il A'ﬁgm A D¢
Zr atling j ress . S s[ E z
HEZOD-220)

Your Daytime Telephone Number)

Defendani(s) Pro Se

FILED Oct 16, 2012

RECEIVED

0CT 16 2017

=
CLe RKS ;:,S’,gﬂ

Wells FangD Eouds N

{Name of party that filed foreclosure comp_laim)
Plaintiff(s)

Cvegution Ghrom@ .

(Name of firstddlendant Listed on the complamt)

Defendants(s)

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
CHANCERY DIVISION — GENERAL EQUITY

MQ,QP N COUNTY

(County where property 1s Tocated. or “Mereer™ for an
objection to the Order to Show Cause)

Docket No F- O%Lo‘—\ ~\ l'l: O\L\'C_):{5"(D%

(see mstructions for the correct dochet number to use) 1

Objection to: (check one)

_kZOrder to Show Cause, Awmended

k Corrected Notice of Intention
to Foreclose

(\ WQ,Q\A -~ Uj“ﬂﬂ MOM@Z the defendant(s) in the foreclosure matter

(_{fiting party or partics)

F - D("?\V)(OLL'\Z- / ¥ - D\qbqb Og , hereby object

{caption and docket number 1f dsfferent from above

to the Plaintiff’s filing of: v~ an Order to Show Cause , Ar€rded

/ a corrected Notice of Intention to Foreclose

for the following specific reasons:

Yo odkched



I hereby certify that the forcgoing statermnents made by me are true. [ am aware that if any of the
foregoing statements are willfully false, | am subject to punishment.

] ™ 2
e f::ngM
Date. \O"\S’\z_ Signamre@%(\Q/lg i\ﬁ-/ Al

a e o AN Earombe.

(print or type your n@c)




CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE

| hereby certify thaton \(D-\S-\ 2 . | sent my objection to the following parties by-
(date masted)

(yyregular mail, {Ycertified mail () other
{Check which mailing method you chose if you sent it by both regular and certified mail, check both, hst

each party to the lawsuit: send your opposition to the attorney if the party is represenied by counsel; if the
party 13 pro se you may send the papers directly to that individual).

Name Qiﬁd %‘H \W\ L\,—P Name
Address_\ 2p Main Trpe et Sxf. Address
Yniacokon NI RBU0O

(;:Cq -G%

Attorney for 1\%@@&(”%/7 Attorney for

Date: \ O ” \U’_)' \2/ Stgnature %b\yQ ’QLVM\/@MQ
Cirepyl Q\% e ool

(pnnt or type y()u




The defendant, subject of applicant’s Amended Verified Complaint in Support of Summary Action and
Amended Order to Show Cause Docket No.: F-009564-12/F-014575-08, object to Wells Fargo Bank, N.A’s
order to show cause for the following reasons:

Objection: The defendant i1s not properly identified by the amended order to show cause or amended
verified complaint of summary action.

Both documents were sent to the defendant but nowhere is the defendant named in those
documents. As a result the court should deny both the amended order to show cause, NOI and
amended order verified complaint of summary as neither has been appropriately/legally filed.

Also, since defendant has not been named in either document, the defendant has not been
served. The defendant 1s submitting this objection because inclusion would violate due process
rights.

Objections: The defendant did not receive the notice of impending action.

Although addendum documents were received they did not name the defendant. The
application for an order to show cause, the explanatory letter, corrective Notice of Intent, copy
of the Order and copy of the complaint were never sent. Due process has therefore been
violated.

Objection: Wells Fargo previously refused/failed to identify itself as the mortgagee/servicer of this loan.

The result of Wells Fargo previously refusing/failing to identify itself as the mortgagee/servicer
of this loan was that productive mediation could not occur [an actual representative never
appeared who was able to make decisions regarding this matter as requested by the original
Judge (Marie M Sypek) hearing the case]. This failure stalemated all attempts to come to
settlements other than foreclosure. The defendant initially requested fixed lower payments
related to market value, deed-in-lieu or short sale Plaintiff's representative stated he was not
authorized to negotiate but to present a specific payment plan. The defendant requests
mediation to be reinitiated so that her due process may be obtained.

The Plaintiff’s Attorney also continued to delay process so that the original Judge would retire
and a new judge was assigned to the case. The attorney knew that the defendant was Pro Se
and therefore would not be able to represent herse!f effectively enough and would be granted
final foreclosure. The new judge asked hmited questions and did not allow defendant to make
any statements/plead her case before rendering her decision.



Lastly, to permit Wells Fargo to correct this omission at this point would be fundamentally unfair
to the homeowner If they are allowed to correct this omission then they have failed to
submit/serve documents accordingly. Either way the defendant’s due process would have been
violated.

Objections: Wells Fargo is improperly using judicial resources to address an issue more properly
determined by the legislature.

Welis Fargo 1s attempting to create a safe harbor form with judicial approval. The judiciary,
however, should not be asked en masse to approve a business form for a private corporation in
an effort to circumvent the normal judicial process. Wells Fargo has brought one action
regarding hundreds of borrowers requiring significant time and resources of the judiciary to save
their own resources by not bringing each action in the individual matter it affects. This does not
constitute judicial efficiency, so much as corporate savings for the mavant. if the legislature
intended that there be one specific form that addressed all of the issues required by a Notice of
Intent to Foreclose, they would have added such a form to the statute. Their declining to do so
is not to be seen as an oversight, but as an indication of their intent. Wells Fargo did not treat
this application seriously enough to be entitled to the relief

Objection: The language of the proposed Notice of Intent to Foreclose is unjust and misleading.

All of the mortgagers identified in the Order to Show Cause are defendants in active foreclosure
litigation with the debt accelerated as due in full. However, the proposed corrective NOI to
foreclose indicates that the mortgager is in a pre-foreclosure status, that the debt may be
accelerated, and that the servicer will start a mortgage foreclosure action upon failure to
forward the amount indicated. It later indicates that such an action has not already commenced.

These notices are not tailored to the situation at hand and are written in a matter that is
confusing to the mortgagor. The majority of persons affected by the Order to Show Cause have
not retained counsel and will be misled by the language contained therein. it appears that the
moving party Is merely attempting to use judicial resources to approve a proposed form for
future notices without regard for the deficiencies they are currently encountering. This form
does not clearly indicate the nature and status of the debt and litigation as to the parties it is
meant to affect. This is merely an attempt to sweep past mistakes under the rug without
actually addressing the gravity of the situations that have arisen due to those mistakes.

Wells Fargo is now seeking equitable relief in the form of judicial permission to correct their
many statutory violations on a broad basis after the filing of a foreclosure action. if this action is
permitted, the equities will not be balanced. The homeowner will be harmed by this action
unless the Order to Show cause is denied or reformed to undo the entry of default and permit
responsive pleadings as to all affected homeowners.



The plaintiff continues to send the defendant correspondence offering options in lieu of
foreclosure. When the defendant calls the contact numbers indicated, the parties who answer
transfer her to multipte people who state they have no idea why defendant is calling as home
has already been foreclosed on and there was nothing more that can be done.

Defendant believes she is being harassed and continues to be harassed with these new
addendum documents and asks that piaintiff's requests should be denied.

Objection: Wells Fargo did not properly identify the parties and action named as subject to the Order to
Show Cause.

The Order to Show Cause specifically states that it applies to uncontested foreclosure actions
that are prior to final judgment. However, there are parties identified who are not within this
specific identified class This list was mass generated as a way for Wells Fargo to cover all their
bases. This list contains errors, which have been identified as above, but likely exceed the
identification errors, such as improper identification of plaintiffs, improper identification of the
action as uncontested and improper identification of the action as prior judgment. Wells Fargo is
again indicating to the court, as it did in 2010 when the State felt obligated to intervene in
pending foreclosure actions, that they are not able to keep proper records and proceed with the
due diligence necessary to strip a person of their home. If they cannot even identify defendants
or which actions are contested or post final judgment, how are they to be trusted to properly
identify which parties are in default and which parties have cured?

Object: Wells Fargo has not provided reliable contact information for questions and concerns.

The Fair Foreclosure Act demands that an individual be named in the Notice of Intent who can
address the many concerns a homeowner might have when receiving a notice In the proposed
corrective notices, Wells Fargo appears to recognize this mandate and has placed an individual’s
name for contact purposes. However, it is evident that Wells Fargo has not made a good faith
effort to permit homeowners to contact the named party.

When attempted to reach Randy Bockenstedt, as directed by Wells Fargo, many different
parties answered the phone on behalf of ASC, but none were able to provide a line of
communication to him. The parties could not indicate whether he was actually subject to this
Order and could not provide contact information for any employee with knowledge.

In other instances, most persons answering the phone were not aware of who Randy
Bockenstedt was. One person redirected defendant to the legal department or a loan specialist
for the account named in their internal records. This information was not provided in the cover



letter, NOI, or any other document available. Another person indicated that Bockenstedt was
located in another office in a different state, which is also at odds with the Fort Mills, 5C address
provided.

The staff did not know about the issued proposed corrective notices. They could not provide
appropriate contact information or advise defendant accordingly. Wells Fargo should have
person or department to handle the issues presented before filing the present

Iu

created a “rea
Order to Show Cause application.

For the reasons stated above and for those reasons that may be raised in the additiona! objectives, it is
respectfully requested that Wells Fargo’s Order to Show Cause and Summary Actions be denied in its
entirety/denied as to the defendant. It is also respectfully requested that any new or additional fees the
defendant may incur, as a result of these Actions, be awarded to the defendant.
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