth, TX, 76102

Certified RR* FiSMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Mr. Montano,

This cover letter provides proof that I am a shareholder with sufficient share ownership
for the required timeframe per SEC regulations. If you recall, the SEC did not compel
printing last year because of your frivolous claims that I hadn’t provided sufficient proof.
Proof that I own over $2000 of DHI stock for over three years is available at:
http://www.sec.gov/divisions/corpfin/cf-noaction/14a-8/2008/patrickmissud 1 12108-

14a8.pdf

Rule 14a-8(b)(1)

Requisite number of shares- According to my Wells Fargo brokerage account, |
own over $2000 in DHI market value. The majority of the shares were purchased
December 2, 2008. These shares must be held at least one year by the date I submit my

proposal. I have submitted my proposal as of this date, and qualify for publication under
14a-8(b)(1).

Rule 14a-8(b)(2)

My intent is to be a lifelong DHI shareholder and hold the requisite number of
shares to entitle me to submit proposals and protect shareholder interests indefinitely,
inclusive of the 2012 Shareholders’ meeting date.

Federal agents and DHI Board

Know that my Proposal merely requests that the DHI Board guarantee that DHI
and its affiliates are neither participating in any ultra vires acts nor conducting business
outside of state and federal laws. In light of the recent Ryland, KB, Hovnanian
investigations, Beazer deferred prosecution, and the many other builders/affiliated
lenders which have already been discovered illegally originating mortgages, the Missud
Proposal is necessary to restore shareholders’ confidence in DHI, and DHI Mortgage.

The Board’s refusal to publicly commit to following state and federal laws will
likely speak louder than if they ratify the Proposal on and for the record. There is already
a very well established record of DHI Mortgage’s criminal activities which are outlined




in the submitted Proposal and available on the web at www.drhortonfraud.com, and
http://drhortonsjudges.com/ . These sites can be sponsored daily and achieve a minimum
2000 hits per day. Media and Wall Street will also receive notice of these documents and
will be awaiting the SEC/DHI response. These entities will either ratify or ignore this
simple Proposal which merely asks that DHI, DHI Mortgage and its officers not violate
federal laws. Note that if these federal laws were violated by everyday non-millionaire
individual American citizens, they would risk federal incarceration.

Lastly, either RICO 10-cv-235-SI already naming DHI will be revived, or public
corruption suit 11-cv-3567-DMR will be amended to name DHI as the entity which has
acted under color of law, and caused officials and public figures to defraud citizens in 29
market states. http://drhortonsjudges.com/ Damages sought will equal DHI’s
capitalization at the time that the amended complaint is filed, plus punitive damages.
Donald Horton will also be personally named to satisfy the punitive damages portion of
the demand. Both of these lawsuits are already supported with over 5000 exhibits. These
are the most significant federal lawsuits that DHI has ever had to “vigorously defend.”
The multi-billion dollar suits will have to be mentioned in the DHI Annual Report’s
litigation caption. A rough draft of the civil rights suit against Nevada is also available at
the above listed supersite for all of America to consider. The amended complaint will
soon be available.

Cordially,

/S/ Patrick Missud

Patrick Missud, shareholder.
Encl.
Cc: Wall Street, Media, Federal and State Regulators



Patrick Missud
Attorney at Law
91 San Juan Ave
San Francisco, CA, 94112
415-584-7251 Office
415-845-5540 Cell
missudpat@yahoo.com

August 4, 2011

Att’n: Corporate Counsel, D.R. Horton Inc.
301 Commerce Street Suite 500
Fort Worth, TX, 76102

Re:  Proposal for Action [Proposal]

Via: E-mail: tbmontano@drhorton.com, dennis.barghaan@usdoj.gov,
greener@sec.gov, Wall Street, Select Media
Certified RR: FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Attention DHI Board of Directors, Corporate Counsel, and Federal Agents,

As a DHI stockholder, under SEC Rule 14a-8, I submit the following facts and Proposal
for DHI‘s forthcoming 2012 shareholder meeting. Note that I have owned the sufficient
number of shares for at least two years to submit this Proposal for publication in DHI’s
forthcoming Annual Report. Note that if the SEC does not compel DHI to publish, this
will make the Madoff debacle seem minor. This DHI scandal has been ‘gift wrapped and
packaged’ far better than Harry Markopoulos’ expose of Bernie Madoff.

Mr. Montano- You will print the following 490 words in the forthcoming 10k:
PROPOSAL FOR ACTION

On July 1, 2009 the DOJ, HUD and SEC deferred prosecution against Beazer Homes
which admitted to several fraudulent mortgage origination and accounting practices. BZH
agreed to provide $50 million in restitution for consumers in and around North Carolina.
Some of Beazer’s mortgage fraud included interest rate manipulation, inflating home
base prices to cover incentives, and lack of due diligence when completing stated income
loans.

There is concrete evidence that DHI has engaged in even more egregious fraud but on a
much larger nationwide scale. Under the Freedom of Information Act, hundreds of
consumer complaints are available from the FTC and HUD regarding DHI’s fraudulent
nationwide mortgage origination in over 23 states. In Virginia’s federal circuit, HUD
submitted nearly 7700 administrative records showing that DHI and other builders
violated RESPA laws [08-cv-01324]. In Georgia, the Yeatman class action alleges
similar RESPA violations specific to DHI, [07-cv-81]. At DHI Virginia’s Rippon



Landing development, the FBI discovered appraisal fraud to artificially boost home sales.
The Southern California Wilson class action alleged extortive antitrust tying of DHI’s
mortgage services to home sales [08-cv-592]. Dozens of others have also claimed the
same: Betsinger (NV A503121, A50510), Bevers (09-cv-2015), Dodson (A07-ca-230),
Moreno (08-cv-845), Missud (07-2625-SBA). Scores of cases have been filed in state
and federal courts all alleging similar DHI Mortgage fraud, deceptive trade, and antitrust
violations. Publicly posted web sites also corroborate these findings with hundreds of
consumer complaints dealing with DHI’s fraudulent mortgage originations and illegal
tying of DHI Mortgage’s services to home sales, not to mention rampant construction
defects.

The “consumeraffairs” website is already a top search result when merely searching for
“D R Horton.” Dozens of other consumer protections sites similarly and independently
report the same recounts of fraudulent DHI mortgage origination. The last J D Power
new home builder origination study rated DHI Mortgage with only 679 points out of
1000. The ranking was slightly better than Countrywide, one of DHI’s “preferred
lenders,” and Ryland, two companies already found involved in rampant nationwide
predatory lending and mortgage fraud.

Compounding these findings is that as early as June 2007, Chairman Horton and CEO
Tomnitz each personally acknowledged receipt for summons and complaints, wherein
their participation in predatory lending was exhaustively detailed
hitp://www.donaldtomnitzisacrook.info/Demand on Board.html . CEO Tomnitz still
materially misleads investors in claiming that DHI Mortgage “does an excellent job
underwriting mortgages and the related risk associated with it...” [End 2d Qtr 2009
Earnings Conference Call]. However, the truth is that at that time, all four of DHIM’s
Arizona offices were found originating significantly defective loans which have already
cost taxpayers $2.5 million. All 20 of the audited loans were either in foreclosure or in
serious financial distress requiring taxpayer bail-outs:
http://www.hud.gov/offices/oig/reports/files/ig1091009.pdf and

http://www liuna.org/Portals/0/docs/PressReleases/Report%20-%20Cruel%20Hope.pdf

Resolved: That DHI audit its subsidiary DHI Mortgage for compliance with all federal
and state laws, and that the Board confirms for the record that DHI Mortgage conforms
to the requirements contained within its own corporate governance documents.

Cordially,

/S/ Patrick Missud

Patrick Missud, shareholder.
Encl.



Patrick Missud
Attorney at Law
91 San Juan Ave.
San Francisco, CA, 94112
415-584-7251 office/fax
415-845-5540 cellular
October 10, 2006

Bob Greene

SEC Complaint Center

100 F Street NE

Washington, D.C. 20549-0213

In Re: D R Horton and affiliates DHI Mortgage and DHI Title, ticker symbol DHI.
Sent via: Electronic- greener@sec.gov

Dear Mr. Greene,
This letter is in follow up of our conversation the week of October 2, 2006.

The SEC filed suit against Board Officer Andrew Fastow alleging in part that he engaged
in fraudulent schemes, undisclosed side deals, manufacturing of earnings through sham
transactions, and other illegal acts.

Similarly, my complaint against D R Horton is that some Board members engaged in the
fraudulent schemes of mortgage fraud and predatory lending, providing for financial
benefit and kick backs from their fully owned subsidiary and affiliate DHI Mortgage, and
earned illegally generated revenue from the mortgage lender.

D R Horton’s corporate legal counsels received notifications, and acknowledged receipt
of the notifications, in early 2004 and again by certified return receipt mail on March 31,
20055I1SMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *Fhe specifics of the fraud were exhaustively detailed in
the second March letter, but neither legal counsels in Nevada nor Texas nor the Board
opted to act. The letter specified that an investigation should be undertaken and that
responsible agents be fired. However, instead the very same fraudulent activities
continued throughout 2004, 2005, and 2006 until the present. Investors have had a stake
in perhaps $700M in illegally generated revenue for these three years.

Misrepresentations and misleading statements made to the public are actionable. In D R
Horton’s documents available to investors under their ‘investor relations’ tab at their web
site state the following:

Annual Report to Shareholders, page 9, under Customer Mortgage Financing;

“DHI Mortgage coordinates and expedites the entire sales transaction for both our
homebuyers and homebuilding operations by ensuring that mortgage commitments are
received and that closings take place in a timely and efficient manner.” All of the
forwarded declarations state that outside lender mortgage commitments were either



hindered or not allowed as an option in contravention of federal laws and that closings
were either accelerated or delayed to either force forfeiture or increase interest penalties.

At page 10, “Our mortgage company and title insurance agencies must also
comply with various federal and state laws and regulations....These also include required
compliance with consumer lending and other laws and regulations such as disclosure
requirements, prohibitions against discrimination and real estate settlement procedures.”
All of the declarations state that some form of predatory lending took place. Several
individuals state that good faith estimates were either not generated or not included in
their mortgage loan packages, nearly all defrauded declarants are foreigners or foreign
language speaking, and at least half have minimally suffered $5000 in inflated RESPA
charges.

Paraphrasing the Corporate Code of Business Conduct and Ethics, page 5: “The Board
has approved the code of ethics which provides that senior management will review and
develop policies and procedures which meet or exceed the requirements of the laws and
regulations, and develop controls to monitor compliance with critical policies and
procedures.” Page 6: “the Board or Company will investigate alleged violations and may
suspend employees, and may be required to report such violations to the appropriate
authorities.” Page 9: “to the extent that we provide incentives for using our mortgage
and title services, all such incentives shall comply fully with RESPA.” At least four
transactions did not provide for promised incentives. Page 13: “Of particular importance
is compliance with antitrust laws... Horton employees may not condition the sale of a
particular item or service on an agreement to purchase another item or service...DHI
Mortgage incentives must comply with RESPA.” Most declarants have described tying
arrangements and RESPA violations. Page 17: “Obligations to report non-compliance-
If you have reason to believe that someone has violated the guidelines set forth in this
code of ethics, or has otherwise acted unethically or unlawfully, you must report such
concerns to management....or the corporate legal department.”

D R Horton’s legal department was positively notified of a possible $700M of
fraudulently generated stockholder equity, and for nearly three known years has either
not notified the Board, or more likely the Board has elected not to comply with stated
company objectives and required governance compliance regulations.

Additional supporting documents are available upon request.

Cordially,

Patrick Missud, Esq.
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August 14, 2012

VIA OVERNIGHT MAIL

Patrick Missud
91 San Juan Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94112

Dear Mr. Missud:

I am writing on behalf of D.R. Horton, Inc. (the “Company”), which received on
July 31, 2012, your stockholder proposal for consideration at the Company’s 2013 Annual
Meeting of Stockholders (the “Proposal™). I note that while the Proposal is dated May 16, 2012,
the Company first became aware of the Proposal as a result of your July 31, 2012 email
addressed to me and copying our outside counsel.

The Proposal contains certain procedural deficiencies, which Securities and Exchange
Commission (“SEC”) regulations require us to bring to your attention. Rule 14a-8(b) under the
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended, provides that stockholder proponents must submit
sufficient proof of their continuous ownership of at least $2,000 in market value, or 1%, of a
company’s shares entitled to vote on the proposal for at least one year as of the date the
stockholder proposal was submitted. The Company’s stock records do not indicate that you are
the record owner of sufficient shares to satisfy this requirement. In addition, to date we have not
received proof that you have satisfied Rule 14a-8’s ownership requirements as of the date that
the Proposal was submitted to the Company. Specifically, you submitted your April 2012
brokerage account statement purporting to establish your ownership of Company shares.
However, as explained by Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14, “monthly, quarterly or other periodic
investment statements [do not] demonstrate sufficiently continuous ownership of the securities”
for purposes of Rule 14a-8(b).

To remedy this defect, you must submit sufficient proof of your ownership of the
requisite number of Company shares as of the date that the Proposal was submitted to the
Company. As explained in Rule 14a-8(b), sufficient proof must be in the form of:

(1) a written statement from the “record” holder of your shares (usually a broker or a
bank) verifying that, as of the date the Proposal was submitted, you continuously held
the requisite number of Company shares for at least one year; or

(2) if you have filed with the SEC a Schedule 13D, Schedule 13G, Form 3, Form 4 or
Form S, or amendments to those documents or updated forms, reflecting your
ownership of the requisite number of Company shares as of or before the date on



which the one-year eligibility period begins, a copy of the schedule and/or form, and
any subsequent amendments reporting a change in the ownership level and a written

statement that you continuously held the requisite number of Company shares for the
one-year period.

If you intend to demonstrate ownership by submitting a written statement from the
“record” holder of your shares as set forth in (1) above, please note that most large U.S. brokers
and banks deposit their customers’ securities with, and hold those securities through, the
Depository Trust Company (“DTC”), a registered clearing agency that acts as a securities
depository (DTC is also known through the account name of Cede & Co.). Under SEC Staff
Legal Bulletin No. 14F, only DTC participants are viewed as record holders of securities that are
deposited at DTC. You can confirm whether your broker or bank is a DTC participant by asking
your broker or bank or by checking DTC’s participant list, which is available at
http://www.dtcc.com/downloads/membership/directories/dtc/alpha.pdf. In these situations,
stockholders need to obtain proof of ownership from the DTC participant through which the
securities are held, as follows:

(1) If your broker or bank is a DTC participant, then you need to submit a written
statement from your broker or bank verifying that, as of the date the Proposal was
submitted, you continuously held the requisite number of Company shares for at least
one year.

(2) If your broker or bank is not a DTC participant, then you need to submit proof of
ownership from the DTC participant through which the shares are held verifying that,
as of the date the Proposal was submitted, you continuously held the requisite number
of Company shares for at least one year. You should be able to find out the identity
of the DTC participant by asking your broker or bank. If your broker is an
introducing broker, you may also be able to learn the identity and telephone number
of the DTC participant through your account statements, because the clearing broker
identified on your account statements will generally be a DTC participant. If the
DTC participant that holds your shares is not able to confirm your individual holdings
but is able to confirm the holdings of your broker or bank, then you need to satisfy the
proof of ownership requirements by obtaining and submitting two proof of ownership
statements verifying that, as of the date the Proposal was submitted, the requisite
number of Company shares were continuously held for at least one year: (i) one from
your broker or bank confirming your ownership, and (ii) the other from the DTC
participant confirming the broker or bank’s ownership.

In addition, under Rule 14a-8(b), a stockholder must provide the company with a written
statement that he or she intends to continue to hold the requisite number of shares through the
date of the stockholders’ meeting at which the proposal will be voted on by the stockholders. In
order to correct this procedural defect, you must submit a written statement that you intend to
continue holding the requisite number of Company shares through the date of the Company’s
2013 Annual Meeting of Stockholders.



Finally, the cover letter accompanying the Proposal indicates that you submitted the
Proposal for publication in the “forthcoming Annual Report” and the “forthcoming 10k.” Please
confirm that you intend for the Proposal to be included in proxy statement for the Company’s
2013 Annual Meeting of Stockholders under Rule 14a-8.

The SEC’s rules require that your response to this letter be postmarked or transmitted
electronically no later than 14 calendar days from the date you receive this letter. Please address

any response to me at D.R. Horton Tower, 301 Commerce Street, Suite 500, Fort Worth, TX
76102.

For your reference, I enclose a copy of Rule 14a-8 and Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14F.

Sincerely, g
ﬁ/kut & /'L'/b’é*"

Thomas B. Montano

Enclosures



From: pat missud [mailto:missudpat@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 23, 2012 3:23 PM )

To: ssmith@meyersnave.com; kdrake@meyersnave.com; kcolwell@meyersnave.com; dinness@meyersnave.com;
bstrottman@meyersnave.com; mbonino@hayesscott.com; mpeard@hayesscott.com; cryan@hayesscott.com;
acalderon@hayesscott.com; wagstaffe@kerrwagstaffe.com; tompkins@kerrwagstaffe.com; mvi@kerrwagstaffe.com;
mackey@kerrwagstaffe.com; kfeinstein@sftc.org; myuen@sftc.org; Danielle.lee@calbar.ca.gov;
erica.dennings@calbar.ca.gov; starr.babcock@calbar.ca.gov; Lawrence.yee@calbar.ca.gov;
Rachel.grunberg@calbar.ca.gov; Adriana.burger@calbar.ca.gov; adonlan@sftc.org; bcompton@sftc.org; dlok@sftc.org;
ACheng@sftc.org; adam@posardbroek.com; Dewey.Wheeler@McNamaral.aw.com; Tanner.Brink@McNamaralLaw.com;
Christopher.Lustig@McNamaraLaw.com; trg@mmker.com; ehuguenin@greenhall.com; law@nivensmith.com;
bfasuescu@sanmateocourt.org; scott@mckayleonglaw.com; maria_schopp@yahoo.com; Ising, Elizabeth A.;
tbmontano@drhorton.com; garris@wbsk.com; kider@wbsk.com; souders@wbsk.com; jodou@wshblaw.com;
rtodd@wshblaw.com; mroose@wshblaw.com; cgilbertson@wshblaw.com; LMarquez@wendel.com;
GMRoss@wendel.com; vhoy@allenmatkins.com; mmazza@allenmatkins.com; jpatterson@allenmatkins.com;
cpernicka@allenmatkins.com; cdawson@rdlaw.com; james.strother@wellsfargo.com; raymond.m.lynch@wellsfargo.com;
eric.mcluen2@wellsfargo.com; ecs@nvrelaw.com; joseph@josephmaylaw.com; oig@sec.gov; sanfrancisco@sec.gov;
dfw@sec.gov; greener@sec.gov; annie.reding@usdoj.gov; bonny.wong@usdoj.gov; Tommasino)@clarkcountycourts.us;
Dept11LC@ClarkCountyCourts.us; KutinacD@clarkcountycourts.us; nvscclerk@nvcourts.nv.gov;
itservicedesk@nvcourts.nv.gov; aginfo@ag.state.nv.us; ncjdinfo@judicial.state.nv.us; judcom@govmail.state.nv.us;
Hawkins)@clarkcountycourts.us; GambleL@clarkcountycourts.us; davidc@nvbar.org; kimberlyf@nvbar.org;
ecartwright@ag.nv.gov; NVFMP@nvcourts.nv.gov; legal@tuckeralbin.com; j.kenoyer@tuckeralbin.com;
s.baxter@tuckeralbin.com; n.siatka@tuckeralbin.com; EPolisano@hbalaw.com; dstclair@hbalaw.com; tim@ncalegal.com;
houman@ncalegal.com; TOdetto@MLPLAW.com; mzaccone@carr-mcclellan.com; wgutierrez@carr-mcclellan.com
Subject: Fw: Satisfaction of Federal Subpoena Re: Missud's Rule 14a-8 Sufficient Share Ownership

$ome Madoff-11/Citizen$-United; and

--- On Thu, 8/23/12, pat missud <missudpat@yahoo.com> wrote:




From: pat missud <missudpat@yahoo.com>

Subject: Fw: Satisfaction of Federal Subpoena Re: Missud's Rule 14a-8 Sufficient Share Ownership

To: John.G.Stumpf@wellsfargo.com, mike.heid@wellsfargo.com, jerald.banwart@wellsfargo.com,
mary.coffin@wellsfargo.com, sharon.cecil@wellsfargo.com, todd.m.boothroyd @wellsfargo.com,
BoardCommunications@wellsfargo.com, Richard.D.Levy@wellsfargo.com, james.strother@wellsfargo.com,
raymond.m.lynch@wellsfargo.com, eric.mcluen2@wellsfargo.com

Cc: foiapa@sec.gov, hallr@sec.gov, Livornese] @SEC.GOV, oig@sec.gov, sanfrancisco@sec.gov,
dfw@sec.gov, greener@sec.gov, annie.reding@usdoj.gov, bonny.wong@usdoj.gov

Date: Thursday, August 23, 2012, 7:38 AM

Dear John-

I still haven't received my letter which only requires your two initials "J-S." If it's easier for you, simply reply
to this email and affirm that I do in fact qualify for 14(a)-8 publishing (again) this year.

Thank$ in advance (for tanking the economy),
Pa ck

$EC Agents-

See how hard I'm trying to comply with new $EC $taff Bulletin 14F?

http://www.sec.gov/interps/legal/cfslb14f .htm

1t$ ju$t like pulling teeth (and as de$igned).

$ay "hi" to $EC Chairwoman Mary $chapiro for me,
Pa ck

--- On Tue, 8/21/12, pat missud <missudpat@yahoo.conr> wrote:

From: pat missud <missudpat@yahoo.com>

Subject: Satisfaction of Federal Subpoena Re: Missud's Rule 14a-8 Sufficient Share Ownership

To: John.G.Stumpf@wellsfargo.com, tbmontano@drhorton.com, eising@gibsondunn.com

Cc: mike.heid@wellsfargo.com, jerald.banwart@wellsfargo.com, mary.coffin@wellsfargo.com,
sharon.cecil@wellsfargo.com, todd.m.boothroyd @wellsfargo.com, BoardCommunications @wellsfargo.com,
Richard.D.Levy@wellsfargo.com, james.strother@wellsfargo.com, raymond.m.lynch@wellsfargo.com,
eric.mcluen?2 @wellsfargo.com, jodou@wshblaw.com, rtodd @wshblaw.com, mroose@wshblaw.com,
cgilbertson@wshblaw.com, LMarquez@wendel.com, GMRoss@wendel.com, vhoy@allenmatkins.com,
mmazza@allenmatkins.com, jpatterson@allenmatkins.com, cpernicka@allenmatkins.com,
cdawson@rdlaw.com, foiapa@sec.gov, hallrt@sec.gov, Livornese] @SEC.GOV, oig@sec.gov,
sanfrancisco@sec.gov, dfw@sec.gov, greener@sec.gov, annie.reding@usdoj.gov, bonny.wong@usdoj.gov
Date: Tuesday, August 21, 2012, 7:57 AM

Dear John-

Please find attached a simple Letter that only requires your initials at the signature line. Your financial partner Donald
Horton and the $EC require confirmation that | own sufficient DHI shares for at least one year to satisfy $EC Rule 14(a)-8

2



et seq. for this year's publication. Last year the $EC found all sorts of reasons to exclude it from lawful printing.

You can sign the Letter or have one of your legal staff copied above take care of it. As authorized agents, their
confirmation is just as good. You can either scan and email the signed Letter to the contacts provided above and below,
or address it to the parties listed in the caption. The choice is yours. Bill me for the $tamp$.

Thanks very much in advance for your cooperation John,

Patrick  Missud

--- On Thu, 11/17/11, shareholderproposals <shareholderproposals@SEC.GOV> wrote:

From: shareholderproposals <shareholderproposals@SEC.GOV>
Subject: Rule 14a-8 no-action response: D.R. Horton, Inc. / Patrick Missud
To: tbmontano@drhorton.com, missudpat@yahoo.com

Cc: "shareholderproposals" <shareholderproposals@SEC.GOV>

Date: Thursday, November 17, 2011, 8:21 AM

Please see the attached Rule 14a-8 no-action response. If you have any questions or are unable to open the attachment,
please call the Office of Chief Counsel in the SEC’s Division of Corporation Finance at (202) 551-3520.



Issued by the
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

Northern DISTRICT OF California- San Francisco Division
PATRICK MISSUD SUBPOENA IN A CIVIL CASE
V.

SAN FRANCISCO SUPERIOR COURT ET AL. Case Number-! 12-0v-3117-WHA; 12-15658

tir-1ecor
TO: JOHN STUMPF; CEO WELLS FARGO BANK AND/OR

CORPORATE COUNSEL AND/OR CUSTODIAN OF
RECORDS

O YOU ARE COMMANDED to appear in the United States District court at the place, date, and time specified below to
testify in the above case.

PLACE OF TESTIMONY COURTROOM

DATE AND TIME

[0 YOU ARE COMMANDED to appear at the place, date, and time specified below to testify at the taking of a deposition
in the above case.

PLACE OF DEPOSITION DATE AND TIME

¥ YOU ARE COMMANDED to produce and permit inspection and copying of the following documents or objects at the
place, date, and time specified below (list documents or objects):

A WRITTEN STATEMENT OF SHARE OWNERSHIP AS DESCRIBED iN D R HORTON'S AUGUST 14, 2012 LETTER
REGARDING THE MISSUD PROPOSAL FOR ACTION; COPY OF WHICH IS ATTACHED HERETO.

PLACE bR HORTON INC, 301 COMMERCE ST. #500, FT WORTH, TX, 76102, AND 91 [PATEANDTIME
SAN JUAN AVE SF, CA, 94112; AND BY EMAIL: MISSUDPAT@YAHOO.COM 8/27/2012 12:00 pm

0 YOU ARE COMMANDED to permit inspection of the following premises at the date and time specified below.
PREMISES DATE AND TIME

Any organization not a party to this suit that is subpoenaed for the taking of a deposition shall designate one or more officers,
directors, or managing agents, or other persons who consent to testify on its behalf, and may set forth, for each person designated, the
matters on which the person will testify. Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 30(b)(6).

ING OFFICl\’f‘TlGNj\ URE AND TITLE (INDICATE IF ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF OR DEFENDANT) | DATE

{VLU USCEIB Febepal. I sanT 4T 81612012

ls\umo OFFICER'SWAME, ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER
PATRICK MISSUD, 91 SAN JUAN AVE, SF, CA, 94112; 415-845-5540

(See Rule 45, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Subdivisions (c), (d). and (¢). on next page)

' {f action is pending in district other than district of issuance, state district under case number.



PROOF OF SERVICE

DATE PLACE
SERVED 81162012 WELLS FARGO, 420 MONTGOMERY STREET, SF,
CA, 94104
SERVED ON (PRINT NAME) MANNER OF SERVICE
JOHN STUMPF PERSONAL
SERVED BY (PRINT NAME) TITLE
DECLARATION OF SERVER

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the foregoing information contained

in the Proof of Service is true and correct.

Executed on

DATE

SIGNATURE OF SERVER

ADDRESS OF SERVER

Rule 45, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Subdivisions (c), (d), and (e). as amended on December |, 2006:

{¢) PROTECTION OF PERSONS SUBJECT TO SUBPOENAS.

(1) Apanty or an sponsible for the and service of a subpocoa shal take
reasonable steps 10 avoid imposing undue burden of expense on 2 person subject to that
subpoena. The court on behalf of which the subpoera was issued shall enforce this duty and
impose upon the party or attorney in breach of this duty an appropriste sanction, which may
include, but is not limited to, lost camings and a bl y's fee.

(2} (A) A person commanded to produce and permit inspection. copying, testing, of

pling of designated ¢l ically stored infe ion, books, papers, documents or tangible
things, or inspection of premises need not sppear in person at the place of production or
inspection unicss ded to appear for deposition, hearing or trial.

(8) Subject to parsgraph (d)X(2) of this rule, a person commanded to produce and permit
inspection, copying, testing, or sampling may, within (4 days after service of the subpoena or
before the time specified for compliance if such time is less than 14 days afer service, serve
upon the party of y designated in the subp written objection to producing any or all
of the designated materials or inspection of the premises — of to producing ele ically stored
information in the form or forms requested. ifobjection is made, the pasty serving the subpoena
shall not be entitled to inspect, copy, test, or sample ihe materials or inspect the premises except
pursuznt 1o an order of the court by which the subpoena was issued. 1f objection has been made,
the party serving the subpoena may, upon notice to the person commanded 10 produce, move
at any time for an order 1o compel the production, inspecti pying, testing. or samphing,
Such an order to compel shall protect any person who is not a party or an officer of a party from
significant exp lting from the inspection, copying, testing. or sampling commanded.

(¥)(A)On timely motion, the court by which 2 subpoena was issued shall quash or modify
the subpoena if it

{i) fails to allow bic time for compli

{i1) reguires a person who is nof s party or an officer of a party 1o travel 1o a place
more than 100 miles from the place where that person residks, is employed or regularly transacts
business in person, exceptihat, subject to the provisions of claase (cX 3XBXiii) of thisrule, such
a person may in order 10 attend trial be commanded to travel from any such place within the
state in which the trial is held,

{iit) requires disclosurc of privileged or other protected matter and no excaplion or
waiver applies; o¢

{iv) subjects a person to unduc burden

{B) If a subpoena

(1) requires disclosure of a trade secrer or other confidential research, development,
or commercial information, or

(i1} requires discl

Jescribing specific events of

naot at the reguest of any party, ot

(iii) requires a person who is not a party ot an officer of a party (o incur substantial
expense 1 ravel mose than 100 imiles to attend trial, the court may, 1 protect a person subject

of an un d expert’s opinion or information aot
in dispute and resulting from the expert’s study

10 ¢ affected by the subpoena, quash or modify the sabpoena or. if the party in whose behall
the subpoena is isseed shows a sub ial meed for the testimony or 1 thet cannot be
otherwise et without unduc hardship and assures that the person to whom the subpoena is

dd d will be bly P d, the court may order appearance o production only
upon specified conditions.

Ny
(d) DUTIES 1N RESPONDING TO SUBPOENA.

} Person responding (o @ subp to produce d shall produce them as
they ase kept in the usual coursc of business o shall organize and label them to correspond with
the categories in the demand.

{B) If s subpoena does not specify the form or forms for producing clectronically stored
information, a person responding to a subp must produce the inf¢ ion in a form or
forms in which the person ordinarily maintains it of in a form or forms that are reasonably
usable.

{C) A person responding to a subpoena need not produce the same electronically stored
information in more than one form.

(1)) A person responding 1o & subyp need not provide discovery of electronically
stored information from sources that the person identifics as ot by ible b
of undue burden of cost. On motion to campel discovery or to quash, the person from whom
discovery is sought must show that the information sought is not bly ible b
of undue burden ar cast. If that showing is made, the court may nonctheless order discovery
from such sources ifthe requesting party shows good cause, considering the hmitations of Rule
26(bYZXC). The court may specify conditions for the discovery.

(2)(A) When information subject 10 a subpoena is withheld on a claim that itis privileged
or subject to p ion as trial-preparation maierisls. the claim shall be made expressly and
shall be supported by a description of the nature of the d ications, or things
not produced that is sufficient to enable the demanding party to conlest the claim.

(B) If infonnation is produced in resp to a subp that is subject 1o a claim of
privilege or of p ion s trial-prep material, the person making the claim may notify
any party that received the information of the claim and the basis for it. After being notified.
2 party must prompily rewrn, sequester, of destroy the specificd information and any copies it
has and may not use o disclose the information until the claim is resolved. A recciving party
may promptly present the infc ion to the court under seal for a determination of the claim
If the rectiving party disclosed the information before being notified, it must take reasonable
steps to retrieve it. The person who produced the informanon must preserve the information
unti) the claim is resolved,

(03] Cmuylun of any person without adequate excuse 10 obey a subpocns served upon

r By be & d 8 p of the court from which the subpaena issued. An
adequate cause for fuiture 10 obey exists when a subpoents purports 10 require a BOAPARY to
attend of produce at a place not within the hmits provided by clause {ii) of subparagraph

(X3XA) / g USC 819(?2- (20 Yéﬂ{tﬁ>




D-RHORTON®
BEutcer

Americas '

August 14, 2012

VIA QVERNIGHT MAIL
Patrick Missud

91 San Juan Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94112

Dear Mr. Missud:

I am writing on behalf of D.R. Horton, Inc. (the “Company™), which received on
July 31, 2012, your stockholder proposal for consideration at the Company’s 2013 Annual
Meeting of Stockholders (the “Proposal”). I note that while the Proposal is dated May 16, 2012,
the Company first became aware of the Proposal as a result of your July 31, 2012 email
addressed to me and copying our outside counsel.

The Proposal contains certain procedural deficiencies, which Securities and Exchange
Commission (“SEC”) regulations require us to bring to your attention. Rule 14a-8(b) under the
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended, provides that stockholder proponents must submit
sufficient proof of their continuous ownership of at least $2,000 in market value, or 1%, of a
company’s shares entitled to vote on the proposal for at least one year as of the date the
stockholder proposal was submitted. The Company’s stock records do not indicate that you are
the record owner of sufficient shares to satisfy this requirement. In addition, to date we have not
received proof that you have satisfied Rule 14a-8’s ownership requirements as of the date that
the Proposal was submitted to the Company. Specifically, you submitted your April 2012
brokerage account statement purporting to establish your ownership of Company shares.
However, as explained by Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14, “monthly, quarterly or other periodic
investment statements [do not] demonstrate sufficiently continuous ownership of the securities”
for purposes of Rule 142-8(b).

To remedy this defect, you must submit sufficient proof of your ownership of the
requisite number of Company shares as of the date that the Proposal was submitted to the
Company. As explained in Rule 14a-8(b), sufficient proof must be in the form of:

(1) a written statement from the “record” holder of your shares (usually a broker or a
bank) verifying that, as of the date the Proposal was submitted, you continuously held
the requisite number of Company shares for at least one year; or

(2) if you have filed with the SEC a Schedule 13D, Schedule 13G, Form 3, Form 4 or
Form 5, or amendments to those documents or updated forms, reflecting your
ownership of the requisite number of Company shares as of or before the date on



which the one-year eligibility period begins, a copy of the schedule and/or form, and
any subsequent amendments reporting a change in the ownership level and a written

statement that you continuously held the requisite number of Company shares for the
one-year period.

If you intend to demonstrate ownership by submitting a written statement from the
“record” holder of your shares as set forth in (1) above, please note that most large U.S. brokers
and banks deposit their customers’ securities with, and hold those securities through, the
Depository Trust Company (“DTC”), a registered clearing agency that acts as a securities
depository (DTC is also known through the account name of Cede & Co.). Under SEC Staff
Legal Bulletin No. 14F, only DTC participants are viewed as record holders of securities that are
deposited at DTC. You can confirm whether your broker or bank is a DTC participant by asking
your broker or bank or by checking DTC’s participant list, which is available at
http://www.dtcc.com/downloads/membership/directories/dtc/alpha.pdf. In these situations,
stockholders need to obtain proof of ownership from the DTC participant through which the
securities are held, as follows:

(1) If your broker or bank is a DTC participant, then you need to submit a written
statement from your broker or bank verifying that, as of the date the Proposal was
submitted, you continuously held the requisite number of Company shares for at least
one year.

(2) If your broker or bank is not a DTC participant, then you need to submit proof of
ownership from the DTC participant through which the shares are held verifying that,
as of the date the Proposal was submitted, you continuously held the requisite number
of Company shares for at least one year. You should be able to find out the identity
of the DTC participant by asking your broker or bank. If your broker is an
introducing broker, you may also be able to learn the identity and telephone number
of the DTC participant through your account statements, because the clearing broker
identified on your account statements will generally be a DTC participant. If the
DTC participant that holds your shares is not able to confirm your individual holdings
but is able to confirm the holdings of your broker or bank, then you need to satisfy the
proof of ownership requirements by obtaining and submitting two proof of ownership
statements verifying that, as of the date the Proposal was submitted, the requisite
number of Company shares were continuously held for at least one year: (i) one from
your broker or bank confirming your ownership, and (ii) the other from the DTC
participant confirming the broker or bank’s ownership.

In addition, under Rule 14a-8(b), a stockholder must provide the company with a written
statement that he or she intends to continue to hold the requisite number of shares through the
date of the stockholders’ meeting at which the proposal will be voted on by the stockholders. In
order to correct this procedural defect, you must submit a written statement that you intend to
continue holding the requisite number of Company shares through the date of the Company’s
2013 Annual Meeting of Stockholders.



Finally, the cover letter accompanying the Proposal indicates that you submitted the
Proposal for publication in the “forthcoming Annual Report” and the “forthcoming 10k.” Please
confirm that you intend for the Proposal to be included in proxy statement for the Company’s
2013 Annual Meeting of Stockholders under Rule 14a-8.

The SEC’s rules require that your response to this letter be postmarked or transmitted
electronically no later than 14 calendar days from the date you receive this letter. Please address
any response to me at D.R. Horton Tower, 301 Commerce Street, Suite 500, Fort Worth, TX
76102.

For your reference, I enclose a copy of Rule 14a-8 and Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14F.

Sincerely, g
ﬁfvwd— & AA&"

Thomas B. Montano

Enclosures



CEO JOHN STUMPF

Wells Fargo Bank
420 Montgomery Street
San Francisco CA 94104
August 21,2012
CEO Donald Horton

301 Commerce Street Suite 500
Fort Worth, TX, 76102

c/o: tbmontano(@drhorton.com

Securities and Exchange Commission
Division of Corporate Finance

100 F Street, NE

Washington, DC 20549-4561

c/o: Special Counsel Hayes, Belliston,
oig@sec.gov, LivorneseJ@SEC.GOV

Re:  Mr. Missud’s Sufficient Share Ownership per SEC $taff Bulletin 14F
Via: Email: Per the attached Service List

Dear Donald:

Per the SEC’s website, my Bank is a “DTC Participant.”
http://www.dtcc.com/downloads/membership/directories/dtc/alpha.pdf .

As you might already know, very recently- just last year on October 18, 2011 in
fact, the $SEC changed its rules to add another hurdle for shareholders who wish to
provide proof of sufficient share ownership to allow them to have their 14(a)-8 Proposals
for Action published in company proxy statements. The rule changes are codified in
Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14F (CF): http://www.sec.gov/ interps/legal/cfsib14f htm.

As a DTC Participant and in: observance of $EC Bulletin 14F; and satisfaction of
the federal subpoena served on me for production of evidence, I hereby verify that Mr.
Missud has owned the requisite minimum shareholder value of DHI stock for the
minimum required time to entitle him to 14(a)-8 Proposal for Action publication in D. R.
Horton Inc.’s forthcoming proxy statement.

If there are any other concerns or perceived deficiencies in my above admission
which will also be registered in several Ninth District/Circuit of Northern California
cases and appeals [12-cv-3117-WHA and Appeals 12-15658, 12-16602] please contact
me immediately since time is of the essence and Mr. Missud needs to provide this proof
to you, your company, and the $EC by August 28, 2012.



Thank you in advance,

John Stumpf
John.G.Stumpf@wellsfargo.com

Service List:

D. R. Horton: tbmontano@drhorton.com, jodou@wshblaw.com, rtodd@wshblaw.com,
mroose@wshblaw.com, cgilbertson@wshblaw.com, LMarquez@wendel.com,
GMRoss@wendel.com, vhoy@allenmatkins.com, mmazza@allenmatkins.com,
jpatterson@allenmatkins.com, cpernicka@allenmatkins.com, cdawson@rdlaw.com,

Wells Fargo: John.G.Stumpf@wellsfargo.com, mike.heid@wellsfargo.com,
jerald.banwart@wellsfargo.com, mary.coffin@wellsfargo.com,
sharon.cecil@wellsfargo.com, todd.m.boothroyd@wellsfargo.com,
BoardCommunications@wellsfargo.com, Richard.D.Levy@wellsfargo.com,
james.strother@wellsfargo.com, raymond.m.lynch@wellsfargo.com,
eric.mcluen2@wellsfargo.com,

$EC: foiapa@sec.gov, hallr@sec.gov, LivorneseJ@SEC.GOV, oig@sec.gov,
sanfrancisco@sec.gov, dfw@sec.gov, greener@sec.gov, annie.reding@usdoj.gov,
bonny.wong@usdoj.gov,

Syndicated Media.



\ﬁ%; DTC PARTICIPANT ACCOUNTS IN ALPHABETICAL SEQUENCE

Participant Account Name

Pershing LLC/SL tn1
Pierpont Securities LLC
Piper Jaffray & Co.
PNC Bank, Nationasl Assaciation
PNC Bank. NA NPA
PNC Bank NA ANC Caprtal Markets LLC
PRC Bank, N A Marke! Straet Funding Secunties
PNC Bank, N A Pittsburgh

”39e
PrimeVest Financial Services. Inc.
PWMCO. LLC

Quantax Clearing. LLC
Quantex Clesnng. LLC/ Stock Loan

"
Raymmd James & Associates, inc
James & A . InCF 1
Raymm&r\sswms Inc. Reymond James
rust Company

R Dodu Stock Loan
RBC Capitai Markats, LLC
RBC Capital Markats, LLC/RBCCM
RCAP Secunbes, inc.
Regons Bank
Regons SBani/Corporate TrusviPA
pons Bank/west Vailey

Regions
Reuance Trust Company

Retiance Trust Company/SWMS 1
Richards, Merrk & Peterson, Inc
Rotsnson & Lukens inc.
R it & Cross
Royal Bank of Scotiamd Ptc CT Branch

The Royat Bank of Scotlend Pic, CT Branch / Equites Finance 5251

RBS Secunites inc.
RBS Securities Inc. /RBS PLC
RBS Securites inc. /Sub Account for Secure Lending
ROS Secuntes inc. GCFP
RB8S Secuntes inc. / Equsties
RBS Secunties inc. / Fixad income
RBS Secunbes inc. / Equity Finance

8
Santord C. Bemstein & Co. L L.C.
Scotia Capital (USA) Inc
Scottrade, inc.
Secusties Finance Trust Company
SES Privats Trust
SEl Private Trust Company/CIO GWP
$G Amerncas Sacities, LLC.
SG Amencas Securities. LLCJqun Stock Loan
Smith, Moore & Co.
Société Génerale, NY/ Société Génerale Pans
Sociéte Gonerale. New York Branch
Solowey & Co.
Southwest Secunes, inc
Secunties, inc. - Stock Loan
State Street Bank and Trust Company
Fiduciary SS8
568 - Bank Portfoiio
$SB - Capital Markets
SSB ~ BlackRock Institutionat ?m«
$S8 - Physical Custody Service:
State Syreet Bank & TrusuState Stru( TotsiETF
$8B - Trust Cusiody
SSBAT CoClient Cusiody Servicas
$SB&T/Sec Fin as Principat
State Street Bank & Trust Company of Califomia. NA
Stats Street Bank & Trust Company/O8 Resioual
Procesung Account
State Sweet Bank and Trust Company/
Deutsche Bank Frankfurt
State Sireet Bank and Trust Company/IPA
State Street Bank and Trust Company/Lending
Pass-Through
State Street Bank and Trust Company, NA
State Street Giobai Markets LL.C

Sterns, Agoc&Leach ine.

Stifel, Nicoiaus & C. N
StockCross Financial Services, inc.
Stoever, Glass & Co . Inc.

0248
7982
7563
7564
0245
5231
5263

Participant Account Name

Sumitomo Mitsui Trust Bank (U S.A ) Limited
SunGuard Brokerage & Securities Services LLC
SunGuard Brokerage & Securities Services/Stock Loan
SuaTrus! Bank
Sun Trust Bank/Sun Trust Bank Dealer Bank
SunTrust Bani/STB Retail CD
SunTrust Bank/STES 1PA

TD Amedirade Cieanng, inc

TO Amentrade Cleanng, inc. /Secunties Lending
TO Amedtrade Trust Company
Temper of the Times Advisor Secvces, inc
Taxas Traasuy g Trust Company

Texas Treasury Saf ping Trust CompanyPA
THEMUNICENTER LLC
The Tel-Aviv Stock £xchange Crearing House Lid.
Timber bl LLC

Timber kil LLC/Conduit Secunties Lending
Yitle Securities, inc,
Track Data Secuntes Corp

Tracation Asiel Securves nc

Trus( Company of Ametica
Teustrnark National Bank
Tullett Prebon Financial Services LLC

U
US Bank NA
US. Bank NA CP
U.S Bank N.A /Safekeepng West
U S. Bank N.A./Third Party Lending
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Division of Corporation Finance
Securities and Exchange Commission

Shareholder Proposals

Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14F {CF)

Action: Publication of CF Staff Legal Bulletin
Date: October 18, 2011 "

Summary: This staff legal bulletin provides information for companies and
shareholders regarding Rule 14a-8 under the Securities Exchange Act of
1934.

Supplementary Information: The statements in this bulletin represent
the views of the Division of Corporation Finance (the “Division”). This
bulletin is not a rule, regulation or statement of the Securities and
Exchange Commission (the “Commission”). Further, the Commission has
neither approved nor disapproved its content.

Contacts: For further information, please contact the Division’s Office of
Chief Counsel by calling (202) 551-3500 or by submitting a web-based
request form at https://tts.sec.gov/cgi-bin/corp_fin_interpretive.

A. The purpose of this bulletin

This bulletin is part of a continuing effort by the Division to provide
guidance on important issues arising under Exchange Act Rule 14a-8.
Specifically, this bulletin contains information regarding:

s Brokers and banks that constitute “record” holders under Rule 14a-8
(b)(2)(i) for purposes of verifying whether a beneficial owner is
eligible to submit a proposal under Rule 14a-8;

« Common errors shareholders can avoid when submitting proof of
ownership to companies,

» The submission of revised proposals;

+ Procedures for withdrawing no-action requests regarding proposals
submitted by multiple proponents; and

« The Division’s new process for transmitting Rule 14a-8 no-action
responses by email.

You can find additional guidance regarding Rule 14a-8 in the following
bulletins that are available on the Commission’s website: SLB No. 14, SLB

http://www.sec.gov/interps/legal/cfsibi4f.htm 11/17/201 1
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No. 14A, SLB No. 14B, SLB No. 14C, SLB No. 14D and SLB No, 14€.

B. The types of brokers and banks that constitute “record” holders
under Rule 14a-8(b)(2)(i) for purposes of verifying whether a
icial owner is eligible to submit a proposal under Rule 14a-8

igibility to submit a proposal under Rule 14a-8

o be eligible to submit a shareholder proposal, a shareholder must have
continuously held at least $2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the company’s
securities entitled to be voted on the proposal at the shareholder meeting
for at least one year as of the date the shareholder submits the proposal.
The shareholder must aiso continue to hoid the required amount of
securities through the date of the meeting and must provide the company
with a written statement of intent to do so.4

The steps that a shareholder must take to verify his or her eligibility to
submit a proposal depend on how the shareholder owns the securities.
There are two types of security holders in the U.S.: registered owners and
beneficial owners.2 Registered owners have a direct relationship with the
issuer because their ownership of shares is listed on the records maintained
by the issuer or its transfer agent. If a shareholder is a registered owner,
the company can independently confirm that the shareholder’s holdings
satisfy Rule 14a-8(b)’s eligibility requirement.

The vast majority of investors in shares issued by U.S. companies,
however, are beneficial owners, which means that they hold their securities
in book-entry form through a securities intermediary, such as a broker or a
bank. Beneficial owners are sometimes referred to as “street name”
holders. Rule 14a-8(b)(2)(i) provides that a beneficial owner can provide
proof of ownership to support his or her eligibility to submit a proposal by
submitting a written statement “from the ‘record’ holder of [the] securities
(usually a broker or bank),” verifying that, at the time the proposal was
submitted, the shareholder held the required amount of securities

continuously for at least one year.2
2. The role of the Depository Trust Company

Most large U.S. brokers and banks deposit their customers’ securities with,
and hold those securities through, the Depository Trust Company (“DTC"),
a registered clearing agency acting as a securities depository. Such brokers
and banks are often referred to as “participants” in DTC.2 The names of
these DTC participants, however, do not appear as the registered owners of
the securities deposited with DTC on the list of shareholders maintained by
the company or, more typically, by its transfer agent. Rather, DTC's
nominee, Cede & Co., appears on the shareholder list as the sole registered
owner of securities deposited with DTC by the DTC participants. A company
can request from DTC a “securities position listing” as of a specified date,
which identifies the DTC participants having a position in the company’s
securities and the number of securities held by each DTC participant on that
date.2

3. Brokers and banks that constitute “record” hoiders under Rule

14a-8(b)(2)(i) for purposes of verifying whether a beneficial
owner is eligible to submit a proposal under Rule 14a-8

http://www.sec.gov/interps/legal/cfslbl4f.htm 11/17/2011



UNITED STATES
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20549-4561

DIVISION OF
CORPORATION FINANCE

November 16, 2011

Thomas B. Montano
D.R. Horton, Inc.
tbmontano@drhorton.com

Re: D.R. Horton, Inc.
Incoming letter dated September 23, 2011

Dear Mr. Montano:

This is in response to your letter dated September 23, 2011 concerning the
shareholder proposal submitted to D.R. Horton by Patrick Missud. We also have
received a letter from the proponent dated September 27, 2011. Copies of all of the
correspondence on which this response is based will be made available on our website at
http://www.sec.gov/divisions/corpfin/cf-noaction/14a-8 shtml. For your reference, a
brief discussion of the Division’s informal procedures regarding shareholder proposals is
also available at the same website address.

Sincerely,

Jonathan A. Ingram
Deputy Chief Counsel

Enclosure

cc: Patrick Missud
missudpat@yahoo.com



November 16, 2011

Response of the Office of Chief Counsel
Division of Corporation Finance

Re: D.R. Horton, Inc.
Incoming letter dated September 23, 2011

The proposal requests that D.R. Horton “audit its subsidiary DHI Mortgage for
compliance with all federal and state laws, and that the Board confirms for the record
that DHI Mortgage conforms to the requirements contained within its own corporate
governance documents.”

There appears to be some basis for your view that D.R. Horton may exclude the
proposal under rule 14a-8(i)(4). In this regard, we note that the proposal appears to relate
to the redress of a personal claim or grievance against the company. Accordingly, we
will not recommend enforcement action to the Commission if D.R. Horton omits the
proposal from its proxy materials in reliance on rule 14a-8(i)(4).

Sincerely,

William A. Hines
Special Counsel
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

PATRICK A. MISSUD, No. C-11-3567 EMC
Plaintiff, ORDER ADOPTING MAGISTRATE
JUDGE RYU’S REPORT AND
v. RECOMMENDATION AS MODIFIED;
GRANTING DEFENDANT’S MOTION
STATE OF NEVADA, et al,, TO DECLARE PLAINTIFF A
VEXATIOUS LITIGANT; AND
Defendants. DISMISSING ACTION

(Docket Nos. 53, 59)

Plaintiff Patrick A. Missud, an attorney licensed in California’ and representing himself, has
filed suit against Defendant D.R. Horton, Inc. (“Horton”) and numerous state and federal judicial
defendants and public offices, including Special Magistrate Curtis Coltrane of Beaufort County,
South Carolina; Court Clerk Steven Grierson and Judge Elizabeth Gonzales of the Clark County
Courts of Nevada; Discovery Commissioner Bonnie Bulla of Nevada’s Eighth Judicial District
Court; Chief Justice Nancy M. Saiita and Justices Michael L. Douglas, James W. Hardesty, Kristina
Pickering, Mark Gibbons, Michael Cherry, and Ron Parraguirre of the Supreme Court of Nevada;
San Francisco Superior Court Judges Charlotte Woolard and Loretta Giorgi; Judge Saundra
Armstrong of the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of California; Judge Roger Hunt of the
U.S. District Court for the District of Nevada; Judge Roger Benitez of the U.S. District Court for the

Southern District of California; the Nevada Supreme Court; the Eighth Judicial District Court of

! State Bar No. 219614,
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County of Clark; the State of Nevada; Susan Eckhardt; David Sarnowski; the Nevada State Bar; and
Constance Akridge. Mr. Missud brings unspecified claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for public
corruption and civil rights violations, on behalf of an unspecified class of purported victims. First
Amended Complaint (“FAC”), Docket No. 18, at 4.

In response to Defendant Horton’s motion to dismiss and orders to show cause issued by the
Court, Magistrate Judge Ryu has issued a Report and Recommendation (“R&R”), recommending
dismissal of Mr. Missud’s claims against all Defendants. Docket No. 53. In addition, Defendant
Horton has filed a motion to declare Plaintiff a vexatious litigant. Docket No. 59. Both matters are
pending before the Court.

I. FACTUAL & PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND
In his FAC, Mr. Missud alleges broadly that Defendants, led by Defendant Horton, have

“conspired to buy the judiciary, this Country and its Constitution.” FAC at 3. Mr. Missud lays
much of the blame for the success of this purported conspiracy on the Supreme Court’s recent
decisions in Citizens United v. FEC, 130 S. Ct. 876 (2010), and AT&T Mobility v. Concepcion, 131
S.Ct. 1740 (2011), which he claims have “allowed corporate ‘citizens’ to buy America’s court[s] and
alternative dispute forum[s].” Id. at 2. He claims that those Defendants in the judiciary have acted
with bias against him in prior proceedings due to the influence of Horton and its subsidiaries,
including DHI Mortgage Company Ltd. (“DHI”).? Id. at 8, 10. Although he does not describe the
particular transaction(s) that give rise to his complaint, it appears the root of his dissatisfaction with
Horton originates from his dealings with Horton and DHI in conjunction with his purchase of a
home in Nevada. See 07-2625 SBA, Docket No. 38, at 1-3 (summarizing previous similar claims
against same defendants). Nearly all of his allegations herein stem from judicial decisions that have
disagreed with his positions, which he equates with per se evidence of those judges’ bias and
indebtedness to Horton. See, e.g., FAC at 12. Although his allegations are broad and not entirely

clear, he asserts, inter alia, the following allegations of wrongdoing against specific Defendants:

2 Mr. Missud does not always distinguish between D.R. Horton, Defendant in this action,
and DHI Mortgage, which is not a defendant in the instant case but has previously been a defendant
in other cases brought by Mr. Missud.
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. Nevada Division of Mortgage Lending (“NDML”) Commissioner Susan Eckhardt — Plaintiff
alleges that Commissioner Eckhardt wrongfully refused to investigate consumer complaints against
Horton. FAC at 5-6.

. South Carolina Special Magistrate Coltrane — Plaintiff alleges that Magistrate Coltrane
wrongfully issued an injunction against picketers protesting Horton’s sale of a golf course. FAC at
6-7.

. Nevada Discovery Commissioner Bulla — Plaintiff alleges that Commissioner Bulla
dishonestly claimed not to have received Mr. Missud’s document submissions to the court. FAC at
7.

. Nevada Judge Gonzales — Plaintiff alleges that Judge Gonzales wrongfully sealed court

records “regarding DHI’s interstate financial crimes,” blocked media from court proceedings, struck
Plaintiff’s case despite its merit (according to Mr. Missud), and failed to recuse herself despite
Plaintiff’s motion to disqualify her based on bias. FAC at 7-8.

. Clark County’s Eighth District Court & Court Executive Officer Grierson — Plaintiff alleges
that these Defendants failed to respond to subpoenas to produce video evidence of Judge Gonzales’s
bias. FAC at 9-10.

. Nevada Commission on Judicial Discipline and Executive Director Sarnowski — Plaintiff
alleges that these Defendants failed to investigate Plaintiff’s claims of judicial misconduct against
Judge Gonzales. FAC at 10.

. Nevada Supreme Court — Plaintiff alleges that the Court wrongfully requested that the
Nevada Attorney General investigate Plaintiff after receiving Plaintiff’s amicus brief in another
action, and denied his Emergency Motion to Compel production of the video and documents
regarding his accusations of bias against Judge Gonzales. FAC at 11, 12. The Court also reduced
the damages a jury awarded to another plaintiff (Betsinger) in another action against Horton. FAC
at 11. Mr. Missud summarily alleges that the Nevada Supreme Court is “the Country’s 8th most
beholden state supreme court to the special interests.” FAC at 12. The link Mr. Missud provides in
support of this statement is an article stating that the court ranks eighth in election fundraising. Id.

. San Francisco Superior Court Judges Woolard and Giorgi — Plaintiff alleges that Judge
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Woolard confirmed an arbitration award against Mr. Missud’s evidence of fraud in the arbitration
proceedings. FAC at 14. Judge Giorgi then denied a motion for reconsideration of Judge Woolard’s
decision. Id. Judge Giorgi also denied a motion to vacate based on fraud an order in favor of
Horton in San Francisco Superior Court case CPF-10-510876, and a later motion for
reconsideration. FAC at 15. Mr. Missud states that her failure to consider his conclusive evidence
renders her biased. Id. at 15-16.

. U.S. District Court Judge Armstrong — Plaintiff alleges that Judge Armstrong’s rulings in 07-
2625, another case by Plaintiff against Horton, dismissing his case for lack of personal jurisdiction
and failing to consider certain evidence he submitted, were incorrect and evinced bias in favor of
Horton. FAC at 17-18.

. U.S. District Court Judge Roger Benitez — Plaintiff alleges that Judge Benitez granted Horton
and DHI’s request for arbitration in a suit against them by five class action representatives in San
Diego, 08-592-RBB, on the basis of bias. FAC at 19.

. U.S. District Court Judge Hunt — Plaintiff alleges that Judge Hunt wrongfully granted
summary judgment in favor of Horton in a suit filed by a different plaintiff unrelated to Mr. Missud.
FAC at 21-22.

Plaintiff asserts that Horton has essentially purchased cooperation from each of these
Defendants. Mr. Missud also includes allegations of corruption among Texas officials, not named as
Defendants in this complaint. See FAC at 22-25. Plaintiff further alleges that California Superior
Court Mediator/Arbitrator Michael Carbone — also not named in this action — dismissed Mr.
Missud’s arbitration case against Allstate Insurance on the basis of bias toward a repeat client. FAC
at 13. Mr. Missud summarily connects this particular arbitration decision to allegations of arbitral
fraud in other courts and in the media without any factual allegations as to how his particular case
was improper. He requests disgorgement of profits, restitution, treble damages, injunctive relief, an
order vacating prior judgments in other courts in favor of Horton, attorney’s fees and costs, and

prejudgment interest. FAC at 28.

3 Mr. Missud also included claims against the SEC, SEC Chairwoman Mary Shapiro, and
the United States, but those parties have now been severed from this case. See Docket No. 52.
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On December 1, 2011, Defendant Horton filed a motion to dismiss Plaintiff’s complaint
against it for lack of personal jurisdiction, or in the alternative, on the grounds of forum non
conveniens. Docket No. 37. On December 5, 2011, Judge Ryu issued an order to show cause why
the Court should not dismiss Judicial Defendants* on grounds of judicial immunity. Docket No. 41.
On December 22, 2011, Judge Ryu further ordered Plaintiff to show cause why the Court should not
dismiss Unserved Defendants® on the grounds of lack of service under Rule 4(m). Docket No. 49.
After reviewing the parties’ submissions as to each of these issues, Judge Ryu issued an R&R
recommending: (1) that Defendant Horton’s motion to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction be
granted; (2) that Plaintiff’s complaint be dismissed with prejudice as to Judicial Defendants on the
basis of judicial immunity; and (3) that Plaintiff’s complaint be dismissed without prejudice as to
Unserved Defendants on the basis of PlaintifP’s failure to serve them within 120 days pursuant to
Rule 4(m).

Plaintiff objected to Judge Ryu’s R&R and filed voluminous documents with this Court,
including several Requests for Judicial Notice. See Docket Nos. 58, 63, 69, 71, 73, 74, 79-81, 83-
86. He has also filed requests for the Court to issue subpoenas and order U.S. Marshals to effect
service on Defendants. See Docket Nos. 55, 65.

Defendant Horton filed a Reply in support of Judge Ryu’s R&R, along with a motion to
declare Plaintiff a vexatious litigant, on January 25, 2012. Docket No. 59. Horton asserts that
Plaintiff has filed seven frivolous lawsuits against it in Nevada and California state and federal
courts since 2005, and that previous sanctions have not deterred Plaintiff from filing additional

frivolous suits and engaging in abusive and harassing litigation tactics. Horton requests a

4 Special Magistrate Curtis Coltrane of Beaufort County, South Carolina; Court Clerk
Steven Grierson and Judge Elizabeth Gonzales of the Clark County Courts of Nevada; Discovery
Commissioner Bonnie Bulla of Nevada’s Eighth Judicial District Court; Chief Justice Nancy M.
Saiita and Justices Michael L. Douglas, James W. Hardesty, Kristina Pickering, Mark Gibbons,
Michael Cherry, and Ron Parraguirre of the Supreme Court of Nevada; San Francisco Superior
Court Judges Charlotte Woolard and Loretta Giorgi; Judge Saundra Armstrong of the U.S. District
Court for the Northern District of California; Judge Roger Hunt of the U.S. District Court for the
District of Nevada; Judge Roger Benitez of the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of
California; the Nevada Supreme Court; and the Eighth Judicial District Court of County of Clark.

S State of Nevada, Susan Eckhardt, David Sanowski, the Nevada State Bar, and Constance
Akridge.
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declaration that Mr. Missud is a vexatious litigant and an order requiring him to: (1) post Security of
Costs in this action in the amount of $50,000, absent which the complaint would be subject to
dismissal with prejudice; (2) obtain pre-filing permission before filing any actions on his behalf or
on behalf of his spouse, Julie Missud, if those complaints name as parties Horton, DHI, their
affiliates, their employees, and their attorneys or other individuals associated with this action.
Defendant requests that Plaintiff be ordered to provide a copy of any proposed complaint along with
a letter requesting that the complaint be filed and copies of the Nevada State Court orders finding
him in contempt and sanctioning him, proof of satisfaction of the Judgments of Sanctions against
him, and a copy of this Court’s order in this case; (3) post Security of Costs in any future action
against the Parties in this matter, in an amount to be determined by this Court; and (4) pay sanctions
in an amount determined by this Court and report said sanctions to the State Bar for any appropriate
disciplinary review due to his violations of Local Rule 11-4. Defendant also suggests a possible
order requiring Plaintiff to complete anger management and ethics continuing education. Finally,
Defendant proposes that any violation of the pre-filing order would expose Plaintiff to a contempt
hearing and injunctive relief consistent with the order, and that any action filed in violation of the
order be subject to dismissal. See Docket No. 59 at 17-18. Plaintiff opposes Defendant’s motion to
declare him a Vexatious Litigant. Docket No. 62.

II. DISCUSSION
A. Judge Ryu’s Report and Recommendation

Judge Ryu recommends dismissing Plaintiff Missud’s complaint as against all Defendants
on the basis of (1) lack of personal jurisdiction as against Defendant DR Horton; (2) judicial
immunity as against the Judicial Defendants; and (3) failure to effect proper service of process as
against Defendants State of Nevada, Susan Eckhardt, David Sarnowski, the Nevada State Bar, and
Constance Akridge. R&R, Docket No. 53, at 1-2. The Court ADOPTS Judge Ryu’s R&R as
modified herein for the reasons set forth below.

1. Personal Jurisdiction — Defendant Horton

The Court adopts Judge Ryu’s R&R with respect to Defendant Horton in its entirety. Mr.

Missud fails to provide any basis for challenging Magistrate Judge Ryu’s conclusion that Horton has
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no contacts with California that would give rise to personal jurisdiction. See R&R, Docket No. 53,
at 6-7 (concluding that filing a state court judgment in another state does not confer jurisdiction; that
the Court cannot treat Plaintiff’s allegations as to DHI’s contacts with California as relevant to
Horton’s contacts because the two are “distinct legal entities” and DHI is a non-party; and that
Plaintiff has failed to produce evidence of Horton’s contacts). Judge Ryu’s conclusion is also in
accord with the numerous other state and federal courts in California in which Mr. Missud has
attempted to bring suit against Horton. Those courts have concluded that they lack personal
jurisdiction over Defendant Horton. See, e.g., Missud v. D.R. Horton, et al., U.S. District Court for
the Northern District of California, C-07-2625 SBA, Defendant’s RIN, Docket No. 61, Ex. 6
(dismissing the action for lack of personal jurisdiction and forum non conveniens); Missud v. D.R.
Horton, et al., San Francisco Superior Court, CGC 05-447499, Defendant’s RJN, Docket No. 61,
Ex. 2-4 (finding lack of personal jurisdiction with respect to Defendant Horton); Missud v. D.R.
Horton, et al., San Francisco Superior Court, CGC 06-457207, Defendant’s RJN, Docket No. 61,
Ex. 5 (dismissing action without prejudice for lack of personal jurisdiction).

2. Judicial Immunity — Judicial Defendants

Judge Ryu recommends dismissing Plaintiff’s complaint against the Judicial Defendants on
the basis of judicial immunity. R&R at 3 (“Judges and ‘individuals necessary to the judicial
process’ at the state and federal levels are ‘generally immune from civil liability under [§] 1983.”)
(quoting Olsen v. Idaho State Bd. of Med., 363 F.3d 916, 923 (9th Cir. 2004) (citations and quotation
marks omitted); Meek v. Cnty. of Riverside, 183 F.3d 962, 965 (9th Cir. 1999) (citing Mireles v.
Waco, 502 U.S. 9, 9-10 (1991))). As Judge Ryu concluded, Plaintiff provided no evidence to
support a conclusion that Judicial Defendants acted “in the clear absence of all jurisdiction” so as to
strip them of judicial immunity. See Sadoski v. Mosley, 435 F.3d 1076, 1079 (Sth Cir. 2006)
(quoting Stump v. Sparkman, 435 U.S. 349, 356-57 (1978) (quotation marks omitted)). While
Plaintiff asserts that they acted without authority, he fails to explain how they have done so. See
Obj. at 3. In fact, Plaintiff’s own allegations evince otherwise, as his complaint about Judicial
Defendants is not that they had no authority to act, but that they made the wrong decisions. /d. at 3-

4. Judge Hamilton has just so ruled in another case involving Plaintiff, filed against some of the
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same Judicial Defendants as the instant case. See Missud v. San Francisco Superior Court et al., 11-
1856 PJH, Docket No. 54, at (granting motion to dismiss complaint against, inter alia, Judges
Woolard and Giorgi, among other judicial defendants not named in this action, on the basis of
judicial immunity). Some of the conduct alleged in this case against J udges Woolard and Giorgi -
their confirmation of an arbitration award in favor of Allstate Insurance against Plaintiff - is also
alleged in Plaintiff’s case before Judge Hamilton and covered by her ruling on judicial immunity.
Compare 11-3567 EMC, FAC at 14, with 11-1856 PJH, Docket No. 19, at 6-8.

It is worth noting that, unlike federal judges who are absolutely immune from all suits, see
Mullis v. United States Bankruptcy Court, 828 F.2d 1385, 1394 (9th Cir. 1987), state judges may, in
very limited circumstances, be subject to suit under § 1983. See 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (as amended by
Pub. L. 104-317, Title III, § 309(c), 110 Stat. 3853 (Oct. 19, 1996)) (“[IJn any action brought against
a judicial officer for an act or omission taken in such officer’s judicial capacity, injunctive relief
shall not be granted unless a declaratory decree was violated or declaratory relief was unavailable.”);
Flanders v. Snyder Bromley, No. 09-01623 CMA-KMT, 2010 WL 2650028, at *7 (D. Colo., Jun.
30, 2010) (“If these special circumstances do not exist in a § 1983 action, absolute judicial immunity
bars claims for injunctive relief.”) (citing Lawrence v. Kuenhold, 271 F. App’x. 763, 766 n. 6 (10th
Cir. 2008)); Brandon E. ex rel. Listenbee v. Reynolds, 201 F.3d 194, 197 (3d Cir. 2000) (same).
Plaintiff has made no showing that those circumstances obtain here.

Even if state Judicial Defendants were not protected by judicial immunity, Plaintiff’s claims
would still be barred for two reasons. First, Plaintiff’s claims are barred by the Rooker-Feldman
doctrine because he seeks to overrule previous state court rulings against him. “[A] federal district
court does not have subject matter jurisdiction to hear a direct appeal from the final judgment of a
state court.” Manufactured Home Communities, Inc. v. City of San Jose, 420 F.3d 1022, 1029 (9th
Cir. 2005). “As the Ninth Circuit has explained, Rooker-Feldman prohibits a federal district court
from exercising jurisdiction over a suit that is a ‘de facto appeal from a state court judgment.’”
Khanna v. State Bar of California, 505 F. Supp. 2d 633, 640-41 (N.D. Cal. 2007) (quoting
Kougasian v. TMSL, Inc., 359 F.3d 1136, 1139 (9th Cir. 2004)); Cunningham v. Mahoney, No. C 10-
01182 JSW, 2010 WL 2560488, at *3 (N.D. Cal. June 22, 2010). Here, Plaintiff is essentially
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appealing various state court decisions rejecting his arguments and purported evidence of corruption
on the part of Defendant Horton and the Judicial Defendants. Because Plaintiff complains “of a
legal wrong allegedly committed by the state court and seeks relief from the judgment of that court,”
this Court lacks jurisdiction to consider his claims. Khanna, 505 F. Supp. 2d at 641 (quoting Noel v.
Hall, 341 F.3d 1148, 1163 (9th Cir. 2003)).

Second, to the extent that any of Plaintiff’s claims against Judicial Defendants would survive
both judicial immunity and Rooker-Feldman, Plaintiff has wholly failed to state a claim as against
any Judicial Defendant. Instead of facts, Plaintiff recounts in detail the Judicial Defendants’
decisions against him and then concludes, ipso facto, that they are corrupt. Such allegations are
entirely conclusory and therefore lacking in merit. See Moss v. United States Secret Serv., 572 F.3d
962, 969, 971 (9th Cir. 2009) (assigning no weight to conclusory allegations); see also Bell Atlantic
Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544 (2007); Ashcroft v. Igbal, 129 S. Ct. 1937 (2009). As Judge Ryu
noted, Plaintiff's FAC “does not set forth clear causes of action, but lambastes prior judicial
decisions against Plaintiff, corporate influence in American politics, and pervasive corruption in the
judiciaries and regulatory agencies of the United States, Cali}omia, and Nevada.” R&R at 2 (citing
FAC at 5-28). Although a pro se plaintiff would ordinarily be given some degree of leniency, in the
instant case, Plaintiff is an attorney who has filed numerous similar claims. See Missud v. San
Francisco Sup. Ct., No. 11-1856 PJH (N.D. Cal. April 18, 2011); Missud v. D.R. Horton, Inc., No.
10-235-SI (N.D. Cal. Jan. 19, 2010); Missud v. D.R. Horton, Inc., No. 07-2625-SBA (N.D. Cal. filed
May 17, 2007); Missud v. D.R. Horton, Inc., No. A551662 (Nev. Dist. Ct. filed Nov. 13, 2007);
Missud v. D.R. Horton, Inc., No. 06-457207 (Cal. Super. Ct. filed Oct. 23, 2006); Missud v. D.R.
Horton, Inc., No. 05-447499 (Cal. Super. Ct. filed Dec. 9, 2005); Missud v. D.R. Horton, Inc., No.
05-444247 (Cal. Super. Ct. filed Aug. 22, 2005). In each one, Plaintiff has flouted the requirements
of Rule 11 and made sweeping, frivolous accusations without factual support. See, e.g., Missud v.
San Francisco Sup. Ct., No. 11-1856 PJH, Docket No. 54, at 2 (N.D. Cal. Feb. 13, 2012) (“[T]he
details of plaintiff’s allegations are elusive; the complaint is loaded with vague, conclusory, and
hyperbolic statements, as well as what appear to be nonsensical and far-flung facts. The court also

notes that some of the allegations are quite reckless given plaintiff’s status as an officer of the very
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court he is suing.”). Accordingly, dismissal with prejudice as against the Judicial Defendants is

warranted.

3. Service of Process — Unserved Defendants

Judge Ryu recommends dismissing Plaintiff’s complaint as against the Unserved
Defendants® without prejudice based on Plaintiff’s failure to serve them within 120 days as required
by Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4(m). The Court finds the report correct, well-reasoned, and
thorough, and ADOPTS the R&R in full as to Unserved Defendants.

B. Plaintiff’s Requests for Judicial Notice

Plaintiff has filed sixteen requests for judicial notice in this action, totaling over 1,300 pages
of documents. Plaintiff asks the Court to take judicial notice of documents that, e.g., “provide proof
of ALL the allegations in the [FAC].” Plaintiff’s Request for Judicial Notice (“RIN”), Docket No.
58, at 2. While many of these documents (i.e., filings and orders in other court proceedings) are
judicially noticeable for certain purposes, such as to demonstrate the existence of other court
proceedings, they are not judicially noticeable for Mr. Missud’s purpose, which is to demonstrate
that his arguments and allegations against Defendants are true.” See Fed. R. Evid. 201. Other
documents, such as articles about judicial fund-raising, are not judicially noticeable for any purpose,
much less Plaintiff’s proffered purpose of demonstrating improper conduct on the part of any
Defendant. See, e.g., Docket No. 58 at Chapter 5. As with Mr. Missud’s other filings, he equates
denial of any of his requests with corruption, such that the more he loses, the greater the proof of
corruption he has purportedly unveiled. These documents are not judicially noticeable as any kind
of substantive proof of his claims.

Accordingly, the Court GRANTS Plaintiff’s Request for Judicial Notice as to the official
court documents from other proceedings, and DENIES the request as to all other documents. In

addition, the Court emphasizes that the fact it takes judicial notice of court documents does not mean

¢ State of Nevada, Susan Eckhardt, David Sarnowski, the Nevada State Bar, and Constance
Akridge.

7 In addition, many of the documents contain Mr. Missud’s own annotations, which are
argument and not judicially noticeable.

10
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that it agrees with Plaintiff’s characterization of the meaning of those documents.
C. Requests for Subpoenas and Marshal Service

Mr. Missud has filed a request for subpoenas due to what he describes as officials’ disregard
of his previous subpoenas. Specifically, he requests that the Court sign subpoenas demanding
production of video evidence, rulings, and other documents from the Nevada District Court which
Mr. Missud contends would demonstrate Judge Gonzales’s bias. See Docket No. 55-2. Similarly, at
Docket No. 73, Plaintiff requests judicial notice of the fact that the California Superior Court has
acknowledged receipt of his subpoenas. However, the document to which Mr. Missud points is a
letter from the Superior Court’s attorney noting that a subpoena is unnecessary to obtain transcripts
of proceedings. Instead, the letter provides contact information for the court reporters from whom
Mr. Missud can request the transcripts he seeks. See id. Ex. 1.

Because the Court has already dismissed Plaintiff’s claims against Judge Gonzales with
prejudice as described above, the Court DENIES Plaintiff’s request as moot.

Plaintiff also requests that this Court appoint federal Marshals to serve the Summons and
complaint on state judges and officials. See Docket No. 55-1, 65. Plaintiff cites to Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 4(c)(3), which gives the Court discretion to order U.S. Marshals to effect service.
However, most of the defendants on whom Plaintiff requests service are already covered by the
Court’s ruling above to dismiss the complaint with prejudice as against Judicial Defendants. Indeed,
Plaintiff’s request at Docket No. 65 requests service only on Judge Gonzales and Court CEO
Grierson. Moreover, with respect to the Unserved Defendants, as Judge Ryu found, Plaintiff has
failed to show any cause for why he has failed to properly serve Defendants prior to the Rule 4(m)
deadline. Plaintiff’s requests for service are well past the 120-day deadline imposed by Rule 4(m).
Accordingly, the Court DENIES Plaintiff’s requests to appoint U.S. Marshals to effect service on
any Defendants.

D. Motion to Declare Plaintiff a Vexatious Litigant

Defendant Horton has filed a motion to declare Plaintiff a vexatious litigant and to impose a
pre-filing order on him. “The All Writs Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1651(a), provides district courts with the

inherent power to enter pre-filing orders against vexatious litigants. However, such pre-filing orders
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are an extreme remedy that should rarely be used.” Molski v. Evergreen Dynasty Corp., 500 F.3d
1047, 1057 (9th Cir. 2007) (internal citations omitted). A pre-filing review order is appropriate if
(1) the plaintiff is given adequate notice and an opportunity to oppose the order; (2) the Court
compiles an adequate record for review; (3) the Court makes substantive findings as to the frivolous
or harassing nature of the litigant’s actions; and (4) the order is narrowly tailored “to closely fit the
specific vice encountered.” Id. (quoting De Long v. Hennessey, 912 F.2d 1144, 1145-48 (9th Cir.
1990)); see also Johns v. Town of Los Gatos, 834 F. Supp. 1230, 1232 (N.D. Cal. 1993) (applying
De Long).

1. Notice

In the instant case, the Court finds that the notice requirement has been satisfied, as
Defendant Horton’s motion to declare Plaintiff a Vexatious Litigant provided him with notice, and
he has received an opportunity to be heard by filing his opposition to said motion and through the
hearing set for March 9, 2012. See Moiski, 500 F.3d at 1057 (“Molski had fair notice of the
possibility that he might be declared a vexatious litigant . . . because the district court’s order was
prompted by a motion filed by the defendants and served on Molski’s counsel. Also, Molski had the
opportunity to oppose the motion, both in writing and at a hearing.”).

2. Adequate Record

The second requirement is that the Court compile an adequate record for review. “An
adequate record for review should include a listing of all the cases and motions that led the district
court to conclude that a vexatious litigant order was needed.” Id. (quoting De Long, 912 F.2d at
1147).

In the instant case, Mr. Missud has been involved in the following prior actions against
Defendant Horton, for which the record contains orders and filings supplied by the parties:
. Missud v. D.R. Horton, et al., CGC 05-444247, San Francisco Superior Court. Defendant’s
RJIN, Docket No. 61, Ex. 1. The court sustained a motion to quash service of summons and
complaint on grounds of forum non conveniens and dismissed the case without prejudice on

November 9, 2005.
. Missudv. D.R. Horton, et al., CGC 05-447499, San Francisco Superior Court. Defendant’s

12
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RIN, Docket No. 61, Ex. 2. The court sustained a motion to quash service of summons and
complaint on grounds of lack of personal jurisdiction against Horton, sustained the motion on
grounds of failure to effect proper service as to the remaining defendants (including DHI), and
dismissed the case against Horton without prejudice on April 25, 2006. Id. The court quashed
service of summons as against the remaining defendants again on September 13, 2006. Defendant’s
RIN, Docket No. 61, Ex. 3. Finally, the court dismissed the action without prejudice as against the
remaining defendants based on lack of personal jurisdiction on January 11, 2007. Defendant’s RIN,
Docket No. 61, Ex. 4.

. Missud v. D.R. Horton, et al., CGC 06-457207, San Francisco Superior Court. Defendant’s
RJN, Docket No. 61, Ex. 5. On February 15, 2007, the court dismissed the action without prejudice
against all defendants for lack of personal jurisdiction and took defendants’ motion to declare Mr.
Missud a vexatious litigant off calendar in light of its dismissal. Id.

. Missud v. D.R. Horton, et al., C 07-2625 SBA, United States District Court for the Northern
District of California. Defendant’s RIN, Docket No. 61, Ex. 6. On October 30, 2007, the court
dismissed the action for lack of personal jurisdiction, forum non conveniens, and statute of
limitations. The court also issued an order noting that Plaintiff had submitted numerous post-
judgment documents to the court that failed to comply with the applicable Local Rules.
Defendant’s RIN, Docket No. 61, Ex. 9. The court therefore ordered Plaintiff to comply with said
rules, and authorized the Case Systems Administrator to “return all non-conforming papers to
Plaintiff.” Id.

. Missudv. D.R. Horton, et al., No. A551662, Nevada District Court, Clark County.
Defendant’s RIN, Docket No. 61, Ex. 7. In this case, the court held Mr. Missud in contempt for
knowingly and intentionally violating the terms of a stipulated protective order and for sending
threatening communications to witnesses and counsel involved in the litigation. /d. at 2. The court
granted defendants an award of attorney’s fees and costs in conjunction with enforcing the
protective order and the contempt proceedings, in the amount of over $48,000. Id. at 5. The court
justified its fee award in part on the basis that Mr. Missud “continuously and unrelentingly refused

to comply with this Court’s various Orders” and that he had engaged in “continuous improper
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conduct,” which drove up the cost of litigation. Id. at 6-7. Excerpts of the transcript from the show
cause proceedings before Judge Gonzales — in which Mr. Missud was instructed to show cause why
he should not be sanctioned — as well as Judge Gonzales’s previous order finding Mr. Missud in
contempt, are also in the record, Plaintiff's Request for Judicial Notice (“RIN™), Docket No. 58,
Chapter 4, as well as transcripts of previous proceedings in the matter before Commissioner Bulla,
RIN, Docket No. 84, Ex. 3. On appeal, the Supreme Court denied Mr. Missud’s motion for a stay,
motion for a moratorium on all nonjudicial foreclosures, and motion to compel discovery on June
20, 2011, noting that Plaintiff had not sought a stay in the district court and that such relief was
unwarranted nonetheless. Missud v. D.R. Horton, et al., No. 56502, Nevada Supreme Court.
Defendant’s RIN, Docket No. 61, Ex. 10. In addition, the court noted that “Mr. Missud’s filings in
this matter have been voluminous and meritless thus far. We caution him that further abuse will
result in the imposition of sanctions.” Id. The Supreme Court later affirmed the District Court’s
order imposing sanctions, finding that Mr. and Mrs. Missud had failed to “raise any challenge on
appeal as to the district court’s findings that appellants engaged in abusive litigation tactics by
contacting and threatening [Horton’s] employees.” Plaintiff's RIN, Docket No. 58, Chapter 35,
November 22, 2011 Order at 2. The Court rejected Mr. Missud’s claims that the district court failed
to consider his evidence, that the court violated his due process rights, and that the order was
procured by fraud. Id. It later denied rehearing of Mr. Missud’s claims in response to his petition
for rehearing en banc. Plaintiff’s RJN, Docket No. 74, February 24, 2012 Order.

. Missud v. D.R. Horton, et al., No. 10-235 SI, United States District Court for the Northern
District of California. Defendant’s RJN, Docket No. 61, Ex. 8. On April 2, 2010, Judge Iliston
dismissed Defendant Judges Armstrong, Benitez, Edenfield, and Redinger with prejudice on the
grounds of absolute judicial immunity. The court dismissed Plaintiff’s remaining claims against
other defendants without prejudice based on his voluntary dismissal.

. Missud v. D.R. Horton, et al., No. CPF 10-510876, San Francisco Superior Court. See
Defendant’s RIN, Docket No. 61, Ex. 12. Horton initiated this case to domesticate the Nevada State
Court judgment to California. See Docket No. 59 at 14-15. The Superior Court, Judge Giorgi,
denied Mr. Missud’s motion to vacate the Nevada judgment. See Plaintiff’s RN, Docket No. 58,

14
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Chapter 6 (partial transcript of January 19, 2011 proceedings); see also id. (transcript of June 30,
2011 proceedings regarding motion for reconsideration). In case no. No. A131566, the Court of
Appeal, First Appellate District, struck a “Declaration in Support of Already Registered Evidence”™
which Plaintiff claimed listed “examples of ‘official and judicial corruption’ supported by citations
to specified internet addresses.” Defendant’s RIN, Docket No. 61, Ex. 12. The court struck the
declaration as unauthorized under the rules of court. Id. The court later affirmed the Superior
Court’s denial of Mr. Missud’s motion to vacate the Nevada state court judgment. Defendant’s
RJN, Docket No. 61, Ex. 12. The Court of Appeal noted numerous “procedural inadequacies” in
Plaintiff’s submissions to the Court. Id. at 2. Nonetheless, considering the appeal on the merits, the
Court found that “Missud’s briefs contain no comprehensible legal argument as to why the order he
challenges should be reversed.” Id. On further appeal in Case No. $1983532, the California
Supreme Court denied Mr. Missud’s request for judicial notice and petition for writ of mandate. See
Defendant’s RIN, Docket No. 61, Ex. 13; see also Plaintiff's RJN, Docket No. 58, Chapter 10
(attaching petition for writ of mandate).
. Missud v. D.R. Horton, et al., No. 11-3567 EMC, U.S. District Court for the Northern
District of California. In the instant case, Plaintiff again attempts to subject Horton to personal
jurisdiction in California, despite the fact that numerous courts have already rejected such claims
and despite the fact that he offers no evidence of Horton’s contacts with California that would be
sufficient to confer general or specific jurisdiction. In addition, as other courts have noted, Plaintiff
has continued to file voluminous and procedurally improper documents with this Court, including
successive requests for judicial notice discussed further below.

Accordingly, given the record compiled from Mr. Missud’s prior actions against Horton,
listed above, and the record on file in the case at bar, the Court concludes the record is adequate for

review. Molski, 500 F.3d at 1057.

3. Substantive Findings as to the Frivolous or Harassing Nature of Plaintiff’s Actions

Under the third prong, the Court must “look at both the number and content of the filings as
indicia of the frivolousness of the litigant’s claims.” Molski, 500 F.3d at 1059 (citations and

quotation marks omitted). “An injunction cannot issue merely upon a showing of litigiousness. The
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plaintiff’s claims must not only be numerous, but also be patently without merit.” Id. (citations and
quotation marks omitted). In the instant case, the Court finds that there is a sufficient basis to
conclude that Mr. Missud’s litigation against Defendant Horton and its affiliates, subsidiaries, and
employees has been abusive and frivolous.

First, PlaintifP's claims against Horton have lacked any credible factual basis and Plaintiff
has refused to comply with Court rules and procedures in making his claims. Defendant sums up the
problem with Mr. Missud’s tautological claims against Horton succinctly: “[H]e alleges that he lost
his prior six cases against D.R. Horton because the courts were ‘corrupt.” As proof, he points to the
fact that he lost these six prior cases.” Reply, Docket No. 70, at 6. Plaintiff’s failure to comply with
Rule 11 and Civil Rule 11-4 is all the more troubling given his status as a member of the California
Bar. In the instant case, for example, besides his citation to § 1983 and general references to
racketeering, he has failed to provide Horton with notice of any concrete claims he raises against it.
Instead, his complaint is filled with summary accusations of corruption. See, e.g., FAC at 4 (stating
that Horton has “caused thousands of consumers’ financial evisceration through illegal means and
by corrupting public figures™); Objection to R&R, Docket No. 55, at 2 (“This has already become a
landmark case. It already showcases absolute corruption of 23 judges made possible by the Citizen$-
United ruling which has paved a long, tortuous path for ordinary, real, flesh-and-blood, non-
corporate, fleece-able, citizen-litigants.”); id. at 5 (stating that in comparison the Defendants in this
case, “Not even Hosni Mubarak financially raped Egypt quite so much.”); id. at 12 (“Billion dollar
DHI was not content with just the purchase of Nevada’s diStrict and $upreme court$. DHI also had
to prove that it could buy California’s.”). These are just a small sampling of Plaintiff’s unsupported
accusations against Horton and other Defendants.

Plaintiff’s opposition, Docket No. 67, continues this tactic, as he merely restates his
conclusory claims that Horton has “bought” numerous federal and state judges and public officials,
with no factual allegations to support such a claim. See, e.g., Opp. at 6 (alleging that DHI “bought”
Commissioner Bulla and Judge Gonzales, with no support other than the fact that those officials
ruled against Mr. Missud); Opp. at 7 (speculating that Horton has wired money to the Cayman

Islands as payment to corrupt judges). He also seems to assume that one decision against Horton in
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an unrelated case would be sufficient to constitute “proof” of his own claims. See, e.g., Opp. at 7
(faulting Judge Armstrong for disregarding a verdict against Horton in a different case in Nevada
state court, in which Mr. Missud was not involved).

As another example, Mr. Missud filed a request for judicial notice in conjunction with his
opposition to Defendant’s motion to declare him a vexatious litigant. Docket No. 63. This RIN
attaches numerous documents — including purported sales numbers for DR Horton and its
subsidiaries, waivers of service of summons from prior cases, a National Labor Relations Board
order from an unrelated case, the stipulated protective order in the Nevada state court case,
transcripts of proceedings in prior cases, affidavits of service of subpoenas, and court orders in prior
cases — that are either unauthenticated, unrelated to the present action, and/or not judicially
noticeable for Mr. Missud’s supposed purpose of demonstrating corruption and conspiracy. These
documents merely provide further support to Horton’s claim that Mr. Missud’s tactics are abusive

and that he routinely violates the Local Rules® and Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.’

$ 1 ocal Rule 11-4, Standards of Professional Conduct, provides in relevant part:

(a) Duties and Responsibilities. Every member of the bar of this
Court and any attorney permitted to practice in this Court under Civil
L.R. 11 must:

(1)  Be familiar and comply with the standards of
professional conduct required of members of the State
Bar of California;

(2)  Comply with the Local Rules of this Court;

(3)  Maintain respect due to courts of justice and
judicial officers;

) Practice with the honesty, care, and decorum
required for the fair and efficient administration of
justice; [and]

(5) Discharge his or her obligations to his or her
client and the Court.

% Rule 11 provides in pertinent part as follows:
(b)  Representations to the Court. By presenting to the court a
pleading, written motion, or other paper-whether by signing, filing,

submitting, or later advocating it-an attorney or unrepresented party
certifies that to the best of the person’s knowledge, information, and
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These tactics are similar to those for which the Nevada courts previously sanctioned Mr.
Missud. See Defendant’s RIN, Docket No. 61, Ex. 7, at 6 (Nevada District Court sanctioned Mr.
Missud for “continuously and unrelentingly refusfing] to comply with this Court’s various Orders”
and for his “continuous improper conduct™). In addition, California state courts have noted Mr.
Missud’s failure to comply with the rules and his refusal to provide cogent legal and factual bases
for his arguments. See id. Ex. 12 at 2 (California Court of Appeal noted numerous “procedural
inadequacies™ in PlaintifP's submissions to the Court, and found on the merits that “Missud’s briefs
contain no comprehensible legal argument as to why the order he challenges should be reversed.”).
Judge Armstrong has also noted Plaintiff’s unwillingness to comply with Court rules in this District.
See Order, 07-2625-SBA, Docket No. 54 (noting that Missud “has submitted numerous papers to
this Court which do not conform to the local rules governing the form and manner of papers,” and
ordering Plaintiff to comply with the Local Rules). Accordingly, Plaintiff’s failure to provide
factual support for his claims and failure to comply with Court rules weighs in favor of declaring
him a vexatious litigant. See Molski, 500 F.3d at 1059 (upholding district court’s conclusion “that

the large number of complaints filed by Molski containing false or exaggerated allegations of injury

belief, formed after an inquiry reasonable under the circumstances:

(1)  itis not being presented for any improper
purpose, such as to harass, cause unnecessary delay, or
needlessly increase the cost of litigation;

(2)  the claims, defenses, and other legal contentions
are warranted by existing law or by a nonfrivolous
argument for extending, modifying, or reversing
existing law or for establishing new law;

(3) the factual contentions have evidentiary support
or, if specifically so identified, will likely have
evidentiary support after a reasonable opportunity for
further investigation or discovery; and

(c) Sanctions.

(1) In General. If, after notice and a reasonable
opportunity to respond, the court determines that Rule
11(b) has been violated, the court may impose an
appropriate sanction on any attorney, law firm, or party
that violated the rule or is responsible for the violation.
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[and] were [therefore] vexatious™).

Second, Mr. Missud appears to be motivated more by obtaining press for himself and
imposing expense on Horton than by any legitimate claim for relief. In addition to his own
representations to this Court in his filings, see Objection to R&R, Docket No. 55, at 2 (“Prior to
PACER registration this pleading was transmitted to over 500 syndicated media contacts in only
minutes.”), Horton provides copies of Plaintiff’s prior communications indicating an intent to harass
and increase expense for Horton. See Docket No. 59, Ex. A (fax from Mr. Missud to Horton counsel
Odou stating that his goal was to make things “horrendously expensive” for them and that he would
initiate as many class action lawsuits and investigations as possible, along with press notifications
designed to embarrass Defendant). Plaintiff does not dispute the authenticity of this communication,
nor its meaning. See Opposition, Docket No. 67, at 20 (“If these matters have become ‘horrendously
expensive’ for DHI, then so be it.”’). Defendant’s Reply attaches additional communications from
Plaintiff to attorneys and large media lists, attempting to gain traction for his cases in the press. See
Reply, Docket No. 70, Exs. A-C. Plaintiff’s apparent intent to harass Horton through litigation
regardless of how many times Horton prevails, see Opp. at 10 (stating that prior sanctions have not
deterred him), weighs in favor of designating him a vexatious litigant. See Rule 11(b)(1) (requiring
party to certify that filings with the Court are “not being presented for any improper purpose, such as
to harass, cause unnecessary delay, or needlessly increase the cost of litigation™); Eng v. Marcus &
Millichap Co., No. C 10-05050 CRB, 2011 WL 2175207, at *2 (N.D. Cal. June 3, 2011)
(considering fact that plaintiff filed suit the same day he had been declared a vexatious litigant in
another court, and fact that plaintiff had sent threatening emails to defendants, as probative of his
“improper purpose of harassing Defendants” and justification for declaring him a vexatious litigant).

Third, Plaintiff continues to attempt to sue Horton in California despite multiple court rulings
that Horton is not subject to personal jurisdiction in California. Such conduct is harassing. See
Zaldivar v. City of Los Angeles, 780 F.2d 823, 832 (9th Cir.1986) (“Without question, successive
complaints based upon propositions of law previously rejected may constitute harassment under
Rule 11.”); McMahon v. Pier 39 Ltd. Partnership, No. C03-00251 CRB, 2003 WL 22939233, at *6,
*8 (N.D. Cal. Dec. 5, 2003) (finding plaintiff had violated Rule 11 through harassing conduct and
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repeatedly filing claims based on the same basic issues, and using Rule 11 violations as support for
declaring plaintiff a vexatious litigant).

Fourth, Plaintiff's successive complaints have alleged similar misconduct against Horton and
other common defendants despite multiple court rulings against him. As noted above, all of Mr.
Missud’s actions involving Horton appear to relate, at bottom, to his dealings with Horton and DHI
in 2003 and 2004 in conjunction with his purchase of a home in Nevada and his allegations that
Horton and its affiliates committed fraud and tortuous misconduct against him at that time. See 07-
2625 SBA, Docket No. 38, at 1-3 (summarizing three California state court claims — two of which
alleged emotional distress claims and one of which alleged fraud and intentional misrepresentation
claims — and 2007 federal claim before Judge Armstrong alleging similar claims against same
defendants). J u‘dge Armstrong ruled that not only did California courts lack personal jurisdiction
over Horton and its affiliates, but also that Mr. Missud’s claims were barred by the statute of
limitations. Id. at 4-7, 8-10.

Rather than abandon his claims, however, Mr. Missud has simply ratcheted up his litigious
conduct in the aftermath of Judge Armstrong’s ruling, threatening her and other allegedly “corrupt”
judges with lawsuits based on their adverse rulings. See 07-2625 SBA, Docket No. 45 (filing post-
judgment letters accusing various judicial officers, including present Defendants Armstrong,
Benitez, and Coltrane, of corruption and threatening legal action against them); id. Docket No. 55
(post-judgment letter indicating his intent to file RICO claims against Horton for its apparent
conspiracy with judges). Plaintiff’s subsequent federal suits against Horton and various judicial
defendants have continued the same allegations of conspiracy and corruption. See 10-235 SI,
Docket No. 1 (alleging racketeering, corruption, whistle-blower retaliation, and various
constitutional claims against Horton and affiliates, as well as present Defendants Coltrane, Eckhardt,
Armstrong, and Benitez, among others). Although Judge Illston dismissed the federal judicial
defendants with prejudice based on judicial immunity, see id. Docket No. 47, Mr. Missud
nonetheless re-names Judges Armstrong and Benitez in the instant case. Indeed, Mr. Missud
confirmed at oral argument that sanctions against him have not and will not deter him from

continuing this course of conduct. Accordingly, Mr. Missud has demonstrated intent to continue
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frivolously litigating against Defendant Horton and others in spite of judicial rulings against him.
Absent a pre-filing order, there is every indication from the record that Mr. Missud will continue to
harass Defendant Horton and its affiliates and employees.

Accordingly, the Court finds that Plaintiff’s conduct against Horton has been both frivolous
and harassing.

4. Narrowly Tailored Order

As to the fourth factor, Defendant Horton requests an order requiring the following:

(1)  Post Security of Costs in this action in the amount of $50,000, absent which the
complaint would be subject to dismissal with prejudice;

(2)  Obtain pre-filing permission before filing any actions on his behalf or on behalf of his
spouse, Julie Missud, if those complaints name as parties Horton, DHI, their affiliates, their
employees, and their attorneys or other individuals associated with this action. Defendant requests
that Plaintiff be ordered to provide a copy of any proposed complaint along with a letter requesting
that the complaint be filed and copies of the Nevada State Court orders finding him in contempt and
sanctioning him, proof of satisfaction of the Judgments of Sanctions against him, and a copy of this
Court’s order in this case;

(3)  Post Security of Costs in any future action against the Parties in this matter, in an
amount to be determined by this Court; and

(4)  Pay sanctions of at least $1,000 in an amount determined by this Court and report
said sanctions to the State Bar for any appropriate disciplinary review.

Defendant also suggests a possible order requiring Plaintiff to complete anger management
and ethics continuing education. Finally, Defendant proposes that any violation of the pre-filing
order would expose Plaintiff to a contempt hearing and injunctive relief consistent with the order,
and that any action filed in violation of the order be subject to dismissal.

Although Defendant’s requests are reasonable, they are more extreme than the orders the
Ninth Circuit found to be appropriately tailored in Molski. In Molski, the district court imposed a
pre-filing order that covered only “actions under Title III of the ADA in the Central District of

California” and subjected such claims to a pre-filing review. Molski, 500 F.3d at 1061; Cf. De Long,
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912 F.2d at 1148 (finding an order preventing the plaintiff from filing any suit in a particular district
court overbroad). In the instant case, the Court finds that a narrow order requiring Plaintiff to obtain
pre-filing review of any new action he files or causes to be filed against Defendant Horton or its
affiliates/subsidiaries/employees in the Northern District of California is appropriate.

5. Attorney Sanctions

Finally, the Court notes that a pre-filing order is also an appropriate sanction for attorney
misconduct. See Molski, 500 F.3d at 1062 (upholding a pre-filing order imposed against a law firm
pursuant to the court’s “inherent power to regulate abusive or bad-faith litigation”). Grounds for
sanctioning attorneys are similar to the bases discussed above for the vexatious litigant standard,
including findings that the attorney has “willful[ly] abuse[d] [] the judicial process,” engaged in
“bad faith conduct during litigation,” “fil[ed] frivolous papers,” or “violat{ed] [] ethics rules.” Id. at
1063 (citations omitted). An attorney, like a potential vexatious litigant, must be given notice and
an opportunity to be heard before imposing sanctions, and the sanctions must be tailored to the
misconduct. Id. For the reasons stated above, Missud’s conduct qualifies for the Court’s
discretionary imposition of sanctions, including a pre-filing order. Thus, the Court’s power to
sanction attorney misconduct offers another independent grounds for its order.

Accordingly, Defendant’s motion to declare Plaintiff a vexatious litigant is GRANTED.
Plaintiff is adjudged a vexatious litigant and ordered to obtain leave of Court before filing or causing
to be filed any new action in this District against D.R. Horton or any of its affiliates (including DHI
Mortgage), subsidiaries, and/or employees.

III. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Court orders as follows:

(1)  Magistrate Judge Ryu’s R&R is ADOPTED as modified herein. Plaintiff’s claims against

Defendant Horton are dismissed for lack of personal jurisdiction. Plaintiff’s claims against

the Judicial Defendants' are dismissed with prejudice on the grounds of judicial immunity,

1 Special Magistrate Curtis Coltrane of Beaufort County, South Carolina; Court Clerk
Steven Grierson and Judge Elizabeth Gonzales of the Clark County Courts of Nevada; Discovery
Commissioner Bonnie Bulla of Nevada’s Eighth Judicial District Court; Chief Justice Nancy M.
Saiita and Justices Michael L. Douglas, James W. Hardesty, Kristina Pickering, Mark Gibbons,
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the Rooker-Feldman doctrine, and failure to state a claim. Plaintiff’s claims against the
Unserved Defendants" are dismissed for failure to effect proper service under Rule 4(m).
Judgment will be entered in favor of Defendants and against Plaintiff. The Clerk of the
Court is instructed to close the file.

(2) PlaintifP's Requests for Judicial Notice are GRANTED as to official court documents from
other proceedings, and DENIED as to all other documents he has submitted to this Court.

(3) PlaintifP's Requests for Subpoenas and U.S. Marshal Service are DENIED.

@) Defendant Horton’s motion to declare Plaintiff a vexatious litigant is GRANTED. The
Clerk of this Court may not file or accept any further complaints filed by or on behalf of Mr.
Missud (as a named Plaintiff) that name as defendants D.R. Horton or any of its affiliates
(including DHI Mortgage), subsidiaries, and/or employees. If Mr. Missud wishes to file a
complaint against any of these entities and/or individuals, he shall provide a copy of any
such complaint, a letter requesting that the complaint be filed, and a copy of this Order to the
Clerk of this Court. The Clerk shall then forward the complaint, letter, and copy of this
Order to the Duty Judge for a determination whether the complaint should be accepted for
filing. Any violation of this Order will expose Plaintiff to a contempt hearing and
appropriate sanctions, and any action filed in violation of this Order will be subject to
dismissal.

(5)  Mr. Missud is forewarned that any future suit he files with the Court which does not comply
with the good faith requirements of Fed. R. Civ. P. 11 will be subject to sanctions including
monetary sanctions.

n

n

Michael Cherry, and Ron Parraguirre of the Supreme Court of Nevada; San Francisco Superior
Court Judges Charlotte Woolard and Loretta Giorgi; Judge Saundra Armstrong of the U.S. District
Court for the Northern District of California; Judge Roger Hunt of the U.S. District Court for the
District of Nevada; Judge Roger Benitez of the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of
California; the Nevada Supreme Court; and the Eighth Judicial District Court of County of Clark.

1! State of Nevada, Susan Eckhardt, David Sarnowski, the Nevada State Bar, and Constance
Akridge.
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(6)  Mr. Missud is referred to the State Bar and the Standing Committee on Professional Conduct
pursuant to Civ. L.R. 11-6(a)(3)-(4) for any appropriate disciplinary action.
This Order disposes of Docket Nos. 37, 53, 59, 65.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Dated: March 22, 2012

EDW, M. CHEN

United States District Judge
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

PATRICK MISSUD, No. C 12-03117 WHA
Plaintiff,
V. ORDER VACATING HEARING
AND TO SHOW CAUSE

SAN FRANCISCO SUPERIOR COURT,
etal,

Defendants.

Pursuant to Local Rule 7-6, the hearing scheduled for September 6, 2012, is VACATED.
Plaintiff Patrick Missud is hereby ORDERED T0O SHOW CAUSE why he should not be declared a
vexatious litigant as to all judicial defendants, including judges, courts, and other judicial

entities, by NOON ON SEPTEMBER 20, 2012.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Dated: September 4, 2012.

WILLIAtIé/{:SUP

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




EXHIBIT D



Thomas B Montano

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Good morning all-

pat missud [missudpat@yahoo.com]

Thursday, August 18, 2011 9:33 AM

oig@sec.gov; sanfrancisco@sec.gov; dfw@sec. gov greener@sec.gov; Thomas B Montano;
eising@gibsondunn.com; james.strother@wellsfargo.com,
raymond.m.lynch@wellsfargo.com; jodou@wshblaw.com; mroose@wshblaw.com;
cgilbertson@wshblaw.com; Dewey.Wheeler@McNamaralaw.com; myuen@sftc.org;
itservicedesk@nvcourts.nv.gov; aginfo@ag.state.nv.us; ecartwright@ag.nv.gov
josh.levin@citi.com; dan.oppenheim@credit-suisse.com; michael.rehaut@jpmorgan.com;
david-i.goldberg@ubs.com; nishu.sood@db.com; megz_mcgrath@hotmail.com,
rstevenson@peoplemanagement.org; steve.east@csfb.com; mross@bgbinc.com; gs-
investor-relations@gs.com; Buck.Horne@RaymondJames.com;, ivy@zelmanassociates.com; .
bberning@fppartners.com; chris.hussey@gs.com; joshua.poliard@gs.com;
arjun.sharma@ociti.com; jacqueline.merreli@gs.com; jason.a.marcus@jpmorgan.com,
cbrian@tradethetrend.com; rob.hansen@db.com; jesse.arocho-cruz@db.com;
johathan.s.ellis@baml.com; kenneth_zener@keybanccm.com,; jrahmani@kbw.com;
jay.chhatbar@bami.com; william.w.wong@jpmorgan.com; kisha.rosario@jpmorgan.com;
inquiries@guggenheimpartners.com; karen.frenza@gs.com; william.alexis@credit-
suisse.com; michael.dahl@credit-suisse.com; kim@zelmanassociates.com;
christina.c.lo@jpmorgan.com; angela.pruitt@dowjones.com; nick.vonkiock@dowjones.com;
cbrian@mysmartrend.com

SEC 14A8 Missud Proposal For Action in DHI's forthcoming Proxy, 10k and Annual Report
PropForAct8-17-11.pdf; 14A8(b)NO(f)8-18—11 pdf

The SEC will compel printing this year or be named as a Defendant.

Mr. Montano-

If there are any further perceived deficiencies, they will be brought to my attention. Your silence will be
deemed an admission of my compliance with all provisions of 14A8.

Cordially,

Patrick



Patrick Missud
Attorney at Law
91 San Juan Ave
San Francisco, CA, 94112
415-584-7251 Office
415-845-5540 Cell
missudpat@yahoo.com

August 17, 2011

Securities and Exchange Commission
Burnett Plaza, Suite 1900

801 Cherry Street, Unit 18’

Fort Worth, TX 76102

Re:  Missud Proposal for Action for consideration at DHI’s 2012 Annual Shareholder
Meeting; and inclusion within DHI’s proxy statement.

Via:  oig@sec.gov, sanfrancisco@sec.gov, dfw@sec.gov, greener@sec.gov,
tbmontano@drhorton.com, eising@gibsondunn.com,
james.strother@wellsfargo.com, raymond.m.lynch@wellsfargo.com
Certifiedrisma & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Good afternoon SEC agents Greene, Reedick, Maples, Kwon, Special Counsel Belliston,
Chairwoman Shapiro, Ms. Ising and Messieurs Montano, Lynch and Strother,

As you all know, this year I again mailed my Proposal for Action to D R Horton’s
Montano for inclusion in DHI’s forthcoming Annual Report, 10K, and proxy statement.
The Proposal is reproduced below for convenience. The three reasons for inclusion of
the Proposal are as follows.

A. Reasons for Compelling Publication

1. DHI has participated in ultra-vires acts. The Directors and shareholders need to ]
vote to stop various illegal financial activities which are specifically damaging the
Corporate ‘Citizen’s’ reputation and bottom line, and shareholders’ interests.

2. The second reason is that DHI’s illegal financial activities are broadly impacting
the US economy and its 308 million real flesh-and-blood citizens. Each non-performing
predatory loan originated by DHI and fully owned subsidiary DHI Mortgage, must be
“bailed out’ by American tax payers. This in turn lowers the expendable income that
each real flesh-and-blood American family has to purchase new products such as DR
Horton homes.

3. The third reason for inclusion is that overwhelming evidence has already been
gathered which proves that DHI Executives have corrupted officials and judges in several
states. Once this information is exposed, the Corporate ‘Citizen’s’ reputation and bottom
line will most certainly suffer very acute damage. Shareholders need reassurances from
DHI’s Board of Directors that they will lawfully conduct business per the Corporate
Charter and Governance Documents.




B. The SEC’s Recently Stepped-Up Efforts
The SEC has recently taken aggressive enforcement actions regarding various

subprime loan and Wall Street fraud: http://www.sec.gov/ ight/enf-actions-f
DHI has coincidentally also been very heavily involved in exactly these types of crimes
for at least 8 years, possibly even precipitating the mortgage melt-down.

Also according to the SEC’s website, enforcement protocols have been improved
post-Madoff: http://www.sec.gov/spotlight/secpostmadoffreforms.htm Prior to Madoff,
it was reported that the SEC would get tips about white collar crimes, and not act until it
was 100 late to prevent massive sharcholder losses. Hopefully now, the SEC will be more
proactive to regulate DHI’s corporate activities which have and will continue to severely
and negatively impact $3.6 billion in issued stock.

C. Identical Wall Street Requests

Even CtW CEO William Patterson shares the same exact concerns that I do in that
DHI should refrain from issuing predatory loans and selling fraudulent mortgages:
http://www.ctwinvestmentgroup.com/fileadmin/group files/CtW_Inv_Grp_to DR _Horto
n_Board.pdf Note that Patterson’s request was made in 2007. Since then, the SEC has
done nothing to redress either Patterson’s or my identical concerns.

D. Prior SEC No-Action Decisions
“No-action letters represent the staff's interpretations of the securities laws and,
whﬂc persuasnve are not bmdmg on the courts

In 2008, 2009 and 20]0 1 submitted formal Proposals sumlar to Patterson’s. In
2008&9 DHI was permitted to exclude my Proposals because I did not have sufficient
share ownership for the SEC to compel publication. Last year, I had sufficient share
ownership for the required time for the SEC to compel publication but for some reason,
the SEC did not enforce Rule 14A8.

This year, I have sufficient share ownership for the required amount of time
which requires that the SEC compels publication. If the SEC refuses to compel
publication of my very reasonable Proposal, which merely secks that DHI participate
only in legal acts under its corporate charter, I will seek redress in the federal courts.

Along with the racketeering suit voluntarily withdrawn in 2010 and subject to re-
filing [10-cv-235-81], and the currently active civil rights & corruption suit which will
soon name DHI as an additional Defendant [11-cv-3567-DMR], 1 will file an SEC action
in the Ninth Circuit naming Chairwoman Shapiro. The federal securities complaint,
supporting declaration, and exhibits will first be published with syndicated media, and
then registered in court. The action will eclipsc the Madoff scandal.

E. Mr. Montano’s Claimed Deficiencies

Montano’s August 16, 2011 letter disingenuously claims that I haven’t sufficient,
continuous share ownership per 14A8(b). The accompanying Wells Fargo “brokerage
Statement” is an official business record from Wells Fargo Advisors which is my
“Broker” affiliated with Wells Fargo “Bank.” Said Statement “verifies” that as of the
“datc of my current Proposal,” the DHI shares were “continuously held for over one
year.”



Further, note that this letter was copied to Wells Fargo’s legal department. Wells
Fargo’s Lynch and Strother have my authority to “verify” that I have sufficient,
continuous share ownership per 14A8(b). You can contact them directly upon my behalf
to further corroborate my entitlement to SEC compulsion of my ultra-reasonable lawful
Proposal.

F. Conclusions

The draft of my securities complaint will be pro-actively readied within one week.
If the SEC does not act to protect my interests, Mr. Patterson’s interests, interests of the
thousands of other DHI shareholders, 308 million Americans’ interests, and uphold
federal securities laws, the suit will be filed to showcase the favorable treatment that
RICO operating corporations get from the supposed securities regulator. The SEC itself
will be on trial.

Cordially,

Patrick Missud

Patrick Missud, shareholder.
Encl.
Cc: Wall Street, Media, Federal and State Regulators



Patrick Missud
Attorney at Law
91 San Juan Ave
San Francisco, CA, 94112
415-584-7251 Office
415-845-5540 Cell
missudpat@yahoo.com

August 4, 2011

Att’n: Corporate Counsel, D.R. Horton Inc.
301 Commerce Street Suite 500
Fort Worth, TX, 76102

Re:  Proposal for Action [Proposal]

Via: E-mail: tbmontano@drhorton.com, dennis.barghaan@usdoj.gov,
greener@sec.gov, Wall Street, Select Media
Certified RRFISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Attention DHI Board of Directors, Corporate Counsel, and Federal Agents,

As a DHI stockholder, under SEC Rule 14a-8, I submit the following facts and Proposal
for DHI‘s forthcoming 2012 shareholder meeting. Note that I have owned the sufficient
number of shares for at least two years to submit this Proposal for publication in DHI’s
forthcoming Annual Report. Note that if the SEC does not compel DHI to publish, this
will make the Madoff debacle seem minor. This DHI scandal has been “gift wrapped and
packaged’ far better than Harry Markopoulos’ expose of Bernie Madoff.

Mr. Montano- You will print the following 490 words in the forthcoming 10k:
PROPOSAL FOR ACTION

On July 1, 2009 the DOJ, HUD and SEC deferred prosecution against Beazer Homes
which admitted to several fraudulent mortgage origination and accounting practices. BZH
agreed to provide $50 million in restitution for consumers in and around North Carolina.
Some of Beazer’s mortgage fraud included interest rate manipulation, inflating home
base prices to cover incentives, and lack of due diligence when completing stated income
loans.

There is concrete evidence that DHI has engaged in even more egregious fraud but on a
much larger nationwide scale. Under the Freedom of Information Act, hundreds of
consumer complaints are available from the FTC and HUD regarding DHI’s fraudulent
nationwide mortgage origination in over 23 states. In Virginia’s federal circuit, HUD
submitted nearly 7700 administrative records showing that DHI and other builders
violated RESPA laws [08-cv-01324]. In Georgia, the Yeatman class action alleges
similar RESPA violations specific to DHI, [07-cv-81]. At DHI Virginia’s Rippon

y



in the submitted Proposal and available on the web at www.drhortonfraud.com, and
http://drhortonsjudges.com/ . These sites can be sponsored daily and achieve a minimum
2000 hits per day. Media and Wall Street will also receive notice of these documents and
will be awaiting the SEC/DHI response. These entities will either ratify or ignore this
simple Proposal which merely asks that DHI, DHI Mortgage and its officers not violate
federal laws. Note that if these federal laws were violated by everyday non-millionaire
individual American citizens, they would risk federal incarceration.

Lastly, either RICO 10-cv-235-SI already naming DHI will be revived, or public
corruption suit 11-cv-3567-DMR will be amended to name DHI as the entity which has
acted under color of law, and caused officials and public figures to defraud citizens in 29
market states. http://drhortonsjudges.com/ Damages sought will equal DHI’s
capitalization at the time that the amended complaint is filed, plus punitive damages.
Donald Horton will also be personally named to satisfy the punitive damages portion of
the demand. Both of these lawsuits are already supported with over 5000 exhibits. These
are the most significant federal lawsuits that DHI has ever had to “vigorously defend.”
The multi-billion dollar suits will have to be mentioned in the DHI Annual Report’s
litigation caption. A rough draft of the civil rights suit against Nevada is also available at
the above listed supersite for all of America to consider. The amended complaint will
soon be available.

Cordially,

/S/ Patrick Missud

Patrick Missud, shareholder.
Encl.
Cec: Wall Street, Media, Federal and State Regulators



EXHIBIT E



Subject: FW: D R Horton i$ on the ropes.....

From: pat missud [mailto:missudpat@yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 2011 2:28 PM

To: jodou@wshblaw.com; mroose@wshblaw.com; cgilbertson@wshblaw.com; LMarquez@wendel.com;
GMRoss@wendel.com; Dewey.Wheeler@McNamaraLaw.com; Tanner.Brink@McNamaralLaw.com;
Christopher.Lustig@McNamaraLaw.com; trg@mmker.com; ehuguenin@greenhall.com; law@nivensmith.com; Thomas B
Montano; elsing@gibsondunn.com; james.strother@wellsfargo.com; raymond.m.lynch@wellsfargo.com;
eric.mcluen2@wellsfargo.com; Amy.anderson@calbar.ca.gov; Adriana.burger@calbar.ca.gov; myuen@sftc.org;
adonlan@sftc.org; bcompton@sftc.org; itservicedesk@nvcourts.nv.gov; aginfo@ag.state.nv.us;
ncdinfo@judicial.state.nv.us; judcom@govmail.state.nv.us; HawkinsJ@clarkcountycourts.us;
Tommasino)@clarkcountycourts.us; Dept11LC@ClarkCountyCourts.us; KutinacD@clarkcountycourts.us;
GambleL@clarkcountycourts.us; ncjdinfo@judicial.state.nv.us; davidc@nvbar.org; kimberlyf@nvbar.org;
ecartwright@ag.nv.gov; Attorney.General@state.mn.us; mscodro@atg.state.il.us; ACheng@sftc.org;
kdrake@meyersnave.com; dinness@meyersnave.com; bstrottman@meyersnave.com; scott@mckayleonglaw.com;
bfasuescu@sanmateocourt.org

Cc: nick.timiraos@wsj.com; Robbie.Whelan@wsj.com; sboyer@hearst.com; Scott.Glover@latimes.com;
Scott.Gold@latimes.com; sdean@click2houston.com; hsmith@reviewjournal.com; snishimura@star-telegram.com;
asorci@sacbee.com; Scott.Reckard@latimes.com; sosdnews@uniontrib.com; estanton@bloomberg.net;
Anne.Tergesen@wsj.com; stevebrown@dallasnews.com; tellis@dallasnews.com; thorner@sptimes.com;
tom.petruno@latimes.com; tshaffer@attorneygeneral.gov; ryan.vlastelica@thomsonreuters.com;
wargo@lasvegassun.com; trigaux@sptimes.com; mvansickler@sptimes.com; vacaville@thereporter.com;
jwasserman@sacbee.com; ivy@zelmanassociates.com; bwillis@bloomberg.net; dawn.wotapka@dowjones.com;
Imorgan@sptimes.com; amoss@nctimes.com; mslawny@seekingalpha.com; national@nytimes.com;
peter_coy@businessweek.com; president@nytimes.com; jim.puzzanghera@latimes.com; publisher@nytimes.com;
readers@forbes.com; realestate@nytimes.com; ruth.simon@wsj.com; feedback@mysanantonio.com;
ryan.vlastelica.reuters.com@reuters.net; carrick.mollenkamp@wsj.com; liz.rappaport@wsj.com; robin.sidel@wsj.com;
Aaron.Lucchetti@wsj.com; contact-editorial@seekingalpha.com; jess.bravin@wsj.com; constance.mitcheli-ford@wsj.com;
peter.grant@wsj.com; angela.pruitt@dowjones.com; nick.vonklock@dowjones.com; Rick.Brooks@wsj.com;
eamon2@bloomberg.net; william.rempel@latimes.com; mj.good@yahoo.com

Subject: Fw: D R Horton i$ on the rope$..... :

Joel-

$$$Giorgi$$$ reconfirmed entry of $$$Don Horton'$ $i$ter $tate Judgment right?
[More tomorrow. I'm looking forward to DHI'$ financial evisceration.

Say Hi to Donald and his judge$$$$$ for me.

Patrick

--- On Wed, 9/21/11, pat missud <missudpat@yahoo.com> wrote:

From: pat missud <missudpat(@yahoo.com>
Subject: D R Horton i$ on the rope$.....
To: josh.levin@citi.com, dan.oppenheim@credit-suisse.com, michael.rehaut@jpmorgan.com, david-
i.goldberg@ubs.com, nishu.sood(@db.come+ Fisma & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ~rstevenson@peoplemanagement.org,
steve.east@csfb.com, mross@bgbinc.com, gs-investor-relations@gs.com, Buck.Horne@RaymondJames.com,
ivy(@zelmanassociates.com, bberning@fppartners.com, chris.hussey@gs.com, joshua.pollard@gs.com,
arjun.sharma@citi.com, jacqueline.merrell@gs.com, jason.a.marcus@jpmorgan.com,

1




-

cbrian@tradethetrend.com, rob.hansen@db.com, jesse.arocho-cruz@db.com, jonathan.s.ellis@baml.com,
kenneth zener@keybancecm.com, jrahmani@kbw.com, jay.chhatbar@baml.com,
william.w.wong@jpmorgan.com, kisha.rosario@jpmorgan.com, inquiries@guggenheimpartners.com,
karen.frenza@gs.com, william.alexis@credit-suisse.com, michael.dahl@credit-suisse.com,
kim@zelmanassociates.com, christina.c.lo@jpmorgan.com, angela.pruitt@dowjones.com,
nick.vonklock@dowijones.com, george.stahl@dowjones.com, cbrian@mysmartrend.com

Cc: "brian wargo" <wargo@lasvegassun.com>, Snewsdesk@kvvu.com, "ed vogal"
<evogel@reviewjournal.com>, gramalho@kvbc.com, kbencze@kinv.com, 8onyourside@klastv.com,
hsmith@reviewjournal.com, producers@ktvn.com, desk@ktnv.com, apacker@reviewjournal.com,
iedwards@reviewjournal.com, jgreene@kvbc.com, mlayton@klastv.com, adhopkins@reviewjournal.com,
news@krnv.com, kelley@lasvegassun.com, rcomings@klastv.com, khoward@reviewjournal.com,
mbhiesiger@reviewjournal.com, kmovesian@ktnv.com, "v miller" <VMiller@lvbusinesspress.com>,
newsdesk@klastv.com, cy@lasvegassun.com, Patrick.Coolican@]lasvegassun.com,
richard.serrano@lasvegassun.com, cgeer@reviewjournal.com, bhaynes@reviewjournal.com,
mblasky@reviewjournal.com, fgeary@reviewjournal.com, dkihara@reviewjournal.com,
dmcmurdo@reviewjournal.com, fmccabe@reviewjournal.com, Imower@reviewjournal.com

Date: Wednesday, September 21, 2011, 12:24 PM

........ and I'm dancing like a butterfly, and sting like a scorpion:

"The 9th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals in San Francisco said a lower court erred in concluding the homeowners
lacked standing to sue defendants, including Beazer Homes USA Inc, DR Horton Inc, Lennar Corp, PulteGroup
Inc's Centex Homes and Ryland Group Inc."

http://www.baltimoresun.com/business/sns-rt-us-homebuilders-rulingtre78k545-20110921.0,825442 story

"Writing for a 9th Circuit panel, Judge Betty Fletcher said the plaintiffs may file an amended complaint to show
a sufficient link between the defendants' actions and the resulting economic harm. She returned the case to a
federal district court for further proceedings.”

As chance would have it, I'm drafting that very document today. It will go out to the consumer attorneys, law
enforcement, and 1500 media contacts.

Patrick

Patrick



EXHIBIT F



--=--Qriginal Message-----

From: pat sissud [mailto:missudpat@®yahoo.com
gsent: Monday. April 28, 2008 6:42 PM .
.70: Leonard B. Marquasz

Subject: criminals and incarxceration

Nr. Maxques,

Pleass tell your formey clients that it only takes
minites thesse days to inflict subatantial economwic
damage to their RICO operxatiens.

Let my intent be very clear.... The criminals will

never enjoy the fruits of their illegal opexatioms. I

will eviscexate their companmy, dsplete tleir vast bank accounts, destroy their reputations
and hopefully cause as much psychological and physiclegical damage to thes as they have to
thousands of bstter Americans.

Sincevely,
Patxick Missud,

-3on of a mother who was shot at in Burope while
Hitler's Panzexs were cruising through France, and of
a father whos relatives wers slaughtered during the
Tunisian xrevelution.

Taking on this $88 corporation is nothing. You just
need a little perspective.

This e-mail message is confidential, is intendsd only for the named

xecipient (s) above, and may contain information that is privilegad, attormey work product
or exempt from disclosurs under applicablo law. If you have received this wessage in
erxoxr, Or are not a named recipient(s), you axe hersby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
mesonge in erxor, pleass immediately notify the sender by xeturn e-mail and delete this e-
nmail message from youx computer. Thank you.

IR PR R R R A R Ry e L R Y R R L P A R A T R R R A S R AL A S A A dddd il lsid d

TR RIRRNPC I PR AR COEIRAIVORICCPOQII PP R AR P et AV RI G RAP IR IR TQGUENTITPIOIRA S04
CERARNEREBO AR IR RN

IR Ciroular 230 Disclosurs: As required by U.§. Troasury Regulations govexning tax
practice, you are hereby advised that any written tax advice contained herein was not
written or intended to be used (and cannot be used) by any rtaxpayer for the purpose of
avoiding penalties that may be imposed under tha U.5. Internal Revenus Coeds.
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EXHIBIT G



04/19/2008 67:72 41558 HIESUD
Patviek Mioud
Adornsy st Law
91 San Juans Ave.
Saa Frmclsco, CA, 4112
415-384-7251 office/x
915-345-5540 coltular
Apsil 15, 2008
Wood, Sruith, Heaning and Berwian LLP
/0 Joal D. Odow
7670 West Loke Mend Bivd,, Ste. 250
Las Vegas, NV, $9128-6652
Re:  AsSiss2
Via:  Par N02-153-6225
Déar Mr. Odow,

Iis tay great pleasuse (0 again Uewr from you, In our foanes masters you sod all your
Sesame Stecet Sicnds raade things very difficult snd expensive for me ia cout. In
Tesponse, my sohation was 16 wake oy puay persoaal gricvince 10,000 tines more .
axpensive for Bimo and Grover (Hotton sod Tommitz). Inonky & few short months alter
changing strasegies, fets Just szy tust 1 rasde things sonwcwiut diffienlr for your st

- bilfion dollar clients and theic cight knows stiomeys wosking on that case. Eave [
mewtioned that my I mﬂmmwww I fi{esaRy con’t cven begin
%0 tell you shout the state aurthotities chomping ot the bit 1o gt a piecs of the
action, Aff thess guys mako it look Mke a ssunt o¢ soene out of Cops™,.....bed boyy, bed

We both know that yeur firss will challenge the validity otthe services in AS551662 and
bas alveady scheduled othwer silly delay tactice. T witl olthar get local Nevada
sepresentation oc pay for the bond ovi of sy ovalti mlffon dollae cut from CV 592. As
betore, my reaction 15 o suake things bosrendonsly expensive for the brothers fos
Deltverance ™ ouiside of coust, Jt3 sow agaia timie to sponsor as many clasy actions
regavdiog constraciion defocts, misrcprescatations and fraud 2 poasitile, snd fo Jnfor
ﬂMNMMWMmmmmm&:.”d
my peogress. To mske it time officient foe o 10 oppose your wxy xotions, | might as
well continue locally with acother Nevads class action for frand snd deceptive trade
pestticss for tying DHE Mosigage to salas of homes. The corsplaint is already 110%
written and will paralic! the San Diogo Gllug. All%bave to do is delots this Sherman
anitraet claite 20d mm«umm&uw«'nhw
Nevada fils. Woll dous, my seccad pusy grievence bas now incressed ot least 100 old.
That strategy of demandiag a bond vwas quite the coup de gras.

"




a4/15/2080 ©7:22  415%6...a8 HISRUD

All individwal sttomeys’ contitations i fitrtheraacs of well documented D R Hertor
frwud smd other ceimes will ultimatoly be nadonally exposed. Yous firm will of course
receive dishosarable oazion aud vecall thiat you heve alreadly pedjured yovesellin
statcmants (o faraet Deputy Cosumissionse Boiilacdt. Uve loat count o€ the Meaidreds of
victims withia ney netiemwide database which suppost the ranpest cximinality 2t D R
Hortom, ska Baron If, scd could nveke ove affis fiout page sews. Despite ail tay media
contacts hawewer, | bave muted myseifin not haviog jetiscnad this cat from its bag. Tell
the hicks in Texas | will stop dace thay see sovggiing with Skilting and Pastow.

mwiwmmwo.

e !
woow.bbonooemcksinfe and 14 titectinked sites visited by teas of thousands

Busl,
Cez, Wall Street, Insthiutional Tavestoes,
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EXHIBIT H



Patrick Missud
Attorney at Law
91 San Juan Ave
San Francisco, CA, 94112
415-584-7251 Office

415-845-5540 Cell

missudpat@yahoo.com
Augist 8, 2009
Att’n: Defendants and Agencies

Re:  Missud v. DHI et al, RICO and Conspiracy to commit RICO

Via:  Certified; and ¢-mail: dennis.barghaan@usdoj.gov, greener@sec.gov

Attention Defendants, Agencies and Federal Agents;.”

RICO operating D R Horton Inc. [DHI) and DHI Mortgage;

Aiding and abetting federal judges Roger Benitez and Saundra Armstrong;

Foﬁner South Carolina Magistrate and DHI under the table employee Curtis Coltrane;

Former Nevada Deputy Commissiones and DHI under the table employee Susan Eckhard;
C'ﬁminally‘enab!ing defense firms Wendell Rosen Black and Dean, Wood S-mith Henning and Berman;
Felonious DHI in house counsel/board members Morice, Buchanan, Buschacher, Galland, Harbour; and

Non feasant State Bars of California, Nevada and Texas.



defmdmls’ surr(mom are served The followmg are justthe facts. supportmg thc oasc for judicial
corruption, official m:puon,mdetlucsviolmonsby state Bar members and associations: A limited
assortinent of official govemnment admissions/records and registered judiciul decisions are enclosedor
cited; orinternet links to web- aoeossible information are provided, or:hard Gopy evidencs enclosed with my
certified March l&2009|etterwhwhyonh¢vemh posmvclyreceived This cuirént letter will soon be

postod ' hort pes.info for media’s and Americans’ ease-of access. - My intenit is to ruin the
reputatkms of thc named mdlviduals and gorporations and to expose the various governmezital entities
responsible for DHI’s mdatcty lending which has cost 300 million Americans trillions of dolars in bail
outs while allowing the corporate elite to avoid ‘justice.” The compassion that I will now show the named
defendants will be similar to that shown by the DHI corporation and its officers towards its own
consumess. Bve:ydofendmtwhohas“dedtmthtlwd«wl"wnll now beoomcav;ctlm of DHI’s own
corporate fraud and bopefully Tose as much as the hundreds/thousands of preyed on, foreclosed and
bankrupted DHI consumers found nationwide. Markopoulos exposed Madoff's ponn scheme which
injured only thousands of private investors and several large funds. Iplan to expose the miscreants who
havc caused catastrophic worldwnde economic losses. .

widerAfiioed oo

‘On July 1, 2009 g* ]nrgw bmlderlafﬁllated lender Beazer Homes slgned a defmcd prosecutlon
agreement, adniitted to predatory lending/mortgage fraud, and agreed to $50 Million in consumer
restitution. The FBI, SEC and HUD agreed to settle in lieu of prosecuting “Beazer’s participation ina
scheme designed to increase its mortgage company’s profits and sell homes, ... arranging larger loans that
consumers could afford, ...fraudulently inflating home prices to offset (incentives),” generally inflating
interest rates on the bwk end and mtmnomally oversmmg consumer income to qualify for home
purchases. http; gov/dojpress: ).htm ScoresofBoawsconsummhave

" been foreclosed on and bankruptsd Hundreds more have been financially ruined. .

Ryhnd, XB and Hovnanmn Homes and others have also similarly been found mvolved m antitrust and -

D.R. Horton’s [DHI] sales volume is FOUR times as great as Beazer's and quahﬁes for & minimum of
$200 Million in consumer restitution. Hundreds of official government documents and hundreds more
consumer emails in ry possession prove the losses with absolute certainty. Hundreds of DHI’s consumers
have been foreclosed on and bankrupted. Thousands more have been financially ruined. All indications
however are that the DHI elite will skate and the white collar criminals will never have to answer for
crlmcs that minorities and small fish regularly pay for....and *justice’ for all.




On July 19,2006, . . HUD Dtret;tor Ivy .lacksonpsrsonally requested my then small file regarding
DHI’s regional predamy lendmg occumng tlmghout Cahforma and Nevada; | was Inppy to obhge and
qmddy sent her the documems.

-OnNoymm 19, 2006 AP syndmd ml state eolummst Ken Hnmcy then pnnted “Bmlder-lender
pammshlpsdraw HUD:¢ye.™ Within that article he wrote “the statute police have begun intervening in -
complairits brought by individual consumers who say builders are-unfairly forcing them to use their .
‘affiliatéd mortgage eo:npamel The following paragraph then begins to detail the same identical sfories
that l had sent eemfied 10 HUD's Dlrector Jackson hitp://www.sfgate. com/cgi-

On June 8, 2009, the Us. Supreme Conrt mled that West Visginia’s judge Benjamin should have -
dlsquahﬁed htmself from an appeal of a $30 million j Jury verdict against Massey Energy Co becausethe
coal mining company's CEO had bem orie of his major-eampaign donors. Bemamm’$$wmg vote
pradxeubly favored MaSSey iEnergy w,lnch bad contnbumd $3M to hls re»electxon

In June. 2006 South Carolina’s “Specnl Magistrate” Curtis Coltrane twice cited DHI’s oorporate special
interests to trump a community’s and couple’s First Amendment Right to speech and assembly at
Beaufort’s traditional public forums. [06-CP-07-1658,2224 and
http://www.drhortonhomeofhorrors.info/South Carolina.htm] However, another Magistrate not on DHI’s
payrol} properly ruled against DHJ] when® lt tned 10 again eliminate the 222 year old right to speechand .
assembly in Richland County ‘South Carolina. -http//wvw.wistv.com/Globalstory asp?s=6676111 Now in
2009, according to Southern Carolina’s. Beaufort bench, Special Mag:Smlte Coltranie is no longer in melr
service nor even practicing law. Pechaps Coltrane’$ former DHI income is Sufficient to Support
hlShfeStyle. His fnend of afeather Was Slmllady mdmed recently on July 31, 2009, Supportmg her wm

In October 2007, Northern Dtstnct of California Judge Saundra Armstrong quickly closed aDHI - -
predatory lending case which precisely mirrors the smallish $50 Million Beazer deferred prosecution case.
$he resoundingly refused the plaintifP’s offer to bring dozens (now hundreds) of nationally defrauded
consumer contacts to an oral hearing for which there would have been a public record. She ignored a Clark
County court finding of fraud and deceptive trade practicss by the Same defendants, when She should have
given that ruling full faith and credit. ‘Judge Saundra ArmStrong even dismissed ai official police report
genmtedmtheo:dinarycourseofbusmbyanofﬁwwhouoﬂ’icml dutyw&sloacamtoly doeumem
the bornbing of the plainufﬂwh!stleblow« s truck st 10'00 PM on August 3, 2007.

§ ne.comn At Comcxdcmally, at 10: :00 PM thatvety
same cvemng, the plamuﬂ’s already fong sponsorod internet campaign had informed yet another
1000 people nationatly of DHI'SRICO. The plaintiff can now point to 200 million reasons why DHI would




want to silence him through fear and intimidation. PeﬂxgpsAnnﬁtrongmppnmo,Swuﬂhumd
thouSand reaSons why $he found for DHI. [4:07-02625-SBA].  Most recently on-August 11, 2009, this
court cven entered document number 55 into PACER, mistépresenting that it was “filetd” by the
whistelblower’s wife despite her non-involvement in‘these DHI RICO related matters, and to somehow
taint her as a liconsed attomey. The noithern district’s federal judiciary | has now taken its own official -
retaliatory judicial action to prevent a federal informant from truthfully informing govemmemandthe
public of DHI’s nahonw:demmesmeomuvenmn of CFR Title 18, Sechon 1513(e)..5" .
DS R YW, W L OTNEIL eS U/ UL O l AN R Ll 3 ) Borama sl htni Anoﬂlerqumonab!e
dlrectedvudnctbyAMm;kMdnmmlofhgmmeywbmmmmamasunwhwhshould
havebemﬂ\euvcnﬂ!mamwfavomgmumhythet:metlntﬂnmledml)eemberzowwbreak
the consumer win stresk, nwascommon knowledgeﬁnnobweo eompameSmuupuImd nicotine levels
andhookedhdsmtosmokmg. " pi//stic.pew.edw/m ? . pand- -
hitp://www tobasco erg/articles/iawspiticonley/ Yetmoﬂ\ervuywomblenﬂmgiswben
AnnStfmgrecmtlyrcﬁlSedtoucceptasctdunentwuuwhwhmnldhavemuwed neacly $1.2M in
fines and the.shuttering of a biotech business. Rather than let those expensive conditions happen,
nnswongd:dcheptthesetﬂemembutm&eadngmredﬂwpmsemmwsmknmwddwmthe
wealmyentrepmeur hitp:/ {isp =120242311« .

In March 2009; Bush Jr’s hand picked corporate-favoring Judge Roger Benitez, who believes that an
unregulated DHI has nothing but consumers’ best interests in niind, compelled arbitration for five blatantly
defrauded DHI predatory lending victims. The victims’ oornnhmxtm were separated by nearly 500 miles,
with their DHI originated mortgages issued by dxﬁ'mtbramh ofﬁeg& ~A DHI ‘Gorporate insider from
Texas, 1500-milés away, also confirmed that DHI Mo:tgage spohcy in Texas, as well as in California,
Nevada, Vitginia, Florida, Oregon, Washington, Hlinois, Colorado...... is to require consumers to use
DHI’s affiliated lender otherwise Jose their thousands in deéposits.- On May 20, 2009, the consumer
advocacy group Public Citizen printed “Home Court Advanmge, How tlic: Bmldmg Industry Uses Forced
Arbmanon to Evade Accountability”

hitp rationnow.org/uplonds/HomeCourtAgvantag flnthevuywe)lnsearchedSB
page documem cmng 340 sources, Public Citizen dewrmmed that arbitrat:on is overwhelmingly effective
for corporation$which keep arbitrator$in busine$$by requiring eonmm to capitulate to boilerplate and
unconscionable mandatory arbitrations clauses. 1ndeed, this was the: vuy same finding in document #24-
wlnch was timely submitted into evidence. The undeniable mathematical statistics:from both these
documents are that forced arbitration costs consumers even more money than they have already lost in the
original fraud. 1have a second and third DHI corporate insidér finformant who also agree with the first that
DHI illegally ties home sales to mortgage services. There were many, ample grounds for invalidating the
arbitrations clause. Afier all “arbitration agreements are favored and ‘shall be valid, irrevocabie, and
enforceable, save upon such grounds as exist at law OR INEQUITY for the revocation of any contract.”
[3:08-CV-00592-BEN-RBB, Order to Compel Arbitration, page 4, lines 13-15].” Under contracts 101,
fraud and non.mmituality rescinds contracts and clauses. Any tontract in which fraud is contemplated is
also an illegal unenforceable contract. DHI could not have contemplated that contractual fraud would have
to be arbitratéd under terms of the agreement. Benitez'$deci$ion to force arbitration on these already once
defrauded consumers is either incompetent or corrupt. -

l can pmve a HUD cover up in three different ways, Said cover up is to suppress the information which
HUD should have acted on five years ago to prevent our currently growing $3 000,000000 000 bail out
caused by rampant mortgage fraud and predatory lending.

1. On December 31, 2008 the FTC found 203 pages ofmpmswcmordstomy FTC FOIA request #2009-
00355, which sopght predatory lending complaints against DHI and DHI Mortgage. One of the 190 pages
that the FTC released even contained one of my complaints copied to and then only forwarded by the DOJ.
In fact,tthTCmordedabouwofmy ‘complaints and updates that I-had sent by certified mail. My
predatory lending complaints were among 44 others from 16 other statés. AH of the FTC’s records which |
sent were received as carbon copies of letters sent directly to HUD. frenically, HUD has not been able t0
find any of my or any others® complaints in its own archives. HUD though is the primary regulatory -



authority to receive, TILA, RESPA and mortgage fraud complaints not only from myself, but ﬁm\ at bast
16 other DHI market states. :
2. On February 6, 2009 HUD’s Office of the Inspector General sent a letter in reply to my HUD FOIA -
request which sought information regarding predatory lending by DHI, this counuy s single larm
builder/affilisted lender. Their research indicated that there were “no responsive records” to mblmmnc
DHI and DHI Morigage transactions, However, three weeks later on Febmuy 27,2009,HUD . = .
miraculously managed to find nearly 7700 administrative records proving builder/affiliated lender fmid
against consumers in case 03-CV-01324-AJT-TCB. Then on April 30, 2009, after my second FOIA -
request again seeking this exact type of information, or a copy of the 7700 administrative reeords, HUD
reiterated the position that it had no responsive records.

3. On March 12, 2007 at 03:24:10 PM clerk 03 accepted and scanned both bar coded certified packaga
7006 2150 0001 1108 5058 and 5065 into a computer at the Onondaga Post office. Both 5 ounce] -
contamlng 30 double sided pages of proof of DHI’s predatocy -lending were addressed to HUD and the FTC
in Washington DC 20580. The computer gencrated receipt #0567830036-0096 is also logged into the, -
computer as Bill #1000402285364. This paper receipt was printed seconds after all this computer .. .
information was instantly registered within the USPS database. Inexplicably, when one tries to track the -
packages on usps.com, there is now “no record” of 60 pages of tips to HUDIF']‘thwhewldhwepre-
empted our economic crisis directly linked to predatory lending and mortgage frand. . :
4. To this day, my HUD FOIA request remains unfulfilled despite new FOIA guidelines which claun to-
provide more transparency in obtaining just such government records. 1 have yet to recéive a single * -
document from HUD, the federal agency commissioned to prevent predatory lending md to archxve just
such rwords ’

On .lune l 2006, Nevada s Deputy Commnssloner for Mortgage Lending SuSan Bckhardt ﬁnally rcplled to
my third subpoena demanding a written a(p!aoatnon as to why she did not investigate DHI Mortgage -
despite my having forwarded 20 separate instances of predatory lending to her office. By Nevada state. law
$he was to have provided her answer, without the necessity of any subpoenas, and within 90 days
submission of my complaint. Within her 9 month delinquent answer She essentially stated that althongh
She issued five licenses fo DHI Mortgage, her office could not regulate the company. Twenty six days
later, Nevada’s Attorney- General informed me that they were searching for her replacement and if'1 could
send !hemmy file. Today, Las Vegas is the foreclosure capitol of the world, with 1 m&hmnsakeady
foreclosed or in the process of foreclosure. $uSan Eckhardt is responsible for millions in Jo$SeSand the™ -
bankrupty of thousands in her own caty 1 believe $he left town and Sought employment dSewhm

ln East Hempficld Pennsylvama building code official$ passed rampant, notorious, non code compl;ant
construction defects in favor of DHI. When third party inspectors were asked to review DHI’s -
eomtruman, the massive dcfeets were uslly spomd and the County s code oﬂ'lcmBmpldly temmated.

DHI’s fraudulent appraisals also extended to Nevada wlme consumers havc stated thutthe base ‘ mof
their homes would increase if outside financing was secured. One example being that a home would cost
an additional $53,000 if the purchaser/mortgage agent brokered his own loan. A second example being that
the bass price was so inflated that outside lenders would not finance and the buyer had to closs with the -
much more expensive DHI Mortgage by default. Other (English as a second language) Nevadans have also
had their homes reappmsed only to.find that they hadbeen swindled utthenmcofﬂ'nexrpurdmse. About .
half of that community is now bankrupted.

DHI transfer 1ax evasion was discovered in Pennsylvania’s Village Grande development. DHI of oourse
had the home buyers pay for their upgrades. Those same upgrades however wers conveniently omitted



ﬁomtrmsfe:hxuwbm ncamet:meforDHItopay the stats tax.

Arson is suspected in DHI's money losmg Paramount condominium project in San Dlego and another in
Vauvnllo California,

The SEC has: logged complmnt HO1042390 in its arohlm coneermng DHl’s accelerated closing and
threatened deposit forfeiture on an incomplete hoine to qualify for that quarter’s eammgs The house was*
ready for move in 3 months later in the next quarter. Apparently, that consumier”s neighbor also suffered
the same fate, Likely scores or hundreds of others had to pre pay forhomthey could not live in because
Tomnitz’ email directives to DHI agents weré to meet sales goals every quarter, at all costs, by whatever
means to mcrease stock valuatnon and outperform peers’.

During the recent 2009 2d Qtr earnings conference call, CEO Donald Tomnitz made material
misrepresentations to sharcholders in claiming that DHI Mastgage “does an excetlent job underwriting
mortgages and the related risk associated with it...” This despite an overwhelming mountain of proof that
he has personal knowledge to the contrary which brmgs us to DHI’s predatory lending....

Rampant DHI predatory lending/mortgage fraud in 17 states according to the FTC’s own files, 20 states
according to my even more extensive files, and all 27 of DHI’s market states by simply surfing the web: “d
r Honon predam'y lmdmg or“dr Honon monme fraud.”

My own very extensively documented case for which DHI has already prodiced documents and admissions
has yielded blatant DHI lies. DHI had my loan positively and isiternally approved yet sent me 2 fraudulent
federally certified letter claiming that 1 had breached their contract of adhesion by “not fulfilling DHI
Mortgage’s requirements” or becoming “fully approved.” The reason for their fraudulent predatory letter
informing me that they would retain my deposits and cancel my contract was because | instead *chase’ to
finance with Wells Fargo. The greedy DHI board of directors who crafted their antitrust corporate policy
leaving consumers no choice in lenders, would not “earn” a mortgage origination commission from me nor
be able to resell nty loan for their corporaﬁon‘s bottom line. In FACT, Las Vegas DHI Mortgage agent
Michael Mason first claimed in two successive letters that ] was “approved,” then only “preliminatily
approved,” then “not approved” in a fraudulent statement to DHI‘s under the table employee and former
Nevada Deputy Commissioner, then finally “approved”. in Califomnia court documents to evade jurisdiction
which would have coms by way of lying to the Califomnia coust. Clark County chada case #A551662
San Francisco Superior #035-447499, and ) y, hoxtons ‘ om/id3.hta

In Betsinger, four other Las Vegas DHI agents have already been civilly liable for fraud, [#A5031211. The
four criminally acting DH] agents are in addition to the agents involved in my case and scveral more who



are also pervasively fourd throughout the 190 pages of FTC responsive records. It would seem that all the
Las Vegas DHI Mortgage agents were following the same nationwide predatory lending scheme originating
from DHI’s Fort Worth boardroom just as declared by DH1 oospome insiders.

The retaliation that DHI has taken:against measafedenl informant in nationaily expesing their vast
predatory lmdmgandmoﬁgageﬁmdhammedfmudocnmmted times, the last by car bomb.
[hitp=//drhortoncouldhsvekilledme.corm/index:html). My information and scanned certified letters are
pomdm l6webmesonﬂwwebwh|chhavebynowbem seenbyovuamilhonAmmcans.

DI ll I ﬁ II - > N '. .
1n California, Wendel Rosen Black and Dearn attorneys perjured themselves twice to the San Francisco
SupmorCoun,the ﬁrsttnmeby ﬂﬂscly clanmngto have contacted me for an ex-parte hearing.

lnNevada. Wood mlth Heumng and Berrmn attomeys have perjured themselves three times denying the
receipt of certified mail, making false statements to the former DHI oorrupted Deputy Commissioner
Eckhardt, and i m mls-statmg & court ordeted form of order.

2L.80N4

ln Texas, 5 DHI boa; mnbwswho alsohappen 1 be attorneys have been repeutedly notified of
discovery of their boardroom ongmamed predatory lending yet have done nothmg to stop it.

DHl in house connsel s epzhllm G in m 08-CV-01324 boldly claims. to have “Ingh customer mongagc
origination satisfaction.” DHI evén offeis a single letter by a happy customer as proof. The truth though is
that DHI ranks slightly better thari predatory- lenders Ryland and Countrywide. That information. was
compﬂed by mdependent third perty JD Power and Associates and posted to tho web.

that the hyperlmk to the hard data no longer works, although there are calls toit whlch pervaslvely exist
throughout the web. THis information is being suppressed so instead, a hard copy record was printed before
all the damning data disappeared and was sent in support ofiny March 19, 2009 letter.) Rather thana
single letter in support of DHI’s “satwfactory mortgage origination,” I offer 44 from the FTC records, and
hundreds more from my own archwec, all of which claunmg that DHI is apredatory lender i inat least 20 of
DHI's 27 market states. _

f ) * .
The California bar has been repeatedly notified of California attomeys taking part in DHI’s RICO
furthering nationwide mortgage fraid, yet has taken no action. .
The Nevada bar has been repeatedly notified of Nevada attorney mis-conduct wblch has enabled DHI’s
nationwide mortgage fraud, but has taken no action. .
TthexmBusmnfmstamonpageﬁof' ) | :

aatrickmissy - 28,04 Sevetalmtiﬁedldterswmpostedtoandmeorpnmons

To date theTX stm bar has mkcn no action against five DHI general counsels and board members who -
have orchestrated the nationwide predatory lending which has contributed to the world’s financial meit
down.

Conclusions: _
Every single system and organization meant to protect consumers from DHI's predatory lending has
completely failed them. This has in part resulted in the current $3 Trillion reousnon/depms:on DHI is the
largest builder/affiliated lender which has the highest captive capture percentage whereby its in house - . -
affiliated lender DHI Mortgage fir nances DHI homs sales at the astounding 95% rate. [DHI’s 10K} Thns is
the highest among all the builders, however, DHI Mortgage’s origination satisfaction is among the lowest
of all the builders and just slightly better than Countrywide and Ryland, two mortgage originators alreudy
having been found to write predatory loans. Hundreds of nationwide consumers have filed conplaints -
regarding DHI’s predatory loans with various organizations including the FTC for years. FTC records
show that at least 44 consumers from at least 17 states have claimed that DHI Mortgage originates
predatory loans. Federal and state courts have been deluged with pndatory lending complaints agamst



DHl,andDHl Mortgage for years. DHI and DHI Moﬂgagugents ‘Ward, Callihan, Martinez, Mason,
Schankin, Collms, Frasure, Knobloch, Yow, Trembly, Branecki, Rivera; Brockway, Pena, Costello, Zenner,
‘l‘oelle, Howe, Casner, George, Williams, Buckler, Stowell, Grether, Toth, Wolf, Buckmghm Romo,
Smnh Teamer, Raddon, Hovander, Beldmg, Lackman, Rhoades, Leona, Budshtw Adoni, Christiano,
Boilooper, Kelly, Seifrid, Evans, Medeiros, McVay, Nguyen, Koski, Greenberg...... from Nevada,
California, Virginia, Arizona, Oregon, Maryland, Texas, Georgia, Colorado; Washmgton, New Mexico,
iflinois.....have éach been implicated, some found civilly lisble, snd others repmmnded for predatory
Tending. Federal and state agencies are cuirently covering.up their lack of enforcement of consumer
protections laws because their liability to the general public is overwhelming. A corrupt Nevada
‘Commissioner has made Las Vegas the foreclosure capitol of the world havmg decimated property values
in that area for every single property owner. Judicial and official corruption in South Carolina's Besufort
‘and Bluffton Counties is rampant. The federal and state judiciarics have furthered and enabled DH in
fleecmg consumers and now American tax payers of their hundreds of millions of TARP funds by time and
‘again favoring DHI's corporate interests over consumers*. DHI’s defense attomeys who have taken ethica!
ooths 10 not farther crimes have nevertheless taken an active role in asgisting DHI’s RICO. State bars
which are supposed to police: attorneys have been proven 1mpotont or: reluctant to stop the attomeys’
cnmmal acts.

The infent of the forthcoming RICO filing is to provide a pennancnt record of dcfendants’ roles in assisting
the DHI criminal enterprise. Even CEO Tomnitz stated in the second quarter conference call that DHI has
“ongmated billions in loans over the past ten years.* Those predatory loans could have been stopped by
'HUD five years ago, by Commissioner Eckhardt three years ago, by judge Armstrong two years ago, and -
by judge Benitez this year. Another reason to file this imminent RICCrsuit is to trigger defamation claims -
by the!individuals of disbarment proceedings by the defendant organizations. Orice these have been
‘initiated, 1 can blindly reach into my file cabinet, withdraw sevéral hundred recounts of DHI’s pndatory
Iendlng, prove every single allegation with certainty and achieve the public exposure that I now require.
Know that DHI sued the Scripps Broadcasting Corporation in 1999 for far less negative exposure than I
‘have already brought them, yet DHI doesa’t attempt to sue me for fear of additional exposure. [99-CV-
-196). DHI filed a SLAPP suit against consumers in Safe Homes Nevada but Jost to an honest judge
applying the First Amendment. http://fwwy 3
103/business/21422432.html DHI twice fi)ed mjunct:ons preventmg speech in South Camlmlamlwas
only successful because judge Coltrane was on their payroll. ; Thie next honest South Carolina judge
propesly refused DHI injunctive relief and allowed sacrosanct inalienable speech and peaceful assembly to
continue as it has for 222 years.

To the federal judges receiving this transmission: As an aﬁomey fam suwosed to respect court rulings. |
have completely disrespected yours, linked your decisions to corruption or incompetence, already contacted
meédia, and should be disciplined with contempt of court. Not takmg this step would be seen as a tacit
admission or an adoption of the allegations by silence.

is transmission Asmauonwylamsupposedtofolloweﬂncnl codes of

eondnd. l have in many instances not followed those canons. You should each initiate an investigation
into my actions. Not taking this step would be seen as a tacit admission or an adoption of the allegations by
silence.

deral ag i i SIS ‘.lntheBeazerdeferredprosecutwn.meDOJmtasdtat
mdlctmg thc prmclples nt Bmw is not a consideration because it employs 15,000 individuals and would
havé a detrimental effect on unemployment. This is not the case since the builders generally hire sub
contractors and have few corporate employees. DHI’s Donald Tomnitz is on record during the Q2 2009 -
conference call claiming that his company, the largest of residential builders, employed only 2,900 people.
There would bea rngligible, if any, net loss-in jobs if DHI were to completely fold. DHI's market share
would be easily absorbed by over .15 of its competitors which would be happy to see it go, employ some of -
its less criminal agents, and hire DHI’s leveraged and-undercut/over-worked sub contractors. However, a
bankrupted DHI would injure the interests of thousands of its victims created through predatory lending,
warranty misrepresentation, land sale misrepresentation, constmctaon defect.......... so instead 1 suggest
the following. In 2006, Chairman Donald Horton ranked as the 606" richest man in the world and should




v

resmcomlm«-mmsowni cket. . lm«smdﬂmmeMreDHlbomlwasalsqvcryweﬂ
compensated and even received bonm: ”ﬁordqﬁwdmgﬂmutdsoverﬂnmscofym One sich -

dmmmmemNeﬁh fo:merU.S' “Freasury Secretary hired topeddlo polmcal mﬂuenoeon
Capitol Hill and meet wiﬂl ankl Rames of Fannie Mu lnfamy

Very well mbhslwd mail ﬁ'aud md mkctemng laws should pmvide fedual agmel  with thq :
jurisdiction fo take- such actions; . Since pmﬁts froim illegal undemkmgs should be disgaged, I recommend
startmg with the. felom (a_pd former hlghmkmg federal ofﬁcnls) in Fort Worth.  *. =

lleMvemyHUDFOlAmquestnow’ . L
zThenspaposmwly “noecpted"the followmg in the few seconds aﬁuthey wmscannedmdw

BoMA & OMB Memorandum M-0%-1 éﬂ"
Ams-smfauma'lﬂw Cal Ba. -3719

“In num.rous shhs throuql’i ut the' COuntty, local, stato and cvbn federal ofﬂclals havo
time and. again supported D R Horton to the detriment of consumers ..... and perhaps even
received a benefit for themselves, See the official documents within, Contact me as

Patficlessud

91 SanJuanAvenue : o
San Francisco, CA, 84112 .- - S
- 4158455540 . < - s
FAX415-584-7251 N
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4155347251 offica
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Tmmm&qm '
- 1O Box 12548 .
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© Ret  'TexssPesa) Code§ 3193, THEST. '
- Visd CHMNMA & OMB Memorandum M- 07erIaBmail. led W‘ldo Wnb

Atteation Attomey General Abbott, - ___ *FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *** + ',

MMTmmWaM[nmmnqmmM]bm . s
Teoas® lnner city Black, Latino and otherwise minority community, and the white collar . o
Cancasisn olite such a3 Donalds Toennitz and Horton. Please know thatthe media will of course
recaive & copy of (allegations in) this letter, and qfficial docsmented court and government proof,
Socts and evidance. mmmmwmkwuhtthm
-Mmmwmmnm;mumcmwwm . .

.531.03.‘!3111
(:)Amwmhmomummnymmw&hmuotb
. deprive the owner of propenty; -
. w)AWmofpmvkuﬂwM?O)khwmmmeﬂm“

consent;

_ (c) For purposss of Subsection (b): -

- a)mu&wmmywmhmmm
. tham, but sienilar to, that which the prosecution is based is admisaible for the purpose of .
mwmmwmmamdpwm“mwm .
actor’s plea of not guilty;

mmmdnmunmummwmmm»

mmmmmmwmmmammum
by the uocrroborated testimony of the accmoplice; )
(O)Mnmﬂtdbyma),nohm&mm .
“o.ujmﬁwwmunmammmmuoo«mm

, mmmmmmﬁmw&m«mma
Mhbmmmaoﬁuifithdmwﬁomwmm

mhmmhaeWMMMuhﬂmudh
" Mﬁmemmm&mw podscasion,or

contro} by virtne of the contractual relationship; or -
@)hmdﬁomw“ﬁmmdmmno&ly
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a)mummmmmwmam
_ QMM(C)-MWMM Mwam

" (a) Unlawhol ' ' :
hWWMdMWMMmMMW ’

mhumahudymdmmmmmmmm Ahng
and varied list of these cuves is included as exhibit 1. [Ex, 1]. : .
. Mmmmmwmmmums.ma
consumers have posted similar complaints regarding all of the above, Within my own database, I
baye dogsns/bundreds of similar stoties. A very few of theso axhibits are includad in a
conilensed vession 2 exhibit2 Note that the list was compiled as Jong as & year ago. May,
mmvh&nm:-naﬂnbhmmdmﬂom ®Bx. 21 _

(b)AppophﬁonbymMnM

. mmwmwmmmmmm
stating that their consent to purchase DHI's homes, upgrades and mocigage products was i
involuntary and induced by deception or coercion. As s0on as DEI cashes foefeitable? deposits,
torms once fevorable to the consumer are uﬁdmlychuydmbmeﬁtbmw Please
,mmzmammmus 13:.3].

{eX1) Smihpumpmipaﬁmueﬁdmofhm

wrmmm.mmmmammmam o

. thyown personal cave, Shostly thereafter, I sent DHI evidencs of 20 adklitional consumer~ -
- victims who had actually been deffanded. In September 2005, DHI’s chief ltigation counsel
David Motios subtnitted a decharation in support of DHI’s reply in Californie éase 05-444247 .
- . wharsin the specifics of the natianwida theft ware detailcd. Shoitly theyeafter and for over.one .-
.mmMmmqmmcmmmﬂ»mm Orice again,”
. DHP’s chisf litigation department scknowledged certified receipt of the dozens of additional -
manmmmm-aMTMWMmmm T
defhodants and recelved thejr very own coples of the complaint wherein specifics of theie -
personal participation of the nationwide thaft wasagain laid out. DH] wae reminded that -
 ndditional futavw theft of unwitting consumaers would be discovered. Dozens move instomees of
WMMWMW&MR’:WM»M«MM  [Bx

(e)a)wn)ammumqnfn(mliax .
‘ MWNMM&&MWW&MMMW :
accomplices. mmmmnmmnmmumamm
- on DHI Mortgage services which aie bundlid with homa purchises, Adar consizaers sign
- purchase costracts, home prices increass or decreass dependiag on whather DHI Morigage is
MMW;@MWMM“MMMW

awmnmmm@mwm_mwmw&mmmww



respectively. Aﬂumdpmmmhmmdmiﬂm

mm&m&mmmmmnﬁnamﬂummn

(allegation). Thess accomplices bave likely defranded thousands of consumers fiom Cs, Nv, Fi,
© Va, I Co, T, cociivnnene (E:.l,z.z.ms,mowm:nihbk].

(e)(d)anuofhmmh: - ..
hMmmmmdmwMumem _
consent sxceods $1500. Indeed, specifically for predatory lending victims, the last minute .
mmwmmuwmqummmm Por’
. waeranty victims, the vahis of bonatide but uniwestanied repairs nearly afways exceeds this
amount.- mmamwwmhumwmrw .
Wwﬂd‘. mmlﬂphemdbhnyﬂuﬁmmhhhhm fBx -

(MWMMWWMWMW .
Morigags loans aye regulated by FUD, Muﬂnmmmﬂwwm ’
vatious federal and Texes entities. Rules regarding nterest mate offers, or their. franduleat . - )
Mnmhﬁbyhﬁ“hﬂngm The Equal Opportunities - .-
Committce ensures that iminorities are not discrimiaated sgainst for sald mortgage appHeations,
and the BCOA was euacted fo provent disparste issuance of credit for this group. Jostlast yese,
nmodmmmnn.ooonun.mmmmmmmm ;
mortgages, many of which under fraudulent terms, targeting minarities for disparate trepinacnt,
MMM&WMMMWMWMM [Bx.2andnew 6]

" ((3) Heightened punishosent I offeass on an eldecty individual
Back in 2004, WRMWWMWWt *good

W&OIMMMDEM«WWM DHI called heg s wesk batbre -
. closing to sign the 9% loan they had crafted, Dambuslmhdbbaghuomhhbukm
. extand the 6% adjustable rate losn which was quickly cobbled togsther if desperation after
DHI's balt and switch. Dorins will even tastify under osth in this very yegard at the TRCC - . .
sunset commission’s hearing on Septsmber 23, 2008. For over two years, MM%

"

mMWdMaﬂaMﬂnﬂaMMlmthm-_ .-

Mmmuammmumm:dmmmmm
. that the “squeal” scene ffom “Deliverance” woul ensus......; fheo came the discovery of
’ Mmmmmmm 'l‘hnkM!y mmieokmliﬁmlly Bx.3

: ndnm'n. A -

: mmrmwm-m nmmammmm
walking; floats In watis; “quacks® to its brethren when flying in *V* forniations; tastes great -

MWthﬂQOﬁwmumm%mh L

L s!tkbaplmm What Is it7 .
%ﬂqmﬂﬁﬂ’lﬁlmﬁhwm-wmﬁd
mmmmmmmmmm
mmuwwmwmmmmmmmm
Ssele/Margsn Stanlty resens.. . Morigags M.....‘ .
mmmmwcumh-pm»mmmwm
Mumpmumummmmmm
mmm(mmamm :

eewmnrmwmmmwmq*m_mm'm-cmm'.mmw
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PATRICK MISSUD
Engineer/Contracior/Businessman
Consultant/Unforiunate Attorney
91 San juan Ave.
SF,CA. 94112
845-5540 Cell

Sepiember 21, 2009

Office of the Chief Trial CounseV/Intake
State Bar of California, ¢/o Adriana Burger
1149 South Hill Street

Los Angeles, CA, 90015-2299

Via: CeftifictbMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Altention State Bar Agents,

This lettcr is 10 memorialize my September 17 afiernoon conversation with state Bar agent
Burger who refused 10 reduce anything to wriling or follow up on my certified complnm 4
*** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-geceived at 9:29 AM on August 28, 2009. Our conversation dealt with

the following themes.

Way b-ck in November 2005 l submnted a complamt wnh overwhelmmg evidence to prove
court misrepresentations by attorney/co-conspirators from megalirnm Wendel Rosen Black and
Dean. Marquez, Ross and the Wendel firm were defcndmg predatory lender/fraudulent mortgage
originator D R Horton [DHI}. Rather than investigate the ottomeys and firin, the Bar passed the
buck and required that | myself reach into my pocket, punch the clock and police the co-
conspirators in San Francisco’s County Court. Since the judge did not want to weigh inona
pissing ratch, the uncthical atiorneys and their consumer-crushing corporate defense firm went
on and on and on to further DHI's criminal RICO as is very extensively documenied within
numerous corroborating sources and detailed federal records. To recap the complaint: the
attoracys learned of my absence from California, avoided contact with me by cell phone (the
number was listed throughout the documents that they themselves submitted in support of their
motion) and then scheduled an ex parie hearing just a few hours before my return to conceal
evidence of their client’s nationwide predatory lending/mortgage fraud/ TARP
requiring/$3,000,000,000,000 wall strect bail out funding paid by 300,000,000 tax paying
Americans. Ms. Burger chiimed that because | did not get what § wanted then, that | was
“bullying” the state Bar now. Exhibits 1.
Ms. Burger had the audacity to claim that I, merely one of thousands of individual Bar members.
was “bullying” the IiTinitely more powerful California Bar, the entity which regulates my license.
) aved, burgeons with attorneys, has in house Chief Counsel, and is capitalized to the
hik. | draw the Bar’s attention to exhibits 2 wherein Burger will find resl world sxamples of
“bullying:” Melendea/Jenkins who were admonished by $8B DHI’s defense counsel that they
“don’t have 10 §o in there.” “There™ was the Beaufort County court house where Magistrate
Custis Colirane, and DHU's covert employes, would soon rule against their inalienable First
Amendment righis. Oh, by the way the Beaufort Bench stated that he is no longer practicing law
and thanked me for my corroporation [Spelling Correct). How about Corrente who has required



that a dozen Texas stale agencies intesvene on her behall because $3B DHI repeatedly promises
and then rencges on warranted repaies. She is one of hundreds in my database all of whom
conlirm /ast week's 3 D Power™s survey that statistically finds for a sccond year in a row that DHI
hsmch\memmm«\mmymmmdma mmbuofmnonndmajoc
construction defects. If the Bar usn‘t too busy non- feasing. passing the buck, or otherwise
sleeping, please visit: hitp-//wywrw. idky omHoigs for confirmation that $88 DHI deags its
feet and leaves consumers nmkerqnwsmlhmowmim How about $3B DHI extorting the
Aranov’s inlo consummating increasingly onesous real estate “deals.” The base price of
Yevginy's home shot up suddenly ai closing, just fike the imterest rate on Eleanora’s doubled her
monthly merigage paymenis. Surprise! Compare this 10 the English-deficient Yoons and Sengs
who als0 put substantisl deposits on their S88 DHI built homes, and then had them “forfeited™
because they didn’t capitulate to DHI's increasing financially crushing terms. Olga Dodson was
told by $3B DHI that if she didn"t sign on the dotted line, that they would steal her $82,000 and
then forclose on her house 10 make up the difference. | could add over another hundred storics
fromn my personal archives, append at least 500 emails, or pull out 190 pages of FTC records, but
will instead describe how $88 DHI tried to illegatly compel me into their antitrust tying of
mortgage scrvices to my home's purchase. After being FULLY approved, the pricks sent a letter
stating that because ! had “not completed lender requirements™ they would “forfeit my deposits.”™
1 then immcdiately flew to Vegas. high on Vicodine prescribed for kidney pain, to MAKE them
sell me my home funded by MY chosen lender. Those recounts are about fucking bullying. You
want niore, then just ask.

1L Harassmeni;
Ms. Burger claims that my Bar letters sent to her attention amounts 16 “harassment ™
Little ‘ole $8B DHI also claimed the same “harassment” in Clark County [raud case #A551662
wherein they produced over 1000 pages of NOTICE which | had sent them regarding $8B DHi's
discovered nationwide predatory lending and other RICO. $8B DHI's defense counsel again
chiimed the same “harassment” in California’s Southern District of San Diego antitrust case #03-
¢v-00592 wherein they requested judicial notice of another 1000 documents including
“correspondence from plaintiff"s counsel, Patrice/Patrick Missud.” Those mother fuckers had
years Jong NOTICE of $88 DHI’s nationwide predatory lending and other RICO, conveniently
forgot their ethic$, asSisted $3B DHI in fleecing thousands of already defrauded DHI consumers
a second time, and guaranteed the rip-off of thousands more well into the fulure. $88 DHI yet
again claimed the same “harassment™ in California’s Northern District of San Francisco case 407-
€v-02625 over two yeats ago and long before the first $700M in TARP funds wers disbursed
from 300,000,000 axpayers® pockets. Remember that TARP was specifically created in part to
pay for $88 DHI’s mortgage fraud/predatory lending which has led 10 colossal nationwide
foreclosures where it “sold™ (exrorted buyers) the mast homes, namely Stockion, Merced.
Sacramento, San Dicgo, Las Vegas...... By the way, the Calilornia and Illinois Atiorneys
General, as well as HUD, the FTC, DOJ, SEC and select media each also received NOTICE. or
800 page files, some USPS centified, comalning oodles of contact informaiion for defrauded 8B
DHI consumers found nationwide.

Ms. Bueger claimed that because the files were closed, the Bar could not regulate the licensed mal
feasing atforne; Y. 1 recall that a certain Nevada Deputy Commissioner came to the same finding
regarding DHI's ma) feasing agents. Susan Eckhardl was replaced within 26 days of her
ridiculous statement. She was the third such State CommiSSioner found to be on private
intereSt$’ payrolls. Perhaps she should be shackled and sent 1o Leavenworth. Exhibit 3.

Y. Apgeal;



Ms. Burger toid me that my current recourse was to “appeal the Bar's no action decision 1o the
California Supreme Count.” Firstly, the SOL puls mesol. Even if | had the opportunity however,
the legal SySiem is far 100 expensive and slow to produce any useful sesults. In 2004, | brought
my and others’ DHI consumer fraud information 10 federal and Nevada authorities te “appeal™ for
their help. Bush’s federal agents were told not 1o investigate, and by then some Nevada officials
were alsready in the pocket of the 606™ richest man on the planet, Donald Horton. in 2005, 1
appealed to California’s Superior Court which atiowed for dismissal of $88 DH!'s back breaking.
foreclosure prompting, family bankrupting nationwide RICO for only ptoeedtnl reasons. |
appealed for help in 2006 10 26 other sisie regulators and again to the fed to stem SSSDHI'sSSSS
white collar criminal grand theft and fraud taking place across state fines and through mail and
wire, but nothing was done. in 2007, over one full year prior to the Bear-Stearns/Lehman
/Fannie/Freddie financial disasters, | appealed to the northemn circuit which had every document
required 1o put a stop to the world's curremt financial crisis caused directly by the same type of
puduocy kndmg that $3B DHI is renowned for. bmforSommSon_mdge ArmStrougmled in

Thank you for the further opportunity to prepare exhibits which will be filed in suppost of my
RICO suit naming the Bar, and several officials and judges. Keep in mind that the enclosures are
a mers fraction of the documents | possess and have amassed through |8 sites which feature at
least 1000 documents available on the world wide web. Since the Special intereS1S are too
powesful, well connected and enabled by the Smaller fiSh, 1 absoluely have to expose them (you)

instead.

With the greatest sincerity z;m'l “To Preserve and Improve our Justice Systeni.”™ {read your fucking
Bar cards]

Patrick Missud; ME, CE, GC, JD, last and very leas! attorney

Encl.

Ce: Media through the fair reporting exception following RICO suit filing.
Armswrong 48795

Benitez 7.-8801
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From: pat missud [mailto:missudpat@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, August 09, 2010 2:35 PM

To: dennis.barghaan@usdoj.gov; greener@sec.gov; Melanie.Proctor@usdoj.gov

Cc: Joel D. Odou; Patricia J. Peterson; Nadin J. Cutter; itservicedesk@nvcourts.nv.gov
Subject: Nevada's proven furtherance of DHI's RICO

Good afternoon all,

State and Federal Agents-

Since its obvious that the criminal directors at DHI are to walk because of their political
connections, I am now filing my papers first with the media. We are up to several corrupted
commissioners in two states, several corrupted judiciaries in perhaps three states, several
corrupted council people from at least 6 states, clear violations of both state and federal laws in
27 states, and very clear retaliation against a federal whistle blower from California. Americans
will be protected from Donalds Horton and Tomnitz despite Nevada's best efforts at concealment
and suppression.

Also, HUD has not replied to my renewed FOIA request, and the SEC has not yet updated me
on compelling DHI to print this year. [ trust that those will be in the mail this week?

Mr. Odou and Clerks in Department 11-

Your courtesy copies are attached without the voluminous exhibits. Those can be found on the
web or in wiznet. The media has already received their copies. [am awaiting DHI's final fees
and costs award for inclusion in Migsud v Nevada; Eighth Judicial District Court of Clark

Very, Very Sincerely,

Patrick Missud ..

"To Preserve and Improve Our Justice System in Order to Assure a Free and Just Society Under
Law" -Not just for the rich who have destroyed millions world wide.

cc: Media
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From: pat missud [mailto:missudpat@yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, April 04, 2012 11:17 AM

To: ssmith@meyersnave.com; kdrake@meyersnave.com; dinness@meyersnave.com; bstrottman@meyersnave.com;
cryan@hayesscott.com; acalderon@hayesscott.com; wagstaffe@kerrwagstaffe.com; tompkins@kerrwagstaffe.com;
mackey@kerrwagstaffe.com; kfeinstein@sftc.org; myuen@sftc.org; Amy.anderson@calbar.ca.gov;
Adriana.burger@calbar.ca.gov; adonlan@sftc.org; bcompton@sftc.org; dlok@sftc.org; ACheng@sftc.org;
adam@posardbroek.com; Dewey.Wheeler@McNamaraLaw.com; Tanner.Brink@McNamaraLaw.com;
Christopher.Lustig@McNamaraLaw.com; trg@mmker.com; ehuguenin@greenhall.com; law@nivensmith.com;
bfasuescu@sanmateocourt.org; scott@mckayleonglaw.com; Ising, Elizabeth; tbmontano@drhorton.com;
garris@wbsk.com; kider@wbsk.com; souders@wbsk.com; jodou@wshblaw.com; rtodd@wshblaw.com;
mroose@wshblaw.com; cgilbertson@wshblaw.com; LMarquez@wendel.com; GMRoss@wendel.com;
vhoy@allenmatkins.com; mmazza@allenmatkins.com; jpatterson@allenmatkins.com; cpernicka@allenmatkins.com;
cdawson@rdlaw.com; james.strother@wellsfargo.com; raymond.m.lynch@wellsfargo.com; eric.mcluen2@wellsfargo.com;
ecs@nvrelaw.com; joseph@josephmaylaw.com; oig@sec.gov; sanfrancisco@sec.gov; dfw@sec.gov; greener@sec.gov;
Tommasinol@clarkcountycourts.us; Dept11LC@ClarkCountyCourts.us; KutinacD@clarkcountycourts.us;
nvscclerk@nvcourts.nv.gov; itservicedesk@nvcourts.nv.gov; aginfo@ag.state.nv.us; ncjdinfo@judicial.state.nv.us;
judcom@govmail.state.nv.us; HawkinsJ@clarkcountycourts.us; GamblelL@clarkcountycourts.us; davidc@nvbar.org;
kimberlyf@nvbar.org; ecartwright@ag.nv.gov; NVFMP@nvcourts.nv.gov; annie.reding@usdoj.gov;
bonny.wong@usdoj.gov

Subject: Fw: Missud 2012 SEC 14a8 Proposal for Action Re:DHI (and RICO)

FYI

--- On Wed, 4/4/12, pat missud <missudpat@yahoo.com> wrote:

From: pat missud <missudpat@yahoo.com>

Subject: Fw: Missud 2012 SEC 14a8 Proposal for Action Re:DHI (and RICO)

To: josh.levin@citi.com, dan.oppenheim@credit-suisse.com, michael. rehaut@jpmorgan.com, david-
i.coldberg@ubs.com, nishu.sood@db.cony; FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *;'rstevenson(@peoplemanagement.org,
steve.east@cstb.com, mross@bgbinc.com, gs-investor-relations@gs.com, Buck.Home(@RaymondJames.com,

arjun.sharma@citi.com, jacqueline merrell@gs.com, jason.a.marcus@;jpmorgan.com,

1



cbrian@tradethetrend.com, rob.hansen@db.com, jesse.arocho-cruz@db.com, jonathan.s.ellis@baml.com,
kenneth zener@keybanccm.com, jrahmani@kbw.com, rosteen@kbw.com, jay.chhatbar@baml.com,
william.w.wong@jpmorgan.com, kisha.rosario@jpmorgan.com, inquiries@guggenheimpartners.com,
jane.wongl @baml.com, karen.frenza@gs.com, william.alexis@credit-suisse.com, michael.dahl@credit-
suisse.com, kim@zelmanassociates.com, christina.c.lo@jpmorgan.com, angela.pruitt@dowjones.com,
nick.vonklock@dowjones.com, george.stahl@dowjones.com, chrian@mysmartrend.com, pchu@fnno.com,
adam.rudiger@wellsfargo.com, jack.micenko@sig.com, jhymowitz@philadelphiafinancial.com,

steven bachman@rbccm.com, robert.wetenhall@rbccm.com

Date: Wednesday, April 4, 2012, 8:16 AM

Collateral Damage...

--- On Wed, 4/4/12, pat missud <missudpat@yahoo.com> wrote:

From: pat missud <missudpat@yahoo.com>

Subject: Missud 2012 SEC 14a8 Proposal for Action Re:DHI (and RICO)

To: foiapa@sec.gov, hallr@sec.gov, Livornese]J @ SEC.GOV, oig@sec.gov, sanfrancisco@sec.gov,
dfw@sec.gov, greener@sec.gov, annie.reding@usdoj.gov, bonny.wong@usdoj.gov

Cc: dan.fitzpatrick@wsj.com, hilzenrathd @washpost.com, nick.timiraos@wsj.com, Robbie.Whelan@wsj.com,
shoyer@hearst.com, Scott.Glover@latimes.com, Scott.Gold@latimes.com, sdean@click2houston.com,
hsmith@reviewjournal.com, snishimura@star-telegram.com, asorci@sacbee.com, Scott.Reckard@latimes.com,
sosdnews@uniontrib.com, estanton@bloomberg.net, Anne.Tergesen@wsj.com, stevebrown@dallasnews.com,
tellis@dallasnews.com, thorner@sptimes.com, tom.petruno@latimes.com, tshaffer@attorneygeneral.gov,
ryan.vlastelica@thomsonreuters.com, wargo@lasvegassun.com, trigaux @sptimes.com,
mvansickler@sptimes.com, vacaville@thereporter.com, ivy@zelmanassociates.com, bwillis@bloomberg.net,
dawn.wotapka@dowijones.com, Imorgan@sptimes.com, amoss@nctimes.com, sangeetha@seekingalpha.com,
national@nytimes.com, peter coy@businessweek.com, president@nytimes.com,
jim.puzzanghera@latimes.com, publisher@nytimes.com, readers@forbes.com, realestate@nytimes.com,
ruth.simon@wsj.com, feedback@mysanantonio.com, francesco.guerrera@wsj.com, kris.maher@wsj.com,
ryan.vlastelica.reuters.com@reuters.net, FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 *liz.rappaport@wsj.com,

robin.sidel @wsj.com, Aaron.Lucchetti@wsj.com, contact-editorial @seekingalpha.com, jess.bravin@wsj.com,
constance.mitchell-ford @wsj.com, peter.grant@wsj.com, angela.pruitt@dowjones.com,

nick.vonklock@dowjones.com, Rick.Brooks@wsj.com, eamon2@bloomberg.net,
william.rempel@latimes.com, michael.siconolfi@wsj.com

Date: Wednesday, April 4, 2012, 8:15 AM

Good morning SEC agents-

1. Find attached last year's copy of my 14a8;

2. Per your official records posted to the web | have owned sufficient securities for over three years;

3. Per your last refusal to compel publication also published to the web, my cases which the SEC claimed was my
motivation to protect DHI shareholders have been 'statistically closed;’

4. Per the official federal court docket, my severed case against the SEC (and not DHI) however is still unresolved;

5. Once federal judge Ryu orders that the SEC be released/absolved from Madoff-2 (actually Madoff-10, as in ten times
worse), | will edit the 2012 14a8 to reflect the fact that every single DHI shareholder is in the dark about DHI's 27-state
interstate racketeering made possible by the SEC (and which is furthered with judicial help).

Also see the below link. Once the 38 homes are sold | will contact the new owners to see if they also got bait and switch
financing, bait and switch materials, homes replete with construction defects, and/or illegal denied warranty. I've stock-
piled hundreds of these daily notices.

My proven stats are that at least 40% of the consumers will claim one or more criminal act by DHI.



XOXOXO,
Patrick

--- On Tue, 4/3/12, Google Alerts <googlealerts-noreply@gooqgle.com> Wrote:

From: Google Alerts <googlealerts-noreply@googie.com>
Subject: Google Alert - d r horton

To: missudpat@yahoo.com
Date: Tuesday, April 3, 2012, 11:48 AM

News 1 new result for d r horton

D.R. Horton Completes Move-in Ready Homes in Fiddler's Creek Amador village

Virtual-Strategy Magazine

The final touches are being done to the first five residences in the village of Amador, an enclave of 38 classical Mediterranean style
single-family homes in Fiddler's Creek, being offered by DR Horton. A distinctive neighborhood, the village of Amador ...

See all stories on this topic »

Tip: Use site restrict in your query to search within a site (site:nytimes.com or site:.edu). Learn more.

Delete this alert.
Create another alert.
Manage your alerts.



Patrick Missud
Attorney at Law
91 San Juan Ave
San Francisco, CA, 94112
415-584-7251 Office
415-845-5540 Cell
missudpat{@yahoo.com

August 17,2011

Securities and Exchange Commission
Burnett Plaza, Suite 1900

801 Cherry Street, Unit 18

Fort Worth, TX 76102

Re:  Missud Proposal for Action for consideration at DHI’s 2012 Annual Shareholder
Meeting; and inclusion within DHI’s proxy statement.

Via: oig@sec.gov, sanfrancisco@sec.gov, dfw@sec.gov, greener@sec.gov,
tbmontano@drhorton.com, eising@gibsondunn.com,
james.strother@wellsfargo.com, raymond.m.lynch@wellsfargo.com

Certifieé::FismA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Good afternoon SEC agents Greene, Reedick, Maples, Kwon, Special Counsel Belliston,
Chairwoman Shapiro, Ms. Ising and Messieurs Montano, Lynch and Strother,

As you all know, this year I again mailed my Proposal for Action to D R Horton’s
Montano for inclusion in DHI’s forthcoming Annual Report, 10K, and proxy statement.
The Proposal is reproduced below for convenience. The three reasons for inclusion of
the Proposal are as follows.

A. Reasons for Compelling Publication
1. DHI has participated in ultra-vires acts. The Directors and shareholders need to

vote to stop various illegal financial activities which are specifically damaging the
Corporate ‘Citizen’s’ reputation and bottom line, and shareholders’ interests.

2. The second reason is that DHI’s illegal financial activities are broadly impacting
the US economy and its 308 million real flesh-and-blood citizens. Each non-performing
predatory loan originated by DHI and fully owned subsidiary DHI Mortgage, must be
‘bailed out’ by American tax payers. This in turn lowers the expendable income that
each real flesh-and-blood American family has to purchase new products such as D R
Horton homes.

3. The third reason for inclusion is that overwhelming evidence has already been
gathered which proves that DHI Executives have corrupted officials and judges in several
states. Once this information is exposed, the Corporate ‘Citizen’s’ reputation and bottom
line will most certainly suffer very acute damage. Shareholders need reassurances from
DHI’s Board of Directors that they will lawfully conduct business per the Corporate
Charter and Governance Documents.



B. The SEC’s Recently Stepped-Up Efforts

The SEC has recently taken aggressive enforcement actions regarding various
subprime loan and Wall Street fraud: http:/www.sec.gov/spotlight/enf-actions-fc.shtml
DHI has coincidentally also been very heavily involved in exactly these types of crimes
for at least 8 years, possibly even precipitating the mortgage melt-down.

Also according to the SEC’s website, enforcement protocols have been improved
post-Madoff: http://www.sec.gov/spotlight/secpostmadoffreforms.htm Prior to Madoff,
it was reported that the SEC would get tips about white collar crimes, and not act until it
was too late to prevent massive shareholder losses. Hopefully now, the SEC will be more
proactive to regulate DHI’s corporate activities which have and will continue to severely
and negatively impact $3.6 billion in issued stock.

C. Identical Wall Street Requests

Even CtW CEO William Patterson shares the same exact concerns that I do in that
DHI should refrain from issuing predatory loans and selling fraudulent mortgages:
http://www.ctwinvestmentgroup.conv/fileadmin/group_files/CtW_Inv_Grp_to_DR_Horto
n_Board.pdf Note that Patterson’s request was made in 2007. Since then, the SEC has
done nothing to redress either Patterson’s or my identical concerns.

D. Prior SEC No-Action Decisions

“No-action letters represent the staff's interpretations of the securities laws and,
while persuasive, are not binding on the courts:”
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/U.S. Securities_and_Exchange_Commission

In 2008, 2009, and 2010, I submitted formal Proposals similar to Patterson’s. In
2008&9 DHI was permitted to exclude my Proposals because I did not have sufficient
share ownership for the SEC to compel publication. Last year, I had sufficient share
ownership for the required time for the SEC to compel publication but for some reason,
the SEC did not enforce Rule 14A8.

This year, I have sufficient share ownership for the required amount of time
which requires that the SEC compels publication. If the SEC refuses to compel
publication of my very reasonable Proposal, which merely seeks that DHI participate
only in legal acts under its corporate charter, I will seek redress in the federal courts.

Along with the racketeering suit voluntarily withdrawn in 2010 and subject to re-
filing [10-cv-235-SI], and the currently active civil rights & corruption suit which will
soon name DHI as an additional Defendant [11-cv-3567-DMR], I will file an SEC action
in the Ninth Circuit naming Chairwoman Shapiro. The federal securities complaint,
supporting declaration, and exhibits will first be published with syndicated media, and
then registered in court. The action will eclipse the Madoff scandal.

E. Mr. Montano’s Claimed Deficiencies

Montano’s August 16, 2011 letter disingenuously claims that I haven’t sufficient,
continuous share ownership per 14A8(b). The accompanying Wells Fargo “brokerage
Statement” is an official business record from Wells Fargo Advisors which is my
“Broker” affiliated with Wells Fargo “Bank.” Said Statement “verifies” that as of the
“date of my current Proposal,” the DHI shares were “continuously held for over one
year.”




Further, note that this letter was copied to Wells Fargo’s legal department. Wells
Fargo’s Lynch and Strother have my authority to “verify” that I have sufficient,
continuous share ownership per 14A8(b). You can contact them directly upon my behalf
to further corroborate my entitlement to SEC compulsion of my ultra-reasonable lawful
Proposal.

F. Conclusions

The draft of my securities complaint will be pro-actively readied within one week.
If the SEC does not act to protect my interests, Mr. Patterson’s interests, interests of the
thousands of other DHI shareholders, 308 million Americans’ interests, and uphold
federal securities laws, the suit will be filed to showcase the favorable treatment that
RICO operating corporations get from the supposed securities regulator. The SEC itself
will be on trial.

Cordially,

Patrick Missuds

Patrick Missud, shareholder.
Encl.
Cc: Wall Street, Media, Federal and State Regulators



Patrick Missud
Attorney at Law
91 San Juan Ave
San Francisco, CA, 94112
415-584-7251 Office
415-845-5540 Cell
missudpat@yahoo.com

August 4, 2011

Att’n: Corporate Counsel, D.R. Horton Inc.
301 Commerce Street Suite 500

Fort Worth, TX, 76102

Certified RR* FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Mr. Montano,

This cover letter provides proof that I am a shareholder with sufficient share ownership
for the required timeframe per SEC regulations. If you recall, the SEC did not compel
printing last year because of your frivolous claims that I hadn’t provided sufficient proof.
Proof that I own over $2000 of DHI stock for over three years is available at:
http://www.sec.gov/divisions/corpfin/cf-noaction/14a-8/2008/patrickmissud 1 12108-

14a8.pdf

Rule 14a-8(b)(1)

Requisite number of shares- According to my Wells Fargo brokerage account, I
own over $2000 in DHI market value. The majority of the shares were purchased
December 2, 2008. These shares must be held at least one year by the date I submit my
proposal. Ihave submitted my proposal as of this date, and qualify for publication under
14a-8(b)(1).

Rule 14a-8(b)(2)

My intent is to be a lifelong DHI shareholder and hold the requisite number of
shares to entitle me to submit proposals and protect shareholder interests indefinitely,
inclusive of the 2012 Shareholders’ meeting date.

Federal agents and DHI Board

Know that my Proposal merely requests that the DHI Board guarantee that DHI
and its affiliates are neither participating in any ultra vires acts nor conducting business
outside of state and federal laws. In light of the recent Ryland, KB, Hovnanian
investigations, Beazer deferred prosecution, and the many other builders/affiliated
lenders which have already been discovered illegally originating mortgages, the Missud
Proposal is necessary to restore shareholders’ confidence in DHI, and DHI Mortgage.

The Board’s refusal to publicly commit to following state and federal laws will
likely speak louder than if they ratify the Proposal on and for the record. There is already
a very well established record of DHI Mortgage’s criminal activities which are outlined




in the submitted Proposal and available on the web at www.drhortonfraud.com, and
http://drhortonsjudges.com/ . These sites can be sponsored daily and achieve a minimum
2000 hits per day. Media and Wall Street will also receive notice of these documents and
will be awaiting the SEC/DHI response. These entities will either ratify or ignore this
simple Proposal which merely asks that DHI, DHI Mortgage and its officers not violate
federal laws. Note that if these federal laws were violated by everyday non-millionaire
individual American citizens, they would risk federal incarceration.

Lastly, either RICO 10-cv-235-SI already naming DHI will be revived, or public
corruption suit 11-cv-3567-DMR will be amended to name DHI as the entity which has
acted under color of law, and caused officials and public figures to defraud citizens in 29
market states. http:/drhortonsjudges.com/ Damages sought will equal DHI’s
capitalization at the time that the amended complaint is filed, plus punitive damages.
Donald Horton will also be personally named to satisfy the punitive damages portion of
the demand. Both of these lawsuits are already supported with over 5000 exhibits. These
are the most significant federal lawsuits that DHI has ever had to “vigorously defend.”
The multi-billion dollar suits will have to be mentioned in the DHI Annual Report’s.
litigation caption. A rough draft of the civil rights suit against Nevada is also available at
the above listed supersite for all of America to consider. The amended complaint will
soon be available.

Cordially,

/S/ Patrick Missud

Patrick Missud, shareholder.
Encl.
Cc: Wall Street, Media, Federal and State Regulators



Patrick Missud
Attorney at Law
91 San Juan Ave
San Francisco, CA, 94112
415-584-7251 Office
415-845-5540 Cell
missudpat@yahoo.com

August 4, 2011

Att’n: Corporate Counsel, D.R. Horton Inc.
301 Commerce Street Suite 500
Fort Worth, TX, 76102

Re:  Proposal for Action [Proposal]

Via: E-mail: tbmontano@drhorton.com, dennis.barghaan@usdoj.gov,
oreener(@sec.gov, Wall Street, Select Media

Certified RR* FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Attention DHI Board of Directors, Corporate Counsel, and Federal Agents,

As a DHI stockholder, under SEC Rule 14a-8, I submit the following facts and Proposal
for DHI's forthcoming 2012 shareholder meeting. Note that I have owned the sufficient
number of shares for at least two years to submit this Proposal for publication in DHI’s
forthcoming Annual Report. Note that if the SEC does not compel DHI to publish, this
will make the Madoff debacle seem minor. This DHI scandal has been ‘gift wrapped and
packaged’ far better than Harry Markopoulos’ expose of Bernie Madoff.

Mr. Montano- You will print the following 490 words in the forthcoming 10k:

PROPOSAL FOR ACTION

On July 1, 2009 the DOJ, HUD and SEC deferred prosecution against Beazer Homes
which admitted to several fraudulent mortgage origination and accounting practices. BZH
agreed to provide $50 million in restitution for consumers in and around North Carolina.
Some of Beazer’s mortgage fraud included interest rate manipulation, inflating home
base prices to cover incentives, and lack of due diligence when completing stated income
loans.

There is concrete evidence that DHI has engaged in even more egregious fraud but on a
much larger nationwide scale. Under the Freedom of Information Act, hundreds of
consumer complaints are available from the FTC and HUD regarding DHI’s fraudulent
nationwide mortgage origination in over 23 states. In Virginia’s federal circuit, HUD
submitted nearly 7700 administrative records showing that DHI and other builders
violated RESPA laws [08-cv-01324]. In Georgia, the Yeatman class action alleges
similar RESPA violations specific to DHI, [07-cv-81]. At DHI Virginia’s Rippon



Landing development, the FBI discovered appraisal fraud to artificially boost home sales.
The Southern California Wilson class action alleged extortive antitrust tying of DHI’s
mortgage services to home sales [08-cv-592]). Dozens of others have also claimed the
same: Betsinger (NV A503121, A50510), Bevers (09-cv-2015), Dodson (A07-ca-230),
Moreno (08-cv-845), Missud (07-2625-SBA). Scores of cases have been filed in state
and federal courts all alleging similar DHI Mortgage fraud, deceptive trade, and antitrust
violations. Publicly posted web sites also corroborate these findings with hundreds of
consumer complaints dealing with DHI’s fraudulent mortgage originations and illegal
tying of DHI Mortgage’s services to home sales, not to mention rampant construction
defects.

The “consumeraffairs” website is already a top search result when merely searching for
“D R Horton.” Dozens of other consumer protections sites similarly and independently
report the same recounts of fraudulent DHI mortgage origination. The last J D Power
new home builder origination study rated DHI Mortgage with only 679 points out of
1000. The ranking was slightly better than Countrywide, one of DHI’s “preferred
lenders,” and Ryland, two companies already found involved in rampant nationwide
predatory lending and mortgage fraud.

Compounding these findings is that as early as June 2007, Chairman Horton and CEO
Tomnitz each personally acknowledged receipt for summons and complaints, wherein
their participation in predatory lending was exhaustively detailed
http://www.donaldtomnitzisacrook.info/Demand _on_Board.html . CEO Tomnitz still
materially misleads investors in claiming that DHI Mortgage “does an excellent job
underwriting mortgages and the related risk associated with it...” [End 2d Qtr 2009
Earnings Conference Call]. However, the truth is that at that time, all four of DHIM’s
Arizona offices were found originating significantly defective loans which have already
cost taxpayers $2.5 million. All 20 of the audited loans were either in foreclosure or in
serious financial distress requiring taxpayer bail-outs:
http://www.hud.gov/offices/oig/reports/files/ig1091009.pdf and
http://www.liuna.org/Portals/0/docs/PressReleases/Report%20-%20Cruel%20Hope.pdf

Resolved: That DHI audit its subsidiary DHI Mortgage for compliance with all federal
and state laws, and that the Board confirms for the record that DHI Mortgage conforms
to the requirements contained within its own corporate governance documents.

Cordially,

/S/ Patrick Missud

Patrick Missud, shareholder.
Encl.
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PATRICK MISSUD #219614
91 San Juan Ave.

San Francisco, CA, 94112
Attorney and Plaintiff
missudpat@yahoo.com

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION
UNLIMITED CIVIL JURISDICTION
CLASS ACTION
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

PATRICK A. MISSUD, 12-CV-3117-WHA

Vs. AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE OF:
SUBPOENA FOR TESTIMONY ON

SAN FRANCISCO SUPERIOR COURT; WELLS FARGO BANK CEO JOHN

JUDGES PATRICK MAHONEY, ANDREW  STUMPF; AND COURTESY COPIES OF

CHENG, HAROLD KAHN; CALIFORNIA DOCKET PLEADINGS ON JUDGE

FIRST DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL; ALSUP

JUSTICES WILLIAM MCGUINESS,

MARTIN JENKINS, STUART POLLAK; Date: September 6, 2012
STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA; Time: 8:00AM

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL Dept: 19" Floor, Courtroom #3

PERFORMANCE; DOES 1-200. Defendants.  Judge: William Alsup

1. I’m an 18 USC §1513 federal informant and California CCP §1021.5 private attorney
general who already caught dozens of corrupt judge$ lying in official records.

ii. Only true and correct copies of exhibits are attached hereto.

1. Exhibit 1 displays USPS records proving the service of: 4% pounds of confirmed-mail
documents to this Ninth District Court; two metered letters to Washington DC’s $EC; and one

certified letter to Wells Fargo’s [WF] CEO John Stumpf at his corporate headquarters.

Affidavit of Service of Subpoena on Stumpf and Docket Copies on Alsup
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2. Exhibits 2 begin with the subpoena served on Stumpf requesting his testimony for the
upcoming September 6, 2012 hearing. His testimony is required to prove that WF was indeed D.
R. Horton Inc’s [DHI] preferred lender, as the Fortune-500 company has repeatedly admitted
during public shareholder conference calls; and that together they originated thousands of
predatory loans which caused the nation’s foreclosure crisis. If $tumpf pleads the 5" regarding
his collusion with DHI, then he’ll be alternatively asked to confirm that Missud does indeed own
over $4000 of DHI stock for over 3 years which entitles Missud to $EC 14(a)-8 printing of his
Proposal for Action in DHI’s forthcoming Proxy Statement. That’s innocuous enough! Missud
only wants to be a good American and abide by all of the SEC’$ Rules. One such Rule happens
to be that Missud procure from “DTC Participant” Wells Fargo, the holder of Missud’s shares, a
super-simple confirmation regarding his DHI stock ownership.

The third document in the group is the $EC’$ confirmation that it received Missud’s
August 28, 2012 8:06AM email which attached federal pleadings for case 12-cv-3117-WHA.
Therein are additional copies of $tumpf’$ subpoena. The $EC knows what Missud is up to.

The remainder of the documents are a partial download of emails sent to 500+/- media
contacts who can easily verify $tumpf’$ and the $SEC’$ receipt of the documents. The notices
should also get both investigated for causing 313 million Americans’ $4 Trillion in lo$$eS$.

3. Exhibits 3 are a vey abridged compilation of official court documents. In each, judges
are caught treasonously lying about non-receipt of documents because that$ what corrupt judge$
do for the Citizen$-United corporation$. Bulla feigned non-receipt of docs served five different
ways; Gonzalez claimed non-receipt of a Motion to Tax even served on her by Nevada’s
Supreme Court; Cheng lied about pleadings he thrice received- twice by email once by tracked
USPS; and Kahn is the last schmuck who didn’t fathom that the other 200 contacts could debunk
his childish lie.

4. Judge$ are pretty stupid so it’s very easy to catch them in lie$ and criminal act$.
1

Pri$on for the traitor$,

Patrick Missud 8-29-12

Patrick Missud; Dated

USC Title 18 §1513 Federal Informant;

Affidavit of Service of Subpoena on Stumpf and Docket Copies on Alsup 2
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.22-2018 09:21 From:JUDGE GONZARLEZ 17026114377
) Plactronicaly Fled
07/21/2010 02:22:12PM
! FORDR . Cgﬁ # g I‘I
2
CLERX OF THE COURT
)
J DISTRICT COURT
; CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
¢ ||PATRICK A. MISSUD ead JULIE )
MISSUD, husband and wife )
! ) Case No. 07 A 551662
| Plaintiffs, ) DeptNo. X
vs. )
'Y )
{{ 0. R. HORTON, INC.; DHI MORTGAGE )
10 || COMPANY LTD. LP; and ROE )
. || coRPORATIONS I THROUGH X, )
)
12 Defendants, )
13 _)
" DECISION AND ORDER

13
16
1

b1}

b3

24

17

w

The Court conductcd an evidentiary hearing! ou July 20, 2010 rogarding Defendant’s
W Molior Requesting thut the Court Issue an Ozder to Show Cause as to Why the Plaintiffs Should
Not be Held in Contempt of Court for Viokating the Court’s April 19, 2010 Stipulated Protective
Order and Request for Evideatiary and Monetury Sanctions (lcd on April 29, 2010 and
Defendsnts Motion for Terminating Sanctions and Costs end Fees for Plaintiffs’ Continucd
Discovery Abuses.? Plaintiffs’ Personal Treats Against Defense Counsel and for Plalntifts’
Retaliion for the Defendants’ Attempt 1o Engage in Discovery filed on Januasy 29, 2010.°

) The Coust heand this mattor following a initial determination by the Discavery
h Commissionsr. See Discovery Commissioner’s Iteport and Recommnendations, duted Julyll,
2010. .

2 Other than the Stipulated Protestive Order, no priot orders wese issued as & result of
discovery violations.

) The Coust declines to addrcss the issuss related 10 unsuthorized practice of law.
Page | of 6
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P.2/6

Phainiifl PATRICK MISSUD" appearing in proper person; Defondants were ropresented by Joel
D. Odou, Esq, of the law flrm of Wood, Smith, Henning & Berman., The Court having
considered the briefing, arguments, and the cvidence presented and the testimony of witnesses
the Court makes the following findings of fact aad conclusions of law:
" I. Plaintiff PATRICK MiISSUD admitted to seading threatening communicatons to
witnesses and counset in connection with this litigation.

2. Defendant’s counsel represented that former employews huve rcfused to cooperate as a
result of Plainti{f PATRICK MISSUD’s conduct.

3. The imeplaceable loss of witness tostimony was not due to the conduct of the
Defendants. '

4, The Defendants are entitled to defend these claims by presenting cvidence that the
Plaintitts’ allagations are incorrect; and/ot, to present an alternatc oxplanation for the claims.

S. The Defendants have argued thst thoy sre hindered and prejudiced in investigating this
case.

6. The Defendants are prajudiced in their ability to defend and present evidence rogarding
this case,

7. Nevads has long recognincd that uader the law of ageacy, the actions of aa agest in
Jdestroying or spoliating evidence are imputed to the principal for the purposes of sanctions. See
‘ orp,, 103 Nev. 648 (1987) (investigator): Stubliy,
Bis.D Internationsl Trucks, 107 Nev. 309 (1991) (lnvestigator/expert and counsel); and, Bayse
DRavis.v. Davis, 122 Nev. 442 (2006) (franchisor).

. Patrick Missud Is an attorney llconscd to practice in California, Bar No. 219614.
Page20f6
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1]l 8. Plaintiff PATRICK MISSUD acted as an agent on behalf of Plaintiff JULIE MISSUD®
for purposes of this action.

9. Jn ovaluating the seriousness of the prejudice as a result of the threats, the Court has
evaluated the factors enunciated in Young v, Ribiern, 106 Nev. 88 (1990) and concludcs:
“ "" a.  Therc are varying dogrees of willfulness of the Pluintiffs ranging from

! : knowing, wilifu) and intentional conduct with an intent to prevent the
Defendants’ being able to identify the true facts and interview witnesses and

o more simple intimidation. However, the multipls incidents of (hreats are so

n pervasive as to cxacerbate the prejudice sathur than if cach instance weee

” L treated ax an {solated incident.

b 5. As a result of this conduct, relevant evidence, i.0. wilness testimony, has
“ been ireparably lost,

: c. Given the numerous iustunces of threats, the prejedice to the Defendants in
17 prepating their defense and the intentional nowure of Plaintiff PATRICK
] MISSUD’s conduct {taken in conjunction with the intcational violation of the
¥ Stipulatcd Protective Order, infra), & sanction lees severe than dismissal of
20

2 Plaintiffs’ clalms is not sufficicnt to protect the rights of the Defondants.
d. A fair adjudication on the merits cannot be achieved given the numerous

n
D instances of threats to witaessus and provents the Defindants in preparing s
u defense in this sction.
s.  Given the numerous instances of threats, the prejudice to the Defendants in

peeparing their dcfense and the rapsated nature of Plaintiffs and Plaintifls'

* Plaintiff JULIE MISSUD did not pasticipate in the heacing, but her husband Plaintil’
PATRICK MISSUD indicated thut his wife was unavailable due to » serious medical condition.
None of the affizmative conduct which is a past of this Court’s findings was actually performed
hy Plaintiff JULIE MISSUD.

o —
e —

Pagclof 6
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! agonts conduct over a several month period. a sanction less severs thun

’ﬂ dissaissel of Plaintiffs claims {s not sufficient to protect the rights of the
)

. Defendants

. , {  Plaindf PATRICK MISSUD has willfally disregardod the judicial process
8 by his actions.

¢  Qiven the involvement of Plaintiff PATRICK MISSUD, sanctiens do not

g " unfaicly ponalize the remaiing Plaintiff for the conduct of her agnt.
h ﬂmisapubﬁcpelicywprwmmnherabummddewlmgmufmm

[ threatening witncsses in an anempt to advance theie claims.

12 10. Plaintiff PATRICK MISSUD, became sware that the Coust omtersd the

" Ju Stipulated Protective Order o April 30, 2010. Plalnt(T PATRICK MISSUD hed an unsigaed

copy of the Court’s Stipulated Protective Order prior to its entry.
" 11.  The Stipulated Protectivo Qrder spells out the details of compliance in clear,
" N specific wnd unambiguous tecms and Plaintitf PATRICK MISSUD teadily know the ebligations

13

1 |lthe Stipulated Protective Order imposed upon him. Plaindff PATRICK MISSUD's prior
19 Il cousel negotisted the Stipulated Protective Order before it was signed by the Court.

2

2 12.  PlalntifTf PATRICK MISSUD hod the shility to comply with the Stipulated
2 J Protective Order. '

] 13. Plaitiff PATRICK MISSUD has made no cffort whatsosver to comply with the

u btxex'ms of Supulated Protective Order.
14,  Plaintiff PATRICK MISSUD has demonstrated a completc and knowing

e

3

disregord for his obligations under the Stipulated Protective Ozder.
1S.  Plaintff PATRICK MISSUD has not proven any logally cognizable defonss 1o

Y

the contempt of the Stipulated Protective Order.

Page4of 6
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16. Therc is clear and convincing evidence that Phindff PATRICK MISSUD
reposicd his websites in viokstion of the Stipulated Protective Order upon learning of its entry in
dircet violation of the Stipulsied Protective Order.

17.  Thers is clear and convincing cvidence that Plaintlff PATRICK MISSUD is
knowingly and intentionally in violativn of this Stipulated Protective Order and that he is

et

knowingly and intentionally in conterpt of Court.
18.  The Stipulsted Protective Order included & provision at paragraph 4.g. that aay

violation of the Order may result in the striking of the pleadings.

19. A judgment of contempt should be issuod against Plaintiff PATRICK MISSUD.
r 20.  1fany of the foregoing findings of fact may bs doemed conclusions of law,
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. As a sesult of those eomumcauons, Defendants® counscl reprosented witnesses
have been unwilling to participate in discovery.
| 2. Doftndasts have esiablished that there hos beea substantil prejudice 23 & result

of the threals to wilnesyes,

3. The Stipulated Protective Order is clear and unambiguous.

4,  Ttis possible for Plaintiff PAYRICK MISSUD to comply with the Stipulated
| Protective Order.
s. Plaintiff PATRICK MISSUD has tho ability to comply with the Stipuloted
ﬂ Protective Order.

6.  Defondanis have demonstrated by clear and convifwing evidence that Plaintiff
PATRICK l\:ﬂSSUD has knowingly and willfully violated and refused to comply with the
Stipuluted Protective Order.

7. As & result of the discovery abuse and the contemps, the Plaintiffs' Amended
Complain is stricken,

Page S of 6
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' 8.  Defendants should recover their reasonable costs and attorneys’ foes incurred in
pursuing thess proceedings to enforce the Stipulated Protective Order and to find Phaintiff
PATRICK MISSUD in contempt of Coust. Defendants shall Gle their application for costs sad
¢ [ attorney” foas wichin 30 duys of emry of thls Order.

3 ” [9. Accordingly Pluintiffs action against the Defendants is dismissed. ]

? 10.  i€any of the foregoing conclusions of law may be desmed findings of fact.
Dated this 20* day of Jaly, 2010

s

16 { Decision and Order in the attomey's (older in the Cledcs Off] ‘

1
1 Joel Odou, Esq. (Wood, Smith, et al)
W H Fax: 253-6225

9 H patrick and Julie Missud
2 l|Fax: 415-584.7251

2

24
28
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NOT TO BE PUBLISHED IN OFFICIAL REPORTS

Rules of Court, m,mo%coumwrﬂnmdﬂ ornﬁngonoﬁnlomnotcorﬁﬁodfor
cath ordered copt ifind by rule 231:.: heen
l 57 ordered :ﬂw pnrpou'::f Tole 81115, by 116(b). This on Ras not cortifled for publication

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FiLED |

FIRST APPELLATE DISTRICT 1 Court of Appeal First Appeliate Districl !
]

DIVISION THREE ,
NV 29 211
PATRICK A. MISSUD, 5 | Taane Heioarl, Clerk /
Plaintiff and Appellant, A131566 DY - e e oo Dputy Clerk
V.
D.R. HORTON, INC,, et al,, (City & County of San Francisco
Super. Ct. No. CPF10510876)

Defendants and Respondents.

Appellant Patrick A. Missud states in his opening brief that he challenges the
denial of his motion under Code of Civil Procedure section 1710.10 et seq. to vacate a
Nevada state court monetary judgment and order holding him in contempt of court. He
argues that the “sister state Nevada ruling was fraudulently procured; and that denial of
the appellant’s January 19, 2011 motion to vacate before Judge Giorgi was improper as
well as fraudulent; and that the subsequent June 30, 2011 motion for reconsideration of
the January 19, 2011 motion to vacate before Judge Giorgi was improper as well as
fraudulent.”

On March 15, 2011, Missud filed a notice of appeal specifying he appeals from a
trial court order filed on February 2, 2011. Attached to the notice of appeal is the order,
which states, “After consideration of the pleadings, supporting papers and arguments
from counsel: It is hereby ordered that Plaintiffs’ Motion to Vacate Sister State Judgment
Per CCP Section 1710.10 et seq. is denied as Plaintiffs failed to provide a legally
sufficient basis to vacate the Nevada Judgment pursuant to CCP 1710.10 et seq.”



On August 4, 2011, this court issued an order noting that “On August 1, 2011, this
court received appellant Patrick A. Missud’s opening brief along with a bound volume
entitled ‘Appellant’s Index, Declaration, and Request for Judicial Notice.” Although not

labeled as such, the bound volume is presumably appellant’s appendix pursuant to rule
8.124 of the California Rules of Court. On August 2, 2011, the court received a CD
purportedly containing ‘5000 docs for opening brief.” [{] Appellant’s opening brief and
appendix do not comply with various content and formatting requirements contained in
the California Rules of Court.” The order identifies the various rules with which the
opening brief and appendix fail to comply, but continues: “Nevertheless, the court in its
discretion shall permit the noncomplying opening brief and appendix to be filed.”

These inadequacies, including the failure to cite to the record (Cal. Rules of Court,
rule 8.204 (c)(1)) and the failure to include in the appendix “[a]ny item . . . that is |
necessary for proper consideration of the issues . . . ,” were also brought to Missud’s
attention by respondents in their brief.

Missud then filed a declaration with his reply brief, attaching several documents.
The documents were not submitted in accordance with California Rules of Court, rules
8.120 through 8.163. Moreover, the declaration that accompanies these documents does
not reference or authenticate the documents in any way. !

Setting aside these procedural inadequacies, Missud’s briefs contain no
comprehensiblc legal argument as to why the order he challenges should be reversed.
Missud quotes two provisions of the Code of Civil Procedure (Code Civ. Proc.,

§§ 1710.40, 663) in the “Table of Authorities” at the outset of his brief, but otherwise
cites to no authority, fails to explain the connection between those statutes and the ruling
he challenges, and provides no explanation of why he believes the trial court order was in

error. Although it is clear he feels he has been grievously wronged, and he alludes to

! Missud also filed a document entitled “Ex Parte Application for Additional Time and
ADA Accommodations™ in response to which the court rearranged its oral argument
calendar to accommodate Missud. We have also given consideration to the declaration
filed in a federal district court action that is attached to Missud’s application.



numerous other actions brought in various courts, he offers this court no basis for action.
(See Troensegaard v. Silvercrest Industries, Inc. (1985) 175 Cal.App.3d 218, 228 [error

waived because no argument, citation to authorities, or reference to record}.)

DISPOSITION
The judgment is affirmed. (See In re Marriage of Wilcox(2004) 124 Cal.App.4th

492, 498.)

Pollak, J.

We concur:

McGQGuiness, P. J.

Jenkins, J.

A131566
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

PATRICK A. MISSUD AND JULIE No. 56502
MISSUD, HUSBAND AND WIFE,

Appellants,

v FILED

D.R. HORTON, INC. AND DHI
MORTGAGE COMPANY, LTD., NGY 2 2 2611

Respondents.
TRACIE K. LINDEMAN
CLERR OF SUBREME, CQUR
CERPUTY ERK

ORDER OF AFFIRMANCE

This is a proper person appeal from a district court order
striking appellants’ complaint and dismissing a real property and tort
action. Eighth Judicial District Court, Clark County; Elizabeth Goff
Gonzalez, Judge. |

The district court determined that appellants should be
sanctioned for abusive litigation tactics and that appellants were in
contempt of a district court protective order. Based on these conclusions,
the district court struck appellants’ complaint and dismissed the case.
Appellants now appeal from the district court order.

We review both a district court’s sanction for abusive litigation
tactics and a district court’s contempt ruling for an abuse of discretion.
Matter of Water Rights of Humboldt River, 118 Nev. 901, 907, 59 P.3d
1226, 1229-30 (2002); Young v. Johnny Ribeiro Building, 106 Nev. 88, 92,

- 2LoH
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787 P.2d 777, 779 (1990). We have held that the authority to dismiss a
case for “abusive litigation practices” is within the court’s “inherent
equitable powers.” Young, 106 Nev. at 92, 787 P.2d at 779.

Appellants do not raise any challenge on appeal as to the
district court’s findings that appellants engaged in abusive litigation
tactics by contacting and threatening respondents’ employees, which
resulted in those employees refusing to testify. Thus, we affirm the
district court’s findings as to these facts. We also reject appellants’
arguments that the record was not considered by the district court, that
insufficient evidence existed to support the findings of the district court or
the sanctions imposed, or that their due process rights were violated, as
the district court held an evidentiary hearing, considered the evidence
presented, and properly addressed the necessary factors outlined in
Young. Id. at 93-94, 787 P.2d at 780. We further conclude that
appellants’ failed to adequately raise in district court their arguments that
the protective order was a violation of their first amendment rights and
that it was vague and overbroad; thus, they have waived these arguments
on appeal. Appellants’ argument that they had insufficient time to comply
with the protective oi'der lacks merit, as appellant Patrick Missud
admitted during the evidentiary hearing to intentionally violating the
protective order. Finally, we reject appellants’ contentions that the order
was procured by respondents’ fraud or misrepresentations or that a
violation of SCR 3 occurred and prevented the sanctions issued in this
matter.

Based on the above discussion, we conclude that the district-

court did not abuse its discretion in sanctioning appellants for litigation




SuPREME COURT
OF
NEVADA

abuses or in ﬁnding them in contempt of court for violating the protective

order. As a result, we
ORDER the judgment of the district court AFFIRMED.!

W g /Aa"‘ﬂ"‘i\ d
Ddugla Hardesty

cc:  Hon. Elizabeth Goff Gonzalez, District Judge
Patrick A. Missud
Julie Missud
Wood, Smith, Henning & Berman, LLP
Eighth District Court Clerk

1We deny appellants’ request to correct the appellate record and the
motion to impose a moratorium on foreclosures in Nevada. We do not
address appellants other filings, as we determine that they do not seek
any relief from this court but were provided for notice only.

©0) 19477 3B
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Case4:11-cv-03567-DMR Document1

PATRICK A. MISSUD

91 San Juan Ave.
San Francisco, CA, 94112
Attorney and Plaintiff
CA#219614
RIS
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION

/ UNLIMITED CIVIL JURISDICTION

CLASS ACTION

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

Vs,

CLARK COUNTY COURT CEO STEVEN
GRIERSON, JUDGE ELIZABETH

GONZALEZ, COMMISSIONER BONNIE Date:
BULLA; DIVISION OF MORTGAGE Time:
LENDING DEPUTY COMMISSIONER Dept:
SUSAN ECKHARDT; CLARK COUNTY Judge:
SHERIFF, SHERIFF DOUGLAS

GILLESPIE; COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL
DISCIPLINE, CJD DIRECTOR DAVID
SARNOWSKI; NEVADA STATE BAR,

NEVADA STATE BAR PRESIDENT

CONSTANCE AKRIDGE; NEVADA

SUPREME COURT, NEVADA SUPREME

COURT JUSTICES PICKERING, GIBBONS,
HARDESTY, PARRAGUIRRE, DOUGLAS,
CHERRY, SAITTA; SOUTH CAROLINA

SPECIAL MAGISTRATE CURTIS

COLTRANE; SAN FRANCISCO SUPERIOR
COURT, JUDGE LORETTA GIORGI; DOES

1-200. Defendants.

U.S.C. Title 42 Section 1983 Complaint

X
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]
N
]
e
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o
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.
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O
w
g
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PATRICK A. MISSUD, | %Jp{m.: i1 3967

COMPLAINT FOR TITLE 42 §1983
STATE OF NEVADA; EIGHTH JUDICIAL  PUBLIC CORRUPTION AND CIVIL
DISTRICT COURT COUNTY OF CLARK,  RIGHTS VIOLATIONS
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| *citizens’ to buy America's courtS. Finding corrupt judgeS$ is now ju$t as easy as finding water

) }

Case4:11-cv-03567-DMR Document1 Filed07/20/11 Page2 of 23

I. INTRODUCTION

Rulings such as in Citizens United and AT&T vs. Concepcjon have allowed corporate

in the ocean. Note that the hypertext-enabled links embedded within the following text are
availzble only to those individuals receiving electronic copies of this document in our digital age.
Said links incorporate by reference thousands of web-based exhibits which include official court
and government records, statistics, regulatory findings, and reliable news articles which
corroborate each and every below-stated allegation.

Probably the only good aspect of the con$ervative majority’$ Citizens Upited decision is
that it does indeed broadly allow for unfettered 1 Amendment Speech by both multi-billion
dollar corporation$, .... and the rest of the lowly 308 million Americans with access to the world
wide web’s information super-highway. The truth is always available 24/7 via social media, and
other 21® century electronic means.

Most of the supporting documents for this compliant have already or will be gathered andr
concurrently filed with a forthcoming first amended complaint. Ninety percent of the official
records proving these Defendants’ interstate crimes and judicial official/corruption have already
been submitted in other courts and jurisdictions. This debacle is unfolding daily, and even on the
date that this complaint was filed. A declaration supported with over 1000 documents will likely
be filed in early August 2011. In the meantime, supporting documents can be obtained from the
following related cases: Clark County Nevada A551662 and A503121; Nevada Supreme Court
Appeals A56502 and A50510; San Francisco Superior Court CPF-10-510876; California First
District Court of Appeal A131566; Ninth Circuit, Northem District of California 07-cv-2625-
SBA, and 10-¢v-235-SI; and the following publicly accessible websites:
bttp:/fwww.drhortonfraud.com/, http://drhortonsjudges.com/,
http://www.drhortonsjudges.info/, and others interlinked. This federal suit will again
concretely prove that these uber-wealthy Defendants have conspired under the color of law to
buy the judiciary, this Country and its Constitution.

U.S.C. Title 42 Section 1983 Complaint 2
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II. POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
U.S.C. Title 42 §1983 Civil Action for Deprivation of Rights
“Every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or usage,
of any State or Territory or the District of Columbia, subjects, or causes to be subjected,
any citizen of the United States or other person within the jurisdiction thereof to the
deprivation of any rights, privileges, or immunities secured by the Constitution and
laws, shall be liable to the party injured in an action at law, suit in equity, or other
proper proceeding for redress, except that in any action brought against a judicial officer
for an act or omission taken in such officer’s judicial capacity, injunctive relief shall not
be granted unless a declaratory decree was violated or declaratory relief was
unavailable.”
III. STATEMENT OF FACTS
The following discussion will describe the blatant Constitutional violations committed by
each agency, official and judge. Specific cases and orders will be cited for purposes of further
reader research so as to not leave any room for speculation. Ironically, exposure of the many
corrupt judge$ began outside of court, with the discovery of the very corrupt Deputy
Commissioner for Nevada'$ Division of Mortgage Lending.
A, Tip of the Iceberg
L Commissioner Susan Eckhardt Vegas 4™s Due Process Violations
In 20085, twenty verified and acknowledged consumer statements were forwarded to
Nevada’s mortgage-fraud and predatory-lending regulator, Deputy Commissioner Eckhardt.
Each and every official complaint submitted under the penalty of perjury averred that the Fortune
500 D R Horton Corporation [DHI] was illegally bundling predatory loans to home sales. For
six consecutive years, DHI was Southern Nevada’s most powerful and lucrative residential
builder. Each and every consumer’s sworn complaint alleged with particularity that DHI had
extorted onerous home sales which were contingent on the purchase of in-house originated
predatory loans. We now know that those transactions are at the root of our infamous mortgage-
meltdown and nationwide economic crisis. Per Nevada’s own codified law, Eckhardt should
have quickly provided a written status report of the submitted complaints. However, service of
four subpoenas was actually required to compe! Eckhardt’s reply which ultimately stated that the
Mortgage Division which she managed did not have jurisdiction to regulate the regulatory
licenses that she had already issued to DHI?!? Within 26 days of that ridiculous statement, $he

U.S.C. Title 42 Section 1983 Complaint 3
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was fired. http://www.drhortonfraud.com/id2.html and
bttp://www.drhortonfraud.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/ndmlicorruption.pdf

B. East of the Sierras District Court Corruption
1. Magistrate Curtis Coltrane, South Carolina, 1* Amendment Speech Violatiops

In June and September 2006, Coltrane twice agreed with $3.6 billion DHI that two
groups’ speech rights should be preliminarily enjoined. The first group was picketing at
traditional public forums and warning other consumers that DHI had misrepresented the status of]
an adjoining golf course in order to sell their ‘golf course’ community. DHI had not informed
the vocal buyers that the golf course had actually been sold for development. The second group
was picketing at traditional public forums and warning consumers that DHI had built a defects-
riddled home with termite-infested wood. In both cases, Coltrane forbade that South Carolina’s
flesh and blood citizens assemble at public sidewalks to make any disparaging comments about
DHDI’s nefarious schemes. The injunction extended to any and all public places in and around
DHI’s developments.

In the very first week of Constitutional Law, every law student learns that preliminary
injunctions on speech are nearly impossible. In order for Master in Equity Coltrane to censor the
content of a citizen’s message he must find a significant government interest such as an
unauthorized broadcast of military secrets putting lives at risk, or speech that is likely to incite
violent riots. In Beaufort County cases 2006-cp-07-1658 and -2224, Coltrane twice cited DHI's
profits and reputation as the significant government interests justifying the muzzle that he
ordered strapped onto the vocal defrauded Americans. Coltrane no longer practice$ law.
http://www.drhortonfraud.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/coltraneS.pdf

2. Discovery Commissioner Bonnie Bulla, Las Vegas NV, 14™s Due Process Violation

On June 2, 2010, a discovery hearing was held before Commissioner Bulla in Nevada's
Eighth Judicial District Court. Prior to that hearing, the Plaintiff electronically registered, e-
mailed, faxed, and confirm-mailed his documents directly to the Court. In his papers, the
Plaintiff stated he was submitting on the pleadings which were supported by overwhelming

hearing. However, since said pleadings and evidence had inexplicably not been registered in the

U.S.C. Title 42 Section 1983 Complaint 4
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official court records by late May, the Plaintiff flew from California to Nevada to personally
serve the documents, and provide testimony, Despite having received the Plaintiff’s pleadings
by the four above means, and even as a reproduced exhibit attached to DHI's very own
pleadings, Bulla first claimed not to have received any of the Plaintiff’s documents, and then
recanted to state that she got only portions. If Bulla's statements weren’t actually in the official
Court records, this Story would sound like a fairy tale.
bttp://www.drhortonfraud.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/courtcvrup.pdf

Gri jvileges and Immunities 4™sDue P

Two days after the June 2, 2010 discovery hearing, Presiding Judge Gonzalez who
oversees Clark County’s entire Civil Division decided to seal Court records regarding DHI’s
interstate financial crimes. She made her quick, secretive, “in chambers” decision based on
Bulla's recommendations to ignore the Plaintiff's overwhelming evidence.

Then on July 13, 2010, at 9:07AM, Gonzalez ordered the media locked out of her
normally open courtroom. Minutes later, she admitted evidence into the record and heard
detailed argument concerning the Plaintiff*s Special Motion to Dismiss DHI's SLAPP pleadings
which were specifically filed to suppress the whistle-blowing which had already publicly
exposed DHI's interstate financial crimes, That half-hour hearing educated Gonzalez about all
of DHI's assorted interstate racketeering. According to page 19 of the official court transcript, at
9:40AM everyone was then reminded to return the following week for the next hearing.

The July 20, 2010 hearing started at 10:41AM. Gonzalez immediately stated for the
record that she had already ruled on the July 13, 2010 matter. However, nowhere in the record is
that order registered. Thereafier for approximately five hours, the Plaintiff testified that DHI wu!
a racketeering organization as corroborated by official FTC and HUD records, a reliable news
article detailing an FBI investigation, 400 email consumer statements, 20 verified consumer
complaints submitted to Nevada’s Attorney General, the already decided Betsinger decisions in
AS503121 and appeal 50510, dozens of declarations filed in full faith and credit sister-states and
federal cases throughout the nation, 80 defrauded Nevadans, corroborating third party websites
and consumer protections groups, ........... Despite the 1500 records admitted into evidence that
directly proved the $3,600,000,000 corporation’s interstate racketeering, judge Gonzalez ordered

U.8.C. Title 42 Section 1983 Complaint 5
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that the Plaintiff’s case be stricken, and that he should also have to pay DHI’s costs and fees for
having had to commandeer Nevada’s expenS$ive court$ to violate the Constitution and twist

juStice.
http://www.drhortonfraud.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/finordr7-22-10.pdf

{l 4, Clark Court ’s Assistance in

As the duly elected Clark County Court CEO, Steven Gricrson has several duties and
guidelines described at: http://www.clarkcountycourts.us/generak-information.html. Therein,
his “court is a forum for lawful dispute resolution insuring a balance of branch powers and
constitutional protections.” Grierson breached this duty in an effort to conceal the Clark
County Court’s fraud. Grierson received three valid, official, California court-issued subpoenas
for the production of a July 20, 2010 Video which graphically proves Gonzalez’ bias towards the
billion-dollar builder. Grierson has yet to honor the three subpoenas and produce the lawfully
compelled evidence. Proof of receipt of the three subpoenas is now registered in multiple courts
and multiple jurisdictions including:

A551662 bttp://wiznet.wiznet.com/clarknv/pages/login.jsp,

A56502 bttp://www.nevadajudiciary.us/index.php/supremecourt,
CPF-10-510876 http://sfsuperiorcourt.org/index.aspx?page=467, and
A131566 http://www.courts.ca.gov/ldca.htm .

By comparison, another nearly-identical, valid, official, California court-issued subpoena
for the production of evidence was honored by Nevada’s Eckhardt by June 1, 2006, confirmation
of which was even corroborated by Nevada’s Attorney General. Grierson now falsely claims
that the three subsequent, valid, official, California court-issued subpoenas already served on the
Eighth Judicial District Court are insufficient to compel production of the July 20, 2010 video
which records judge Gonzalez’ clear bias towards the billion-dollar D R Horton corporation.

Grierson has instead raised roadblocks to stall this investigation. His action is yet another
delay tactic by his ‘court of law’ which is supposed to ‘seck the truth,” preserve state and federal
laws, and protect 2.64 Million Nevadans. One would think that his Court has a great interest in
knowing whether the Presiding Judge for its entire Civil Division is corrupt. Rather than waive
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any perceived service defects or procedural minutia and produce the video, Grierson has opted to
withhold the video which would immediately settle matters in five state and federal jurisdictions
hosting these sordid affair$.

Note that the A/V video recording is the original document which is the most reliable
source of information contained therein. The transcript which this Plaintiff already possesses is
merely a reproduction of the original digital data compilation. The written transcript however
does not adequately transcribe Gonzalez’ visual facial expressions. The A/V digital recording
will thusly be compelled under the best evidence/original document rule per FRE 1001-8.

FRE Rule 1002: Requirement of Original: “To prove the content of a writing, recording, or
photograph, the original writing, recording, or photograph is required, except as otherwise
provided in these rules or by Act of Congress.”

FRE Rule 1003: Admissibility of Duplicates: “A duplicate is admissible to the same extent s an|
original unless (1) a genuine question is raised as to the authenticity of the original or (2) in the
circumstances it would be unfair to admit the duplicate in lieu of the original.”

5. i illespie’s Assi in the Cover U;
Clark County's Sheriff Gillespie has duties outlined at:

Therein, “In Clark County, the Sheriff has the statutory duty of providing service of process in
civil and criminal cases.” .

On July 8, 2011, Sheriff Gillespie received two civil subpoenas for service on Gonzalez
and Grierson. Every direction for proper service was found at the Clark County Sheriff’s own
website links:
bttp://www.clarkcountynv.gov/Depts/sheriff_civil/Pages/subpoenas.aspx,
bttp://caseinfo.nvsupremecourt.us/public/caseSearch.do
http://www.clarkcountynv.gov/Depts/sheriff_civil/Publishingimages/sheriff_fees.gif
http://www.clarkcountynv.gov/Depts/sheriff_civil/Documents/service_instructions.pdf
http:/fwww.clarkcountynv.gov/Depts/sheriff_civil/Pages/out-of-state.aspx
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A proper $100 postal money order was issued to Clark County’s Sheriff for service of
process of the two civil subpoenas which are to be served just 236 feet down the block. Gillespic
was informed that Gonzalez’ Bailiff John first starts out at the Sheriff’s office and then walks
down the block to the courthouse to provide her courtroom security. John can easily bring both
subpoenas to Gonzalez’ courtroom on any given day, without having to make any special trips.
Unbelievably, Gillespie now claims that insufficient funds were received to serve the two
subpoenas in the courthouse which is just a stone’s throw away. Gillespie has claimed that $100
will not cover the $30.13 bill that has been calculated from the Sheriff’s very own fee schedule
available online.

Judicial Discipline, Said duties are found at bttp:/judiciaL.state.nv.us/purposenjdc3new.htm
Therein, “the Commission is to investigate allegations of judicial misconduct in office,
violations of the Code of Judicial Conduct, or disability of judges.”

Sarnowski was notified of Gonzalez’ judicial misconduct dozens of times by email, and
certified mail. This Plaintiff has detailed that she has not registered rulings like her supposed
July 13, 2010 order denying Missud’s NRS 41,660 Special Motion to Dismiss. According to
testimony by former Nevada District Judge Stewart Bell, even disliked attorneys are owed
Constitutional due process. Judge Bell has stated for the record that judicial orders which do not
appear in the official record “is very disturbing.” hitp:/www.lvr].com/news/26371444.htm! .

This Plaintiff has also explained that the July 20, 2010 video will show Gonzalez’ facial
expressions expressing clear disdain for Missud who, unlike the D R Horton corporation, does
not contribute mightily to her re-election campaigns.
http:/articles.latimes.com/print/2006/jan/10/nation/na-vegas10. Sarnowski and the CJD has
yet to act on any of Missud’s notices and concrete proof regarding Gonzalez’ judicial corruption.

0.8.C. Title 42 Section 1983 Complaint g
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C. Nevada Supreme Court Corruption
Nevada Supreme Court Justices have many times either requested that state action be
taken on their behalf, or directly retaliated against this whistle-blower/Plaintiff to benefit DHI.

Grievances, Privileges and Immunities, 14™s Due Process

On January 19, 2010, this whistle-blower/Plaintiff sent notice and an amicus briefto
Nevada's Supreme Court that DHI's predatory lending, mortgage fraud, and other public
financial hazards were flourishing throughout Nevada. The whistle-blower’s notice came
complete with reference to the overwhelming evidence already filed in federal court.
Coincidentally, and about this same time, the Court had already heard orel argument and
docketed Betsinger case A503121 for a decision in appeal 50510. It just so happens that the
whistle-blower’s Nevada case A551662, (and appeal 56502), and federal suit (10-cv-235-SI)
were nearly identical to Betsinger’s and that of approximately 80 other Nevadans’ from Reno to
Las Vegas. The whistle-blower forwarded said evidence because he thought it relevant for the
Betsinger appeal. However, rather than take judicial notice of the 1500 exhibits already
registered in the Ninth Circuit, the Court instead requested that Nevada authority take state
action to investigate the whistle-blower. That state action was an appearance by Nevada
regulators at a court hearing which acutely interfered with the out-of-state whistle blower’s case.
The whistle-blower/informant's local counse] then withdrew from the case within weeks.
http://www.drhortonfraud.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/nottonevada.pdf

2. En Banc, Concerted, Nevada Supreme Court Action by Justices Douglas, Hardesty, Pickering,
Betsinger’s appeal 50510 was decided on May 27, 2010. Despite a neutral jury’s
decision awarding Betsinger substantial damages for DHI's “despicable conduct,” the Court
entirely struck, or reduced the damage awards by 80%. Recall that the Court had been apprised
that the Betsinger fraud was also perpetrated on approximately 80 other Nevadans, and hundreds
of other consumers across state lines.

U.8.C. Title 42 Section 1983 Complaint 9




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Case4:11-cv-03567-DMR Document1 Filed07/20/11 Page10 of 23

Well, it just so happens that Nevada’s Supreme Court is the Country’s 8™ most beholden
state supreme court to the special interests, It also just so happens that Nevada’s most powerful
and lucrative residential builder is the Fortune-500, $3.6 billion-capitalized D. R. Horton
Corporation. http://www.drhortonfraud.com/id15.html and
http://www lvrj.com/news/nevada-ranks-8th-in-supreme-court-election-fundraising-
100747864.htmal

On June 9, 2011, the whistle-blower/Plaintiff filed an Emergency Motion which is
docketed as 11-17107 with the Nevada Supreme Court. Therein, he requested that Nevada’s
high court compel production of three picces of key evidence from the Clark County District
Court and judge Gonzalez. Nevada Supreme Court intervention was required because the districy
court and judge Gonzalez had each already refused to honor several informal requests, and two
California subpoenas for the production of said evidence. The whistle-blower explained that
viewing the eye-opening video, unregistered 7-13-10 order, and answers to the 17 reasons to
disqualify Gonzalez, were all necessary prior to issuing any further decisions for appeal 56502.
The very issue currently under appeal in 56502 is that the Clark County District Court and judge
Gonzalez are biased towards the Fortune-500, $3.6 billion-capitalized, uber-powerful, super-
lucrative, campaign-donating D. R. Horton Corporation. Despite the fact that all three
evidentiary items are very, very easily compelled by the state’s highest court (and would
absolutely prove district court and judge corruption), the Nevada Supreme Court preemptively
issued its order denying the Motion to Compel prior to considering any of the key evidence.
This is the quintessential “see, hear and speak no evil” $cenario.
http://caseinfo.nvsupremecourt.us/public/caseSearch.do and enter <56502>

D. California District Court Corruption

Two cases currently pending in the San Francisco Superior Court have already identified
three corrupt quasi-judicial and judicial officers. The first case concerns a mandatory arbitration,
and the second regards entry of Gonzalez’ sister-state order in California.

0.S.C. Title 42 Section 1983 Complaint 10
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1. San Francisco Superior “Cou ediator/Al
Carbone: Violations of 14™s Due Process, FAA-RICO
By April 30, 2010, thirteen days of testimony were recorded for CGC-07-464022. This
case was compelled into ADR by the San Francisco Superior Court per a binding arbitration
clause. After transcript review, it was discovered that Court “approved™ arbitrator Michael
Carbone based his fraudulent award in 63 different lies. Carbone’s decision completely
dismissed all of the claimants® hard evidence, but relied exclusively on the repeat-business
Allstate Insurance’s unsupported speculative claims. The Fortune-500 Insurer was defending nofj
only the respondent in this arbitration, but an additional 200 cases at ADR Services Inc., the
private, for-profit arbitration company that routinely reccives referral business from San

W

Francisco’s Superior Court.

The corrupt arbitral results in ADRS-08-4394-MC precisely mirror the rampant arbitral
fraud proven to exist throughout this nation by Public Citizen, and even as discovered by
Minnesota’s Attomey General Swanson in her state. Public Citizen has published several
scathing reports finding arbitral corruption, citing over 340 sources of data which includes
insiders’ information. Public Citizen’s empirical findings are that such secretive mandatory
arbitrations are fraught with fraud and seldom, if ever, favor consumers:
bttp://sfeourtfraud.com/Superior_Court_464022.html and
http://www.citizen.org/publications/publicationredirect.cfm?ID=7705. Swanson discovered
direct conflicts of interest between arbitrators, arbitral firms and the law firms which owned
intere$t$ in the lucrative ADR firms: .
http://www.ag.state.mn.us/PDF/PressReleases/SignedFiledComplaintArbitrationCompany.

pdf.

s, Right to Petition Grievances, FAA-RICO

Real party-in-interest, Allstate Insurance then motioned to have Court “approved”
Carbone’s fraudulent award confirmed. The Court’s Department 302 was the department which
compelled the case into ADR in the first place. The claimants opposed Allstate’s Motion for
Confirmation with a 20 page brief detailing the 63 lies upon which the award was based. Per the
FAA, fraudulent arbitral awards can be vacated for precisely this reason, and with proof of far

0.5.C., Title 42 Section 1983 Complaint 11
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fewer than 63 lies. After admitting 1o carefully reading the briefs and listening to oral argument
which pinpointed transcript inconsistencies and inapposite physical evidence, San Francisco
judge Charlotte Woolard stil] decided to confirm the arbitrator’s transparent fraud. Adding insult
to injury, Woolard then even violated first-year, first-week civil procedure, and saddled a non-
party with all the arbitral costs and fee$. http:/sfcourtfraud.com/Federal_FAA-
RICO_Suit.html

Please also note that approximately 75% of the ‘neutral® arbitrators working at the
private, wildly-lucrative, for-profit ADR firms which receive regular referrals from the San
Francisco Superior Court, also happen to be retired San Francisco Superior Court judges who
charge more than $400/hr for their ‘neutral’ services. These Minnesota-like conflicts of intereSt
are mihd-blowing. hitp://www.adrservices.org/neutrals/noreal-neutrals.pbp

3. San Francisco Superior Court Judge Loretta Giorgi; Violations of 14™s Due Process, Equal
Protections, Rightto Petition Griev

On November 16, 2010, DHI motioned to have Nevada’s fraudulent sister state ruling
entered in San Francisco Superior Court case CPF-10-510876. As it just so happens, that case
was also docketed for decision in Department 302. The whistle blower/Plaintiff immediately
opposed DHI’s motion by filing pleadings which were supported by 1000 documents
overwhelmingly proving DHI's interstate financial crimes, and that Gonzalez’ ruling was clearly
and blatantly corrupt.

On January 19, 2011, Judge Giorgi admitted to reading all the evidence and listened to
very detailed oral argument, but nevertheless denied the whistle-blower’s motion to vacate based
in fraud. The $3.6 billion corporation had won yet again by suppressing the overwhelming
evidence which included official FTC and HUD records proving DHI's interstate financial
evisceration of American consumers.

By March 23, 2011, the whistle-blower had filed another motion to stay entry of
Gonzalez’ fraudulent order per two very specific Califomia civil codes. Although Department
302 is usually presided over by Giorgi, for this motion it was judge Alvarado that heard oral
argument. Rather than consider CCP 916 and 1021, he instead ordered the whistle-blower to
post an undertaking per surprise code section CCP 1710 which was not properly before the
Court, The whistle-blower reminded Alvarado that he had not been given the chance to present
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codified authority and precedent case law, all of which clearly hold that cost and fee awards do
not require any undertakings. Posting an undertaking in this case would mean that the always-
favored $3.6 billion DHI criminal racketeering enterprise could much more easily collect on its
corrupt Nevada judgment. Executing judgment would then result in DHI's continued or
accelerated efforts at defrauding the nation’s public. The San Francisco Superior Court would
then have enabled the Fortune-500, ultra-capitalized corporation’s interstate racketeering.

By June 30, 2011, the whistle-blower knew with certainty that San Francisco’s
Department 302 was just as corrupt as Nevada's Eighth Judicial District. The whistle-blower
therefore set Giorgi up for failure. He stated for the record that if she did not properly reconsider
her earlier January 19, 2011 order by considering the 2000 aggregate exhibits proving DHI’s
interstate racketeering, and their abundantly obvious official and judicial corruption, that he
would then have to file this U.S.C. Title 42, §1983 civil rights action in federal court, Giorgi not
only ignored the prior proof submitted on January 19, 2011 a second time, but also ignored the
new evidence that Nevada’s Court and judge Gonzalez ignored two properly served California
subpoenas for the production of evidence for that very hearing. Based on Giorgi’s complete
dismissal of law and willful disregard of evidence, the whistle-blower has now had to file this
federal suit on July 20, 2011, the one year anniversary of the railroad hearing argued before
Gonzalez in her La$ Vega$ court room. Now it is through federal process that the whistle-
blower will compel production of his required evidence, namely the video.
Imp:/Iwebacm.mc.ormcripu/maﬁc94Mmbpﬂ¢dU?APPNM=US&PRGNM
senumberprompt22 and enter <510876>

an Francisco Superior Court will Prove its Own Corruption on July 21, 2011

Ironically, please note that another motion for reconsideration, of another of the San
Francisco Court’s fraudulent confirmations is set for the day after this federal filing. One day
after the judicial corruption action names the San Francisco Superior Court and judges Carbone,
Woolard and Giorgi, San Francisco’s Court will either again corruptly support the fraudulent
Carbone-Woolard confirmation in 464022, or vacate and confirm that it was a fraud tobegin |
with. Questions will be raised as to why the hard evidence was ignored then and/or now.
http:llwebamu.sﬁc.org/scriptslmagiddlMgrqispE4dll?APPNAMkIJS&PRGNAM
sesumberprompt22 and enter <464022>
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E. Federal Ninth Circuit Court Corruption
This section will be limited to violations by only two Federal Circuit Judges. Three
additional judges are featured at: htp://www.drhortonsjudges.info/. Paragraph 3 infra will

Federal Rules of Evidence

On May 17, 2007, this whistle-blowe filed a federal suit in the Northern District of
California. C-07-2625-JL was thea removed to the Oakland Division per Fortune-500 DHI's
motion. Judge Saundra Brown Armstrong was thereafter assigned and the case was re-
designated as C-07-2625-SBA. :
http://dockets.justia.com/docket/california/candce/d:2007cv02625/195703/

- Armstrong has a checkered past. For instance, in July 2008, she took unusually suspect
measures when she wouldn’t accept a plea deal struck by the government and a wealthy
entrepreneur. She actually stepped in and essentially insinuated that the millionaire-entreprencur
had been railroaded by the feds, and that he should instead proceed to trial. The entire legal
community called her actions highly unusual. -
bttp:/fwww.law.com/jsp/article.jsp?id=1202423114944 &slreturn=1&hbxlogin=1

In case 07-2625, the whistle-blower filed over one hundred exhibits in support of his
opposition of DHI's July 30, 2007 Motion to Dismiss [document #6]. The whistle-blower, who
had discovered DHI’s interstate antitrust, predatory lending, mortgage fraud, bank fraud, mail
fraud, wire fraud, racketeering, Title 18, §1513 retaliation, ....... [more federal crimes], and over
a dozen state law violations, filed three damning declarations complete with official records; and
then also requested oral argument stating that he would bring in all the original documents to
prove their authenticity:

a. Document 21 filed on August 21, 2007 was a sworn declaration which included about
200 consumer statements that DHI was committing nationwide racketeering. Also within the
documents were three statements submitted under the penalty of perjury: that 10 DHI insiders
had information to corroborate DHI's interstate crimes; that 12 mortgage and real estate
professionals averred that DHI practiced criminal lending and fraudulently mis-represented real
estate sales; and that the whistle blower’s truck had been recently ... bombed... which might just
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indicate that the then $8,000,000,000.00 (that is in billions) had 10t$$$$$ to lo$e if Armstrong
ruled in favor of the whistle-blower.

b. Document 31 (filed September 5, 2007, and entered five days later), was another
whistle-blower declaration which sttached an official hearsay-excepted police report gencrated in
the oedinary course of business, shortly after occurrence of the event described therein, by an
official whose duty is to report accurately..... [official government record exception, FRE Rule
803(8)}. SFPD Officer Curry stated within his official Police Incident Report #070793172 that
the victim-whistle-blower had “heard a large explosive.” In the next paragraph Curry
corroborates the victim’s statement by claiming that he too “saw the damage to Missud’s vehicle
and took 4 photos of the vehicle,” which were then filed as evidence of the Title 18, §1513
retaliatory event.

Document 36 (filed October 22, 2007, entered two days later) was a Request for Judicial
Notice of an already docket-registered, authentic, court-endorsed Nevada sister-state ruling. Said
ruling held that DHI was liable for deceptive business practices in a nearly identical case [Clark
County Nevada, Betsinger #05-A-503121]. Sister state rulings are deemed hearsay-excepted,
absolutely reliable per FRE 803(8); 901(1,4), and afforded enormous weight per the Full Faith
and Credit Clause of the U.S. Constitution. , o

On October 30, 2007, Armstrong filed documents 38 and 39 which included three
rulings: (1) Document 21 did not contain sufficient information to demonstrate the minimum
contacts required to exercise jurisdiction over the $8 billion corporation; (2) The official police
report was “not considered;” and (3) Her decision was completely silent about the Full Faith and
Credit Betsinger decision which corroborated the whistle-blower's allegations to a Tee. Her
Final Judgment stated verbatim: “In accordance with the Court’s Order on the defendants’
Motion to Dismiss, judgment is granted in favor of the defendants on the claims brought by
plaintiffs. All matters calendared in this action are VACATED. The Clerk shall close the file
and terminate any pending matters.” Further, oral argument was quickly cancelled since “the
Court finds this matter appropriate for resolution without a hearing ” Thereafter, the uber-
capitalized, Fortune-500, predatory-lenders were allowed to continue financially ravaging the
nation, worsen the looming mortgage melt-down, and push this nation’s economy off the cliff.

Notice that if Arm$trong had found in favor of the whistle-blower, then DHI might have
had to disgorge over ONE BILLION in illegal racketeering profits. Note that just 1% of ONE
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BILLION DOLLARS is $10 million. Ten million dollars invested in a judge to produce a
favorable ruling that offends federal rules of evidence, due process, equal protections and the
Constitution’s Full Faith and Credit clause would produce a $990,000,000 return on
‘investment.’

Just for fun, also note that the Massey Energy Corporation invested just $3 million in
judge Benjamin for his very favorable ruling which saved that uber-capitalized corporation
$47,000,000 in their appeal.
http://abenews.go.com/Blotter/west-virginia-mine-disaster-massey-energy-ceo-
don/story?id=10311477

Proportionally then, if Massey spent just 3/50=6% to save $47 million, then DHI is likely
spending 6% of each billion it hopes to save from disgorgement. [6% of just One Billion equals
sixty-million-dollar$ 5535 $555555585558555555535558855].

On March 28, 2008, five class action representatives filed suit against DHI for of all
things- deceptive trade practices, predatory lending, and antitrust violations [08-cv-592-RBB].
Each of the five plaintiffs averred that they were fraudulently induced into DHI’s contracts
which contained various clauses. One such clause was that DHI would not compel the use of its
much more expensive in-house loan originator since that would violate antitrust and RESPA
laws. A second clause was that since consumers had ‘voluntarily® signed their contracts, they
waived all rights to civil suits before neutral juries of their common-sense peers, and ‘agreed’ to
mandatory super-secret arbitration.
hetp://dockets.justia.com/docket/california/casdce/3:2008cv00592/267063/

The consumer-victims’ attorneys filed a well pled opposition to DHI's motion to compel
arbitration [Docket #10], but their cited precedents were all ignored by conservative judge Roger
Benitez who on March 6, 2009 granted the billion dollar corporation’s request for secretive, non-
pubic arbitration. In docket #26, Benitez claimed that he could find no substantive
unconscionability because the $8 BILLION builder’s adhesive arbitration clause was
‘voluntarily’ agreed to, the arbitration agreement was ‘fundamentally fair,” and all statutory
rights for the parties had been ‘preserved.’
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Please revisit the above discussion in Section D, parts 1 and 2. Therein you will find
actual, factual analysis regarding the ‘voluntariness’ of adhesive arbitration clauses which
corrupt/self-interested courts compel consumers into; the ‘fundamental fairness” of the super-
secret, non-public arbitrations tried by arbitrators who base their fraudulent awards in 63 lies;
and the statutory rights of non-parties who are nevertheless saddled with all costs and fees
without ever having had the right to present any argument at the railroad arbitrations hosted at
the wildly-lucrative, private, for-profit, repeat-business-favoring, arbitral mills.

Just for fun, also note that just recently, a Pennsylvania judge was criminally convicted
for padding his own pockets in return for compelling parties to wildly-lucrative, private, for-
profit, repeat-business-favoring, youth detention mills:
hitp://abenews.go.com/US/mark-ciavarella-pa-juvenile-court-judge-convicted-
alleged/story?id=12965182

But I digress, back to case 592.... By April 12, 2010, DHI’s five consumer- victims, who
were litigating at their ‘voluntary, fair and just’ arbitration, simply had enough and just wanted to
drop their case as long as Fortune-500 DHI would not pursue them for having tried to invoke the
Constitution which has guaranteed basic rights for 225 years. However, their attorneys did at
Jeast reserve the right to re-file the class action contingent on AT&T v. Concepcion, a docketed
future Supreme Court decision.

AT&T was decided on April 27, 2011. Therein the conServative majority$ deciSion wag
that corporations which have the foresight to incorporate contractual ‘voluntary’ arbitration
clauses, and which nevertheless intentionally set out to defraud consumers, have the absolute
right to commit grand theft, extortion, antitrust, predatory lending, RESPA fraud, mortgage
fraud, bank fraud, deceptive trade, bait and switch, appraisal fravd, OSHA violations,
employment crimes, wire fraud, mail fraud, evade taxes, misrepresent land, lie to the SEC and
shareholders, create shell corporations to evade responsibility for all of the above, corrupt
officials and judicial officers alike, and generally violate every provision of this Country’s
foundation and its Constitution. The moral of the AT&T ruling is that defrauded living flesh-
and-blood American ‘citizens’ now compelled into ‘voluntary® arbitration, can not suc as a class
to right these wrong$ committed by fake brick-and-mortar corporate ‘CITIZENS.”
http://blogs.wsj.com/1aw/2011/04/27/after-att-ruling-should-we-say-goodbye-to-consumer-
class-actions/ and http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/10pdf/09-893.pdf
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Needless to say, the Wilson class action will never see the light of day.

a. Texas' Legislature

Countless investigations prove that Texas’ legislature is bought by special interests, The
same math, uniform accounting standards, and statistics used by the IRS, and state and federal
governments alike, prove that Texas’ beholden lawmakers are working for campaign-donating
corporations when drafting bills or passing laws. Texas’ building lobby which includes DHI,
donates directly to lawmakers and more often than not gets laws enacted which strip consumers
of most if not all state and federal Constitutional rights. ’
htip://info.tpj.org/Lobby_Watch/pdf/HOABobPerry.june2011.pdf
b. Texas’ Judiciary

Countless investigations prove that Texas judiciary is bought by the special interests.
There are so many Texas judges that have been indicted or are currently under investigation that
‘justice’ can not be done here to detail all of the assorted racketeering. The readers are
encouraged to surf the web for hours’ worth of disgust:
bttp:/farticle.wn.com/view/2011/04/29/Exlawmaker_pleads_guilty_in_Texas_corruption_ca
s¢/ and
http://article.wn.com/view/2011/04/01/ExTexas_judge_changes _plea_ldmib_to_briberylh«r
p://article.wn.com/view/2011/04/15/Feds_South_Texas_judge_ran_court_to_enrich_self/
and http://www.google.com/search?client=firefox-a&rls=org.mozilla%3Aen-
US%3Aofficial&channel=3&hl=en&source=hp&biw=1024&bih=S80& q=texas+judge+buil
der+bribery&btmG=Google+Search#sclient=psy&hl=en&client=firefox-
a&hs=0zT&ris=org.mozillazen-
US%3Aofficial&channel=s&source=hp&q=texas+judge+corruption&aq=f&aqi=&agl=&o
q=&pbx=1&bav=on.2,or.r_ge.r_pw.&fp=fce33284b0764b22&biw=1024&bih=580
c. Texas' Executives

Countless investigations have proven that Texas’ executives are bought at every level by
the special interests. Lets get started in the state’s largest city.

i. Dallas City Hall Corruption

U.S.C. Title 42 Section 1983 Complaint : pt: |
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Builder/developer kick-backs ensnared Dallas® mayor just Jast year:
http://www.fbigov/dallas/press-releases/2010/d1061510.htm and
http://www.justice.gov/nsao/txn/PressRelll/slovacek_spencer_DCC_sen_pr.html and
hitp://www.proewswire.com/news-releases/federal-jury-returns-guilty-verdicts-in-dallas-
city-hall-corruption-case-63560822.html

ii. Corruption of Attorney General Greg Abbott

Texas’ Attorney General has taken over $1.4 million from home builders like DHI to get
re-clected, ..... and to provide additional favor$ in return:
http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/metropolitan/5802868.html

Consumer groups throughout Texas have determined that Abbott remains silent or runs
interference in disputes between consumers and his corporate benefactors.
http:/lubbockonline.com/stories/050406/sta_050406076.shtm]

This likely explains Abbott’s complete non-feasance regarding this federal whistle-
blower’s notification that DHI is practicing interstate racketeering under his nose, from within
the safety of Texas’ borders, and with Abbott's help. Please sce page 22 at the following link, to
find the letter to Texas Attorney General Greg Abbott entitled “Texas Penal Code §31.03 Theft.”
Therein are details of DHI's predation of Texas consumers. Abbott has ignored at least 4 similar
certified demands that he prevent billion-dollar, campaign-contributing, DHI's criminal activities)
which are flourishing throughout this nation’s second most populace state.
http:/fwww.sec.gov/divisions/corpfin/cf-noaction/14a-8/2008/patrickmissud1 12108-1438.pdﬂ

iti. Corruption of Governor Rick Perry (A now a$piring Presidential Candidate)

In one report, Texas Governor Rick Perry took $400,000 from Perry Homes for his 2006
election campaign. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
dyn/content/article/2007/03/16/AR2007031601987.htm]?nav=rss_politics

In another report, Perry may have taken an additional $1.5 million from Perry Homes.
However, this depends on whether the money was Jaundered through Perry’s campaign’s coffers
in the same way that Tom Delay was indicted for. _
http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/metropolitan/4478851.html and
http:/fwww.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/metropolitan/7387242.html.

In yet another report, Perry accepted $3.4 million from developers and builders for his
2010 re-election. For that election cycle, he was beholden to all the special interests to the tune

0.5.C. Title 42 Section 1963 Complaint 1%
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of $39,000,000.00. That’s a lot of political ‘favor$.’
http://www followthemoney.org/database/StateGlance/candidate.phtmi?c=116443

Pethaps then, it’s no wonder that Governor Perry colluded with builder Bob Perry, and
Bob Perry’s lawyer, to conjure up the Texas Residential Construction Committee [TRCC], a
consumer anti-protections/predation agency.
http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyld=102367683

The TRCC has been called a builder-protection agency because it favors the corporate
special interests which ‘donate’ millions to both Abbott and Perry for extra-$pecial treatment.
Equal protections for consumers under Texas law is but a pipe dream. Homeowners are
effectively stripped of their rights 94% of the time when petitioning the Perry-Perry/Texas-
Builders’-Association/TRCC for ‘help.’ Consumers must first waste thousands of dollars
fighting an unwinnable battle with the corporate-favoring TRCC, and are simultancously
prevented from litigating before a neutral jury of their common-sense peers for warranty o
otherwise shoddy construction.

All of these Constitutional violations are thanks to DHI and friends’ corporate ownership
of an aspiring Presidential candidate who will Sell thi§ Country off as a common traitor would to
the like$ of the Koch Brother$, and Donald Horton. Rick Perry will do and say anything to buy
the Presidency to make sure that his friendS, the $pecial Intere$t$, dictate to 308 million better
Americans what they will each spend on fuel, electricity, food, drugs, healthcare, homes,
mortgage rates, bank and credit card fees, and virtually any other expense so long as he and the
oligarchs have their pockets full like did Mohamar Khadaffi, Hosni Mubarak, Kim Jeong I1, and
Iraq’s late Sadam Hussein.
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/07/01/white-house-texas-disaster-
relief_n_888923.html

(At this point, does anyone get the impression that the author of this amicus brief feels as if he

has to massively expose and vtterly destroy 15 (or more....) judicial careers; and send 15 corrupt
judges off to federal prison to set an example for the rest of the corrupted judicial community?)

U,5.C. Title 42 Section 19683 Complaint 20
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F. Supreme Court Justices John Roberts, Antonin Scalia, Samuel Alito, Anthony Kennedy,
Clarence Thomas; Violations of Equal Protections, Privileges and Immunities, Right to
Petition Government to Redress Grievances, Due Process, Voting Rights

The Supreme Court’s conServative majority has recently made some rather interesting
decisions. The five conservative justices have officially stated for the record that corporations
need to be the loudest voice to buy election$ and the Constitution, self regulate, and prey on 308
million flesh-and-blood Americans as they (all) See fit.

1. Corporate ownership of Country and Constitution

The whistle-blower/Plaintiff referenced throughout this complaint is named Missud.
Missud’s Country and Constitution have been stolen. Missud’s truck was bombed as if he lived
in Pakistan. Missud was then threatened with a bomb-like briefcase placed in a second truck as
if it were parked in Ramallah. The Texas-based, special corporate-interest known as DHI wants
Missud to shut up in order to keep the billions in illegal revenue that it has already stolen from
tens of thousands of flesh-and-blood Americans, DHI's CEO Tomnitz wants to donate just a
fraction of its billions of racketeering profits to Texas Governor Rick Perry’s 2012 Presidential
campaign so that they can then all continue selling fraudulent and predatory loans to consumers
to send America’s economy off the cliff. Donald Horton wants to continue paying off his
favorite judge$ $o that they will continue looking the other way while incendiary devices are
placed on and around Missud’s property, thousands more families are ruined by his enterprise’s
criminal activities, and the Constitution is torn into little pieces. The Supreme Court’s
conServative majority ha$ made all of thi$ po$S$ible.

2. Corporate ownership of Judge$

Don Blankenship bought ‘judge’ Benjamin for only $3 million. Benjamin then saved
Blankenship $47 million by looking the other way. On April 5, 2010, Blankenship and busine$$
partner Benjamin murdered 29 miners. The hills of West Virginia now share a special bond with
China’s Guangxi Zhuang Province which three days ago on July 2, 2011 saw the death of three
of its own miners. China was once renowned for its official corruption. These days however,
China’s official corruption seems just a tenth as horrendous as America’s judicial corruption.
How much is a human life worth you ask? If you talk to Blanken$hip or Benjamin, each miner
is worth $103,448.27.

U.S.C. Title 42 Section 1983 Complaint 2}
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bttp:/abenews.go.com/Blotter/west-virginia-mine-disaster-massey-energy-ceo-
don/story?id=10311477 and http://www.nytimes.com/2011/05/20/us/20mine.html and
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304450604576415683464733192.htm] and
http://connect.in.com/the-illustrated-weekly-of-india/news/three-dead-in-china-mine-
collapse-539762-ef4b54fc13de87c504ab6b2257122¢7b0dd47¢63.htm] and
hitp://www.nytimes.com/2008/09/04/world/asia/04iht-china.2.15898203.html The Supreme
Court’s con$ervative majority make$ all of thi$ and more a reality.
3. Corporate Qwnership of Regulator$

On April 20, 2010, the Deep Water Horizon claimed 11 lives. That drilling rig failed in
six different ways. Big OIL had taken over the Minerals Management Service which was
supposed to safely (self) regulate the industry. However, those foxes had no intentions of
protecting their many disposable hens which exist only for their service and at their whim. After
all, miners are only worth $103,448.27 whether on land or at sea.
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/12/26/us/26spillhtm| and A
http:/fwww.cbsnews.com/stories2010/05/27/politics/main6523948.shtml The Supreme
Court’s conServative majority ha$ done it$ be$t to inSure indentured $ervitude to the oligarch$,
and guarantee a retumn to the dark age$ for many future generationS.

CONCLUSIONS

The forthcoming first amended complaint’s claims of judicial corruption and fraud will
be pled with such particularity, and supported with such overwhelming proof, that it will survive
any summary judgment motion. The assigned judge will have to issue written rulings, since one-
liners dismissing cases without logic or a detailed ruling will not be tolerated. The judicial
decisions will be monitored by thousands of media correspondents, watchdog agencies, and
millions of real American CITIZENS. Any further judicial attempts, at any level, to further
DHI'S, or any other corporation’$ criminal interstate activities will be made shockingly obvious.
That and all future judge$ will be set up for failure and 20 years® federal incarceration. Three
hundred and eight million Americans will decide whether this judge is allowed the privilege of
judicial immunity when he or she ignores these Defendants’ crimes against this Country, its
Constitution and its people.
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Per the power and true transparency of the First Amendment,

(il

Patrick Missud

.

\ Dated July 20, 2011

U.5.C. Title 42 Section 1963 Complaint
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FILED

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS SEP 06 2012
MOLLY C. DWYER, CLERK
FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT U.S. COURT OF APPEALS
PATRICK ALEXANDRE MISSUD, I, No. 12-15371
Plaintiff - Appellant, D.C. No. 4:11-cv-01856-PJH
Northern District of California,
V. Oakland

SAN FRANCISCO SUPERIOR COURT;
etal., ORDER

Defendants - Appellees.

Before: REINHARDT, WARDLAW, and BEA, Circuit Judges.

We have reviewed the record and appellant’s opposition to appellees’
motions for summary affirmance and we find that the questions raised in this
appeal are so insubstantial as not to require further argument. See United States v.
Hooton, 693 F.2d 857, 858 (9th Cir. 1982) (per curiam) (stating standard);
Cleavinger v. Saxner, 474 U.S. 193, 200 (1985) (absolute immunity extends to
judges and certain others who perform functions closely associated with the
judicial process); Wasyl, Inc. v. First Boston Corp., 813 F.2d 1579, 1582 (9th Cir.
1987) (arbitrators are immune from civil liability for acts arising out of their

arbitral functions and duties); Greater Los Angeles Council on Deafness, Inc. v.

SM/MOATT
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Zolin, 812 F.2d 1103, 1110 (9th Cir. 1987) (suit against the Superior Court is a suit
against the State and is barred by the Eleventh Amendment); United States v. City
of Hayward, 36 F.3d 832, 838 (9th Cir. 1994) (noting that courts have held that a
sponsoring board or organization will not be liable for an arbitrator’s decisions).

Accordingly, we grant appellees’ motion to summarily affirm the district

court’s judgment.
The pending motion is denied as moot.

AFFIRMED.
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' REcg)y
A6 27 300 Parick Missud LED
Auing Atomey at Law
Ty T 91 San Jusn Ave AU 2 7 2009
ORhcr asci{g . San Francisco, CA, 94112
415-584-7251 Office g&%ﬂ
415-845-5540 Cell O CAR
August 26, 2009
Offlice of the Chief Trial Counsel/Intakc
State Bar of California
1149 South Hill Street
Los Angeles, CA, 90015-2299
Re: California Aorney Complaint
Via: __CentifiedMa & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***
Dear Agent,
Please {ind cnclosed a formal complaint form. This cover letier also scrves as attachment
to item #7.

Discovery of court sanctioned widespread fraud creating devastating consumer losses has
me questioning my own actions and wondering whether 1 am fit to be a Bar member. |
therefore demand a formal investigation into my actions.

Complaint ftem #7:

Per Rule 1-100, the Rules of Professional Condud are to “protect the public and to
promote respect and confidence in the legal profession.” | have on numerous occasions
broadcasted my disdain for, and lack of confidence in, the legal profession. A few of my
certified letlers:isya & OMB Memorandum M-07-{¢amikA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

*++ FISMA & OMB Memorandumdated March 19, 2009 and August 8, 2009 have been sent and received
by the Bar and federal judges as proof. Scvenal letiers have also already been registered
in PACER under case #07-CV-02625 SBA.

[ have viokated Rule 2-400 by practicing discriminatory conduct in my law practice. Ifa
middle class client, or one who speaks English as a second language, comes to me for
legal advice, I without hesitalion inform them that they stand little chance of prevailing
regardless of the merits of their case. However, if a wealthy while client comes through
the doors, { am more than happy 10 oblige with thcir legal endeavors regardiess of the
criminal nature of any actions that they may have been involved in.

I bave violated Rule 3-210 by advising clients 1o violate law. For instance, if a client who

is a mortgage broker inquircs whether he should forfeit a borrower’s escrow deposits for
failure 1o close a deal on the broker’s terms, | resoundingly recommend that he do so.

DRMO01187 ,
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Similarly, if a large building contractor wishes to fraudulently void a warranty without
good cause for any and all construction defects, | whole heartedly recommend that that is
the course which should be followed.

1 have violated Rule 5-100 by threatening administrative charges to gain an advantage in
my civil dispute. ARer having donated over $100,000 and nearly three years of time
pursuing consumer redress, | have now tumed to leveraging corporations with threats of
administrative discipline and widespread intemet broadcasting to gain an advantage
specifically for myself and generally for others. A prior selated complaint inquiry is 06-
26033.

I have violated Rule 5-120 by publicly making cxtra judicial statements that | know have
a substamial likelihood of materially peejudicing an adjudicative proceeding. In advance
of sevesal federal rulings, | have contacted syndicated media 1o apprise them of the issues
yet to be decided. [ have interfered with 08-cv-01324 Trenga decision as well as the 03-
CV-00592 Benitcz decision. | Invegonesofanslocreateawebsneto wlnchl
regularly refer syndicated media: hitp; : g Dag

1 have violated Rule 5-300 by directly and extra judicially contacting federal judges
Trenga, Benitez, Edinfield and Reidinger withous consent of any of the parties in those
cases. All of these judges reccived certified letters as proof of contact.

In closing, | anxiously await your written decision on these matters in a timely manner.
Under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California, | swear that the
above are true statements.

Sincerely,

Patrick Missud, CA Bar #219614
Further violations of 1-100, 5-120, 5-300 follow:

Ce:  Clerk of the Court for Judge Armstrong
1301 Clay Street, Suite 400 S
Oakland. CA 94612-5212
** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

Clerk of the Count for Judge Benitez
U.S. Courthouse
880 Froat St # 4290
San Diega, CA 92101
*** FISMA & OMB Memorandum M-07-16 ***

DRH001183
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THE STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA ATTORNEY COMPLAINT FORM

Read lnstructions before fi¥ing in this form.

Your name and address Palrick Missud, 91 San Juan Ave. San Francisco, CA, 84112

(1)

(2) Telephone numbier | IMuniedOMB Memorandum M-07-16 **Work 415-845-5640

(3) The name, address and telephone number of the attorney(s) you are complaining
about. (See note below.)
Pakrick Missud, 91 San Juan Ave. San Francisco, CA, 94112, 415-584-7251

4) Havuywora member of your family complained about this attorney(s) previously?

! !No@ if Yes, please state to whom the previous complaint was made, its
date and disposition.

(3) Did you employ the attorney? Answer Yes or No and, if “Yes,® give the approximale
date you employed the attomey(s) and the amount. il any, paid 1o the attomey(s).

(6) Myour answer to #5 above is “No,” what is your connection with the attomey(s)?
Explain briefly.
Self

Dm"“’
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(7} Include with this form (on a separate piece of paper) a statement of whal the
attorney(s) did or did not do which is the basis of your complaint. Please stals (he facts »
as you understand them. Do not include opinions or arguments. If you empioyed the
altomey(s), state what you employed the attomey(s) to do. Sign and dats each
separale piece of paper. Additional information may be requested. (Atfach coples of
pertinent docurnents such a8 a copy of the fee agreement, cancelied checks or
recebpls and relevant correspondence.)

(8) W your complaint is about a lawsuit, answer the following, if known:
a. Name of court (IFor example, Superior or Municipal Court, and name of the county)
San Francisco Superior, Northem District of California

b. Title of the suit (For example, Smith v. Jones).
Palrick Missud v. D R Horton

d. Approximale date the suit was filed Janvery 2005, Mey 2007

e. If you are not a party to this suil, what is your connection with it? Explain briefly.

(9) Size of taw firm complained about
tAtomey [ 2-—10 Attorneys ] 11 + Attomeys []
Govemment Atiomey [T} Unknown [

NOTE: If you are complaining about more than one atfomey, include the
informalion requested in ilems 33 through #8. Use separale sheets if necessary.

Signature

Mail tor
Office of the Chief Trial CounseVintake

The State Bar of Callfornia
1148 South Hill Sireet

DRH001190
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TeanscipT e

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

* * * * K

PATRICK MISSUD, et al. ,
Plaintiffs ) E:ASE NO. A-SSlGGZJ
VS. .
DEPT. NO. XI
D R HORTON, INC., et al.

) Transcript of
Defendants . Proceedings

- . - - - . . - . - - . - .

BEFORE THE HONORABLE ELIZABETH GONZALEZ, DISTRICT COURT JUDGE

SHOW CAUSE HEARING (/

TUESDAY, JULY 20, 2010

APPEARANCES: !
FOR THE PLAINTIFFS: PATRICK A. MISSUD, PRO PER
FOR THE DEFENDANTS: JOEL D. ODOU, ESQ.

NADIN J. CUTTER, ESQ.

i

COURT RECORDER: TRANSCRIPTION BY:
JILL HAWKINS FLORENCE HOYT
District Court Las Vegas, Nevada 89146

Proceedings recorded by audio-visual recording, transcript
produced by transcription service.
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, TUESDAY, JULY 20, 2010, 10:40 A.M.
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THE COURT: First witness.

MR. ODOU: Your Honor, defendants call Patrice
Missud.

THE COURT: Mr. Missud, if you would come forward to
the witness stand. Since you'll be doing a narrative for your
cross, you may bring anything you need to assist you in doing
your cross-examination. You don't want to take your notes or
your books, sir?

MR. MISSUD: I am going to take my notes, I'm going
to bring the binder. 1I'll have to come back for those
documents.

MR. ODOU: 1Is it Your Honor's preference that Mr.
Missud goes first and then I'll cross him?

THE COURT: No. It's preference you do your direct
examination of him first.

MR. ODOU: Thank you, Your Honor.

THE COURT: You're going to help him find his place
in the book to start with.

PATRICK MISSUD, DEFENDANTS' WITNESS, SWORN

THE CLERK: Please be seated.

THE MARSHAL: And if everybody could turn off their
cell phones from the lunch hour, please.

THE CLERK: Please state your name for the record.

THE WITNESS: Patrick A. Missud, given name Patrice

Missud.

B,
|
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

PATRICE A. MISSUD and JULIE MISSUD] l No. C 07-2625 SBA]

Plaintiffs, ORDER

V.

D.R. HORTON INC , et al.,
Defendants.

Over the past several weeks, Plaintiff Patrice Missud has submitted numerous papers to this

| Court which do not conform to the local rules governing the form and manner of papers. Plaintifl’s

i submissions, for example, are double-sided, do not state a case number, and do not include a

chamber’s copy. Moreover, the Plaintifl’s case was terminated on October 30, 2007. The Case

| Systems Administralor has communicated this failure to comply with this Court’s Local Rules to
! Plaintiff on several occasions. Nevertheless, Plaintiff continues to submit papers and represents he

# will continue to do so.

Good cause appearing, the Plaimtiff is ORDERED to comply with local rules of the Northemn
District of California when submitting documents to this Court, and if Plaintiff fails to comply, the

| Case Systems Administrator is authorized to return all non-conforming papers to Plaintiff.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

§ Dated: 5/21/09 SAUNDRA BROWN ARMSTRONG

United States District Judge

DRH001301
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

MISSUD et al,] Easc Number: CV07-02625 SBA l

Plaintiff, ERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

v.
D.R.HORTON INC. et al,
Defendant.

1, the undersigned, hereby certify that I am an employee in the Office of the Clerk, U.S. District
Court, Northem District of California.

That on May 22, 2009, 1 SERVED a true and correct copy(ies) of the attached, by placing said
copy(ies) in a postage paid envelope addressed to the person(s) hereinafter listed, by depositing
said envelope 1n the U_S. Mail, on?g placing said copy(ies) into an inter-office delivery
receptacle located in the Clerk's office.

Patrick Alexandre Missud
91 San Juan Ave.
San Francisco, CA 94112

Dated: May 22, 2009
Richard W. Wieking, Clerk

By: LISA R CLARK, Deputy Clerk

DRH001302
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. HOME PAGE

. FEDERAL OFFICIALS
. STATE OFFICIALS
. LOCAL OFFICIALS

. CONTACT US

Available at http://www.drhortonsjudges.info/.
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(:Bomwnqmofhummmgndpm Bqnjgmin’s.‘.wm mmwuuwmsseyw :
whmhMcomWﬂMmlmmhem . %

In Iune 2006. Somh thm i“SMﬂMmM"M Coltramwce f s corporati gpesial jnf
mpawmmwsmdmm’srwmmmal\mz et .mmwnmmmmﬁhc
ﬁmms [06'@-07-155&122415& it/ www.drhiorten pngofhorrors. 2
‘apother Magistrate not on DH's p-mn mwiy ‘niled: mim , :
nghwspewhmdmmblymWCmtysmeqolm T :
: B o] F07070676111 Nowm2009 acootdmngouManolma’sBeaufm
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ln Ociobet M?.Nmﬂnml)imict of Callfomuludpe Sumdn Amtrngquscldy cloud :D}n pedauxylmm
mﬁehmwynmmmmﬁssommmmdmmm +$he reson refused:

the.plaintiff's ffér to bing dozens (now hundreds)’ ofumdlydcﬁumdmmemmhbnual- iéeiing fot
Which there would have beea a gubliéifecon. :She igiiofed. | Clark Cayinty- court finding of fand and decepiive trade
phcmbyth&mcdcﬁdnts.wbm&hshmldbtw given.that ruling fiill faith andcredit. Njdge $aundra ;7
‘ArmStrong even dismissed an official polics report Mmthnmdmcmofbumbync&uwbnu

offieis] diity was to accunuly docnmt thcbomb;ug ofthgvhmhﬁﬂwhuﬂe’bbwcr’&hwk 2t.10:00. P,MonAugust :

‘Same evenit £" p iF's. 'méﬁﬂi"mmdmmpmnhldmfomoﬁyﬂmmoomk
nationally o DH[’SRiCO Theylumiﬂcan now pom: 16:200 millien régsons why.DHI would want o'silence kit -
through fear and intimidation. Parhaps mwmwwmmmwan
DHL [4;07-02625:SBAJ.- Most recént ‘ﬁ?« st:11,.2009, thfs cours éven gntered dogument inte
PACER,; misrepresenting that it was ) whistplblower’s ifs déspifs her nohcinvolvemeit in thise DHI .
Rlcoulmdmn,mdmmhowmhnawamy Thé porthem disteicy’s federal:judieiary has::
ow taken its ovn official retaliatory judicial astion.to previint 5 fideral inforivany from trathfully informing :
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- ulaw,saznsiliduiaceds/idiuse. Anmmwmumm
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In Mlmh 2009, Bmh Ir's hand plchd corpmu—fnvomg WW Dﬂlm,who bclm M mmgulmé
Dmhnm&inghnmumm bestmmatsinmmd.mnpellodublmdonforﬁnbm dcfmuthHl
predatory lending victims. The victims’ wmmmupumdbymwlyswnﬁlﬁ.wmmmﬂmgmted
mortgages issued by, different branch offices. A DHI corporat insider from Tekns,, 1300 miles awsly, also:
conflemed that DHI:Mortgage'’s policy mTexn.aswclhshCuhfomh.Nwada,Vimnu.MOm
‘Washington, Tlljnois, Colorada,..... umnqummummmnﬂl‘slﬂ'lmmmmtﬁit
thousands in deposits. -On May 20, 2009, MWWMMMWM“MOCM
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mpmmmchwmmmm&ymummem[mmmed
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ﬂmmm“mmmmuyﬂunthcthvukaqbnmmcoﬁpndm -Thave a second and -
third DHI corpocate insider /informant #ho.also agros with the first  DHI illegally ties. honin silés tomornigage
services. Thcnmmnylmplsgmlmgkformnhdmngﬂwuhmmm Amrall“uwfmmam'
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EQUITY for the revocation of any:contrict.*” {3;,08:CV-00592-BEN-RBB, Order b Copiwel Arbitration, page 4, :-. *
lines 13-15). - Under contracts 101; ﬁluﬁandmnmmhtymcmdsmmnmdohm Any contrict in which
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Temipant mortgage fraud and predatory Jending. T
‘1. On December 31,:2008 the FTC found 205 p-guofruponnvc ueordstomyl‘TCFOIAnqmn 09-00355
which sought predatoryleoding complaints against DHI and DHI Mortgags: Ope of the 190 pages thit tha FIC -
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associated with it.. 'Wd@hmomhdmkunmﬁnofmoﬁhthhumlhow)edphw
conlmy which’ bmv s to Dm’i pndaorylondlng. : :

?\'vouldnot“m"&motw 1 orfuu“ fiom comm 'i;';iori‘ﬁvﬁiméuiéklbc"ublé’tﬁm]lmylmﬂﬁ:ﬂh orporation’s .
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HI i 4 cou {c "_‘1324boldtyelamtohm “ﬁghwmmpaﬂuﬂog :
satisfaction.”: D}llﬂenoﬂ‘mundc letter by & happy customer as.prook. The truth though.is that DH risks - -
slighily better than predatory lenders Ryland and Countrywide:- That inforniation was compiled by independent -
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pationivide mostgage fraud, yot has taketi 1 action. -
WNMMNMMWQ{NMWWWﬂMMMWM&m .
T‘beTmBu’sme«npopnnf sio:l/lim.aes.sov/divi D e
B/ patrishomisaud11210: pdf- wmﬁmmmmmmwumm
mwhﬁuhnmuﬁmapmﬁwmﬂnmmlmhmdhondmm ;
nmonmdopud#oryhndm;whkhbuemﬁbmﬁmmwodd’sﬁmalmﬂtm £
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eﬁecton“wloym This s not tie'case since s generally b ;i gk
‘corporate employees, - ‘PHF's:Donald Tornnitz is on: duringthe (2 zooamm ullchmiatibathﬁ
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lhﬂwA & OMB Memorandum M-0%-16 * AT :f'jf:-'__: S
Annstmn;-aé% mm-moz,c-lau-ww, T

" in numerols states thioughout ik cwntrylmr.m m’mn toderalioficiale havi ing aid
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benefit for themselves. :See the oificial dotiiments within. Contact ma as belew: .
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Acknowledged Fraud Page 1 of 1

D R HORTON
RACKETEERING
AND
PREDATORY
LENDING

On August 4, 2010, D R Horton acknowledged that it had Example of Typical DR Horton

produced information for 128,000 loans in response to two Fraud

FTC civil investigative demands. The demands served on DHI FTC COMPLAINT RECORDS
Mortgage were based on consumer complaints concerning violations of the

Federal Trade Commission Act, Truth in Lending Act, Fair Credit Reporting Act, HUD RECORDS
Consumer Credit Protections Act, Equal Credit Opportunity Act among others: SILENCE OF THE LAMBS
D R Horton vs. Federal Trade Commission Nevada Supreme Court

Nevada's Massive Cover Up

The FTC is demanding production of documents

on behalf of the public's interests. The questions Judicial Corruption

raised include DHI's: not allowing consumers to . .

use realtors or other professionals when D R Horton Other Nationwide Lawsuits
purchasing homes or negotiating financing; . .
communications with Engish deficient consumers; Predatory $1.4 Blllion civil sult against
policies regarding employee compensation for 1 Nevada

referring consumers to DHI Mortgage; financial Le ndlng . . L
structure regarding yield spread premiums; high Nevada's 3rd Dirty Commissioner
number of legal and regulatory actions; targeting .

of particular racial and ethnic groups; policies State Investigations

regarding meeting specific sales goals;
procedures for informing consumers of charges
related to loan originations; etc.

State & Fed Investigations

FTC's Demands

The FTC's findings are that D R Horton's
objections to the investigation are without basis.
The FTC is currently investigating to determine
whether D R Horton has "engeged in deceptive or
unfair acts or practices in or affecting commerce
in the advertisement, marketing, sale or servicing
of loans”...... and also to determine whether
"Commission action to obtain monetary relief, ...
including consumer redress, disgorgment, or civil
penalties, would be in the public interest."

FTC Findings

http://www.drhortonfraud.com/ 9/14/2011



Home Page 1 of 3
Home Engineering -Keeping Builders in Check ]
Home Whers Qualily Counts and Honesty Matters
Predatory Lending | CAN'T BE MORE EMPHATIC...........IF YOU BUY FROM D R HORTON YOU WILL LIKELY BE DEFRAUDED. D R Horton is a RICO operating company.

developers, DHI Included. hitp:/edition,cnn.comi2008/US/01/29/thi.mortgaqe.frayd! A major investment group, CtW has sven demanded accountabil
pth i already di d and officially documented are predatory lending, antitrust, tampering with a federal informant, mall fraud and tax evasion. Officia
Construction On January 30, 2008, it was demanded that CEQ Tomnitz and Chairman Horton step down at the January 31, 2008 shareholder meeting. Each of thes
Defects mortgage fraud case which detalled thelr nationwide fraud, 07-2825 JL, http:/idonaldtomnitzisacrook.info/Demand on Boardhtmi Since this official
who have contacted me from Nevada, lilinols, Oklah ginia and California. Additional information, even including arson, has been complied ar

Warranty Fraud

Class actions are now being formed nationwide in the areas of morigags fraud/predatory lending, construction defect/lack of warranty, and SEC deri-

There |s a standing $5000 reward for additional insider Infor ¥ g to the criminal iction of D R Horton officers and sxecutives. Contact

'THE MENU" of 14 below listed web sites, descriptions and hyperlinks are for real and not exaggerated. Everything Is supported with scanned docum
d and will d 500/300 respectively with new infi ion yet to be uploaded:

‘THE MENU:'

If  were to d alt of the isfaction to this web site, It would crash. There may not be enough memory on the web to list it all. For at least a

o) ! WWW,T} b SR 5 5 1 A
conspiracy to defraud extending to upper management throug regions of a, O R Horton's

including Nevada, P ylvania, Texas, Virginla and Florida (A dozen scans)hitp://iwww.drhortonfraud.com, D R Horton correspondence with and co
by three legal teams in attemptad cover up of predatory leniding (50 d official d ) bitp:/www. drhortoncouldhayekiifedme,com, eight d
H 4-500 consumer testimonials regarding mortgage fraud, defects and warranty misrepresentations as recently as Octc
tp:/) ive tax ion in P Yy ia, and coercion of the whistie blowers (A dozen scans) M/ 3
fraud has been rampant at the company for years (A dozen scans, over thres dozen certified mail labeis)http:/iwww.drhortophomelemon.com, pradat
develop d of intended ) htto:/www.drhortonhomelemen.info, quality and warranty misrep and double talk (Haif dozen s:
lop near inogenic EMF and chemicais thereby risking consumers’ health (half dozen scans)hitp: .drhogton 0] il c
ruin and intimidate (half dozen scans)http:/fwww. drhortonhomesstink.com. D R Horton p of shafting its own employees, who then tum and be

H) A e8: land misrepresentations and major def {Still under develop of i

The very short list of recently filed cases across the nation is as follows:

Nevada State Court Case 05-A-503121-C, Fraud and deceptive business practices; California State Case RIC369796, Fraud and deceptive business practices,
Federal Court Case 07-cv-61030-WJZ, Fraud, Truth in Lending violation; Georgia, Federal Court Case 07-cv-00081-bae-grs, RESPA violation; Virginia, Federal

CHW INVESTMENT GROUP CALLS ON D R HORTON TO ADDRESS COMPLIANCE FAILURES: Institutional investor CtW, with $1.4T in securities has ¢
manage their currently in house predatory mortgage lending arm, DHI Mortgage. H .clwinvestmentqroup.c: leadmin/grou CtW
| t ity is izing that the cat Is ocut of the bag. We are now in a free for all for shareholder derivative sults and putative class action:

Regarding Predatory Lending: D R Horton has admitted to a 86% captive capture rate of wriling mortgages for its home building operations where 70% is alread
violated RESPA by tying its mortgage lending operations to home sales. In Nevada, case # 05 A 503121C on August 31, 2007, the jury in Steven Betsinger v. £
entities had ited deceptive trade practi The jury further found that DHI Mortgage and Danie! Callahan had committed fraud. In the Northern District of
same deceptive lrade practices and bait and switch tactics regarding DHI mortgage services. The 200 consumer declarations within are gathered from at least *

Where land misrepresentations are concemned, In South Carolina, state case # 08 CP 071658, residents of a D R Horton community have been silenced by the -
operation until 2010 by D R Horton. After purchass, the golf course was essentially rezoned and the construction of 250 homes was begun. in an internal emai
case ¥ 369796 residents had not been told that the adjoining open hills would be developed within months of their purchase and that other adjoining land was ut
housing. In Nevada, the Sunridge Heights and Manor communities were guaranteed by D R Horlon that the ‘wash’ behind their homes would nol be devsloped.
rezoned, and hundreds of additional units are under consiruction. Contact Congressman JonPordennail@mail house.gov , He has been apprised of this fraud f
their quiet privale streets by D R Horton which then subsequently used them to service the next larger neighboring communities.

Where Federal Tille 18, threatening and tampering with informants are concemed, & retirement community in Pennsyivania has been thweatened into near silenc
Texas, vocal relirees Fogal and Corrente have besn threatened into near silence for recounting their stories which are available by searching their names at ww.
state whereby the TRCC, a regulatory commission meant to protect consumers from frauduient buliders, has had seats appointad to builder friendly officials witt
for the state’s labor board was targeted in a murder conspiracy when he started gathering too much informalion regarding a Federal probe into tex evasion by th
online/storiesi21704/met_14837472.shim] In Califomia the author of this site has experienced 8 distinct and proven retaliatory actions by D R Horton, the last i

Altention Altorneys General: If you need inside information | have contacts for over a dozen defectors. They have the inside on how D R Horton deceptively do
division by manipulating locked interest rates, inflating closing costs, not crediting incentives and discounts and the like...... Even more.insiders regarding comer
Horton's bottom line and sharsholder expectations.

THE 400 D R HORTON CONSUMER TESTIMONIALS CONTAINED WITHIN ARE FOR REAL.... 100 MORE HAVE BEEN GATHEF
INFORMATION ARE DAUNTING SO READ THE BOLD HIGHLIGHTS. The reason that | have not been sued is that D R Hor
further revealed. Horton has however taken other actions.....

When you search for *d r horton,' on the first two pages you will find es such as cor ffairs, topix, citydata...which corroborate this site. Link to those :
sowrces will recount stories of depleted savings, college funds, 401K's; sleeplessness, stress and anxiety; toxic mokd and electrical fires; ruined careers and fami
criminals complete with their very own damning internal emails are displayed at www drhottoncoutdhavekilledme. com . Business Week has printed four articles
mortgage metlt down frauds are lisled on the next ‘page,’ under the predatory lending lab.

RACKETEERING: An organized conspiracy to commit or attempt the crime of coercion. COERCION: Compelli

http://www.drhortonsucks.info/ 9/14/2011
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more acts, 3.constituting a pattern, 4.of 'racketeering’ activity, 5.directly participates in, 6.an ‘enterprise,’ 7.the
MIND AS YOU READ THE WITHIN....400!11.... VERY SIMILAR CONSUMER TESTIMONIALS -THIS IS NO JOKE.

Attention sharehoiders: RESPONSE TO THIS SITE HAS BEEN INCREDIBLE. THE MOST CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATES PUTS THE VALUE OF PREVENT!
CONSUMERS! This sile will remain in operation until alil board room originated criminal activities cease and consumers are meaningfully protecled.

DHI has bnn trading In a sideways pattern for the past thres months. The stock is falling today after Jim Cramer put out a fairly negative quote on th

y q ing whether or not the pany would be able to "make it". Tachnlical indicators for DHI are bearish and steady, while S&P. gives t

Homebuiider 101

Hmnebulldors? Yeah, that's right, #'s been a while since you've thought about these guys since the hedge funds and banks have taken over the headlines. But t
shares his thoughts about what cash fiow means lo the major homebuilders. Though he thinks thal KB Homa and NVR may be on solid footing, he

at serious liquidity issues.

Its sad buk true, the crimes itted by “America’s haven't been seen since ENRON. D R Horton's own documents make the case, some of wh
Lending, Antitrust and even Coercion by the nation's lamest builder D R Horton and wholly owned affiliate DHI Mortgage! Within these pages you will find 40
seal lo organizalion of class actions. Verification of the testimonials by 4 business week articles include the following:

D.R. Horton sued for lending practices, By Matt Slagle
www businessweek com/ap/financialinews/D8QTNR.JO1.htm

D.R. Horton Inc., one of the nation's largest homebuilders, is being sued by a one-time customer who says he was forced to
filing. The Iawsult charges the homebuilder with violating the Real Estate Settiement Procedures Act, according to a filing with the
Southern District of Georgia, [and May 2007 complamt filed in U.S. District Court, Northern District of California), says the homebuil
discounts and incentives...... yada, yada, yada.........click the above link for the complete story, or read the hundreds of testimonials ¢

DRHortonsucks.info is one of five interlinked sites designed to provide a centrat clearinghouse of information which is available to and monitored by law e
respective enforcement agencies such as divisions of banking, antitrust, lending and consumer protections; the 535 members in both houses of Congress; Wi
Private and class action atlorneys filing suils on behalf of defrauded consumers; Syndicated national print and broadcast media.

As before, if the following pages crash from too much data input, additional but less updated lnfom\atlon can be vnawad at drhortonconfidential.com. At ‘confid
DO NOTHING which has instead required private citizens to prolect A and the und: d -who by the way and coincidentally, |
President has finally acknowledged the predatory lending rampant across the , nation which has been parioctod | with near sclentific precisionby DR |

Receipt of notification of the fraud by many of the above sntities is absolutely verified by certified U.S. government mait and can be viewed at www.¢
and including Donald Horton and Donald Tomnitz to enforce D R Horton's rights and to prevent further nationwide fraud is also verified by USPS rec:
these documents at www.drhortonfraud.com

Please send your comments to my email account at missudpat@yahoo.com to add to the over 500 consumers already fount
capability at this site is still under development. Please post your blog at an affillate’s site and browse while there:yww.New

Please kaeep your comments to truthful ts of your

P YOU ARE PROTECTED by the following Federal Laws:

Title 18, U.S. Code, Section 1512, Tampermg whh an informant, sub part c: “Whoever Ity harasses anoth and thereby hinders, pre
States, the ion or possib of a Federal offense...or attempls to do so, shall be fined not more man $25,000.00 or imprisoned nc

Title 18, U.S. Code, Secti 1513 Retaliati inst an Infe sub part 8: “Whoever knowingly, with the intent to retaliate, takes any action harm
ission or possibl ission of any Fadaul offense, shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than 10 years, or both."Please foel
g ions and schernes that you may have been a vlcﬂm of.

An example of D R Horton Compassion:

Family has not heard from D. R. Horton: "Jackie Mull, Sarah Anne Walker's younger sister, said Tuesday that it's been more than a week since her sh
Horton, Sarah's employer, has tried to contact or return my phone calls to her immediate family. ‘They have not offered any condolences to any of [§
have not calied her brother and they have not called me.' .....The Mulis were making funeral arrang at the time and wanted to know If they wot
the company told her they would not be paying those commissiona. ‘They told us Sarah was no |ongor an employee of D.R. Horton, and we are not p
should have paid for it (the funeral) and be dam glad to do that.' "1 feel like they shouid have I diately covering costs and do what the:

cost?™... [The answer is: Its not about decency, at Horton its about the bottom line.} mz:[[ggﬂhgmgbuilggrsnewsgsgg com/

Additional exposees in Business Week articles:

http://www.businessweek.com/magazine/content/07 33/b4046601.htm
http:/ .businessweek.com/magazine/co 07_33/b404 m

:limages.business k.com/!

have guaranteed that this site prominently remains in operation to prevent future consumer fraud, which in turn severely injures the D
notified by fax of recent ongoing predatory lending schemes receleved from consumers visiting this site. The frauds are detailed and
recounted stories. IF YOU ARE A VICTIM, CONTACT ME AND YOUR STATE'S ATTORNEY GENERAL.

Why can't | been sued for libel/defamation? -Because the truth hurts: '

Section 45a of the California Civil Code provides protection for a privileged publication or broadcast mads in any. (b} (2) judicial proce
proceeding; () (2) By a fair and true report if the publication of the matter complained of was for the public benefit.

Because of the value of public comment on newsworthy events, the First Amendment requires that in order to establish defamation, 'c
malice. Actual malice generally refers to statements made with knowledge of their falsity or in reckless disregard for whether they wer

CEO DONALD TOMNITZ AND THE DR HORTON BOARD ARE CROOKS AND HAVE KNOWN ABOUT THE FEDERAL PREDATORY LENDING FOR YEARS

Please visit the links below for further details. This 5th of five web sites is still under development. Email me and send your ¢
missudpat@yahoo.com in your mail server window.

drhortonfraud.com
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