88,

County Sheriffs Department and “WLT's" armed security guard
to have Plaintiffs arrested
In further violating Plaintiffs’ rights as set forth herein
Defendants did act under the color of law by haéing Officer
Colyott telephone Plaintiffs to inform Plaintiffa they could not
_regain entrance into the *“WL" development until after Plaintiffs
paid the previous owners’ past-due assessments, late fees and
interest.
As a direct and proximate result of the violation of their
constitutional rights by the Defendants, Plaintiffs did suffer

| general and special damages, as alleged in this Amended

Petition and are entitled to relief under U.S.C. § 1983.
In violating the Fourteenth Amendment of the U.S.
Constitution, Defendants did intentionally violate the civil

 rights of the Plaintiffs by their malicious and wﬁnton disregard

for Plaintiffs’ property rights. The conduct of Defendants

: was willful, malicious, oppreaaive,.reckleas. and of a nature

o that pu,mtive damages should be 1mpoeed in an umount -

mmmmhe with the wrongful actu aliaa'ed hemn

o dzd perform funcnom whtda are tmiiuonally mwed w_the

Defendmtu actmm conmtube atate actwn becuuse Esefendants
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5.

97,

with the use of law enforcement officials and also in using ex

parte methods to make Plaintiffs pay anothers’ debts, alse with
the help of law enforcement officials, pursuant to the public-
function doctrine.

Defendants did exercise coercive power over Plaintiffs, in taking
Plaintiffs’ money and property.

“WLT" and its employees and trustees did jointly engage with
Qtate officials (law enforcement officials) in the challenged
action, constituting “under color of state law,” pursuant to the
“Joint Action” test.

The element of conspiracy is present in the challenged actions
between the private actors and the public actors.

The compensatory damages for this action are $612,463.00

(six hundred twelve thousand, four hundred sixty-three doliars).

Plaintiffs readopt and reallege Paragraphs 1 through 84 as if -

fully set forth herein.

Defendants did act intentionally and in reckless disregard of
~ probable consequences in the exercise of dominion and control

~ over Plaintiffs’ personal property, to wit, over '$_1_ ,800.00 of o

o ‘someone elees’ incurred débﬁ__, which did include interest and - o

S L M s




& pemltma

. 93 Mﬂdanta did m;guatlﬁab}y lock Plaintiffs ﬁ*om their

“residence” until Plaintiffs did pay Defendants’ ransom; debts

that did not 'Belo'ng to Plaintiffs.

9. Plaintiffs did object to and did refuse to pay Defendants the

~ ransom, which to_t,al'ed more than $1 80009 feigh_teen ht‘mdred.

ddli#ﬁ),'yet- Defendants did bar ?iaintiﬂ’s access to their .

6 property with the help of law enforcement, in order to make

100.

e O

Plaintiffs give Defendants Plaintiffs’ property.

The manner in which Defendants did exercise dominion and

control was both inconsistent with, and seriously did interfere

with, Plaintiffs’ rights as property owners to enjoy, maintain, _ .

s protect and/or control their property, personally

Aa a dn-ect and pmx:tmate result Defendants’ acts nf conversion

and the injuries remxltmg ﬁ-om those acts Plamt:ﬁ's have I o&t
. the mtnnsxc value of their mm and have su ﬁ'ered wonomm;f ._ 3‘}:. 2 L

| ._and non-eeonomw damea .. e .. : .. .. |

o n '_.‘;me damagw for this ciaun are $75 000 01 (seventy ﬁ% ek :

_;tbaunmd dollm amione cent) B




fuily m forth herein.

1&4 Defendants mahezaus and prejudxcxal deprivation, twice, of I_ a

Piamuﬂ's property is an um'eascmable defmvatzon of P‘lmnhﬁ's n
wnstltutmnally pmtected right to liberty and Just:ce
Befem!anta hav-e acted under the coior of law

105 Al named defendants know they have no legal basis to depnve __ |

R any pmperty owner of their property. The current Reglstered

| Agent Deborah Clutter is the same Regmbered Agent,” as was

.‘-upon the mceptmn of Woodland Lakea Trusteeshnp, Inc. In the

1986 Federal Lawsuit where “NDC” sued “WLT" because “WL’I‘” =

was-depriving property owners of their property, Ms, Ciujtiter’s-' __ .

o .f | :husbanﬁ was one of the truatees \ .
. 193 N Plamtaﬁ's beheve that grave and lmportant matters of pubhc
T mterest are present.ed for determmatwn not on}y fax Plamtaﬁ‘s
though all (apprcxzmately 6 200) Woodiand Lakes property
'fowners The determmat]on of Sewerai tssuea am easennal fm‘ s
i the orderly admmstmtxm of _;ustme Plamuﬂ“s mk a |

" declaration that Defendmts’ malicious and pragudmai

: :-_wvam of Pimntxﬂk’ pmperty eqwates t.o an unw&sonahle
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pray this honorable Court will enter an injunction against

- Defendants, ordering Defendants to cease and desist the

improper, wrongful and arbitrary conduct of banning property
owners from their properties without “true” due process of the

law.

The damages for this claim, excluding pain and suffering, are

© $112.463.00 (one hundred twelve thousand, four hundred sixty-

three dollars).

109.

110.

Plaintiffs readopt and reallege Paragraphs 1 through 84 as if |
fully set forth herein. | | |
The jurisdiction of this court is invoked pursuant to 28 UsSC.§
1332. This Court has diversity jurisdiction because Defendants
are located in, and citizens of Missouri, Ilhno:s or Hawan, and .

North Carolma, w}ule Pla.mtlffs resxde in and are citzzem-: Qf

_\ 'ﬂle damm for this acnon, excluding pain aml Bnﬁ'm‘lng, . .
| $112,463.00 (one hundmd twelve thousand, four hundred mxty S
b _thm dn!!ars), or wm this Conrt Mema fmr and mt
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114,

115.

lenhﬁ’a were legally entitled to pmeamon of the pmpeﬁ?}'
Iacat.ed at Wmdland Lakes. and legally described as: A ) Lﬁt
25, Block 4, Section 19; B.) Lot 26. Block 4, Section 19; C.) Lot - R

20, Block 3, Section 19; D) Lot 4, Block 2, Section 11. E Lot 3,

| Block 2, Section 1563

Plaiﬁtiﬂiw were legslly entit]éd to possession of the propérty:
however, Defendants did direct the deputy of Washington

County Sheriff's Department, Officer Barton, to arrest lent:ffs B

and did deny Plaintiffs vehicular ingress and egtreas and

therefore, unlawfully withholds from Plaintiff the possession

~ thereof

Plaintiffs have been damaged by Defendants -unlawfuily

_ wnthholrhng possession of Plaintiffs’ property Because

~ Plaintiffs’ Missouri property is where they had planned to stay

 until about January 3r of 2012 Plamt:ffs had the added

 expense of lodgmg, restaurant—bought meals and necessary

" Sumv_al 1tems, as well as a tremendraus amou-nt_o,f pam_ and |
e Plaintiffs hereby dmnd Judgment for the rehef which they are;_\ .
£ :‘:entmt!ad as. a resuit of Deﬁmdanl:s’ mailemns and pre;udmai |




Lo COUNTV
._-BUSINESS EXPECTANCY/TORTIOUS WPERFEBENCE .

e ammmm (SECOND) OF TORTS § 798 a

B '11_"'_2._ | 'Plamtxffs readopt and reailege Paragraphs 1 through 84 as xf

| l f'ully set forth hemn - .

T i?'is, '-'Phaugh fraudulent on its face, a document titled “Mended -
Trust Inde_nxum and Restrictive Covenanté And Conditions | |

 Pertaining to a Subdivision of Land in Washington i <
__Mzssourz " does serve as a contmct between “Trustee” and
“Property Owner.” A-contractual relationship has.deﬁn_it;eiy“. -
existed between Plaintiffs and “WLT,” wifnesse.d by th_e fact |

: Plaint:iffs havé been paﬁng multiple yearly aéséséments to
“WLT” Since 2008. |

- 119. Defendants did mtentwnal]y act outalde of thetr authmty and

Purposefully mterfere with the contractual agreement. Piamtxﬁ‘s o

have with “WLT,” hy denyirg lenuffs access to the conﬁnea of 'j' |

Woodiand L&k&
Defendants chd hoiti Plaintxﬁ‘x’ mdence hastage unt:i
: Plamttﬁ‘s pmd "WLT" apprmmabdy $180ﬁ000fanothers .
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124.

125.

126,

Plaintiffs were again notified that their property and any left-

behind personal belongings would again be held hostage by
Defendants.

In exchange for paying yearly assessments to the Trusteeship of
Woodland lakes, Plaintiffs did expect to receive entitlement

of an ingress and egress easement to their property. Defendants
are receiving an economic advantage in keeping Plaintiffs’
yearly assesement fees while not allowing Plaintiffs to

mgress and egress within the confines of Woodland Lakes.

Both, Plaintiffs and Defendants, by way of the “T'rust
Indenture” for the Development of Woodland Lakes, knew there
was an expectancy of yearly assessment fees paid by “Property
Owners,” and the right to access a property owner's property
and subdivision amenities as well as ingress-and-egress
easements.

Had Defendants not shown malicious, intentional, willful and
prejudicial eonduct, Plaintiffs would have continued on, with the

enjoyment of their Woodland Lakes properties, expeéﬁn'g to pay

their “own” acquired assessments, while being granted access to % o

their property and common areas.

The majority of Plaintifis’ time has been used in defending their
Constitutional Rights and right to access their land and
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128.

personal belongings. Plaintiffs have suffered fear, depression,
anxiety, loss of time from work, quality of time and stress, as a
result of Defendants intentional misconduct.

On more than one occasion, Defendants did use manners of
intimidation to prevent Plaintiffs from returning to their
property for recreation, or otherwise, and did use conduct which
was malicious, prejudicial, irreprehensible, and with complete
disregard for the truth by refusing to communicate with
Plaintiffs, by not allowing Plaintiffs vehicular ingress/egress
into the development of Woodland Lakes, by threatening to have
Plaintiffs arrested for trespass on more than one occasion, and
by coercing Plaintiffs into paying debts Plaintiffs did not incur,
and debts in which Defendants did fail to record on the deed.
Plaintiffs did sell storage buildings, cabins, garages and
carports for a living. Plaintiffs have sold said items within the
confines of Woodland Lakes. “WLT” has several trustees, oi’oen
patronizing and fraternizing “Millers Country Store,” which is

located in the confines of Woodland Lakes. Said store does sell

- storage buildings, cabins, garages and carports. By prehxbitmg_

Piaintiffs from entering the mnﬁn"as of Woodland Lakes,

Plalntzﬂ’a are ieﬁ hkely to be mmpetmg with the tmabees

o ' fnend wluch lms depmred Piamtxffs of pwmble sale.s
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A motzve Befendanm have in mrerwkmg Plamm?ﬁ

preperty n pm-t. is because Defendants do have a atmn-,g
med t‘or the pmperty Plamtxﬂ‘s pmperty is next door to the
poo!a While evicting Piaxnt:ﬁ‘s from their property, I)ef'endants |
did destmy the previous pools to replace with new peols -The

s_mt'y goes, the old pools, which sit on a hill, were shdmg :

* from the hill. The new pool should not be placed into the same

130.
L keep thelr Prﬂpert:es muwed andﬁ'eeﬁ'om weeds a tmstea has N

hole as the old pool, if indeed the old pools are sliding. By

taking Plaintiffs’ property, ‘WLT” would have more space to .

~ build a secure pool, if mdeed the theory (that convinced

roperty owners to pass a $268,000.00 (two hundred am@y«eight |

'thowsand dollar} pool bond is true

PurSuant- to the “Trust Indenture,” if pmpeny ownefs &onot g

o the nght to perfo:m the work and b}li 1t ta the pmperty owner

Ifthe property owner does not pay the tmatee ’Ghen Y hen may e A

Yag 5 ‘be plmd on the property, whem eventually a trustee has gle o Py

nght to M"“ on the Pmpeﬁfy Piamtlﬁ's mnmd ikfendants_;ﬁﬁ. o




