Un!ess Defendmtn"m held reapénaib‘ie fé_r intimidating

B Plamtszs’ customers and pmapecﬁve customers ﬁ'om purchasmg j

from Plamufﬁs lenuffs suffer a busmesa {oss and the pubhc
suffers from the lack of choice and competition. Plaintiffs, and

‘all other property owners’ rights are at stake as a result of

- Defendants’ actions, Property owners hayé a contractual

133.

interest at stake in the outcome of Defendants’ intentional

misconduct.

Plaintiffs have a pmperty owner’s interest in the contract in '

 which “WLT,” and its actors have interferéd. Defendants’

. actmns have &estroyed the normal hfestyle of lentlﬁ's

repiacmg 1t with fear and gnef

Defendanta exeept Officer Colyott are mut:ual property nwners
w:th Plamtxﬁ‘s and have been elected or hxred to uphold the

mdentures mﬂ to manage “WLT’" te beneﬁt all progerty owners

. -equally as stabed in the “Tmat Indenture

-_'Defendmtas dui use wemmn anﬁ hmmnem to axtm

undmds of dollars ﬁ'om Piamnﬁ‘s Befandants

"alnemed tha"mlnroflw in mumxg&;emoaaafthe




mamt,ain mntra] and work under the "coior of law.”

1386. ht}gatxon is held at each tmsbaeamp meetmg, and behmd closed

TS

doors and unmpm'tad in the meeting mmutes Muah of what the " "

1986 litigation between “NDC” and “WLT” did 1'm:_l.ude poor
'mcord-k:eepiﬁg. Plaintiffs believe and assert, no electronic
records are made of monthly and semi-aﬁnual meetings. “WL’P”

does have a sign on the door of the building that property owners

hré not allowed to record the open meetings.

Defendants did use fraud and misrepresentation in carrying out
the “Amended Trust Indenture.” The Indenture indicates

property owners have the right to enjoy their property and the -

 granting of roadways to ingress and egress. In the case of

138.

Plaintiffs, Defendants have misrepresented _themselﬁeé; "

Defendants did deceitfully inform Plaintiffs that Plaintiffs Wt}u'ld'_ e
“be arrested for trespass if Plaintiffs were found within the -

‘confines of Woodland Lakes aﬂ;er 4:00 on N ovember 12 2011

139, lenu&'s did not receive the goods they paid for

o " 140

Defendants did wﬂlfully interfere with and purpaeeﬁﬂ}y :hd
dest:my bumneea telatmmhlps between lentxﬂ% and theu'
ptmpectwe customers e au

¥ ts’ uonduct was pa;t:mlady egreg:ms because

r wted mth &ctu&l maim and sueh mﬁmm'- ana;'g';,,_-____-;




neghgmce was dom mth a conscious dzsrega,nd of the nghts of'
Py B 142, _.-’I__‘he-:dama_ ges for this action, excluding pain and suffering, are
| 31 ?5-’,-463.00 (one hundred twelve .thmis'andi, four hundr_ed sixty -
~ three dollars). N
| - COUNT VI
' EXTORTION
* THE RACKETEER INFLUENCED CORRUPTION
~ Chapter 96, Title 18, United States Code, §1961-1968
143 Plaintiffs readopt and real!age Paragraphs 1 throﬁgh 84 as if -
fully set forth herein.
144. -Defendants did two or more predicate acts mounﬁng to

racketeering: 1) Defendants did extort money from lentlﬂ"s E

L _' | in 2610 by forcing Plamtxffs to pay another’ a!leged debt.s |
. coilectmn fees and interest against Pimnt.xﬁ's mll 2) Defendants__ = 4
: _.dzd extort: money from lentlﬂ's in 2010 and 2011 by f'omng »
. e _- .Pia:mt;ﬁ’a to pay anothem’ alleged debts, _.
145, Defondants did use force, and did instill fer into Plaintiffs ke
ot . Using the Color ofl.aw Defendants did threaten mhave =
'_ Pialnt&ffs arreated far tresp&ss lf Piamtxﬂ's dsd rﬁat leave
Wwﬁaml Lakes, because lentaﬁ‘!s did ok pay the various e
pre maa‘s’ al)egad back asmentn even t;lwugh ‘“WL'I" i

mmm di:! &xl 1‘0 ":




© 146, Because Defendants did refuse to accept Plaintiffs' cash, in order
 to receive their property on October 29%, 2011, Plaintiffs did

* have to pay the extorted debt with their bank account which is

'incatul‘ in Atlanta, Georgia.

14? I}eféndante d:d mtxrmdate Plaintiffs’ customers and prospectwe

customem.
148. Defendants did acquire control of a business engaged in
interstate commerce through a pattern of racketeering activity (§

1962 (b)), because Plaintiffs sell carports and garages thai_: are

shipped from North Carolina and/or Dlinois. Defendants have

taken control over the building sales within the conﬁrtes of

Wwdland Lakes, hy ehmmatmg Plaintiffs.

o 149 | The damages for this actmn excludmg pain and suﬁ'ermg, are

$112 463. 00 (one hundred twelve thousand, fom' hundmd smty»- e




B Indenture #nd Reétrictivr Covenants.”
o152 There were mutual obligations between Plaintiffs and
nefegdm, wiliichiDefindnnts Tibmaid. . |
: . 153_.. Pursuant to the “Trust Ihde_ntum,” upon paying yearly
a#nessmems, all property owners are granted an easement -t,o. B
~ ingress and egress to their property. |
154, Defendants refuse to enlighten Plaintiffs as to why P}aintiﬁ's
S have been banned from the Woodland Lakes Subdivi_sidn.'\ '
155, Defendants have promised in the “Trust Indenture” they
‘will provide amenities Defendants either do not have or
| have never had such as a swimming pool and tenms courts.
Defendants have breached the “Trust Indenture because the :
“"I‘ruat Indenture” does state:

Entry of Pmperty Owners into Woodland Lakes

Subdivision ~ “Property Owners desiring entry into the :' S

Woodland Lakes Subdivision must be properly :
- identified before entry will be permitted. Persons
displaying proper identification before entry will be -
 permitted. Persons displaying proper identified [sic] to
- the gatekeeper, such as a Windshield Decal and/or =~
~ Property Owners [sic] Identification Card, shall be
admm.ed (Article XXX.IV Page 16} '

n ""I*‘lve (5) bath hm shall remain Open and fuuy

o mﬂmuiﬁ’om‘ﬁml 1% through Sepf beraethof
~ each year, swimming pools, tennis courts ... and tsther |

~ ornamental or recreational features within the -
- subdivision on the common ground and any othar
o v ;_.;-.,_‘..-."__igndsmamdefwthememluaenfthemaﬁhe__
g lgmmmdmmvmnrmwlu&it}mmd




owners have access and tihe use thareof {Aﬁmie H
- 8la) = Pp 4~5)

lemﬁh perﬁmmd aH “mndxtmns prevedem to the c(mtract
prior to ﬁlmg thw lawsmt. Plaintiffs baw: done everytlung they

E '-'m'e s;uppoeed to do--in order to be in “good standing” with “W’L’I‘.” o

Pl aintiﬁ"s have paid all assessments that are legally due.

Plaintiffs have not violated any cule contained in the “’Prust

. 1ndenture yet Plaintiffs have been deprived of P]amtxffs’ B

Pmpel‘ty Plaintiffs have put Defendants on notice prwr to ﬁhng

this actmn

Plamt;f& d’d not;Fy Defendants of Plaintiffs’ grievances via ) -
Certified Mail on October Bth 2011 (Plaintiffs’ Exhibit 'ﬂ. e d

'agam on Deoamber Tth, 2011 to whmh Defendants remam
_noncomphant (Plamtiffs Exhlbit 17). ;

Defendanta dad mform Plamtlffs if lent;ﬂk pmd the premou& |

; | owners alleged debtq then I}efendants wmxld a!iow Plamhﬁ's

: o ; vehmu!as- mgmsm’egmse pnvﬂeges mta the deveiomg Of _.”j: _




: ._ as weﬁ as the am:taea pmmxsed by the “’I‘ru&t lndentm
Yk Bocanse Plaintiffs have not been allowed access to their "
Property, they have been \mable to accomphsh the neemsary-. o
: cleanup and naie‘prepamtwn whlch they had pla:nnad tcr do E -
during the last several months they had scheduled tostay in
stanun N I |

162. As a result of the stated failure, said propertles are not wort.h as :_ B

much as they would have been had they been cleaned Plamhffs

‘were also well into the project of building three storage barns

~when Defendants deprived Plainﬁif‘s of their prope rty '“-WI'_..T"” .

was aware of Plaintiffs three buzldmgs per the pe:rmm “WLT”

_ msued

.Pimntlffs chd not haw time to take thelr lumber foundattm and_,

| trusses thh them, so presu.mahly, 1t has now been weathered

_'j and damaged

-' Smce 2008 Pimnﬂﬂ‘s have pard yearly assessmeat fees to the'

R 'I‘rusteeahxp afWoadlan& Lakee, which “WLT d:d beneﬁt

5. ﬂunuﬂg d;.ﬂ mmﬁr Defendant’s attomey Bmd L Baylard on

.}rammbm- s, ﬁou that Mendmtx mad amd mmz by_. |




& am granted a'.. nght to v_bt;e Qna th’é ﬁght tn’ fﬁcerdﬁ;thé uée of
: maementa madwnya, lakes, bathhoum common gmunds etc.

Deepute lenm&’ payment oi' feea to Defendants, Defendanta

| faiiqd to uphold their end of the ‘“'I’ms:t Indemure" agreement.

_ 167 _ :Dafénda'nts &id -eriipluy f.he sefrviws. of the'Washingtm County |
: Sheriff’s Dept via Deputy Bamn to notify Plaintiffs they they
wnuld be arreated hy Deputy Barton, p&monally, if they were

| found within the gates of Woodland Lakea aﬂ;sr 4:00 p. m. on the

‘date of November 12, 2011.

| : 158 Because Defendants received money and property that should have becn |
'dcliv’éfcd to Plaintiffs because it belongs to them, Defendants are required .

by iaw to make restitution to Hmntszs.

',189 The damag&a for this actmn, ex::ludmg pain and suﬁ"ermg,

$112 463 00 (one hundred twelve thousand fom' hundmd slxty- ) B

three doi_l_ars).- -



- ‘Trust Indentum ami Reetnct:ve Gmnanu," on Apnl 11“’

172 .'_'f'he Trust Indentum is notanm& by Deborah C!u’cter Wh" h”f.'.i |
 been invalved with “WLT" upon inception, as ‘*‘e “"”‘M Hoe
| charter

178 The cumntly-ﬁ!ed "Amended Trust Indentum was filed with

the Washmgton Coum:y Missouri Reoorder of Deeds on May 23 i

X -2011.; .Sai'd dncument_ does make the _rapraseﬁtaj;ion that' '

.'-'Nlh'tioﬂgl Development Company, Inc., a Texas Corpor_étion, s

 the owner of the Woodland Lakes Subdivision. Accordingto

B mgmtmtwn "papers, “NDC” is and has always beena North |

'f'\Camima cﬂmmny

. _'I‘he current!y-ﬁled “Amended Trust Indenture does atate, all A

'mservatwns, lzmztazmns, condmons, emmmtsand mmnés

2 ot o herem E od, tmy an.d aﬂ ofwhw& mhemaﬁar iemwd

| Q_‘.’Restrwtwe Ccvenants ér “Restnmtms are jelmty er mmﬂy

6 om m mﬂm any mf'ﬂw mraz !ats mredbyﬂm




::17'& " Trustee R L Erkenbeck had been deceased apm'oximateiy one
deeadve at the ﬁlmg of the cumnt “Trust Indanmre where
| “WLT“ 1ast wﬁﬁéd-.R,L.Erkmbaek is the trﬂstee' |

| 1iT. The cumntlyr-ﬁled ‘Amendad Trust Indenture does allege to

haVe last been amended on Apnl 11 1983. Deborah Clutter’s

Notary Seal fnr the signatures of the trustms who Iaat amemied .

the “Tmst Indent.ure 18 May of 2011.

178. Because Dehorah Clutter isa propeﬁ:y owner, and

| thmfone definitely a party to the t:(mtract Deborah Clutter’ﬂ

notary geal is invalid, so does -not validate -ihe ‘Tmstlnderntm o
N Defendanta have ahown pmjudice in denymg Plamtxﬁ‘s thelr
 property.

-~ Defendants have barred Plamttﬁ‘s fmm accassing ﬂi@!r :  e L :

IZSsud depnvatmn doea not henaﬁt and guard Plamtlﬁ'& W dt)es

N f: the ciepnvatmn foster the hea}th safety &nd Welfﬁm prlﬂmm
. At least from March of 1999 unﬁi June 21, 2002, Nutmal

. Devalopmem Company, Inc. did ﬁle with Mmmm s €

",'m mm Wmt,m Rem wh;eh ,n staha "NBC’s



