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FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT                  
Michael C. Ross, 

 )  
Case No: 34-2008-00022484   
Plaintiff, In Pro Per

 )
   
                                            
 )
COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES
 vs.                                      
 ) 
Violation(s) of the Davis-Sterling Common 

Interest Development Act Sections As found in Civil Code Sections:      1363; 1363.1; 1363.03; 1363.05; 1363.820; 1363.840 

Discovery Village Homeowners 
  )

Association; Associated Management)

Concepts (AMC); Stein Baydaline, LLP )
Angus and Terry, LLP              )

Ron Severaid; Rosemarie Tribolet, )

Mary Gibson, Derek Westlake,       )

Michele Silva and Beverly McClendon.)

and DOES #11 -20                            )

----------------------------------
JURISDICTION AND VENUE

Paragraph 1: Plaintiff brings this civil complaint against the named defendants as outlined. Jurisdiction and venue are based on the following grounds. 

1) This is where the Plaintiff lives and where  Discovery Village is located;

2) This is where the contractual obligations between all parties takes place;
3) This is where the violation(s) Plaintiff referrers to occurred; 

4) At this time, there are no federal or diversity related issues to address.
GENERAL STATEMENT OF FACTS
Paragraph 2: Plaintiff is a lifelong citizen of the State of California and a resident of the City and County of Sacramento for over 30 years. His physical address is 37 Derow Court, Sacramento, CA. 95833. Plaintiff is a homeowner and stakeholder in Discovery Village Homeowners Association.

Paragraph 3: Named defendants, with addresses, are as follows: 

a) Defendant #1: Discovery Village Homeowners Association (DVHOA) as a business entity. (AKA “DVHOA” or “Board”) Their President is Rose Tribolet, while their agent for service is Mr. Brad Higgens. His offices are located at 1401 El Camino Ave. Suite #200, Sac., Ca 95815. Mr. Higgens is also the owner/director/manager of AMC – listed as Defendant #2 in this suit.
b) Defendant #2: Management Association: Associated Management Concepts (AMC). Their address is 1401 El Camino Ave. Suite #200, Sac., Ca 95815:
c) Defendant #3: Attorneys: Stein Baydaline, Law Firm. Their address is: 895 University Ave. Sacramento, Ca. 95825. 
d) Defendant #4:  Attorneys: Angus and Terry, LLP. Their address is: 1451 River Park Drive Suite 285 Sacramento, Ca. 95815. 
e) Defendant #5: Attorney: Ronald Severaid. His Address is 1805 Tribute Road, suite H, Sacramento Ca. 95815. 
f) Defendants numbers 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 respectively are:   Rosemarie Tribolet (#6), Mary Gibson (#7), Derek Westlake (#8), Michele Silva (#9) and Beverly McClendon (#10).  These are identified board members.
g) Defendant DOES #11 – #20 are the individual board members of the Discovery Village Homeowners Association that have yet to be identified. Once identified, they will be included in this pleading.  
Paragraph 4: Defendant #1 is the Discovery Village Homeowners Association (DVHOA) Board of Directors. By virtue of his living in the facility, Plaintiff is a stakeholder in the association. Because of its duties, DVHOA can only be considered the officially elected government that establishes policy and runs the community on stakeholder’s behalf. Plaintiff considers them a government in the sense that they are elected for a specific term and have enumerated duties that include, but are not limited to taxation, holding public meetings, construction approval, project spending, budgeting, assessing fines and road improvement. As such, DVHOA’s duties owed to stakeholders include, but are not limited to:

1) That board actions comply with all federal, state and local law(s);

2) That they hold open meetings, in public places in which stakeholders are properly notified; 

3) That they educate stakeholders about the board’s actions, especially if those actions affect homeowner rights; 
4) Ensuring that those hired to undertake professional/licensed work live up to their professional duties and contractual obligations; 

5) That enacted state law is implemented and complied with, as required by said law;
6) That the by-laws and covenants, codes and restrictions (CC&R’s) are maintained, updated and equally enforced; 

7) That collected dues are properly deposited and spent based on an open, publicly discussed and adopted budget; 

8) Providing an effective intervention between homeowners (stakeholders) when “living problems” arise in the community;

9) that full and complete Communications and disclosure and notifications occur with their stakeholders, especially when local, state or federal laws are created that affect operations, property rights and Association bylaws and CC & R’s (They must notify stakeholders of new laws and changes that affect their operations and rights):

Paragraph 5: Defendant #2 is a business entity entitled Associated Management Concepts (AMC). Operating as highly trained and expensively paid consultants, this firm is contractually obligated to the DVHOA Board of Directors and their membership.  Their duties include, but are not limited to: overseeing and managing DVHOA’s business and grounds, as well as staffing the Board and following their wishes. As professional managers, they are also responsible for ensuring that the DVHOA Board is not only notified of new Federal, State and local law(s), but that the board complies with them. 
Paragraph 6: AMC’s duties to its clients include, but are not limited to, ensuring that staff is trained, educated and top notch, as well as ensuring that they have both the proper licenses for said position, as well as the requisite experience in Association and not for profit management. 
Paragraph 7: Additionally, AMC has the duty to present material to the DVHOA Board for Education and/or action, as well as for implementation. This applies to a variety of subjects – from accounting operations to the implementation of applicable law. As such, it is understood that a large part of AMC’s duties is to professionally staff the board and present them with issues that affect their business model/plan, operations, or property rights. This duty applies to a variety of laws that affect the Association’s business design and/or operations, its tax status and members rights. 

Paragraph 8: Defendant #3 is Stein Baydaline, LLC. This law firm has been hired to professional represent Discovery Village Homeowners Association (DVHOA). As such, they are required to provide the board with professional advice. Their duties and responsibilities are recognized by the California State Bar and include, but are not limited to, the duty they owe to contractual clients. Additional duties include, but are not limited to: properly advising DVHOA and AMC about their duties and legal responsibilities, including how and when to implement state law, as well as eliminating possible legal entanglements before they happen. 

Paragraph 9: Defendant #4 is Angius and Terry, LLP. This law firm has been  hired to professional represent Discovery Village Homeowners Associatoin (DVHOA). As such, they are required to provide the Board with professional advice. Their duties and responsibilities are recognized by the California State Bar and include, and are not limited to the duty they owe to contractual cclients. Additional duties include, but are not limited to, properly advising DVHOA and AMC about their duties and legal responsibilities; including how and when to implement state law, as well as eliminating possible legal entanglements before they happen. 

Paragraph 10: Defendant #5 is Ronald Severaid. Mr. Severaid is an attorney and represents Discovery Village Homeowners Association (DVHOA). Additionally, Mr. Severaid supplies DVHOA with professional services and advice. His duties and responsibilities are recognized by the California State Bar and include, but are not limited to, the duty they owe to paying contractual clients. Additional duties include, butr are not limited to: properly advising DVHOA and AMC about their duties and legal responsibilities, including how and when to implement state law, as well as eliminating possible legal entanglements before they happen. 
. 
Paragraph 11: DVHOA contractually promises its members that they will undertake a variety of enumerated duties. The duties are outlined in the Association’s Bylaws and Covenants Codes and Restrictions (CC&R’s), as well as the DVHOA budget. Even so, they rarely enforce those provisions, and when they do, it is either improper enforced or specifically designed to benefit either those on the board of directors at the expense of Association members or those whom they like (vote for them). It is clear that their actions are designed to fraudulently deprive association stake holders of their personal and property rights.
Paragraph 12: Five DOES have been identified. Respectively they are Rosemarie Tribolet (#6), Mary Gibson (#7), Derek Westlake (#8), Michele Silva (3)and Beverly McClendon (#10). This game of five is also recognized as being members of the 2008 Board and the 2009 Board. 
Paragraph 13: Plaintiff is unaware of the true names and capacities of additional defendants sued herein as DOES #11-20, and therefore sue these defendants by such fictitious names. Plaintiff will amend this complaint to allege their true names and capacities when ascertained. Even so, DOES #11-20 are members of the board, and will be ascertained when it becomes clear when the action(s) outlined in this suit took place and whom was on the board at the time.
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
DAVIS-STERLING COMMON INTEREST DEVELOPMENT ACT VIOLATIONS
Civil Code of Procedure Section – §1363.05 the Open Meeting Act
Defendant #1 – Discovery Village Homeowners Association
Paragraph 14: Plaintiff states that the defendant’s, in concert at the expense of stakeholders, violated both the spirit and actual enacted law contained in the Davis-Sterling Common Interest Development Act. Plaintiff believes that the specific sections defendants violated include, but are not limited to, the section of the Act dealing with notification of homeowners about meetings, the distribution of agendas and the conduct of Board meetings, including but not limited to the notification of the time, date, location and placement of the meetings to that stake holders may attend and participate in said meetings.  This happened for over 10 months in a row, even after Plaintiff brought it to their attention.
Paragraph 15: The DVHOA Board purposely ignored the implementation of required state law(s). The areas specifically ignored deal with the notification and location(s) of meetings, as well as the Agenda portion of the law by not letting stakeholders know where the meetings were, as well as making the agenda’s available to their members before the hearing. Because they like to operate in secret, it happened over 10 months in a row. Failure to implement this section of law was purposefully undertaken in an effort to financially benefit the professional parties and board members at the expense of the stakeholders, as well as to fraudulently dupe stakeholders out of their rights, including but not limited to those associated with contractual, due process and property rights. The Board purposefully undertook these actions because they wanted to: 

1) Keep the association’s actions secretive;
2) Take positions on political candidate(s) without stakeholder/membership input or knowledge;

3) Violate CC & R’s to benefit themselves and their properties;
4) Eliminate the CC & R’s Due Process provisions;
5) Take financial actions that benefit them and their property at the expense of stakeholders;
6) Take financial actions against unsuspecting & unnoticed residents in an effort to harass, embarrass and financially harm them.
7) This was planned and acted on in concert with the other defendants.   

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

DAVIS-STERLING COMMON INTEREST DEVELOPMENT ACT

NEGLIGENCE: BREACH OF PROFESSIONAL DUTY

Civil Code §1363. Management Authority; Parliamentary procedure; Notice of Meetings; Records; Member Discipline

Affected Defendants: #1 & #2 

Paragraph 16: The DVHOA Board of Directors, in concert and through their agents AMC, negligently breached their duty to their stakeholders by:
1. Failing to notice meetings properly;
2. Failing to provide agendas to their membership;
3. Undertook illegal actions which breeched duties and responsibilities: during 2007 and the beginning of 2008, the DVHOA Board, at the urging of (and in concert with) AMC,. Took actions that are facially illegal, and the secret board meetings allowed them the flexibility to take retaliatory actions against stakeholders they find undesirable and unwanted in the complex. Those actions include, but are not limited to:  
i. Illegally increasing association dues;
ii. Creating special assessments without notification; 
iii. Supporting political candidates which placed the association’s 501 c 3 status in jeopardy;
iv. Filing liens on peoples property without a hearing, or notice or reason;
v. Failure to notify residents that they and/or their property were on the agenda, thus denying them of their due process rights as outlined in the CC & R’s. 
vi. Failure to notify stakeholders of changes in federal, state or local law; 
4. Released reports that contained errors designed to specifically confuse and manipulate stakeholder votes and interest to benefit themselves financially;
5. Facility upkeep or lack thereof, has allowed the facility to become outdated, rundown and financially bankrupt;
6. Mismanagement has lowered property values;
7. Selective use of the mailing list: DVHOA, in concert with AMC, denied stakeholders access to the SVHOA mailing list.
8. Non representation or notification of discussion or enactment of actions and policies that affect ownership rights.
9. Holding meetings on important religious dates so that those who observe those dates would not be able to attend. 
Paragraph 16: Because these actions were taken purposefully, vindictively and fraudulently, and are recognized by legal professionals as a violation of current state law, each to be identified Board member shall be considered personally liable.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

DAVIS-STERLING COMMON INTEREST DEVELOPMENT ACT

FAILURE TO ESTABLISH AN INTERNAL DISPUTE RESOLUTION (IDR)

Civil Code §1363.820 AND Civil Code §1363.840. Requirement for Adoption of a Reasonable Internal Dispute Resolution Procedure
Affected Defendants: #1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10
Paragraph 17: Defendants #1 have failed to create an IDR for stakeholders to utilize when complaints arise. When Plaintiff brought his complaints to the board, before suit began, he should have been notified if there was an IDR. No one notified Plaintiff of the creation of this dispute resolution tool.

Paragraph 18: Defendants #2, who oversee the actions of the board, not only failed to provide Indemnification information to Plaintiff when requested (based on the fact that he was threatened with a suit from when he was a board member), but also failed to notify and uphold this right afforded to stakeholders understate law, specifically the IDR provisions. 

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

NEGLIGENT BREACH OF DUTY 
Affected Defendants: #3, 4 and 5 
Paragraph 19: Plaintiff brings this cause of action individually, or in concert, against the following defendants:

a) Stein Baydaline, LLP

b) Angius and Terry LLP
c) Ronald Severaid, Attorney at law
Paragraph 20: These law firms negligently breached both their professional duties and responsibilities as outlined by the California State Bar, California state law; public practice and state law. 

Paragraph 21: Defendants negligently breached their duty and responsibilities to the DVHOA Board of directors and DVHOA’s stakeholders in several ways, including but not limited to the following: 

1) Making unsupported recommendations about DVHOA CC&R’s, operations and budget that lead to a variety of changes in DVHOA’s bylaws and CC&R’s that were never adopted by the stakeholders.

2) Providing inferior legal representation, DVHOA paid for services that were not fully rendered or when received, were incomplete.

3) The Defendant’s, without DVHOA board’s instructions or permission, allowed and advised AMC to contractually bind the DVHOA by signing legal agreements, and negotiating between themselves and without Board or Membership authority for real property improvements. During said contract negotiations, AMC lied to purchasers of real property by making promises that they knew would never be complied with:

4) Defendants have provided legal advice and representation to AMC, at DVHIOA’s expense.

5) Defendants, in an effort to prosper from additional legal work, failed to notify the DVHOA Board of pending or enacted legislation, depriving both DVHOA and its stakeholders of contractual rights and property rights. 

Paragraph 22: Additionally, Mr. Severaid is in violation of these duties by doing the following two actions:

1) When the Association sends someone to collection or requests that a lien be placed on a property, he did not check to ensure that the board’s actions were legally undertaken in accordance with state law;

2) Mr. Severaid has the duty to professional conduct billing and lien disputes. Even so, in an effort to enhance his fees, he doesn’t return phone calls, and as such, the liens continue to escalate, even though the stakeholder tries to rectify the situation. In this case, Plaintiff made over a dozen calls to his office in an effort to establish, discuss and correct any problems that might have been enumerated, but those calls were never returned. 

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

DAVIS-STERLING COMMON INTEREST DEVELOPMENT ACT

FAILURE TO NOTIFY BOARD OF RESPONSIBILITIES, INCLUDING THE INTERNAL DISPUTE RESOLUTION (IDR)

Civil Code §1363.1 Managing Agent Disclosures

Affected Defendant: #2
Paragraph 23: AMC breached their established and contractual duties to the DVHOA Board and their constituents in several ways, including but not limited to:

1) Management has not represented the best interests of DVHOA and their stakeholders – providing incomplete & substandard help that provides them with kick-back, as well as incomplete help and advice;
2) AMC has not kept DVHOA members in compliance with enacted state law;

3) AMC has not notified stakeholders, including the board, of new laws enacted at federal, state or local level(s);

4) AMC, over Plaintiff’s objections, has failed to follow notification procedures with respect to the notification of board meetings and distribution of agendas;

5) AMC, in violation of state law, restricts DVHOA stakeholders access to DVHOA’s documents;

6) AMC, in violation of state law and public practice, does not properly inform stakeholders o actions taken by the board;

7) AMC representatives, against public policy, have actively taken sides in DVHOA elections by providing logistical, economic and staff help;

8) AMC representatives have not ensured that those hired complete the tasks they started or repair any damages they made;

9) AMC allows contractors to destroy Homeowner property without replacing it;

10)  AMC provides contractors with sweet-heart deals at DVHOA’s expense;

11)  AMC, while attempting to enforce outdated bylaws and CC & R’s, established and enacts “policies and rule” on a whim, wich often conflict with federal, state or local law, public practice, “Robert’s Rules of order and DVHOA bylaws and/or CC& R’s;

12) AMC representatives have used DVHOA’s legal counsel for personal business and charged DVHOA for said services:

13) AMC removed plaintiff from the Association billing/mailing list in an an effort to cause him direct economic harm.

14) AMC, according to now fired managers, placed Plaintiff on tan “ignore” list, meaning that any problems, complaints or issues, plaintiff brings to their attention are to be ignored.

15) AMC purposefully broke several sections of California law in an effort to enhance their financial interests at the expense of DVHOA and their shareholders.

16) Lied to the Board, ex-board members and stakeholders about indemnification insurance.

17)  Plaintiff believes that this course of action(s) is a scheme undertaken by AMC with all of their clients. 
SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

DAVIS-STERLING COMMON INTEREST DEVELOPMENT ACT

FAILURE TO CONDUCT BOARD RESPONSIBLITIES, INCLUDING THE INTERNAL DISPUTE RESOLUTION (IDR)
Affected Defendants: #11 - #20
Paragraph 24: Plaintiff brings this action against the listed members of the Board (Defendant 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10), as well as the unnamed members of the board listed in this complaint as DOES #11-20. As stated earlier, the DOES are listed this way because the board changes membership regularly and it has not been ascertained whom was on the board at the time the board took said illegal actions and fraudulent property depriving activist. As promised, once ascertained, this complaint will be amended to include those people.

Paragraph 22: The to-be-identified members of the board purposefully failed to live up to their enumerated responsibilities and duties as outlined in cause of action #1. 

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

DAVIS-STERLING COMMON INTEREST DEVELOPMENT ACT

Civil Code §1363.03 Election Procedures, Secret Ballots, Inspectors of Election

Affected Defendants: #1 & #2, 6, 7, 8, 9 & 10
Paragraph 25: Defendants #1, purposefully and in concert with all board members and Defendant #2’s representative(s), denied Plaintiff direct access to Discovery Village’s Annual Officers Election. Specifically, at the regularly scheduled meeting held just before the annual meeting, Plaintiff was denied the ability to enter his name on the ballot, participate in the elections as a stakeholder, receive election materials and distribute his positions to stakeholders on Board issues in accordance with law, public practice and DVHOA’s bylaws and CC & R’s. This was because he was purposefully removed from the mailing list. Additionally, the Board passed a resolution about voting rights that was not placed before the stakeholders for approval.  
Paragraph 26: Defendants #1, with help from Defendant #2, denied Plaintiff access to materials outlined or mentioned in Civil Code Section 1363 that would allow him to communicate with other stakeholders and inform them of his positions on issues that face the community. 

Paragraph 27: In an effort to block Plaintiff’s ability to participate in Board actions or sit on the Board, Defendants not only removed Plaintiff from the mailing list, but purposefully and in concert established discriminatory rules and policies that did not follow established law, ruled of procedure, CC & R’s or bylaws. Additionally, Defendants, after voting on and creating/enacting an updated voting policy that was specifically designed to keep the Plaintiff from running for a seat on the board, denied their stakeholders the ability to vote on that policy as required by law. Both actions disenfranchised Plaintiff, while damaging his property rights. 

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

DAVIS-STERLING COMMON INTEREST DEVELOPMENT ACT

Civil Code §1363.03 Election Procedures, Secret Ballots, Inspectors of Election

Affected Defendants: #1 & #2, 6, 7, 8, 9 & 10
Paragraph 28: Defendants, acting in unison as both individuals and board members, Defendant’s conducted the Association’s Annual Meeting. During that meeting, normal processes were in play, yet they were remiss with respect to rules of order, decorum and operation, especially when it regarded voting, voting rights and counting the votes. Specifically, it was clear that the acting president,  Rosemarie Tribolet (Defendant #6), was not sure how to conduct the vote and as such, relied on AMC’s (Defendant #2) poorly or untrained staff to help her. Combined, they made a variety of procedural mistakes, with the largest being that they allowed all of the communities stakeholders to vote, and then without notice, after a series of secret communications, retracted those votes, disenfranchising association stakeholders, including Plaintiff. 

NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

DAVIS-STERLING COMMON INTEREST DEVELOPMENT ACT

Civil Code §1363.03 Election Procedures, Secret Ballots, Inspectors of Election

Affected Defendants: #1 & #2, 6, 7, 8, 9 & 10

Paragraph 29: At the annual meeting, the Defendants publicaly announced the vote and seated Plaintiff on the board. Immediately following the Annual Meeting, the board held an unscheduled meeting to conduct policy that affects the community. This meeting was not noticed to the public, and as such, no agenda was provided to the community. 

TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

DAVIS-STERLING COMMON INTEREST DEVELOPMENT ACT

Civil Code §1363.03 Election Procedures, Secret Ballots, Inspectors of Election

Affected Defendants: #1 & #2, 6, 7, 8, 9 & 10
Paragraph 30: the day after the meeting, Board members, conspired in secret, shared a variety of emails, letters and phone calls, apparently discussing the events of the previous meeting. Specifically they were discussing ways to eliminate selected membes from the board, with the focus being Plaintiff. Plaitniff found out about it after one email was sent to him by mistake. When Plantiff called AMC’s representative about he, he was told that “Plaintiff’s type” was not allowed on the board. 

ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

DAVIS-STERLING COMMON INTEREST DEVELOPMENT ACT

Civil Code §1363.03 Election Procedures, Secret Ballots, Inspectors of Election

Affected Defendants: #2 – and Their Representative

Paragraph 31: Defendant AMC is hired in part, to help conduct meetings. They have assigned Scot bland to be the professional staff person on the Board. Scott is proud to proclaim that he is an unregistered Common interest Development Manager, and that he clearly does not know the basics of Roberts Rules of Order, let alone the Association’s voting procedures. To support this contention, Plaintiff points to the fact that he not only distributed ballots to everyone in the complex, bur urged them to vote. The violation of state law occurred once he urged them to vote, and then unilaterally disallowed those votes without personally notifying those who voted. Bland, focusing his attention on the Plaintiff, has clearly stated several times to Plaintiff that a letter would be coming from an attorney, but as of this filing, nothing has been sent, causing Plaintiff to wonder if Bland made the decision himself. 

TWELVETH CAUSE OF ACTION 

DAVIS-STERLING COMMON INTEREST DEVELOPMENT ACT

Civil Code §1363.03 Election Procedures, Secret Ballots, Inspectors of Election

Affected Defendants: #2

Paragraph 32: At the Annual Meeting, AMC’s representative not only provided the President with a “gift” to ensure her support for AMC’s contract, but purposefully broke state law by counting the votes himself as opposed to having a neutral 3rd person present to count Annual Meeting votes before announcing the results publicly
THIRTEENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

VIOLATION OF THE DAVIS-STERLING ACT’S OPEN MEETING PROVISION(S) 
Civil Code §1363.05 Open Meeting Act

Affected Defendants: #1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 9 & 10

Paragraph 33: Defendants held a secret board meeting in AMC’s offices attended by pre-selected board members with no notification being given to their stakeholders. The meeting was specifically designed to not only omit Plaintiff (and those like him), but to discuss and establish budget principles, enhance dues, create a special assessment that will benefit them personally (as opposed to the membership at large), fine individuals and discuss association business that is required by law to be conducted at a public meeting.

Paragraph 34: Defendant’s unilaterally, and without discussion from the community, decided to not invite all board members to the meeting. Specifically the meeting was  held on a Saturday, the religious Sabbath for Plaintiff in an effort to keep him from attending the meeting (note: at the organization meeting after the annual meeting just a few days before, Plaintiff request that no meetings be held on important Jewish days – with the focus being Rosh Hashanah and Yom Kippur). As such, Plaintiff was specifically omitted from the discussion because of his religious affiliation. This act by the Board and Bland was specific, deliberate and purposeful. 

WHEREFORE, with these facts and instances in mind, plaintiff prays judgment on all counts against named Defendants as follows:

1. For general damages according to proof;
2. For damage to personal property according to proof;
3. For punitive damages; 
4. For costs of suit incurred herein.
5. For such other relief as the court may deem proper.
6. Plaintiff additionally asks that the CC & R’s be finalized and put to the stakeholders for a vote.
7. Elimination or reversal of actions taken at illegal board meetings.

8. Reversal of the enacted Lien placed on any and all property illegally, because the decisions were made at illegal board meetings. 
9. Reversal of any and all actions taken at Annual meetings that do not comply with state law.

10. Seating of Plaintiff at his rightfully elected position on the Board of Directors.


Dated: _________________.
By: _________________________________________________
Michael C. Ross, Plaintiff, in Pro Per
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