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PREFACE
For the purposes of the Appellee’s Answer Brief, “R.” refers to the record on.

appeal and “I.B.” refers to the Appellant’s Initial Brief (entitled “Opening Brief”).




STATEMENT OF THE FACTS AND OF THE CASE

I. THE FACTS:

On or about December 21, 2005, Appellant/Defendant Gregory M. Taylor

(hereinafter “Taylor” or “Appellant”) and Carrie M. Bargas (hereinafter “Bargas™)

executed a Note and Mortgage in favar of First Franklin, a division of National

City Bank of Indiana (hereinafter “First Franklin”). (R. 3, 6-28). Bargas is not a

party to this appeal.  First Franklin originated the loan and maintained a

predecessor interest to the Appellee, Deutsche Bank National Trust Company, as

Trustee for FFMLT 2006-FF4, Mortgage Pass-Through Certificates, Series 2006-

FF4 (hereinafier “Deutsche Bank” or fAppellee”). On or about August 1, 2008

First Franklin assigned its interest to Appellee and memorialized the same. (R.27-

28).

Appellants defaulted on the subject Note on June 1, 2008 (R. 3, 93), and owe

$193,487.52 (R. 68) to Appellee. Neither Taylor, Bargas, or any other party have

tendered any additional payments to Appellee since the initial default. The issues

presently before this Court stem from the aforementioned default, and the resulting

mortgage foreclosure action. (R. 3).

II. THE CASE:

Appellant filed a one-count Cdmplaint seeking the equitable remedy of

mortgage foreclosure on October 31,

D008 (R. 1-28). On or about February 20,




2009 Deutsche Bank filed the original I

Assignment of Mortgage. (R. 62-87).

defenses, (R. 49-50), and amended said
2009. (R. 110-131). Taylor fails to rais

boiler-plate amended affirmative def

amended answers remains questionable]

Appellee filed and appropriately

on August 7, 2009. (R. 134-136). B

Note, the original Mortgage and the original

Taylor filed an answer and affirmative
answer and affirmative defenses on June 1,
e the same issues on appeal as raised in his

enses, and the legal sufficiency of said

served its Motion for Summary Judgment

urther, Appellee timely filed all affidavits

required to support its Motion for Summary Final Judgment (R. 137-142), and the

hearing on the Motion occurred on O
The lower court entered judgment at sa]

As Appellant freely admits, no 1
Summary Judgment, and Appellant fi
Jjudgment only eighteen minutes prior
court’s docket reflects receipt of Ta
judgment. (Appendix Tab 3). The lo
November 18, 2009, (R. 196) and App

object to the foreclosure sale. Appellan

Ctober 9, 2009 at 8:45 am. (R. 149-150).
d hearing. (R. 166-172; Appendix Tab 1).

ssues of material fact existed at the time of
ed his affidavit in-opposition to summary
to the hearing. (LB. 15). Even the trial
vlor’s objections after the entry of final
wer court scheduled a judicial sale date of
21lant chose not to motion for re-hearing, or

s property sold on November 18, 2009.




SUMMA]

RY OF ARGUMENT

Both of the arguments asserted
Appellant filed its Motion in Oppos
allowable timeframe stated by the Flg

cannot raise those issues herein.

1

by Taylor come to this Court improperly.

lon to Summary Judgment well after the

rida Rules of Civil Procedure and therefore

Furthermore, Appellant’s affidayit failed to conform to the requirements of

the Florida Rules of Civil Procedure.

affidavit in opposition to summary

Specifically, the proper predicate for any

Judgment remains personal knowledge.

Conversely, an employee of Appellant’s counsel based his affidavit on a cursory

review of the alleged Mortgage E
“MERS”) website.  Said employe
knowledge of the manner in which N
sufficient basis for said knowledge. A
any substantive facts, and, therefore my

Even if the Court accepts Apy

merely states baseless accusations, dev

¥

ectronic Registration System (hereinafter

improperly claimed to have personal

AERS operates, and failed to lay a legally
s such, Appellant’s affidavit failed to allege

15t fail.

ellant’s affidavit at face value, Appellant

oid of any merit. Appellant’s argument for

the necessity of an indorsement or allonge to assign a Promissory Note, bears no

consequence, as even without a writte
assignment. Johns v. Gillian, 134 Fla.,

Assignment of Mortgage explicitly ass

n instrument, equity will effectuate a valid
575, 581 (Fla. 1938). Indeed, the subject

gns the note as well. As such, and coupled




with Appellee’s filing of the original Npte and Mortgage, Florida Statutes and case
law consider Appellee a holder entitled fto enforce the Note and Mortgage. Finally,
Appellant affirmatively stated, at both the trial and appellate levels, that the
assignment filed with the trial court transferred ownership of both instruments (R.
49-50, 1.B. 19). Accordingly, Appellant waived any right to maintain that a valid
traﬁsfer failed to occur,

Last, Florida case law clearly esta}blishes that MERS not only has the interest
to transfer both notes and mortgages ip this State, but also possesses standing to
pursue an action in foreclosure. Appellant cited absolutely no controlling case law
to Ithe contrary, and instead attempts to offer non-binding authority. The law 1s
clear in Florida — MERS possesses the|necessary interest to transfer an interest in

the promissory note.




ARGUMENT

Issue 1.

THE APPELLANT [sic] PRESEN]
WAS NOT ENTITLED TO ENF(
NOTE IN QUESTION.

Standard of Review: The stan
evidence presented to the trial court
discretion. Pohlman v Barry, 753 80.2

Discussio

As a cursory matter, Appellant’s
trial court level forecloses any opportt
raises this appeal claiming he filed
Judgment that was not properly consi
factﬁal questions remain for this Honot

Pursuant to Fla. R. Civ. Pro. 1.5
affidavits to be considered at summary,
5 .days before the hearing “or by delix
later than 5:00 p.m. two business dri
initiation of the summary judgment hg

docket, Appellant either filed his aff

around the same time. (R. 166-172, 184

I'ED EVIDENCE THAT IT
JRCE THE PROMISSORY

dard of review on appeal, when reviewing

at summary final judgment, is abuse of
d 603, 605 (Fla. 4th DCA 2000).

n:

failure to properly preserve the issues at the
nity to raise those issues herein. Appellant
an Affidavit and Opposition to Summary
dered by the trial court. Consequently, no
able Court.

10{c) an adverse party may serve opposing
Judgment, by mailing the affidavits at least
ering the affidavit to movant’s attorney no
lys prior to the day of hearing.” At the
aring, and as indicated by the trial court’s

davit after the court entered judgment or

; Appendix Tab 2). Appellant’s Affidavit in




opposition may have been filed m
Judgment, but certainly less than the
Civil Procedure.

It 1s well settled that objections
apprise the trial court of the potential |
review. Ferguson v. State, 417 S0.2d f!
S0.2d 701 (Fla. 1978); Clark v. Staie
Supreme Court has consistently stat
components.” Harrell v. State, 894 §
must make a timely, contemporaneou
state a legal ground for that objection.’

cognizable on appeal, it must be the

-1

ore than five minutes prior to summary

five days mandated by the Florida Rules of

must be made with sufficient specificity to

error and to preserve the point for appellate

39 (Fla. 1982); see also Castor v. State, 365

, 363 50.2d 331 (Fla. 1978). The Florida

ed that, “proper preservation entails three
0. 2d 935, 940 (Fla. 2005). “First, a litigant

s objection.” Id. “Second, the party must

Id. “Third, ‘in order for an argument to be

specific contention asserted as legal ground

for the objection, exception, or motion below.” Id. (quoting Steinkhorst v. State,

412 So. 2d 332, 338 (Fla. 1982); Ro:l
1992).

Appellant readily admits that h
were not filed with the court until merg
never even mailed, or otherwise dd

Accordingly, Appellee’s analyses of t

Iriguez v. State, 609 So. 2d 493, 499 (Fla.

is objections, and the supporting affidavit,
b minutes prior to the hearing, and they were
livered prior to the hearing. (L.B. 15).

he previously mentioned three-pronged test




ends at prong one. Simply put, Appe
prevent this Court from hearing any of
Even if this court entertains App

Taylor’s counsel was both legally insu

llant’s failure to preserve objections should
Appellant’s arguments.
ellant’s objections, the affidavit prepared by

fficient and entirely inadmissible. First, an

employee of Appellant’s counsel prepared and signed said affidavit, and the basis

of the information stemmed from a ¢y
just one day prior to Summary Judgme
that the affiant could possess the ng
workings and corporate structure of ]
website, seems quite questionable.
Rule 1.510(e), Florida Rules o
“[s]upporting and opposing affidavits
set forth such facts as would be
affirmatively that the affiant is compe!
Further, the comments to Rule 1.5]
affirmatively that the .afﬁam is compet
not satisfied by the statement that he
stated in detail the facts showing that he
The purported affidavits in the

insufficient statements, devoid of ar

rsory review of the alleged MERS website
nt. (R. 184, Appendix Tab 2). The notion
zcessary personal knowledge of the inner

MERS (or any company) by reviewing its

[ Civil Procedure, specifically require that
shall be made on personal knowledge, shall
admissible in evidence, and shall show
ent to testify to the matters stated therein.”
0 state: “[tlhe requirement that 1t show
ent to testify to the matters stated therein is
has personal knqwledge; there should be
: has personal knowledge.”

present case merely presented four legally

1y statement of material issue. (R. 184

10



Appendix Tab 2). Accordingly, s

knowledge of any corporate practice of

With that aside, Appeliee wi
below. Appellant’s principal argums
mstant Note does not entitle Appe
hypothesizes that the subject Note wa
interests on the secondary market.” A
an endorsement creates a material, fa¢

properly preserve either of these esote

order.

vl

.
o

aid affiant cannot testify as to personal

MERS.
| address Appellant’s primary arguments
t on appeal states that possession of the

llee the status of a holder. Appellant

5, “designed to have been sold in fractional

ternatively, Appellant argues the absence of
tual dispute, Although Appellant failed to

ic arguments, Appellee will address both in

By granting summary judgment, the lower court properly found that

Deutsche Bank properly held the note
mortgage effectively conveyed the ng
plain language of §673.3011(1), Florid
the subject instruments. Section 673.3
for the holder of the instrument to enft
“[t]he person in possession of a negg
~ bearer or to an identified person that is

Fla, Stat.; Troupe v. Redner, 652 So.2d

and mortgage, and that the assignment of
As such, and further bolstered by the

te.

a Statutes, Appellee was entitled to enforce

011(1), Florida Statutes, specificaily allows

rce the instrument. A holder is defined as;
tiable instrument that is payable either to
the person in possession.” § 671.201(21),

394 (Fla. 2d DCA 1995).

11



By filing the original Note

Mortgage and Assignment of Mortgage,

Deutsche Bank demonstrated that it|was the owner and holder of the note and

mortgage. (R. 62-87). Even Taylor|recognizes this in his Initial Brief. (LB. 19).

As a result, Appellee has satisfied the heavy burden of proving entitlement to

summary final judgment.

Next, Taylor mistakenly states that absent evidence of an indorsement, there

is a material factual dispute. (I.B. 22). Contrary to Appellant’s argument, The

transfer of an instrument through hssignment is well established in Florida

jurisprudence. Florida’s Supreme Couyrt held in Moses v. Woodward that while an

indorsement of the Notes would h

ave carried with them the mortgage, an

indorsement was not necessary to trangfer the notes. 109 Fla. 348 (Fla. 1933).

Further, the promissory note ¢l

carly articulates the possibility that another

party may take the note by transfer, and would therefore be entitled to enforce the

same. (R. 6). Paragraph 1 of the note

states “[t]he Lender or anyone who takes the

Note by transfer and who is entitled tg receive payments under this Note is called

the “Note Holder.” (R. 6). As such, v

through MERS, as nominee for Fir

- transferred. Clearly, the aforemention
by the assignment of mortgage. “A

intention to pass the title on a proper ¢

vhen the note and mortgage were transferred
st Franklin, the insttuments were deemed

ed partics intended the transfer, as reflected

mere delivery of a note and mortgage with

sonsideration will vest the equitable interest

12




in the person to whom it is so delivered” Johns v. Gillian, 134 Fla. 575, 581 140
(Fla. 1938).
In this case, given the valid assignment of mortgage as acknowledged by
Taylor, the intent of the parties could rjot be more clear — the note and mortgage
were transferred to Deutsche Bank. Florida law is explicit in that the holder of the
note has standing to seek enforcement of the: note. Mortgage Electronic
Registration Systems, Inc. v. Azize, 965 8o. 2d 151 (Fla. 2d DCA 2007).

Given the evidence presented to the trial court, it is clear that Deutsche Bank
was the holder of the promissory note, as it was the party in possession of same as
called for by statute. As a result of being the holder of the note, Deutsche Bank
demonstrated that it was the appropriatel party to bring and maintain this action.

Issue 2.

MERS DID NOT PASS AN ENFORCEABLE INTEREST IN THE
PROMISSORY NOTE TO THE APPELLEE.

Standard of Review: The standard of review on appeal when reviewing an
ordér of summary final judgment is de novo. Everett Painting Co. v. Padula &
Wadsworth Const?-uétion, 856 So. 2d. 1059, 1061 (Fla. 4th DCA 2003)., However,
Aﬁpellant is seeking review based oh the trial courts refusal to consider the
evidence filed in support of this issue.| To that end, the standard of review of the

trial court’s refusal to consider such evidence is abuse of discretion. Pohlman v

Barry, 753 S0.2d 603, 605 (Fla. 4th DA 2000).

13



Dis

Appellee objects to the review d

basis as raised in Issue 1. Appellant fail
opposition and supporting evidence ur
1.510(c). The trial court did not abus
affidavits and opposition filed by Appe
With that aside, Appellant’s finz

pass an enforceable interest in the prom
as a result of applicable Florida Statut
cites to several out of state jurisdictions
whatsoever. Taylor fails to cite to a si
for the proposition that MERS cannot
he argues should be the case in the instd
In fact, Florida law is entirely
Taylor. “[I]t is apparent—and we so Iy
or defenses are affected by the use of {
Registration System, Inc. v. Revoredo,
Revoredo Court held that MERS, ever
holder and had standing to bring a for

present matter, the Deutsche Bank w

ussion:
f Appellants MERS argument on the same
ed to timely raise this argument by filing an

der Florida Rules of Civil Procedure Rule

=3
L

its discretion in refusing to consider the
lant for the reasons stated in Issue 1.

1, flawed argument is that MERS failed to
issory note. Again, this argument must fail
es, and controlling case law. Taylor again
, which have no bearing on Florida matters
ngle, solitary Florida case that would stand
ransfer an interest in a promissory note, as
nt matter.

p the contrary to the arguments offered by
old—that no substantive rights, obligations
he MERS device...” Mortgage Electronic
955 So.2d 33 (Fla. 3d DCA 2007). The
1 though it did not own the note, was the
eclosure action. 955 So. 2d at 33. In the

as both the owner and the holder of the

14



subject note. If MERS has the standing necessary to maintain an action in

foreclosure on a note and mortgage, purely it has the ability to transfer the note

upon which the mortgage is secured.

Further, in Mortgage Electronic

Registration System, Inc. v. Azize, the court

similarly found that MERS was the owner and holder of the note as nominee for

the lender, and was enforcing the note
2d DCA 2007). In the present case,
instead the true owner and holder of
assignment of mortgage and note. 1

contrary that would indicate otherwise.

on the lender’s behalf. 965 So. 2d 151 (Fla.
the plaintiff was not a nominee, but was
the note and mortgage by way of a valid

'here is simply no record evidence to the

15




CON

CLUSION

WHEREFORE, for the foreg

¥
b

requests that this Court AFFIRM th

Plaintiff’s Motion for Summary Final J
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oing reasons, the Appellee, respectfully
e trial court’s October 9, 2009 Order on

udgment entered in favor of Appellee.
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!

INTHE CIRCUIT COURT IN AND FOR
BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA

CASENO: 05-2008-CA-0658] ]

DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST |
COMPANY, AS TRUSTEE FOR FFMLT 2006-
- FF4, MORTGAGE PASS-THROUGH
CERTIFICATES, SERIES 2006-FF4 ’
|
Plaintiff,
vs. ’ }
GREGORY TAYLOR A/K/A GREGORY M
- TAYLOR; CARRIE BARGAS A/K/A CARRIE M.
'BARGAS; UNKNOWN SPOUSE OF GREGORY
TAYLOR A/K/A GREGORY M. TAYLOR; |
UNKNOWN SPOUSE OF CARRIE BARGAS
A/K/A CARRIE M. BARGAS:; UNKNOWN
TENANT J; UNKNOWN TENANT I, and any
unknown heirs, devisees, grantees, creditors, and
other unknown persons or unknown spouses cléjming
by, through and- under any of the above-named!
Defendants, g ’
Defendants. |
/

SUMMARY FINAL JUDGMENT FOR FORECLOSURE
. i

THIS ACTION came before the Court on Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Final Judgment
and the Court, based upon the state of the reo&rcl at the time of the hearing, finds that there is no
material issue of fact or law and grants plaintiff§ motion. It is therefore

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED:
;

This Court-has jurisdiction over forecloisure cases pursuant to Florida Statutes. Service of
process has been secured upon all Defendants.

(. JURISDICTION OVER THE PARTIES AND SUBJECT MATTER:

%

Jw



2. THE DEBT AND ITS VALIDITY:

Plaintiff holds a lien for the total suirn in this Final Judgment which is superior, prior and
paramount to the right, title interest, claims liens, encurnbrances and equities of the following
Defendants: GREGORY TAYLOR AK/A GREGORY M. TAYLOR; CARRIE BARGAS A/K/A
CARRIE M. BARGAS: UNKNOWN SPOUSE OF GREGORY TAYLOR A/K/A GREGORY M.
TAYLOR; UNKNOWN SPOUSE OF CARRIE BARGAS A/K/A CARRIE M. BARGAS:
UNKNOWN TENANT I; UNKNOWN TENANT 11, and all persons claiming any interest since the
filing of the Lis Pendens on the following reall; property:

Lot 36, Block 2, County Club Heights, Fourth Addition,
according to the Plat thereof; as recorded in Plat Book 17,
Page 87,0f the Public Records of Brevard County, Florida

The Note and Mortgage sucd upon by the Plaintiff constitutes a valid and superior lien to the
interest of all Defendants upon the real estate encumbered thereby and therefore are established. The
Note and Mortgage are in default as alleged in the Complaint, Plaintiff is entitled to foreclose its
interests, liens, and encumbrances under said mortgage and have the proceeds of the sale applied in
payment of the sums due Plaingiff :

3. PLAINTIFF'S LIEN ON PROPERTY & SUPERIORITY.

From the Affidavits in the file and the ﬁncontested allegations of the Complaint, the correct

H

legal description of the property is as shown asbove. Plaintiff has a lien upon the real estate
hercinafler described and such Lien and security interests are prior, paramount and superior to the
right, title, interest, claims, lens, encurnbrandes and equities of all Defendants and all persons
claitning any interest since the filing of tthisgPend'enS in the property more particularly described
“above, :

4. ATTORNEY'S FEES; | :

- The mortgage provides for Plaintiff's attorney’s fees. Plaintiff has refained an attorney. The
Court finds 6 hours have reasonably been expended by Plaintiffs attorney, as set forth on said
attorney's Affidavit. Plaintiff has filed a suppbrting attorney’s fee Affidavit by an independent
attorney. The hourly fee of $175.00 is o reasohable hourly fee. Below is the total fee awarded
pursuant to Florida Patient's Compensetion F und'v. Rowe, 472 So, 2d 1145 (Fla. 1985).

b1




5 DAMAGES:

There is now due and owing to Plaintiff under the Note and Mortgage sued upon herein, the
following sums of money, to-wit; 5

PRINCIPAL BALANCE DUE : ‘ $164,933.52
Court Costs Due $1,630.08
Total Advances Due $2,334.15
Less Credits (if any) ' -0-

PLUS REASONABLE ATTORNEY’S FEES $2,505.00

($175.00 x 8.6 hours), plus a flat fee of $1,000.00

Interest on Principal Balance :
From 5/1/09 to 10/9/09 $22,084 47

($42.28 per diem) ’
$L93,48

TOTAL DUE

6. ADDITIONAL COSTS & ADVANCES: |

6.1. Any third party bidder is responsible for paying the Registry Fee and Documentary
Stamps. The Clerk shall compute the Registry Fee and Documentary Stamps and collect said
amounts from the third party bidder. Also, additional advances made by Plaintiff such as real estate
taxes, insurance, and superior mortgagee payments may be added upon filing of an affidavit listing
them. Any such amount will be added to the total bid.

6.2. Additionally, the total sum due Plai;ntiff shall include publication of Notice of Sale
costs, intetest at the legal rate per Sect. 55.03, F.8.(1994), from the date of this F inal Judgment to
the date of sale. Said interest shall be applied injaccordance with paragraph 5 above.

7. CLERK'S SALE: |

7.1. DIRECTIONS TQ SELL: Unless the Defendants shall, at any time prior to the sale of

the real estate and other property and fixtures heretofore described, pay to the Plaintiff or its
attorneys, the total sums found to be due Plaintiff, then said property shall be sold by the Clerk of
-+ the Court to the highest bidder for cash at public} sale, free and clear of all tight, title, interest, claim,-
lien, encumbrance, remainder, reversion, bomestead, dower or equity of redemption Whatsc)eyer of
- the Defendants named herein, and ail petsons, firms or corporations claiming interest in said
property subsequent to the filing of the Notice of Lis Pendens. If subsequent ta the date of Plaintiff's
Affidavit of Indebtedness and prior to the forecldsure sale, Plaintiff shail be required to advance any
monies to. protect its mortgage lien, then Plaintiff or its attorneys shal] so certify to the Clerk of this

Court, and the amount found due to Plaintiff shall be increased by the amount of such advances
without firther order of the Court, 5 '

1K




P
b

72. DATE: Said sale shall be hé‘ld by the Clerk of this Court at Brevard County
Government Center-NoYth, Brevard Roo 1, 518 South Palm Avenue, Titusville, FL 32780. on
the % day of KY J) ., 200?, at 11:00 a.m., after the publication of notice thereof
as requiréd by Section 45.03] of the Florida Statutes, and promptly after such sale the Clerk shal
complete and file a Certificate of Sale. If Plaintiff is the successful bidder at foreclosure sale it has
the right to assign its bid by filing an Assignnient of Bid form naming the party ta which the bid has
been assigned. The Clerk of the Circuit Coust is 1o issue the Certificate of Title in accordance with
Plaintiff's Assignment of Bid. ,

7.3. PLAINTIFF'S BID RIGHTS: Blaintiff is hereby given leave to bid at sajd sale and
to apply against any bid made by it the am{)l:mt found to be due Plaintiff in this Final Judgment,
Section 45.031(2) F.8. requires that the hig};l bidder post with the Clerk a deposit equal to five
percent of the final bid. However, if the Plai,‘;tiff Or ifs assignee is the successful bidder, they are
excluded from the deposit requirement. In the event that the successful bidder fails to place the
requisite deposit in accordance with Florida Statutes with the Clerk, said bid is void.
Additionally, if the final payment is not xjadc within the prescribed period, the clerk shall

z

. readvertise the sale and pay all costs of the sale from the deposit in accordance with Florida
Statutes. Any remaining funds shall be appli¢d toward the judgment.

74. CLERK'S DISBURSEMENT: Qut of the proceeds arising from the sale, the Clerk
shall retain their fee, then shall pay to the attof;neys for Plaintiff the attomey's fees and Court costs
allowed by this Court in this Judgment, and this shall be in a separate check made payable to Butler
& Hosch, P.A,, and mailed to 3185 §. Conway Road, Suite E, Orlando, Florida 37817 From the

p

remainder of the proceeds, as far as they shall apply in satisfying the Plaintiff's remaining sum due,
they are to send their check to Butler & Hosch, P.A_ at the above address, and payable to Plaintiff

7.5. SURPLUS FUNDS: If this pr‘ioperty is sold at peblic auction, there may be
additional money from the sale after paymeqt of persons who are entitled to be paid from the
sale proceeds pursuant to this Fipal Judgmeé'lt. If said real property and other property shall seli
for more than enough to pay Plaintiff all sums due it, then the Clerk shall report any surplus
- proceeds to this Court.  The Clerk of Court shall hold the surplus in the Registry of this Court.
Thereafter, upon motion and notice of hearingjto all parties, even those defaulted, the Court will
~.adjudicate the rights thereto according to law ajfld equity. General Bank v, Wesibrook, Pointe, Inc.,
- 348 So. 2d 736, (Fla, 31d DCA 1989).

Subordinate lienholders claiming a right to funds remaining after the sale, must file a

claim with the clerk no-later than 60 days afte%r the sale. If 2 subordinate lienkoider fails to file
& claim, said lienholder will not be entitied to any remaining funds,

If you are the property owner, youémay claim these funds yourself, You are not
required to have a lawyer or any other representation and you do not have to assign_ your
rights to anyone else in order for you to c_lai;m any money to which you are entitled. Please
check with the clerk of the court, Brevard County Clerk of Court, Moore Justice Center,
Attn: Circuit Civil, P.O. Box 219, Titusville, F L. 32781-0219, within ten (10) days after the sale

~ 1o




to see if there is additicnal money from the: foreclosure sale that the clerk has in the registry of
the court. ;

If you decide to sell your home ar hire someone to help you claim the additional
money, you should read very carefully all papers you are required to sign, ask someone else,
preferably an atterney who is not related to the person offering to help you, to make sure that
You understand what you are signing and ithat you are not transferring your property or the
equity in your property without the proper information. If you cannot afford to pay an
attorney, you may coniact; ;

Brevard County Legal Aid, Inc.
1017 8. ¥lorida Avenue
Rockledge, FL 32955
Phone: (?;321) 631-2500

i
to see if you qualify financially for their services, If they cannot assist you, they may be able to
refer you to a local bar referral agency or suggest other options. If you choose to contact
Brevard County Legal Aid, Inc. for assistance, you should do so as soon as possible after

receipt of this notice. ;
b

representative of the Plaintff is present. 1f there is no representative, then the sale shall be cancelled
by the Clerk. The Plaintiff's attorney shall secilre a new sale date. If a sale shall take place, it shall
be null and void and no documents issued by ithc Clerk, except to inform this Court of what may
have occurred. |

7.7. WITHDRAWING ORIGINAL DOCUMENTS: If the Plaintiff is the purchaser at the
sale, then, upon confirmation of the sale, whe_tl;*ler by the Clerk filing the Certificate of Title herein
or by order of the Court ruling upon objections to the sale, the said Plaintiff may permanently
withdraw from the court file the original mortgage, the onginal promissory note and the onginal
assignments of mortgagc, (if the originals werg filed) and the photocopies of same attached to the
complaint shall hereafter be and stand in lieu the;ireof. :

7.8. RIGHT OF REDEMPTION: The If*ight of redemption of any Defendant is terminated
upon the issuance of the Certificate of Sale by the Clerk of Court pursuant to the provisions of
Florida Statutes Chapter 4. é :

8. TITLE TO SUCCESSFUL BIDDER: _
b
If no objections to said sale are filed in s proceeding within ten days from the filing of the
Certificate of Sale, the Clerk shall forthwith conplete and file a Certificate of Title as preseribed by
law, after which the sale of the real estate and other property and fixtures shall stand confirmed as
cettified by the Clerk. Title shall pass fully: and completely to the purchaser named in the
Certificate of Title free and clear of any right, titjc, interest, estate, claim or equity of redemption of

the Defendants or any person claiming by, through or under them or any person claiming any

!
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confitmed as certified by the Clerk. Title mf the real estate and other properties sold shall pass fully
and completely to the purchaser named in x;hc Certificate of Title, free and clear of any right, title,
interest estate, claim.or equity of redemption of the Defendants or any person claiming by, through
Or under them or any person claming any ihterESt in said real estate or other property and fixtures
since the filing of the Notice of Lis Pendens herein. Plaintiff, if successful bidder at the foreclosure
sale, may assign its Bid by filing a Notice o;f Assignment and the Clerk of the Court shall issue the
Certificate of Title to said assignee without further Order of Court,

8.1. CERTIFICATE QF TITLE: %On filing the Certificate of Title the defendants 1 this
action as mentioned above and al] petsons claiming under or against said defendants since the filing
of the Lis Pendens shall be toreclosed of all gstate or ¢laim in the real property and the purchaser at

the sale shall be let into possession of the property.

9. WRITS OF POSSESSION ISSUANCE;

0. COMPLIANCE WITH FLORIDA STATUTES CHAPTER 55

Pursuant to Florida Statutes Chapter 55 the following is the address of the Plaintiff: 150
Allegheny Center, Pittsburgh, PA 15212

1. RETENTION OF JURISDICTION:
* This Court retains jurisdiction for the {urpose of making any further orders and judgments

as may be necessary and appropriate hérein, including but not limited to all claims for deficigncies.
i -

‘ NWRDERED in Chambers gat Titusville, Brevard County, Florida this day
of E i > , 2009,

S €

LIBAH-BAMIDSON, CIRCUTT COURT
: A erial
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Copies 1o:

Jonathan J.A. Paul, Esquire
BUTLER & HOSCH, P.A.,

3185 South Conway Road, Suite E
Orlando, Florida 32812

Attomey for Plaintiff

Carrie Bargas a/k/a Carrie M. Bargas
6080 Grissom Parkwa
Cocoa FL 32927

Tushaar Desai, Esq.
4767 New Broad Street
Orlando, FL 23814
Attorney for Defendant
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE RIGHTEENTH JUDICIAYL, CIRCUIT
OF FLORIDA, IN ANDFOR BREVARD COUNTY

| 1
Lo :

DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL ASSOCIATION |  Case No.: 05-2008-ca-065811
COMPANY, AS TRUSTEE FOR FEMLL 20064*‘1;'"4,
MORTGAGE PASS-THROUGH CERTIFICATES,
SERIGS 2006-FT4, .

Plaintiff,
V.

GREGORY TAYLOR, A/K/A GREGORY M.
TAYLOR, CARRIE BARGAS, A/K/ACARRIE |
M. BARGAS, UNKNQWN SPOUSE OF GREG(EJIRY :
TAYLOR, A/K/A GREGORY M. FAYLOR, ® !
UNKNOWN SPOUSE OF CARRIE M, BARGAS|
UNKNOWN TENANT 1, UNKNOWN TENANT &r !
AND ANY UNKNOWN HEIRS, DEVISEES, :
GRANTEES, CREDITORS, AND OTHER UNKNOWN
PERSONS OR UNKNOWN SPOUSES CLAIMING BY.
THROUGH AND UNDER ANY OF THE ABOVE- |
NAMED DEFENDANTS, ; -

Defendants, - §j .
' | /i
DEFENDANT GREGORY TAYLOR'S OPPOSITION TO
FLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY FINAL YUDGMENT AND
CROSS-MOTION FO RY JUD
‘ : !
Defendant Gregory Taylor (“Defendant™), b!y and through his undetsigned attorneys, and
pursuant to Rule 1.510 responds to Plaintiff's Motion fort Summary Judgment and hereby cross-moves
for Summary Judgment. C [

—.

i i

i
L
FAGTS |
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These are the sole facts: the existence of 2 Plxjunﬁésozy Note, 2 Mortgage Instrument and an

Assignuent of Mortgage. The Plaintiff's complaintiwas not verified, so. the claims therein are not
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N : Ll e
Plaintiff claims that there aré no material digputed facts, Defendant agrees, Plainfiff ¢laims it
is entided to summary judgment as a mattey of law.i Defendant disagrees and contends that the

Plaintiff claims that the facts show that it {s the o%er and holder of the promissory note and
mortgage which are the subject of this action, The docurnents upon which the Plaintiff rests are the
Promiissory Note, Mortgage Instrument and the Assignment of Mortgage. The authenticity of these

documents are not in dispute. : i

The Promissory Note does not eary with it hny ehdorsement, allonge or assignment, and ag
such, it is payable exaotly to whom it directs payxr@:t ~the lender, First Franklin A Division of Nat,
City Bank of IN -- it does not indicate that it has bedn tratisferved to the Plaintiff, as previously stated
in Defendants' Motion to Dismiss which is inmrpo#ated In the ANSWER.

\ T

- i i
In fact, Defendsnt Gregory Taylor had requested copies of endorsements, allonges and

assignments of the Promissory Noteiin hia Request for Ploduction, but Plaintiff responded that this
was e vague request. (Exhibit A, Defendants Request fot Production #2 and #4, attached; Judicial
Notice i3 requested of Plaintiff Response tn Defendants Request for Praduction, “received Oct, §,
2009 by clerk) Certainly Plaintiff will got be able 10 sechire an endomsement gy the Promissory Note
or an allonge and since the Plaintiff claims that it alteady] filed the originals of these documents in
court, its evidence will not pet any better over t:mf-“i ;

. i

As 1 the Note instrument, Florida Statutes 4ecﬁup 673.2011 states:
' | .

Nogotiation.— : ‘ .;
(1) The term "negotistion® mesns | fmmfméiof pussession, whether volimtary or invaluntary,
- of an instrument by a person other than the i§suet: to a person who thereby becomes ifs holder.

person, negotlation requires transfer of possession of the instrument and its indorsement
by the hotder. I an Instrament is payable toh:earér, it may be negotiated by transter of
possession alone. ' P

il
i

(2) Except for negotiation by & remitter, if d}: its&_itrmﬂent ir Payable to an dentified

I
T
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And, if a Note is transferred ; but ot mdcirséd, tHe holder gets the specifically enforceable
right to the the Indorsement of the the transferar + g0 that it can be enforced!
: i

Florida Statutes section 673.2031 states:

Transter of instrument; tights acquired by; tr,'%msfér.—

: P i !
(1) An instrument is trangferred whon it i dolivdced by a porson other than its issuer for the '
purpose of giving to the person receiving delivery the right to enforce the instrument.

(2) Transfer of an instrument, whether or m’ot the; transfer is a negotiation, vests in the
transferce any right of the transferor 1o enfotce the instrument, including any right as a
holder in duc course, but the ‘transferee ca:;':lot acquire rights of  holder in due course by a
transfer, directly or indirectly, from a holdet in due course if the transferee engaged in
fraud or Wegality affeoting the instrument, | |

(3) Unless otherwise agreed, if iy instrm.f:ém isitranyferred for valwe and the transferee
does not become a kolder because of lack of indorsemient by the transferor, the transferec
has a specifically anforceable right fo the dngudlified indorserment of the tro ferpr, but
negotlation of the instrumenit does not oceur until the indorsement & made,
) A :
Every miortgage is composed of two docurgénts — the note and the mortgage instrument. No
Iatter how much the mortgage iof the agreement, the note is the essence of

is acclaimed as the basis
the debt. Sobel v. Mutual Dev.

Inc.,'313 So. 2d 77 (Fla.

910 (Fla. 3 DCA 1982); Marpiewicz v. Terco Prop. 441

(Thicd) Property (Mortgages) section 5.4 (1997).

1 DCA, 1975); Pepe v. Shepherd, 422 So, 2d

iS0. 2d 1124 (Fla. 3 DCA 1983); Restatermnent

i

1]

|
The note is the instrument of concem in all ‘:!nssig:&ment situstions, There is an old maxim “the
mortgage follows the note”, Eving v. Gainsville NE;’I Bark, 85 So. 659 (Fla. 1920); Case v. Smith,

200 So. 917 (Fla. 1941
assignment of the note carries with it

1929); Miamii Mtve. & Guar. V.
Medeiros, 347 So. 2d 730(Fla. 4 DQA 1977) i

The Promissory Note is cvidence of the prin
mere incident to the note. Brown v. Bnell, 6 Fla. 74
678 (Fla. 1912); Scott v. Taylgr, 58 So. 30 (Fla. 191
533 So. 2d 1256 (Fla. 5 DCA

section 101 (1997)

r

i

) The note is evidenoe of the{privtary
the mortgage and ifs rights, even though the mortpage
instrument has not been assigned either orally or inwriting,
127 Sp. 323 (Fla. 1930);

mortgage obligations or the debt. The

*

iggs, 123 So. 833 (Fla.

So. Coloninl Mige, Co. v,

ary moitgage obligation. The mortgage is only a |
1 (1856); Tayton !
2); Young v. Victory,
!, 989): Restaternent

Amerean Nut’] B 57 5o,
150 So. 624 (Fia. 1933);
(Third) Property (Mortgages)

The mortgage instryment is only the sli':nt':ui‘iifji for ihe Indebtedness and the mortgagee mey sue
| By

1k
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on the note rather than the mortgage. Grier v. MUHIC. Rbalty Co, 274 So. 2d 21 (Fla. 4 DCA 1973);

Metlor v. Goldberg, 658 $o. 2d 1162 (Fla. 2 DCA !995)_:; Century Group Inc, v. Premjer Fin, Services
East L. P., 724 §0.2d 661 (Fla. 2 DCA 1999) When thelse cases werc decided, courts hadn't
contemplated that the mortgage would be sepamtiac! from the Note as referenced in the mortgage itsclf
by Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Im;:.,g (MERS)being the mortgagee by norminees status
only, : b : .

The morigage, as evidenced by the mortgage insiruncnt, Is anly a mere incident to the debt.
- Therefore, the mortgage instrument #s of Jesser significatice. Because the agsignment of the note is an
imperative aet as to the transferring of the motigagée’s right, the assignment of the mortgage
instrument without the note is an ineffective assigntnenti Vance v, Fields, 172 So. 2d 613 (Fla. 1
DCA 1965); Sobel v Mutual Dev. Ing., 313 So. 36177 (Fla, 1 DCA, 1975): Amacher v. Keel, 358 So.
2d 889 (Fla. 2 DCA 1975) An assigament can only take place where the note is trausferred by the
mortgagee-assignor to the assignee.: Second Nat'l B{ ankiv, GMT Property, Inc., 364 So. 2d 59 (Fla. 3

DCA 1978) |

The debt is the Fromissory Note, not the biiéngaéa Instrument,
3 T

: ) § 4
MERS IS NOT A BENEFICIAL GWNER OF THE MORTGAGE LOAN
' ND COt .

MERS has nothing to transfér by au assignthent.! MERS own website listed “MERS
Recommendad Foreclosure Procedures for FLDRIbA".@ In this docwnent MERS statcs that it is not
the beneficial owner of the promissory note. This is.lzlcnc:ux,hent states;

Mortgages are typically used and sre foreclpsed judicially. MERS local counse)

adviges that a loan can bo foteclosed io the jrama of MERS, When MERS has

been assigned the mortgage, the caption of the complaint should state Mortgage

Electronic Registration Systems, Tnc. as the plaintiff, However, this changes

slightly if MERS is the origihal mortgagee bfredord,’ meaning that MERS is named

on the mortgage in a nominee capacity for the originating lender. The caption should

then state Mortgage Electronic Registratio Systéms, Inc., as nominee for [insert name
of the qurrant servicer). The key is haw S 19 named as the mortgagee of record.

- The body of the complaint should be the saine as wheu foreclosing in the name of the
servicer. MERS stands in the same shoes a8 thé Servieer to the extent that it is not the
beneficial awner of the promissory note. fin investor, typieally a secondaiy market
Investor, will be the nltimate owner of the note. (fh 8)

. i ]

Foot Note 8: A
i

Even though the servicer has physical cuatq?ly _011;L the note, custom in the mortgage

i ]
i
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industry is that the investor (Fannie Mae, Fr!eddiq' Mae, Ginnic Mae or & private

investor) owns the benefici

rights to the promissory note.

(Exhibit B, Affidavit of Cherles Alleq, Hinklcy, see page § of exhibit. (Note: the document {s

111 pages Iong. Counsel redacted only mat
states) 1

crial l‘clating to foreclosure procedures in the other

i

MERS also admits that “MERS does not ;:ré_}af:e o transfer beneficial interests in mortgage
loans or ereate cloctronic assignments of the mortgage. What MERS does do is climinate the necd for
subscquent recorded assignments attopether. (ExHibit B, Affidavit of Charles Allen HinKkley, see

page 4 of exhibit.)

i I
i .

There has been an industty-wide practice of sellihg residential real estate mortgage loans to
Real Estate Mortgage Investment Conduit (REMIC) trusts. The mottgage loan is typically sold by the

Lender to a purchaser on the secondary or tertiary, tharket who would scll/convey the mortgages to the
trust, usually in a bundle of Promissory Notes, wheic a depositor would “purchase™ the mortgage
loans from the seller, and immediately transfer these moitgage luans to the trustes i exchange for
certificates. The certificates provide terms of paymen of principal apd Intercst to the certificate
holder. The depositor then typically: sells the certificates to sophisticated investors (as that term js
defined by the Securities and Exchange Commissicn’s régulations and relevant statutes) such as

pension plans.

. eertificates/shares in the mortgage-backed securitié

5. ‘The description of a mortgage loan as being

“securitized" or “collateralized” nteans thet the mottgags loan was sold in the secondary or tertiary
mortgage market and the Promissory Note was transferced to s REMIC trust where cettificate bolders
are the wltimate beneficiary thercof, . As Defendanti MERS publicly asserts, the “investors™ are the

beneficial owners of the mortgage loan.

The “sacondary mortgage market™ consists

! ' -
of the government or one of the EQVerament-

sponsored antities created by statute:to purchase regidential mortgage loans from banks and other
lenders, See 12 1U.8.C. 5§ 1451-59, 1716-23 et seq.j[cresting the Government National Mortgage
Association ("Ginnie Mae™), Federal National Morigage: Association ("Fannic Mae™), and Federal

Home Loan Mortgage Corposation ("Freddie Mac*)

1. The “tertiary mortgage market” consists of

private entitios, other than those made up by the sedondary mortgrge market, that purchase mortgage
. i 1

loans,

There is a statutory purpose to the or¢ation of the! secondary mortgage markets, which is to
enable the originnl lender to bo able, from the sale Jf the! frst mortgage loan, to have additional funds

readily accessible to additional home buyers, (121

Uis.Ci §§ 1451, 1716)

In 1993, the Mortgage Banksrs Assoclation; Ginie Mae, Fanne Mae, Freddie Mac and others
recognized the need for an electronic rogistration arjd tracking system to keep track of the ownership

intorests in mortgage loans. Faflure to demonstrate

jownership would prove fatal to the liquidity of

this market. Ag a result, they created MERSCORP Inc. !Deferidant MERS is not MERSCORP, Inc.




i:

MERS is the wholly owned subsidiary of MERSCGRP Inc ‘The dual structure of the company was
designed to prevent creditors of MERSCORP from! attemptmg to seize [oans recorded in the Mortgage
Electronic Registration Systems, Ing.’s nawe in the:event that MERSCORP, Inc. declares bankrupicy.
(Carson Mullen, MEKS: Tracking Loans Etecb'anicaﬂy, MORTGAGE BANKING, May 31, 2000, p.
62) The substantial difference between the two entities is that whereas MERSCORP, Inc. tracks the
beneficial ownenship of the mworgape loun, MERS Jimma it is the beneficial owner of the Sucurity
Instrument. :

When the note is sold by the:original 1cnderito others, the sale is tracked on the MERS®
System, a private, for profit, database and tax evasion setvice causing strophy in the nation®s public
real property information infrastructure by (i) destroying the transparency in ownership of real
property heretofore safeguarded by county :rccurdinkg oifices, and (i) usurping the recording foes that
once funded maintenance, imnovation and vigilance.: in public record keeping systems. MERS has
member entities who typically are plrchasers in the tertiary mortgage markst. If the mortgage loan is
sold 1 ¥ non-member of MERS, an Sssignment fwm MERS to the non MERS entity is made,
executed and recorded in the connty: where the real ﬂsta,te is located, and the loan is “de-activated™
frorn the MERS® System. MERS is aotively worlung 1o insure that, one day, de-activation from the
MERS® System will ceasc entirely.. The Chief ExeCutWE. Officer of MERS, RLE. Amold, has stated
publically that it is the mission of MERS “to capturs every morigage loan in the country.” (MERS
Registers 20 Million Loans, INSIDE MERS, Jan/Fdb. 2004, at 1.) MERS' mission is to supplant the
publio land title recording systems” fien records with a purely private system and to achieve this end
in the absence of Iegislation or meaningful judicial j]che’dent. On information and belief, Plaintiffs
mortgage loan was "seeuritized" or "co]lateralxzed";@n the secondary market.

The MERS recording and foreclosure system has‘been a contributing cause of the American
mortgage foreclosure orisis, as is mdst sloquently and aummqtly explained by Christopher L.
Peterson, the Associate Dean of Academic Affairs dnd Professor of Law at the University of Utah,
$.J, Quinnsy College of Law, in his legal abstract ehtiticdd FORECLOSURE, SUBPRIVE
MORTGAGE LENDING, anp THe MORTGAGE ELECTRONIC REGISTRATION SYSTEM.
(electronic copy available at : http:/ssn,com/abstraet=1469749) MERS facilitates predatory
structured finance by decressing theo:exit costs of loin originators, During the years 2000-2007, as
investment banks, hedge funds, institational mvestdm, and the credit rating agencies weighed the risks
of dumping billions of doflars into mortgage securides dravm our of the balance sheets of thinly
capitalized, bankruptey prone mortgage lenders, MERS provided an inducement to take that tisk.
When thinly capitalized loan originators churnéd m.tt more and more aceutitized loang, the claims
against those lenders accumulated while their assctq did not. Omce the projected costs of () the
recourse demands by the disgruntled, investors and (i) the borrower predatory lending lawsuits, had
exceeded the projected costs of bunkruptey énd mf‘drmauon under & new vorporate guise,
management of the loan. originators would predictably opt to discard their corporate identity,
(Christopher L.Peterson, Predatory Structured Findpnce, 28 CARDOZO L, REV, (Z007) # 2275)
MERS made this easier by offering a szq;er-gﬂneﬂc‘placekoldar that transcended the aborted life of
the loan originators. MERS reassured inveslors !‘.haL ever: when an originator gocs hankrupt, county
property records would remain unaﬁ'ected and forec].ﬂsm:e could proceed space. By serving as the truc
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tmortgagee’s proxy in tecording and foreclosure, MERS abetted a pump-and-dump, no accountability
model of stuctured mortgage finance. Morcover, the usé of MERS” corporate identity has facilitated
the separation of foreclosure actions and litigation éf predatory lending and servicing claims. When
MERS (or, morc accurstely, servicers or foreclosure specialists acting in MERS’ name) brings
foreclosure actions, it justifies this entitlement based on & fraudulent claim of legal ownership of
moTLgaye liens, But, when borrowers attempt to assert counter-claims challenging the logality of
mortgage brokers, lenders, trusts, I 5eIvicers, NfERS hides behind its claims of “nominee™ statys.
MERS represents the mottgage finance industry’s Gest effort to create a single, national foreclosure
plaintiff that always has foreclosure standing, but ixéver has foreclosure accountability.

v
SOMEONE 1§ ENTITLED TQ ENFORCE THE NOTE

Defendant executed a Promissory Note and Mortgage instrument. The Note was scongitized
and bundled with a number of similar Notes and sold on the market as a derivative. The certificate
holders of those notes are the real parties in interest — the beneficial owners of the Promissory Note
and Mortgage. If they trace back théir certificatos to thelpoaling and service agreement registored
with the United States Scourities and Exchange Commission (available online through “Edgar™), they
should be able to find the subject Note and Mortgage. They can then bring an action to enfotce that
debt. ' O

i -
Vo
CONCIJUSIO

It is clear that the Plaintiff takes nothing by way of its assignment of the Morigage Instrument
trom MERS. It is also clear that the:Plaintiff does not hdve an endersement or allonge on the
Promissory Note fo itself or its principal. Plaintiff bas u@ right to enforce this deb,

. HEM

The cvidence won't get any better for the Plaintiff — the original Promissory Note, Mortgage
Instrument and the Assignment of Mortgage arc all part 6F the record aud they speak for themselves.
There can be no forther evidence of an undomcmen} or eit allonge because those must be attached to
the original Prormissory Notc and it is doubtfu] that the clerk will lot that happen. The evidence iz
undisputed that the Plaintiff has no right to enforce this debt and sumnmary judgment should be

granted to the defendant.

The laws upon which movant Greg Taylor iifitEnds to rely in secking summary judgment are
the general laws of the State of Flarida relating to mortgige foreclosures, Florida Rules of Civil
Procedures and Chapter 43, 695, and 702, Fln. Statj |

Movant Greg Tayler riaquesté the Court to a{ijudif:ate a reasonable attorneys fee for movagt
Greg Taylor. Affidavits as regards this will be ﬁiad{ancll sarved on all pasties.-

WHEREFORE, movant Greé Taylor wquesft%z thi$ Court ﬂeny the Plaintiffs request for

b
I
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summary judgment and enter swnmary judgment in fav;ror of movant Greg Taylor, or in tha
alternative, puyiia Jummary. fudgment. P :

t | Mims, Floride 32754
1§ 321-264-9624 Office
. B66-311-9573 Fax

CERTI¥ICATE OF SERVICE

Mark Interlicehio, 3185 South u{vvay Road, Sui]ﬂj: F, Qrlando, Florida 37812 by both fax (407) 381-

SSW mail, I
Géorge (.’ﬂngo) ZZ‘ f
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TN'THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE EIGHTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCULT
O¥ FLORIDA, IN AND FOR/BREVARD COUNTY

DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL ASSOCIATION  ©  Case No.: 05-2008-ca-065311
COMPANY, AS TRUSTEE FOR FFMLT 2006-FF4, '

MORTGAGE PASS-THROUGH CERTIFICATES,

SERIES 2006-FF4. : §

Plaintiff, i
v, P
GREGORY TAYLOR, A/K/A GREGOKY M. |
TAYLOR, CARRIE BARGAS, A/K/A CARRIE N
M. BARGAS, UNKNOWN SPOUSE OF GREGORY
TAYLOR, A/K/A GREGORY M. TAYLOR, P
UNKNOWN SPOUSE OF CARRIE M. BARGAS, ;

‘ OWN TENANT |, UNKNOWN TENANTIL °
AND ANY UNKNOWN HEIRS, DEVISEES, b
GRANTEES, CREDITORS, AND OTHER UNKNOWN
PERSONS OR UNKNOWN SPOUSES CLAIMING BY,
THROUGH AND UNDER ANY OF THE AB QVE-
NAMED DEFENDANTS, : i

Defendants. ' :
i /.

- -—
]

I
3

L, Charles Allen Hinkley, hereby swear as fc%l[owéa:
1. I am emipioyed by attorney George Gingo, .

2 This doolaration is based upin my personl knowledge, and {f calied upon as
witness in this matter | could competently téstity to the facts as set forth below,

3. On Qctober 8, 2009, I aceessed the MERS mwnmt website located at
Lwwwmersine.ore/filedownl jd=1 ble=ProduetFile and I downloaded the

MERS State-by-State MBRS-Rmnnunandeq ‘;Forcf,clammc Proceduras.

4, 1 bave attached to this affidavit 9 pages :&omf that 111 page dowloaded document, redacting
only information relevant to others states foreclosure procedures.
' ‘ P

Ol b,

CHantes Al Alinkley

o 157




Tvnderstand that I ar sWearing or aﬂ'ﬂ'minig under oath to the truthfulness of the claims

made in this petftion and thar the punishment for lowingly making a false statement includes
fives and/or imprisoument, P :

g
STATE OF FL.ORIDA
COUNTY OF BREVARD ) |
: oo
Swom 10 or affirmed and signed béfore me on oqgnhergs 2009, by Charles,Allen Hinklcy.

\ 4,4_ Z%ﬁ % ézﬂfa
‘A/ : * ‘NOTARY PUBLIC

ersonally known Nm:mr FURLIC-STATE, OF FLORIDA

Pmducffd Ide_:ntifi?ation ' {’ Csmﬁngbﬁm
Type of identification produced SN Expires: App o0

L. X Ak, 3
ebeod Thru Atlagye Bonding Co., tne
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Event Code 4550

[ O ik ciRcur courT, EIGHTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, APPEAL CASE NUMBER ]
1 BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA ;
¢| & IN THE FIFTH DISTRICT, COURT OF APPEALS, 5D09-4035
*|___STATE OF FLORIDA f o
DIVISION o v - 6N PoEAL
B civiL INDEX TO RECORD ON A : c
L] CRIMINAL  {LOWER COURT : HOCKIN
[JJUVENILE | CASE NO. .05:2008-CA 65811-XXXX-XX
(] TRAFFIC  |LOWER COURT
CASE NO. _ -
APPELLANT ; I
GREGORY TAYLOR
APPEULFE :
DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST COMPANY ETC
— : —
| DATEGF —— = -
FILING INSTRUMENT; PAGES
110408 CIVIL COVER SHEeET ' 1
110408 COMPLAINT TO FORECLOSE MORTGAGE FLFS 2-28
. 110408 LIS PENDENS i 29-30
‘ 111008 RETURN OF SERVICE -CARRIE BARGAS 31-33
111008 RETURN OF SERVICEGREGORY TAYLOR 34-36
111008 RETURN OF Nom-smch-UNKNowmg SPOUSE OF 37.39
GREGORY TAYLOR :
111008 RETURN OF NON-SERVICE-UNKNOWN.SPOUSE OF CARRIE 40-42
BARGAS |
111008 RETURN OF NON-SERVICE-UNKNOWN TENANT 1| 43-45
111008 RETURN OF NON-SERVICE OF UNKNOWN TENANT | 48-48
112608 ANSWER DEF 49-50
120908 PLF'S MOTION FRO SUMMARY FINAL JUDGMENT PLFS 51-54
INCLUDING HEARING TO TAX ATTORNEY'S FEES AND
COSTS :
122308 AFDVT OF NON-MILITARY SERVICE-CARRIE BARGAS §5-57
122308 . MOTION FOR DEFAULT i PLF 58
123008 °  pErauLT : ~ B9
022308 - NOTICE OF DROPPING PARTY DEFS - PLF 80-61
022304 NOTICE OF FILING ORIGINAL NOTE MORTGAGE AND PLF 62-87
| ASSIGNMENT OF MORTGAGE :
022309 AFDVT IN SUPPORT OF pLF g CLAIM FOR ATTORNEY'S 88-94
FEES AND CQSTS o
022309 AFDVT OF INDEBTNESS : 95-98
022309 NOTICE OF DROFPING PARTY DEFS PLF _ 20-100
b 0514909 PLF S NOTICE OF MEDIATION CONFERENCE PLFS 101-106
. STIPULATION FOR SUBSTITUTION OF COUNSEL DEF 107-109
G5U150 AMENDED ANSWER | | DEF 110-131
. 080809 ORDER SUBSTITUTION OF COUNSE. LD 6-8-09 132.133

e B 32 007 BAR CODE LABG.



LOWER COURT CASE NUMBER
05-2008-CA-6581 T-XXXX-Xx

APPEAL CASE NUMBER

5D08-4035

DATE OF
FILING '!NSTRUMENTS PAGES
. 081109 PLF§ MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT PLF 134-136
081109 PLFS AFDvT OF COURT COsSTs PLF 137-138
. 081108 PLFs AFDVT OF ADDITIONAL ATTORNEY's FEES 139142
081409 REGORY TAYLOR‘S NOTICE QF SERVICE OF 143-144
) Y T ERROIGA R o)) '_‘ .

P

- T10s0e ARPEAL TRANSMITTAL [ £7TErR f 200
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) CERTIFICATE OF THE CL' \




