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Summary. The Plaintiff’s have filed a complaint to the discharge of the debt owed to them by
this Debtor, and in addition have filed a complaint to my discharge in general. There will be no
question after reviewing these documents that the Plaintiffs don’t like me, but that’s not grounds
for denying my discharge. They accuse this Debtor of concealing income and assets, and cite as
evidence that I used to have more than I do now. There has been nothing fraudulent in my
activities. Ihave not done anything that would be in violation of any of the bankruptcy codes.
There is no concealment of income, no concealment of assets, no misrepresentation of anything;
yet the Plaintiffs still ramble on about income received in years past. They try to show that my
meager way of life is somehow excessive, or that my ‘Juxuries’ in life — eating and living indoors —
are unrcasonable. [ worked very hard to build a thriving business; 1 had a beautiful home, an
envied office building in town, nice things, and good income. I lost everything because of their
actions. Their character assassination was hotrible and heinous in every way, but most of all,
effective. Ilost my home to foreclosure, my office building to foreclosure, and my business. 1
had spent years building my career, and was forced to start completely over. The only debts that T
am asking for discharge from, with the exception of the judgments creditors (including the
Plaintiff), is a couple of credit cards used for business purchases year ago, and some minor
business bills from years ago. 1don’t have an extravagant lifestyle, and I pay my bills. The relief
offered by the Chapter 7 bankruptcy was designed for somebody like me. It was designed for
people who tried as hard as they could and still hit a wall, My actions never hurt anybody, and
ironically, the Plaintiffs are still living in the home that I built but didn’t get paid for — while I lost
mine. I'm not surprised that the Plaintiffs have filed this complaint, because it’s what they do.
Their complaint has few facts, and T am reluctant to validate each frivolous issue by addressing it,

but I fear that this Honorable Court will think that issues may exist if 1 don’t, so I will respond as
though there is validity to it.

Direct Response to *COMPLAINT PURSUANT TO 11 U.5.C. 523, 11 LL8.C. 727(A) AND 11 U.8.C. 707(B)’

1. Jurisdiction,
a. Noissue
b. Plaintiff has used incorrect code sections, but to no issue



¢. This Honorable Court does have jurisdiction. No issue
d. No response

2. Standing,
a, Noissue

3. Venue
a. Noissue

4. Background facts
8. No issue with respect to the fact that a contractual arrangement was entered into
between the parties
b, No issue, except to state that in addition to agreeing to perform certain actions, the
expectation of being paid for those actions was included in the agreement, but not in
the Plaintiff's remarks.

3. Cause of action

a. Denied. This statement is incorrect and will be corrected,

b. Denied. This statement will be corrected.

c. Denied. This statement will be explained.

d. Denied. No breach of fiduciary position ever ocourred,

e, Denijed.
Narrative in response to Cause of Action, This Debtor entered into an agreement to seil and
attach a manufactured home to the Plaintiff’s existing real estate in exchange for payment, [n 2001
Plaintiff elected not to pay the remainder of their balance due (approximately 10,000). Their
lender demanded that they pay in full, in order to fulfj]] the provisions of their contract. They
refused. Ifiled a mechanic’s lien (as a matter of course). It was timely filed, correct in gvery way,
and complete. Within the appropriate time period, (6 months) I filed suit against the Plaintiffs for
breach of contract. 1 filed on behaif of the company in county court (which was proper, because of
the amount), The Plaintiffs hired an attorney (Anthony Johnson) who moved the case to district
court, counter-sued, and nearly immediately filed a notice with the court that since I was not an
attorney, I could not defend the business (an LLC). He requested a default judgment based on that
fact, and received one. He then filed a motion to place the default judgment on me personally
because the LLC was not current with the Secretary of State (a fact which was known at the onset),
He scheduled at least 5 hearings, and notified me by mail, to show cause why the default should
not be placed on me personally, during which the facts would be presented, and he canceled them
before each hearing date. I received the last notice of hearing, which I appeared at, but no hearing
took place. T spoke with the Clerk, who informed me that M. Johnson had canceled it again. |
wasn’t surprised, and waited for the next notice. Remember that | started this fight, so { certainly
would want to see it through. They had no basis to default on their bill, and I believe that they
planned not to pay from the beginning. I called the court a week or so later to ask if the hearing
had been rescheduled yet, since I hadn’t received any notice, and she informed me that the hearing
took place several days ago (1 still don’t know what day) and because I wasn’t there, I lost due to
default. They (the Plaintiffs and their attorney) claimed that ! had refused service of the summons,
which is not correct, because I had the summons in my hand -- for a different day. Clearly my
rights had been violated because due process had not been granted to me, but I didn’t know where
to go, and could not afford an attorney to help me. There is no doubt in my mind that the date-
shifting game was intentional because they knew if I appeared in court, they would lose. 1 pray
this Honorable Court can set-aside the judgment in the case described herein, and move the venue
to this Court to rehear it. I have included the documents that I submitted the date I was scheduled
to appear, for your review.,




6. Allegations of wrongdoing
a. Denied
b. Denied
¢. Denied. This debtor has explained fully to the Bankruptey trustee any questions
regarding loss of assets. No violations occurred
d. No abuse of the provisions is incorporated in this filing, in any way.
e. No response required

7. Conclusion

8. This debtor is entitled to a discharge of her debts, including the debt to the Plaintiff
Each item in the lengthy *“Memorandum in Support’ is addressed individually;
however, suffice it to say that no merit is contained in any of it, with the exception
of some names and places. There is no wrong-doing, no fraud, no lies, no
dishonesty, and nothing devious taking place. This Plaintiff has been harassing this
Debtor for several years now, with no possible end in sight. The volumes of
frivolous information submitted by these Plaintiffs should convince this Honorable
Court that they have no genuine business motive, nor any motive other than an
obsessive desire to interfere in the lives of others — namely this Debtor.

This Debtor respectfully prays that you will disregard this complaint as being unable to
substantiate any reasonable grounds to deny the discharge of my Chapter 7 Bankruptcy, and grant
the discharge of my debts, including the debt due to the Plaintiff.

y submitted this 2" day-of March, 2006

Barbara Robbins
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) Chapter 7

Response to Memorandum in Support of Complaint ..,

I'will respond to each line item, regardless of whether or not any merit to the Issue exists, in an
attempl to keep the lines correct

1. No issue,
2. Noissue.

3. Other income. The Plaintiffs would like to claim that there is misrepresentation and
intentional omission of income on both accounts. There was no intentional omission, and
10 intentional misrepresentation of the facts. Any omissions were unintentional, and

corrected.

a. The question referred to here (#2 Income Other than from Employment or
Operation of Business) specifically asked for income “during the two years
immediately preceding the commencement of this case.” The question was
answered based upon all income received for the period from October 2003 to
October 2005. Had the question been referring to all income received during the
previous two calendar years, this Debtor believes that it would have stated “from
the beginning of this calendar year to the date this case was commenced, and then
include ... during the two years immediately preceding this calendar year.” This is
the way that the fncome from emplayment or gperation of business question is
phrased. There is no question, based on the wording of the question, as to what
figures are required for each question. Both of the figures that the Plaintiffs refer to
were received prior to the period of time in question for #2. The Plaintiffs enter
into a diatribe for a full three pages about income from the estate of my late father,
There has uever been any dispute that I received income from that estate, Certainly
1ot the amount that the Plaintiff’s believe, but I don’t believe they are entitled to the
correct figures, The exact amounts received, or disbursed, from the estate are all
documented and accounted for. The Plaintiffs ramble on for pages on subject such
as ‘concealing’ income, and the proper use of my sister’s funds. I don’t understand
how this is relevant to this issue. The estate bank account was not listed as an asset
because it is not the funds of this Debtor, (The account contained a minimal
amount) The funds exist ONLY for expenses of the estate, because there are still




properties to maintain. Upon the sale of those properties, the funds will be used to
help pay the taxes due.

b. As settlement of my divorce I received $20,000 (as my share of business proceeds),
a truck, and a trailer. The cash settlement was paid in one payment of $10,000 and
12 payments of $833. The trailer is still in Texas somewhere, and the truck was
received and sold to pay living expenses. The cash settlement was erroneously
omitted from the income section, because this Debtor, when preparing the
bankruptcy filings incorrectly placed the settlement date in 2003 and not in 2004,
The divorce was final in 2003, and the settlernent took months longer, but this
Debtor would have testified that the settlement was much prior to a year later. The
receipt and sale of the truck was included and the trailer was claimed as an asset.
{this will be addressed in detail further on} The income was not (as the Plaintiffs
refer) alimony or maintenance. The income received was the repayment of my
money, taken by my ex-husband when he left. Tt was not included as incorne on my
tax return, becanse it is not income. It was not included ag ‘spousal maintenance’
because it is not. If Mr. Robbins chooses to claim the amount paid as
‘maintenance’ it will be disputed,

4. Failure to disclose assets, The personal property listed by this Debtor was correctly listed
on the original Bankruptcy filing. No omissions occurred,

a. The 1980 SeaRay boat was not listed on the bankruptcy filing because it was not
owned by this Debtor the year prior to the filing of this proceeding. I admitted to
owning the boat in the past, and there was nio omission of it on the filing. The cost
of the boat on the divorce settlement worksheet was the purchase price. The boat
was sold (to Mr. Asbury) in 2003 because afier yeats of neglect the boat’s engine
was ruined, the out-drive needed repairs, the transmission needed rebuilt, the canvas
was ruined, the wood ttim all needed replaced or refinished, and I did not have any
money to do that with. I tried to borrow money ($8000.00 was the estimate needed
for the repairs — including a used or rebuilt engine) but no one would loan to me.
The price was a fair market value sale. The divorce proceedings were irrelevant to
the sale of the boat. The settlement worksheets were prepared in 2002, when the
divorce was filed, and were not updated. The Plaintiff’s are probably not aware of
the divorce rules, but the settlement is based upon marital assets only. Their value
on the date of separation is the only relevant fact, Mr. Robbins, for instance, had
sold much of his assets prior to the dissolution date, The claim that the sale of the
boat “literally had to be dragged out of her by Ms, Martinez” is a fabrication at best.
There was ne omission of fact.

b. The cargo trailer falls into the same divorce proceedings valuation as the boat did.
The purchase price listed on the divorce settlement worksheet is not the value of the
trailer. The worksheet was prepared October 2002, based on purchase price several
years prior. The Plaintiff’s claim that the trailer was “in generally good condition”
on July 14, 2004, yet I cannot even find the trailer to know that it still exists. I
don’t know where they pet their information, but the best case sale value of the
trailer is $1,000.00 (assurning it exists) and it will cost all of that to goand get it. It
will no doubt need new tires, the past 3 or 4 years of registration will need to be
paid and plates bought, and it will involve a long and expensive trip. I have hired
individuals to go to the addresses provided by Mr. Robbius, but nio trailer is ever
found. Ihave tried to elicit the support of his (former) attomey, with no success.

c. The 1992 Mazda was purchased by this Debtor for the use of Mr. Robbins’ son.
Considering the divorce, it seemed to be Pprudent to terminate that arrangement, so [
got it back and sold it, It was well before the one year period covered in the




question, but the information about the sale (date, to whom sold, and how much)
was provided to the Bankruptcy trustee. The value on the divorce settlement
worksheet was purchase price.

d. The Prowler camper listed on the divorce settlement worksheet was a camp trailer
that was recovered from a piece of property purchased many years ago and parked
at the marital home. Ou the date of separation, the camp trailer was still parked on
the marital property, so it was listed. Ihad no information on the vehicle (year,
owner, etc) because the VIN tag was worn off. The floor has holes in it, the ceiling
leaks, and the tires are ruined (because of age). The trailer is not owned by me, but
1 have been assigned the chore of disposing of it.

e. The Plaintiff’s are again trying to match up the divorce settlement worksheet with
the bankruptcy filing. The personal property valued at $41,737 was addressed in a
letter to the bankruptey trustee. Contrary to the Plaintiffs opinion, the purpose of
the divorce settlement worksheet was not to get more of the marital estate, because
there wasn’t any more. The purpose was to finalize the divorce. With that in mind,
the figures were based on best guesses of replacement cost. The clothing was listed
was $25,000 for each spouse, yet I could not sell it for .10 on the dollar. The
requested spreadsheet explaining all of this was supplied to Ms. Martinez.

f. If1had received the amounts claimed by the Plaintiff*s from my father’s estate,
there would be no need for this bankruptcy filing, These are amazingly inflated
figures, based on I don’t know what, Further review of my sister’s (Cathy Clamp)
issues would reveal that they were resolved, and I was exonerated of any
wrongdoing. In fact, the court determined that it was this Debtor that was not
getting enough information, All funds were accounted for, Mrs. Clamp was
mistaken on several of the figures listed, and they were duplicated figures or
incorrectly listed accounts,

g. The Plainiiff’s would like you to believe that it is reasonable to believe that [ stole
some $72,591 in cash and did not declare it, yet there is nothing that would indicate
anything of the sort, The Plaintiff’s use some sort of strange backwards arithmetic
to explain how much money they think I should have, and cite as proof the fact that
I didn’t refute the amounts cited by my sister, Twisted thinking, and hardly facts.
In response to the final paragraph of that section. If1 had received a half of a
million dollars, there would be no need for this bankruptey proceeding. The actual
amount received (or supposed to be received) was much less, and is all accounted
for.

5. Concealment of Assets,

a. The marital residence at 156 Panorama Circle in Florissant had to be re-financed to
enable the company to pay its bills. The group of people, including the Plaintiff,
which elected to defraud this debtor and failed to pay their bills, caused great
financial distress (more than $300K in receivables when the company went under).
A valid appraisal ($400,000) was obtained by the lender and a 75% loan was
obtained ($300,000). I researched the subject, because it seemed to be of interested
to the Plaintiff, to determine why the loan was obtained the way it was. This
Debtor had a better credit score than Mr, Robbins, which would mean a better
mnterest rate, so the house was quit ¢laimed to me and I obtained the refinance.
ALL proceeds were used to pay contractors, suppliers and company bills. Grand
West Financial was never a business partner or affiliate in any way.

b. The court hearing that the Plaintiff’s are incorrectly referring to was well prior to
my vacating the marital residence. In fact, at this court hearing, the judge in
question publicly chastised the Plaintiffs and their malicious website, saying that



their actions caused ‘irreparable harm’ and other vile things. The Plaintiffs accused
this Debtor of infidelities with any number of persons, including, but not limited to,
Mr. Asbury. None of those accusations were true, and they were very hurtful to all

involved — except of course the Plaintiff’s who delight in causing harm. During the
period of time that the Plaintiffs claim I was living with Mr. Asbury, 1 was leasing

a home in Colorado Springs, and living there.

¢. The Plaintiff’s again have a very grand idea of the amount of money that 1 received,
and are assuming that I could pay whatever I wished to. The fact is that Mr.
Robbins and I had an agreement that he would remain in the house until it sold,
because he was running the business in Florissant and it made more sense. I moved
away, giving up my business and home, and leased another house. Only months
after that, he and a ‘friend’ moved to Texas, leaving me with two house payments.

1 paid them as long as I could, but couldn’t keep up. 1 tried to sell it, but the
Hayman fire happened around that time, and the real estate market was pretty dried
up. We also lost the office building in Florissant, and you would have to wonder if
1 had actually received as much money as they claimed, why would 1 not protect my
credit? Very good question, and in fact I would have protected my credit, There is
no truth to their ranting, [ only lost; I did not gain from any of this.

d. Tt is interesting to me that the Plaintiff’s singled out this one property as an
example. Our business was building houses on properties for clients. The company
frequently purchased property, placed homes on them, and soid them for a profit.
The transaction in question (in 2001) was fairly common. All of the claims in this
paragraph are the standard operations of the business. The standard quit claim
amount is $1.00, and while not every lender required the sale be from an individual
and not a company, it did happen. The practice of selling something for more than
you paid for it is a pretty common way of making a living. Of course, all income
was claimed on tax returns., Why is something that happened in 2001 an issue?

6. Misrepresentation of costs.

a. Rent. Ipay areasonable, legitimate rent to a bona-fide landlord. The Plaintiff’s
have accused me of ‘trading favors with men’ in the past and this is no less
offensive to me. In addition, if it is relevant, Mr. Asbury has informed me that not
only does he have a first mortgage; he also has a second mortgage on the property.
In reality, all rent is voluntary, but it is 2 requirement of staying in the house.

b. Maintenance. The maintenance referred to is also upkeep and repairs. T don’t
beligve that this is an outrageous figure.

¢. Food. These are actual costs, | hadn’t calculated it to be $23.00 per day, but that
seetns very reasonable to me,

7. Questionable activities. The Plaintiffs should be fiction novelists. This whole section is
made up from their fantasies and should have no bearing on this case.

a. Norskii Investments was created by this Debtor in the event ] chose to do business
through it. My separation happened shortly afterwards, so nothing was done with
it, This company has never had bank accounts. I did not conceal any money.

b. Viking 3 Property Owners. This LLC was created to help with the liquidation of
the properties from the estate. It is not a partmership, so [ doubt that I would have
said that we were equal partners. [ am a member, they are managers.

¢. Peak Financial. This company was created to 1) replace NorthStar Management,
which is the company that I prepared tax retuns and did accounting work through,
and 2) to separate myself from my ex-husband. I did not have to conceal the money



that I received from the estate. No money was taken that didn’t belong to me, and it
was all public record. This company has no bank accounts. .

d. Peak Realty. This company was created to replace NorthStar Realty, which is the
company that | sold real estate through. When [ left Coldwell Banker, I needed a
name to work under, so I came up with something that was close to my other
company. Ididn’t need to conceal money from my divorce, it was mine. This
company had no bank accounts until late 2005,

8. Questions of honesty?

a. There was never any an inconsistency or lack of honesty (on my part) in the cited
case. The plaintiff’s in this case convinced the judge (because of my lack of
courtroom evidentiary experience) that they were entitled to something that they
were not. The judge specifically said that there was no fraud, and no lack of
fiduciary duty. Had I been expetienced in courtroom procedures, there would not
have been breach of contract either,

b. The Teller County Board of Review suspended my general contractor’s license for
ninety days for failing to list that my ex-husband had lost a piece of property to tax
sale. My house burned in a fire, and all that was left was the land. My ex-husband
was awarded that in the settlement, and he did not pay the property taxes. The land
was s0ld at tax sale, with nothing I could do about it. (I could buy it at tax sale, but
that would not have solved) They claim that was a law-suit and I had been sued,
yet on my original contractor’s license application, J checked that T had never been
sued. I vehemently dispute that I was sued, and I believe that my license was
suspended to placate the Plaintiffs. The Teller County Board of Review was afraid
of an ‘outburst’ (according to one county official), and knew I would survive for 90
days. No material misrepresentation took place. Feel free to review the minutes of
the meeting, I did not misrepresent anything, and I did not lie on my application.

c. There have been no lies in this bankruptey filing or during the meeting of the
creditors.

9. Credit cards.

a. [don’t understand why they list this as an issue. 1 didn’t realize that business or
personal credit cards got different treatment. They are listed on Schedule F because
they are unsecured non-priority debts. The cards were used for business expenses,
and the balances remain fairly constant since 2001, I paid the minimums as long as
[ ecould. No fraud or abuse of the credit cards ever occurred.

10. Casualty loss,

a. Idid not claim a loss on the sale of my personal home. I am licensed by the
Department of the Treasury as an expert in taxation. I know that no loss on the sale
is allowed; however, the claim was for a casualty loss that no insurance proceeds
were received for. The loss is deductible in the year of loss, with the carry-forward
for 20 years (or as needed) and a $3000 annual limitation for a married filing jointly
taxpayer, and a $1500 annual limitation for a married filing separately taxpayer.
They are totaily incorrect, and claiming to know something that they do not know.

11, Real estate income.
a. Plaintiffs again are completely incorrect in their claims, A licensed real estate agent
is NOT a contract worker or employee. They are self-employed as defined by the
IRS. Ireceived a form 1099-MISC for the years that I worked with Coldwell
Banker. All income is reported on my Schedule C, and included with the



bankruptcy filing. Plaintiffs are again accusing me of lying and concealing
something that is documented and reported to the IRS. 1 did not lie or misrepresent
anything.

12. Viking 3 Property Owners transfers
2. Viking 3 Property Owners Group was started by my sisters and myself, with them

as managers, and myself as a member only, to help finish the distribution of the
estate properties. I was the sole representative for the estate, and our feeling was
that if we placed the properties in this LLC, we would solve 3 things: 1) eliminate
any possibility of a marital asset dispute; 2) speed up the finalization of the estate;
and 3) give all three sisters control over the sale prices, etc., instead of just myself
having control. There were no lies or misrepresentations, and the story hasn't ever

changed.

13. Promissory notes,
a. During the meeting of creditors, Mr, Martinez asked about the existence of

Conclusion

promissory notes from my father’s estate, 1 assumed that she was talking about the
promissory notes held by Viking 3 Property Qwners Group, LL.C as a result of the
sale of properties to Casias and Associates in Pueblo. These are the only
promissory notes that exist. Plaintiffs” complaint refers to completely different
promissory notes. The notes that they list are notes that my father held (from
houses that he sold and carried the notes) that we sold long ago. They were legal
iransactions compieted by a title company in Pueblo. The value of the promissory
notes was included in the estate. They should not have been titled in Donald
Skadeland’s name since 2001. The value of the notes would be higher at the time
of death, since each payment reduces the vaiue. I have no idea if these properties
are in default, as it is imelevant to me — they were all sold. There was no tie. The
Plaintiff’s haven’t done their homework again, They are looking at the wrong
houses. Ms. Martinez requested a breakdown of the promissory notes and their
current condition, and it was provided to her. There is no attempt to conceal or
evade the issue. The facts are what they are.

14. There has been no false oath or account. All monies received and assets in my possession
have been revealed to this Honorable Court. As I stated earlier, had this Honorable Court
wanted information relating to other periods of time, as Plaintiff alludes, it is my belief that
they would have requested it. I have not concealed anything from this court.

13. There has been no fraudulently presented or false claim, No monies were deliberately
omitted from this bankruptcy filing. Plaintiff would want you to believe that money was
concealed when in fact it was outside of the time period requested.

16. I would like Plaintiff to notify me of the location of the missing $640,000.00 +/- that I
never received. Their claim of money received is outrageous, and is not based on any facts.
All funds have been accounted for to the Bankruptcy trustee, but in a nutshell, the total
estate of less than 950K (including losses on stock market crash), less losses on carry-back
notes, less losses on sale of real estate, less $250K in taxes, equals roughly $200K per, less
nearly $80K loaned to my former business (on promissory notes and deeds that were never
repaid). If you remove the down payment for my car (it’s not a lease), deposits for
housing, costs for starting a new business, costs for advertising and broker fees, medical
costs, dental surgery 1 bad to have, travel costs for the estate that never got paid back, and
incidentals, I don’t have enough money to pay my attorney to handle this proceeding.



17. The Plaintiff’s actions, as described by the Telier County Sheriff’s Deputies that insisted on
escorting me wherever ] went, and insisted that I carry a weapon, were obsessive. It was
not just about money. They elected to defraud me out of the money that I had coming per
contract, and to avoid paying their bilis. Had I not been deprived of my due process, they
would not be judgment creditors. I would have the judgment, and they would be finding a
way not to pay me. If this Honorable Court has the authority, the judgment should be set-
aside and the case heard fairly. There would be no question that the Plaintiffs are thieves
and have spent their past years attempting to destroy my life. If this case we re-heard the
judgment proceeds would go to this Bankruptcy trustee to distribute to creditors,

18. The granting of this retief is exactly what the provisions of Chapter 7, as allowed under the
law, is designed to accomplish. When [ met the Plaintiffs, I had a thriving business, a
pretty good marriage, was raising my children in an area that [ loved, and had a lot of joy in
my life. I played by the rules, invested everything I had, emotionally and financiatly, into
my business. It shouldn’t have failed, but it did. The purpose of bankruptcy relief is to
encourage people to try. If you try your hardest, and still run into people like the Plaintiffs,
there is not much you can do. I built a lot of nice homes for a lot of nice folks and they’re
happy with me, I have closed hundreds of real estate transactions with no issues. I avoided
filing this petition as fong as possible, hoping for better things. When I finally accepted
that I had lost everything, and could no longer keep up, I filed for relief from this court.

19. Therefore, this Debtor prays that after carefully reviewing all of this information, this
Honorable Court deny the Plaintiff’s request on both counts. This Debtor prays that this
Honorable Court grant a full discharge of my debts, including the debt owed to this
Plaintiff, require the Plaintiff to cease harassing this Debtor, and allow me to start my life
over.

lly submitted this 2°* day of March, 2006,

(B

Barbara A. Robbins
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NorthStar Companics Inrernational, LLC
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Michael Thomas Meadors
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MOTION TO DENY ENTERING JUDGMENT
AGAINST BARBARA ROBBINS, INDIVIDUALLY

COMES NOW Barbara A. Robbins, as an individual, pro se , who is not included in the above
captioned casc as Plaintiff or Caounterclaim Defendant, and who offers the following as grounds why the
judgment in the above caprioned case, against the entitics listed above, should not be entered against

Barhara A. Robbins, individually. As grounds wherefore, said individual, Barbara A. Robbins would

state and aver as follows:

BACKGROUND

. The Court's file will reflect that the filing of a Complaint on hehalf of the corporate Plaintiff

commenced chis acrion.

Barbara A. Robbins signed the Complaint as a member of the Limired Liability Company
Plaintiff, hereafter sometimes referred to as the ‘corporate entity’ Plaintiff.

i~

3. The Complaine filed by the corporate entity Plaintiff was filed in the County Court of Park
County to defend a lien filed as a response (o the failure of the Defendants to pay the amount

owed under contract.

4. The complaint could properly be filed in County Court because the dollar value did not exceed
the County Court limitation.

5. The complaint could properly be filed in County Court by a corporate entity, pro se-

1-



0.

The complaint could properly be defended pro sc by the corporate cnnity in County Court.

GOOD FAITH BELIEF IN THE PROPER FORMA'TION OF THE CORPORATION/ALC

NorthStar Desien & Construction, LLC's Operating Agreement and Articles of Organization 45
a4 Coloradeo Limited Liabiliey Company were prepared and filed in May 1996,

Corporate entity Plaingitf had presumptive authority and good faith helief that they were
operating under a properly filed and correct limited liability company organizatiorn.

NorthStar Desion & Construction, LLC was required to te-file with the Secretary of State
hecause of a clerical error, in April of 2001,
a. The original filing of the Limited Liability Company Articles of Organization was niade
in May of 1996 along with three other Limited Liability Company filings.
L. All four of the Limited Liabiliry Company {ilings were returned to the corporate office of
record of the limited lability companics in Woodland Park.
¢ Three of the four filings were returned filed, even though the incorrecr suffix was used
instead of the more correct ‘LLC and were sent back TFiled’ by the Secretary of State’s
office.
d The fourth {iling, NorthStar Design & Construction. LLC, was returned {or correction
hecause of the erroneously used suffix, and was not filed or corrected by the Sceretary of
State’s office.
. Office staff of the corporate entity Plaintiff filed the documerus from the Secretary of
Strate, along with the Operating Agreements, without carefully reviewing them.
f 1t is reasonable to assume that the office staff that did the filing had no reason 0
deliberately ar maliciously overlook the error, and would be more proper, in fact, to
helieve that they were filed in good faith, assuming that they were correct and complete.
Inplicd good faith suthority to act as a limited liability company is correct in this
siruation, because given the simplicity of the correction, a reasonable person would
helieve that if the crror were discovered, it would have been corrected.
W Based on the good faith assumption of proper filings, Federal identification numbers were
secured for all of the above-filed corporate entiies as Limited Liability Companies.
i Federal Form 1063 and Colorado form 106 were filed for each of the corporate entitics
for cach year of operation, as duly authorized Limited Liability Companies.
Corporate cntity Plaintiff filed for, and obtained, all proper licensing and insurance
required for operalion 48 3 duly authorized Colorade Limired Liabilicy Company.

4. Corporate entily Plainriff had been formed in accordance with Colorado law, and had good faith

A

helief that said corporate entily was correctly filed and legal, and it acted in accordance with

that good faith belicf.

Corporate entity Plaineil fully believed that it had the authority to act as a Limited Liahility
Company, even though that authority turned our to be presumptive authority.

4.  Presumptive authority {implied aurhoricy} 15 properly used here, because corporate entity Plaintiff
had na reason to presume that an omission of error had occurred in the proper filing and
organizing of said corporate entity Plaintitf - based on the other corporate entities being
successfully filed in the same manner, at the sume time-; and,

iy



b, Presumptive autharicy and apparent authority are properly used here because corporale entity
Plaintiff prepared and filed all documents reguired of all Hmited lability companies, cluding but
not Ymited to, Federal tax renims, State tax rerums, insurance policies and subseguent insurance
audits, and bank accounts, for all corporare entities — including corporare entivy Plaintiff, with no
indicarion that an uversight or omission had occurred - for a periad not less than five vears.

PARTNERSHIP I8 THE CORRECT ‘DEFAULT” ENTITY

6.

In the event of an improperly formed and/or exceured limited liability comparny, the correct
entity to default to is NOT an individual, but rather is 2 partmership.

A Colorado partnership has the full authotity to practice their trade or husiness in the state of
Colorada, without benefir of legal filing, and while it may lack the ltability limitations afforded by
an LLC or corporation, it is legally able to file couet proceedings and liens.

MNo husiness acrivities, conuraces, agreements, or [ceal claims were cver prup;ared, proscin red, or
entered into by or on behalf of Barbura AL Robbins, as an individual.

All business activities, CONracts, agreements, logal claims and liens were prepared, presented,
entercd inco, and defended by the corporate entity Plaintiff at all times.

DEFENSE DENIED BY DEFENDANT'S COUNSEL

Lo,

12

Defendant’s attorney knew that the corporate entity Plaingiff was a bona fide corporate entity,
evidenced by the Motion for Enery of Default, signed by Defendant’s attorney on May 237,
2002, (well after he had discovered the clerical error in April of 2001) quoted here in part:
(Defendant’s attorney was apparently reminding the courts that the bona fide corporate entity Plaintiff
was not able to defend iself without an attorney, and pointed our thac the metnber who signed the
Complaint is not an stromey) {(hegin quote)

I. The Plaintiffs have identified themseluves as covporations.
No attorney has entered on behalf of suid Plainuffs.
The Complaine of Plantiffs and the Answer o the Coounterclaim were both filed by
Rarbara A. Robbins, an individual whe is not a member of the Bar of the State of Colorado
nor authorized to practice law.  (end quote)

LN o

. Even though Plaintifl did not have sufficient cash {low with which to secure an atromcey to

collect on rhe unpaid contract and subsequently filed lien, Plaintift, as a corporate entity, was

able to praceed in County Court withour an atterney.

Defendant’s atcorney had full understanding of the facr that the corporate entity Plaintiff would
be urable (o legally defend irself without benefit of an atrorney if the case were moved to

Dyisrricr Court

The ahave captioned case was moved to District Court of Park Counry, which effectively denied
corporate cntity Plaintiff the right to proceed with the suit, or to defend against any

councerclaim, pro se.



14,

Order of Defaul, and subsequent default judpment was granted by this Honorable Court as o
result of
a. Corporate enrity Plaingiff's inability to present any facts supporting the original claim
withour benefit of an artorney; and,
k. Corporare entiry Plaintiff's inability or vo present any defense against any counterclaim,
without benefit of 11 attorney; and,
Corporate entity Plaintitl’s inabilicy co afford said attorney.

DUE PROCESS WAS VIQLATED

15.

L6.

17

Justice favors full disclosure of fact, and rthis case was not decided after benefit of full disclosure

of the facts in the case, rather by default,

No justice will be served by entering the aforementioned judgment against Barbara A. Robbins,
individually, because said judgment is a default indgment, and Barbara A. Robbins, an
individual, did not fail to perform. (See the MEMORANDUM atrached)

a.  (Definition for elariay): Default, no The owdssion o tailure fo pertotm g Tegal o contractual duty.

It is unconscionable that the Defendant’s atrorney be allowed o knowingly mistepresent a
crucial material face to this case (namely: the incomplete filing of the LLC) to effectively
climinate any constructive defense by the carporare entity Plaintiff, and then subseguently be
allowed to consider thuit same corporate entity Plaintiff an individual when thart suirs them

herter.

PIERCING CORPORATE VEIL NOT PROPER IN THIS CASE

18,

19.

20,

21,

Piercing the corporate veil is appropriate in cases where serious wrongdoing will escape

prosecution because of the corporarion.

It is unconscionable o consider ertering said judement against this individual when, given the
chance to present the facts, no reasonable jury would find any merit in, rhe Defendand's
counterclaim, so the lkelihood exists thar 1o judgment would have been entered against said

corporate cntity Plaintiff in the first place.

It is unconscionable and unconsticutional to deny this individual, Bachara A Robbins, the night

ror defend herself against any and all charges.

To enter a defaull judement against Barbara A, Robbins, individually, in this case when no
wrongdoing has been shown will be to elfecrively deny her the constitutional right to due

process, and theretore a defensc.



WHEREFORE, Barbara A. Robbins prays that after a careful review ol the facts of chis case,
thar this Honrorable Court deny the Defendant/Counrerclaim Plaingifts motion o enrer judgment
against Barhara A. Robbins, individually.

Respectfully submitred this 257 day of February 2004,

) "y’
Dated: = ﬁ’\% 25 -‘Z’L'M?/ , B/ f-uﬁﬂ._.f__ .

arbara A. Robbins, pro s¢

-5-



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ cerrify that on February 27, 2004, the original of this document was presented 1o the Court,
and a true and accurate copy of this document was served on the other party by
Pepoodey AL eofa il it o the individual(s) named below:

T Counscl for Defendants
Anthony Johnson
Retherford, Mullen, Johnson & Bruce, LLC
121 8 Tcjon. St Suite 601
Colotado Springs CO 80903

Barbara A. Robbing



DISTRICT (XOURT, PARK COUNTY, COLORATDO
Court Address: 300 4™ Sireer

Pest Oiffice Box (90

Fairplay €20 80440
Phone Number:  719-336-2940

Plaintiff / Counterclaim Defendant:
NorthStar Companies International, LLC
NorchStar Design & Construction, LLO dba
NorehSar [owe Sales

NorthStar Construction

v,

Defendants / Counterclaim Plaintiffs:
Michae! Thomas Meadors

Karen Dudnikov A COURT USEONLY A
Attomey or Parly without Altorney  Parbara A. Robbins Case Ne. Q1 CV 120

p660 Delmonico Dy [3-261

Colorudo Springs CO 80919
Phone Number: 719-337-7033 E.mail:  barobbinsfamsn.con Divisian Ne. OO TEGOTIL

PLAINTIFFS MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF
DENYING THE ENTRY OF JUDGMENT AGAINST
BARBARA ROBBINS, INDIVIDUALLY

COMES NOW Barbara A. Rohbins, as an individual, pro se , who offers the following as
response and memorandum in the above captioned case. Barbara A. Robbins is not a licensed artomey
i the State of Colorado, and can therefore not defend the actions of any enity. All responses arc the
responscs of Barhara A. Robbins, as an individual, and as a member on behalf of NorthStar Design S
Construction, LLC (heteafrer collecrively: the Plaineif) Said individual, Barbura A. Robbins prays rhat
this Lionorable Court accept this response and sec it as suficient grounds to deny the Defendant’s
motion to enter judgment against Barbara A. Robhins, individually, and as grounds wherefore, said
Plaintiff would state and aver;

BACKGROUND FACTS

. The Defendants entered into agreements with the Plainciff limited Jiability company, NorthStar
Design & Construction, LLC, for the purchase of their manutactured home.

2 Each of the Defendanrs knew, or fully belicved, ar the time that they entered inro any
agrecments that they were dealing with, and contracting with, a limited lability company.



Plaintiff, NorthStar Design & Construction, LLC, was forced ro file u lien against the Defendant
for lack of payment. The lien in guestion was filed by NorthStar Design & Consrruction, 1L,

and siened by Barbara Robbins, as manager.

The lien was petfected, filed, and the lirigation action was started. All acrions were performed
rimely and the lien was in order.

No work of any kind was ever performed on hehalf of, or for the benefic of, this ind ividual
Plaintiff, Barbara Robbins.

BACKGROUNI INTO LIMULED LIABILITY COMPANY ERROR

Unril the spring of 2001 00 was a cotn pletely underscood fact that the Plainuiff company,
NorthSrar Design & Consteuction, LLC, was a duly registered limired liability corupany in rhe
Srate of Colorade, and was organized according to Colorado law.

This Plainiff had a complete and good faith heliof thar she was acting on behalf of a corporace
entity at all times.

NorthStar Cowpany, Ltd., the original operaling entity of the NorthStar Companies filed the

Articles of Organization in March of 1996.

St Gulte 30 Wpedlang Gack Goirady 8B L oo

2
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Lid., office in Woodland Park, received thi filed

11. The NorthStar Companics hetent wtional,
we [orms in the office file cabinets.

copies of each company and staff members filed d

17, Nearly two years Iater, in February of 1002 1he Secramry of State’s office wrore W inform of an
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L4, North3rar Design & Constraction, LLG was required 10 re-file with thi Secretaiy oF StaLe i
April of 2001 because this Defendant, Burbara Robhins discavered that the Arteles had not

hoen recarded.

For R

ar.
. ) 094-Zeat
Fux (300 L24-2727

TR T,

15. A recap of the abave timelwe:

a. ‘The original filing of the Limwired Liability Company Articles of Organizarion was made
in May of 1996 sloug with three other Limited Liabiliry Company fikings.

L. Al four of the Limited Liability Company hlings were rerurned to the corporatle office ot
cecord of the limired liability compi des in Woodland Park.

¢, Three of the four filings were returned filed, even though the incorrect cuffis was used
inetead of the more Correct LI and were seot back b iled’ by the Secietay of State’s
office.

3. The fourth Aling, Northdtar Desien & Construction, LLC, was returned for correction
hecause of the crroneously used suffix, and wis not filed or corrected by the Seererary of
Srate's office.

e Office staff of the corporate ci rity Defordant filed the documents from rhe Secretary of
State, along with the Operating Agreements, without carefully reviewing them.

16. 1t is reasonable o assume Jar the office staff thar did the filing had no reason 10 Jeliberately or

maliciously overlook the error, and would be more proper, in fact, to helieve that they were filed

in pood faith, assuming that they wete cortedt and complete.

5.



LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY PRESUMED CORRECT

17. Implied pood faith wutharity to acr as a limired liability company i correct in this sitnation,
hecause given the simplicity of the corection, o reasonable person would believe that if the crror
were discovered, it would have heen correcred.

a. {Dufirivien for clarity): Guod Fairh = e A st of mind consisting in (1Y howneaty o bolick or purpose, (23
G fuliess fo ane’s dury o obligation, (3 obserennce ol easonshie commercial standanls of Gir Jealoy
in s givea riade o business, o (4) ahaeniee of inteat w defraud or o seek uncomscionable advantag
0. Based on the sood faith assumption of proper filings, bederal identification minbers wery
secured for all of the ahove-filed corporare entiries as Linired Liabkility Companies.
b, Federal Form 10635 and Colorado form 106 were filed for each of the corpoTals c1ees
for each year of operation, as duly authorized Limited Liahility Comparues.
. Corporate entity Plaintiff filed for, and obtained, all proper licensing und nsurance
required for operation as i duly authorized Colotado Limited Liability Company.

17. Corporate entity Plaingitf had presumptive authority and good faith belief that they werce
operating under a properly filed and correct limiced fiability compuny organization.
Colorado statures specify that all persons whe assume 1oet as 4 lirpited linbility company witheout .. good taith
belicf that they have such avthority shall e 1kl 1o all debes and labiliries incurred.

18, Corporate entiry Plaiutiff had good faith belief that said corporate enriey had been formed in
accordance with Colorude law, and it acted in accordance with that good faith heliet.

19. Corporate entity Plaintiff fully believed rhat ithad rhe authority to act as a Limited Liability
Company. even though rhat auchority tumed out to be presumprive authority.

a.  Presumptive surhoricy (implicd authorivy) 15 properly used here, because corporate entiry Plainrift
had mo reason o presime that an omission or error had sceurred in e proper filing and
organizing of said corporate entity - based on the arhet corporate entitics being successtully filed

i the same wanner, at the same tme.; and,

b, Presumptive autherity and apparent authority are propetly used here because corparare wnity
Plainiil prepared and filed all documents required of all Limited lability companics, inchding bul
pot linnted 1o, Tederal tax returns, Stite tax Ferurns, iNsurance policies and subsegquent insurances
audirs, and hank accouns, for all corperate entities - including corporate entity Platift, with no
indication Lhat an oversight or omission had vecurred - for a period not Jess than five years.

20. Defendant's attorney admirted and acknowledsed that rhe corporate enrity Plaintiff was o bona
fide corporate entity, and in fact nsed said acknowledgiment us a defense for his clients,
evidenced by the Motion for Enrry of Default (dated well atter the clerical oversight was
discovered by the Defendant’s attorney, o April of 2001), siened by Defendant’s actorney on.
May 23", 2002, quoted here in parts (Defendant’s adomey was apparently reminding the courts that
the bona fide corporate entity Plaineitf was nort ahle (o defend itself without an attorney, and poinrud our

that the member who signed (e Complaing is not an artorney)  (began quote)

. The Plaimtiffs heve identified themselves as covpordtions.

2. Noattorney has entered on behalf of sawd Plaintiffs.

3. The Complaint of Plaintiffs und the Answer to the Crunterclamm were hoth filed oy
Berbura A, Robbing, an individual who is not a member of the Bar of the Stare of

Colovado nor authorized to practice laao. (end quote)

b
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27,

24,

27.

28.

29.

o thie event that che limived lability company was deemed to be invalid or not properly filed,

the entity would default back o its original ‘partnership’ standing, which is valid for doing
husiness in Colarado. The entity would not detanlt to ‘individual” under any circumsiances.

No business acrividces, contracts, agreements, or legal clains were ever prepared, presented, or
entered inco by or on behalf of Barbara A. Robbins, as an individual.

Al business activitics, contracts, agreements, le ral claims and liens were prepared, presented,

entered into, and defended by the corporate entity Plaintiff ar all times.

Because of these, and other, reasons, Ity understood that the limdred fabilivy conipany,
NorthStar Design & Construction, LLC,, was operating as a De facto limired Hability company,
which, cven though of has been incompletely formed, still operates as a Hinited liabiliey compary
as a result of the face thar all members and managers, in good faith, thoueht that they werc
operating the business as a duly fornied corporation.

- NorthStar Design & Construetion, LLC was aiso aperating as a timited liability company by

estoppel, in that all of rhe parties invelved dealt with the business as if it were a limited tiabiliry
comparnyy, thus preventing those third parties from later holding the individual members
individually liable for the operations of the limired liability company.

PLAINTIFES ESTOPPED FROM ACTION DUE TO CONTRACT

. Barbara A. Robbins, on behal{ of the Plaintiff, NerthSear Design & Construction, LLC, alwavs

explained to future homeowners that there is WO WAY that « completion date can b
cstimared, due to (among other things) circumstances bevond the controb of either party.

Plainriff NorthStar Design and Construction, LEC, entered into the agreement with the
Defendants with the underseanding rhat the figures nclnded were reasonahle ostimates, based
on the fact that no engineering or sub-surface exploration had yet been donc.
5. It is not reasotable to wiailt until all derails are known, since the mortgage company
requires the Fgures before it will fund the lean.
b Itis nor reasonable wo underestimate the project inrentionally, since the funds may not
he available from the mortgage company.
c. Tt was not the practice of the Plaintiff o inrentionally underestimate projecrs.
d. "The pracrice of estimating Costs 1§ CUSLOMAry and routine m the induostry,

The Defendants have chosen an unreasomable and incredible time period of hefore
Thanksgiving' as their clain of what this Plaintift ‘guaranteed’. The project was complered well
within any reasonable construction tme periods, though no completion date was ever offered.
since it was clearly explained thar a completion date 1s impassible to forerell that far in advance.

Defendants should all be estopped from procecding with rheir fa bricated claim that this Plainf
advised them that their home would be com pleted by 4 certain date, because rheil written

contract specifies otherwise.



30, The Project manageimant Agreenene, s well a thie contract to purchase the factory butlt home,

specifically explain that no date can, o will, be given.

a.

b.

Defendants knowingty signed and agreed o the Plaintiffs inability ro forerell’ the
completion date of a project Dot yet stu ried.
All written agreements would supersede any verhal or oral agreements afleged by

Defendants.

31. Piescing the ‘corporare’ veil, cven for a limited linbility company, will require that thiz Honotahle
Court determine that resson enough exists to hold this indwvidual personally liable for the
wrongful acrs of the ‘corporate entity’. Persona! Liability, and pietcing the corporate veil, i not
called for in this instance, since there is no indication, hased on evidence, that any wrongful aces
were done by the limited liability company in guestion. The limired liability company sutfered a
defaule judgment as a result of its nability detend itself i1 court. This Plainriff asseres thar if
the facts were known, this Honorable Court would realize that no wrongeful acts were done, and

[

in support, offers the following:

RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT’S COUNTERCLAIM

. Defendant has no evidence or documencation to support any allegations or claims made. All

clatms are refuted by contract.

d.

BACKGROUND DATA 1S INACCURATE {General)

2. Denied, Douglas T and Barbara AL Rebbins were husband and wite, and partners in
che limited liability company {or by default, che parenership) known as NorthSvar Design
& Conseruction, LEC.

3. Denicd. NorthStar Design & Constraction, LLC was o no rime a trade nane, but was
rather a legal entity doing a legal business in this state.

4. Denied. NorthStar Home Sales and NerthStar Constrietion were never d/b/a’s as
alleged, but were rather slang rerms commonly used to tefer to the entity known as
NorthStar Design & Construction, L1C No Ymere instrumentality’ is correct.

5. Denicd. No ‘mere alter egos’ exist here, as clearly evideniced by the operation of the
busitiess entiry irs quiestion for such a long dme period. here was At no tine the idea
that any custonter or client wus ever working with an individual, hut rather a corporate
(or partnership) entity.

6. Denied. Detendant is not stating the details of his transaction cotrectly,

7. Denied. Craig Davis was never an cinplovee of either ‘Robbing, but was a sub-
contractor working with NorthStar Companies Internavional, LLC, a duly registered and
carcectly filed limited lability compary in thus stare, as well as being a licensed real estate
agent working on a sub-contract busis.

8. Denied. Sherry Beeler worked as an employee of NorthSrar Companics ntemational,
LLC., a duly regisrered and correetly filed limired liability company i1 this srate.

9. Denied, The agreements entered into clearly and distinctly outline the inability w
estimate a project completion date. No claim was made by the Planiff wirh reference n

.-



rhe free gasoline offer, because the offer was not made by the Plaintiff cniry.
L 10, Demied. Defendanis entered into the agrecment for their home with all derails of the
Cransaction in wricdng, specifying no varbal or ‘side’ deals, and with no influence from any
other sources. This Plaintiff cannot estify to their state of mind; however, no allegatons
were made to the Defendants that could be used to make a decision, other than those in
the writeen agreements.
[1. Denied. The Project Management Agreement specifically outlined the provisions in
the event that the costs went over their estimates. No reascnable person would come 1o
the reasonable conclusion that the outrageous claims seated by the Defendant as heing
made by the Plaintiff were made. No refund conld possibly have been offered or even
suggested, since the final figures were to go 1o the mortgage lender, and that figure would
be the borrowed mnount of the mortgage. No prepayment was made; therefore, no
refund would be possible.
k. 172. Depied. Defendant entered into an agreement ro purchase and construct their home
with the corporate entity, NorthStar Design & Construction, LLC.

NO FRAUDULENT ACTS WERE COMMITTED (1% glaim for refief)

7. No fraud exists in this case. The Defendants have grossly misrepresented the matedal facts of
this case in an attenopt W paint them as frauduieny, which they clearly arc not.

4. 14, Denied. No false statements were nuacle ro the Plaintiff. The written agreements
clearly stated the terms and conditions, us well as the deails, of the entire project MNo
reliance on any verbal statements would he reasonable, because rhic written statements
would supersede them.

b 15. Denied. All amounts indicated as heing ‘paid” were either already paid or were ready
to pay wpon receipt of the Defendants construcrion loan ‘draw’. No arrangements had
been made by which the Plaintiff would be funding the Defendants home construction;
thereiore, it is reasonable and customary to prepare the payments to sub-contraccors and
nay them upon receipt of the draw hinds. No eutstanding bills were left for this

Defendant.

NO BREACH OF CONTRACT EXISIS (2% claim for relief)

3. No Breach of Contrace exists in this case. All portions of the written agreements hetween the
parties were upheld by the corporate entity Plaintiff. Defendants have quoted several portions of
the written agreetents, bul with no mention of what they deem a violation,

[7. Denied. No oral (verbal) agreements are considered valid or enfurceable; theretore,

no oral (verbal) agreements were ever entered into by the Plainniff, as a rule of pracice.

b 174k Inaccurate. Project manoger was Barbara Robbins. as general Contractor, who

completed all required duries outlined specifically in the written agTeenent(s).

18. Merely guoting rhe agreement, no allegations are contained within this item, and no

specific claint that the Plaintiff has violated any provisions of the agreement 15 nrade.

d. 19iiiiii. Merely quating the agreement made with the lender. No allegations arc
contained within this item, and no specific claim that the Plainciff has violated any

.

o]

provisions of this agreement is made,
e 20. Accepted, as stating a known fact.

9=



f.
i

21. Denicid. No breach of contract is vven specified, and none occurred.
22. Denied. No breach of contract would mean that no damages have occurred.

NO BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY EXISTS (3™ claim for relicf)

4. No breach of fiduciary dury exists in this case. At all times, the corporate entity Pl aintift acced
in the Defendanrs best interests,

d.

b.
C.

d.

24, Denied as being inaceurate. Allright to sclect, coordinare and pay the
subcontractors, vre., was reserved 1o the corporate entiry Plaintiff, NorthStar Lesizn &
Construction, LLC., through its projoct manuger, Barbara Robbins. The written
agreement did not include any provisions for the installation or connection of the solar
POWET.

25. No issuc is stared to defend against.

26, Depied. No breach of fiduciary dury has been stated or specilied,

27. Denied. No breach of fiduciary duty of any kind exists.

NO VIOLATION OF THE COLORADO CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT OCCURRED

5. No violations of the Colarado Consumer protection act exist in this case. The allegations made
by the Defendant are knowingly false and were false when rhey were made. The Colorado
Consumer Protection Act was designed to protect consumers from devious pracrices of
businesses. No such practices exist with the corporate entity Plaintiff, regurdless of the
misrepresentations of the Defendanis.

2.

b.

2941, Denied. The Defendants foreed rhe artendant av the Florissant Total station (see
attached) to backdate the request for the gas coupon. I hey knowingly misrepresented
themselves o the clerk. They brousht the coupon in for redemption knowing it was
falselv obtained and invalid.

20a.ii. Denied, No complerion date was ever specified, and was contractually explained
as heing impossible to give.

70441, The Defendants frec 27" welevision set and the VOCR were the back of rhe
corporate entiry Plaintiffy representative, Barbura Robbins, on the day of closing. The
items were to he handed to the Defendant upon closing of their mortgage, as usual,
rthough no closing happened.

29a.4v. Denied. No claim of a tefund was ever made. The final costs were to be
delivered 1o rhe mortgage lender as the final mortgage amount. No prepaymenl was
made: thercfore, no refund would be possible.

20a.v. The eyebrow dormer is on the Defendunis home.

20k, Denied. Flaintill ai no tine ever advertised goods and/or services with the intent
not to sell those goads amd services as advertised.

29¢. Denicd. Plaintiff at no time over employed ‘bait and switch’ advertising. Once
estimated and produces were chosen and accepted, the documents were signed by the
buyer w climinate any confusion at a Later date, No higher priced goods or services were
ever substitured unless no price chanwe occurred.

29d. Denied. No complerion date of any kind was ever stated, promiscd, cluded to,
mentioned, or hinred at; however, Corporate entity Plaintiff constructed the Defendant’s
home within @ reasonahle period of tine nonetheless, the costs were within 1.7% of the

-10-



le.

conrract price, and the home was construcred in accordance with all repulatons, codes,
and plans.

30, Denied. There were no instances of failing to disclose anything to the Defendan.
31. Denicd. All requited Heenses, permits and certificates were ebrained. The final
certificate of occupaney was difficulr to obtain by the Plaineiff, because of the actions of
the Defendant, but a temporary cettificate of occupancy was obtained and the
Deferidant not has the needed certificate of occupancy. All other requirements wers
mCE.

37 Denied.  No violarion of the Colorade Consunier protecbion Act has ocourred.

33, Denied. No violation of the Colorado Consumer Prorection Act has ocourred, so no
monetary Jdamages can exist.

RELEASE OF LIEN WAS INCORRECT (5% claim for relief)

6. The Plainriff logally filed and recorded » lien on the Defendant’s property. This Honorable
Court released that lien based upon fraudutent circumstances and claims made by the
Defendants and their artorney. Misrepresentarion and false statements were made, and relied
upon, to the damage of cthe Plaintiff.

a.

.

.:_:Q

h.

35. Defendant entersd into a project MAnAgement agreement with the Plamtiff corporate
entity, NorthSrar Design & Construction, LLC, which specified costs and payments.

36. Denied. Defendants hired the corporate entiry Plaintiff as a General Congracror for
the project. The written description of the job specifically outlined work well beyond the
scope of physically being at the jobsite. Numcrous {inal documents, final reconciliations,
loan documents, inspection documents, wnd finalization aritl exisrod. These services arge
referred 1o as ‘superintendence’, performed by a ‘superintendent’ or ‘project manage v
The statute clearty outlines the provisions for work such as this in Bushman Constr. Co v, Air
Foree Academy [Tous. Inc. 327 T.2d 481 (10" e 19643, and again in Pitschke v. Pope, 20 Caolo App.
328, 75 1077 i 1904)

37. Admirted.

38. Demnied. There is no paragraph 82 o reference; however, six roonths had not passed
since the final work on the project. Detendsnts state n their own counterclaim, line 30,
hat wark was done up to January 9, 2001, and even thougb this Plaintiff worked on the
project past that date, the 6-month back-dare is December 28, 2000, The lien was in full
force and effect unril released.

39. Denicd. The lien was for Tess cthan $2,000 and the contract price for the
construction was in excess of $51,000, and for the entire project was mote than
$120,000. The lien was clearly notin excess of the contract price. The lien filed by the
Plaintiff was valid, perfecred, and should be in full Jorce and effecr.

40, Admived.

41, Denicd. NorthSrar Design & Consmcton, LLC, though deternined fater 10 e ot
a fully formed limited lability company, defaulted to a valid Colorado parmwership. The
name of the company was still correct and recorded as such. The corporate entity
Plaintifl met the definition of being a ‘person’ according to statute.

42, Denied. The shove mentoned Hen, were it not for the release by this | lonorable
Court as a result of the foreed” defaulr of the Plainciff, would still be in full force and

effect, or collected upon.

-11-



897, Denied. Plaintifl submitted a draw tequest for final grade work done. The finul
grade work, though specified s *final grade worl” was listed i the driveway column
because the funds existed o pay it. No reasonable person would have constructed a
driveway 10 December due to the pending thaw, and no reasonable person would have
cotmpleted the driveway prior 1o consuuction. Defendanes huilding lot was fairly flac and
reguired no major consiruction to the dnveway., No driveway was invoiced Lo
Defendants, and placing the final grade work in the driveway column wis a tatter of
budeeting. No effect to the averall figures rook place as a resule of that placement.

i 90, Denied. No frand exists. The lien filed by the corporate entity Plainritf should still
be in full force aud eifeat.

L. 91. Denied. The lien in question clearly specifies the name of the person owed for the
lahor performed for the Defendant, which would be the Plaintilf corporate entity,
NorthSrar Design & Construcdon, LLE, as the General Contractor. [t is not necessary
for the gencral contractor to namne ench subcontractor hired, or to list the amoums awed
to each. (FCU Conatr., Ine, v, Casing Creek Holdings, 216 D.2d 547 {Colo App 1984)

{02, Denied. No failie to perform exists. The lien should still be in full force and effect.
No actions invalidating the lien have occurred,

Plaineiff has stated and shown beyond a 1easonable doubt that no instances of fraud, breach of
contract or fiduciary duty, or any other violations have occurred. Defendant’s have made no
valid claims of wrongdoing against the corporate entiry Plaintiff. Defendant’s atromey made
statemnents that he knew were false at the rime that he made them, namely that the Plaintiff was
not tegally able to defend itself without beuefiv of counsel, whicli the Plaintiff relied upon to
their damage, The Defendant’s attorney misrepresented the matetial facrs in chis casc to the
derriment of the Plaintiff, Were it not for these statements, the corporate entiry Plaintiff would
have been allowed to continve with the defense of the valid lien, and present these facts o rhis
Homorable Court.

INDIVIDUAL LIABILITY INAPPROPRIATE

No reasonable gronmds exist for the entry of judgment against the corporate entity, Norhotar
Desion & Constrocrion, LLC., or against Barbars A, Robbins, individually.

Plaintiff, Barbara A. Robbins, Jdid respond to all court documents. It was her belief that all

responses had been made.

When this case was moved 1o District Court; this Plainciff was imder the impression, as 4 result
of counsel, admonivion, and wrirten stacements, thar no further defense could be dome by her

individually,
No work was ever done by the Plaincitf as un individual.

Plainrifl had a complete and good fairh belicl that she was acting on behalf of a corporate enticy
at all times.



6. No business activities, contracts, agreenients, of legal clains were ever prepared, presentod, oF
entered into by or on behalf of Barbara A Robbins, as an individual.

7. All business activities, contracrs, agresmens, legal claims and lichs were prepared, presented,
entered into, and defended by the corporate entity Plaintiff ar all tines.

8. Plainiff Barbara Robbins bas suffered immeasurable loss and danwges as a resulo of these
Defendants, and is near total financial ruin,
4 This Plaintiff hias Josc her personal residence to foreclosure.
k. This Plainiiff has lose her source of income, and suffered tremendous danuage to her
career as a result of the Defendants actions.
Plaintiff lost, to foreclosure or repossession, Cvery major asset formerly held.
1. The actions of the Defendants contributed 1o the breakup of s Plaintiffs nearly 10 year
IEATTLZC.
o The actions of the Defendants contributed 1o rhe Plaintiff's children election to leave the
area because they could nor deal with the gross fabrications and rumors starred and fed
by said Defendants.

]

It is unconscionable that the Defendants atrorney be allowed ro consider that this corporate
entity Plaintiff is a corporate enrity when rhat hest suits their needs, and subsequently be allowed
ro consider that same corporate entity Plaineifl an individual when rhut suics theny berrer

"_-G

10. It is unconscionable to consider entering sald judgment against this individual when, given the
chance to present the facts, the likelihood exists iat ne judgment would have heen entercd
agminst said corporate entity Plaintidl in the first place, chough the Plainiff is not allowed tw
defend said corporare entity.

11. Tt is unconscionable and unconstitutional o deny chis individual, Barbara A, Robbins, the right

to defend herself aoainst any and all charges.
12. No justice will be served by entering juderent against this Plainiff, Barbara A, Rokinns.
SUMMARY

1 hope and pray that this Ionorable Court will take the tremendous amount of rime aud
effort thar [ am pleading from vou, ond review these documents. 1 rrust chat a careful review of these
Jocuments will indicate 1o you that fiest and foremost, o wrongful acts were ever shown. 1 trusr that
the review will indicate to you that this corporate entity was indeed a fupcrioning limited liability
company, organized according o Colarado baw, and while it is probably o ‘de facto’ limited liabihty
company, it should legally still afford the sume lialulicy protection to this individual. In addition, in the
event that you find that the limited lighility company, through my failure to properly supervise my
former staff, was invalid, the default would be a Colorade partnership, NOT an individual. While the
liability protection would not e afforded, the entity would still exist. Finally, [ rrust that the review will
indicate o you that the Defendants ivolved in chis action have a signed agreement refuting cach of
cheir claims — which should eswop rhem from any action against the limited liability company, bur ciearly

estop them from placing any liabiliry on this individual, Barbara Robhins,

13-



WHEREFORE, Burbara A, Robbins, an individual, pro se, prays that this Honorable
Court will sce the gross injustice that the Defendants are atlempting ro engage in, and thut this Plaintiff
has heen forced to endure at the hand of these Defendanes, and moves this Honorable Court 1o deny

the Mortion to Enter Judgment against Barbara A, Robbing individually.

Respectfully submitted this 25" day of Tebruary, 2004,

Barbara A. Robbins, pro se

~1 4



CERTIFICATE QF SERVICE

I certify thar on February 27, 2004, the original of this document was presented to the Court,
and a irue and accurate copy of this documient was served on the other party by

R dec NS ik e it the individual(s) named below:

TO: Counsel for Defendunts
Anthony Johnson
Retherford, Mullen, Johnson & Bruce, LLC
121 5 Tejont St Suite 601
Colorado Springs €O 80903

f “

7 "ﬁ:;'-rﬂfwd---—

Barbars A. Robbins
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tE NOATHIAR COMPANIED il uc

PO Box 134 ® 18033 Teller Rd 4 1
Florissant Colarado 80816-0134
(719)743-8001 Office

{716} T48-0160 Fax

1(800}926-1653 Toll Free  nrthstarfiacl.oom

ATTENTION: Total Employees

When information on WorthStar Homes is requesied, please hand the
customer a Total/NorthStar coupon card, fill out the folowing information sheet
and keep it on file at your office. Take down their name, address, phone number
and coupon number. Refer them to us at 18033 Teller Road #1.

THANKS!

Tt Epstemno i

NAME: /ﬁff{féﬁ_ﬁ/ S e e S

ADDRESS: _J%J@w T2 . i
PHONE: PG~ D e, ) T

CARD #: % ‘? e

Qi 0 Chsor

Kol Foiove
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F urn chase A greemern t Jor a Manufaciured or M

importan Nefes This agrégmant goes not consiitule an Agragmehl for Creghr, or & Jodn wparoval Sk full details af boaem of agreernéril.

seludar | Lo

Seller

J\‘arthbmr Humr Center
{3033 Taller Ret 1 PO Sox 134
Florigzant CQ 80816

_ (r1974- SO0

Michael and Karen Mgggors

Sl Seturdy #

2| NHN

kS

Triiby §

259712 Ambassdor Way

Crajy Davis

aa.fc-cperson, {

{Alexandria VA 22310

2 Heme TOTMAation (Mist be enteredt) |

Summmit Crest Homies

28x67

Custom Ordur
e

A c:f_’:[tur) nif .\;u.up.menr 3m1' fprr.fﬂrafmn; af e wc’»um—":! o

the arder fucr. CusTamer w:.’.' receind g Loy ot M'd' Forme,

4378 t "W mar fdan 2000 Cash Price of Heme incl. Sale:s taxes
Concept 2000 a  lnit Price 53 885.00
P Moot Baths 2 b Qphicns ®.520.00
28x66 o Salos Tax 1.080,47
2. CGazh Down paymeri to Dealer
DO NOT imchide amaunt paid iy lender
2. Trade «in Allowance
4. Tebal Dewn Payment (Gasn plus rsdc-ing
5 Uwpaid balares of Cash Price {1 minus 4
&, Amounts pud o others on iy Lehalt

a. Property [Asurancs

o

b}

5

b. Cradit Life Insurance
c. Home Biyer Pretectian
e, Cebfivate of Title
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Total Unpaid balance due (5 plus 7)
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Purchase A greemet 11t i Mansfuctured or Modubar 1lose

TSCTAIMERS - DISCLOSURES - WARRANTY FXCLUSTONS

NHN Vo

{
L‘rg MUST BE attached to the Purchasns Agreement tor:  ichael and Koren Meaders

The Buyer and Seffer agree that there are certain matlees with respect to e purihase and sale of INS louse et ure bevard the
control of the Setler, and tor whiclt the Sellor wil aot b respimsible. These exclusions include:

Ieas] A Site selection. The Buysr has purchasead the real property on which the houss will be setup from ancther party
The Seler will assurne no resparsibility for the physical lecation of the hause on the site. The Selier will not be respansible tor
sarrectly identifing the legal reguirernants of the physieal incalion of the house, inciuding boundary lines, zonng carnplanss, eic.
The Selier will not be responsible for the physical suitaciity of the site wih respect to any petsnnal defects in the site. including
it rot limiled 1o drzinage, water courses, 50i gonditions, ote. Jeller s not responsiple for the aceuracy of any surveys cond.cied S
upen the site. Owher is responzitle for any lol markitg, suresyng or angineerng, unless specifically requested in wring ‘

%Z %i{-i SB. Oefects in the manufacturing of the house. The Sefer did not manwfacturs this house and is Not resporeible
or any repair work that may be reguired on the homes. A spucilic warranty 18 providad on the houss by the manufactursr arud tfe
manufacturer is responsible for any work 1o be done pursuan o thal warranty. The Seter will assist the Buyer in contacting and
working with the manufacturer in order to lacililate any repar wark, out Seller will nat be held responsitle for peforming the actual i

wark that needs to be done on the hams,

L Fi3 G, Work done by Others. The Sefler will not warranty wark of aligrations performed on the house by anyone other
than & represamative of the Seller,

Lt 5510, Warranty of Fixtures and Appliances. The Seller does not warrant o provide servioe or waranty vk en I
appliances, water heater, furnace, or focures in the house 23 they arg all warranted individuzliy. The wanunty papeneers wil be J
provided wpan lina walk through and ciusing. |
L.i\|E. Soil Conditions and Re-leveling of home. The Seiler is not responsile for soi condifons under the house, :
If the: faute sottles after set up 23 » restlt of soils conditiona. the: Sella wil re-level the home for @ reasonable fes !

Y.y [P Future Value, Your agent s ne! livensed fo sell investments  Nobody can guaranies or indicate what the fUtuie value

or héme will be after construction. The Seller. any agents or assigos, or the General Sontractor will not be respennible in sny way
for any Tuiure value of your hame, including appraised valcations, market valuations, of assessed valustions

m - F}C: Additional provisions, if any. will be neluded in the project managoment agreemeant and musi be i writing Lo he valis.
B, Payment, Buyers oblaining their own financing wundsrstand that the Tul balance duc is paysb.e
o =te, I the event that the full wash price has nol been paid ab the tme the home is deivered. Suyer understands and sgrees gl 16E
Seller will remave the harme ta the Ssilers Lol wntil fuli psyment has been mads Buyer will pay all delivery costs and interes assecialed
with this home. Buyer understands tha? site work o setup will ot begin until full cwsh down payment has been received, the trade 1n nas

Lpon delivary of the horic:

besn transfersd, and the loan has been ciosed.

‘ w i i, Refunds or Change orders, Fuyer andarstands hat no refuncs will be made once the faclury hus begun construction |
ah yeur hofme. All changes to this project are subjsat to w full review by the Seller ana the Cienaral Contractor ana may be charged & !
£200.00 par change fea,

!}7, 7.1(%] . Contract is for house & saies tax only. Tnis agruement i far the sale of the Douss {inclading any sales laxes, only, A
serarate construction projecl managemsnt agreemant will be requirast for any and ail tite work required, including setup of your hems,
connection to any wilities, including drilling = wat, instaling & sepuc system, bringing pover ta your lot, o firnien wark of any kingd.

K. Disclosures Required by State Law. Pursuant io Secten 6-1-603, we are regquired to disclose certain things, namsly.
oy of YELIF TS 8 tence of o et 150t of pesiee
2 oL ey WEat for aorsiand utia

D yodend o cancd! this coniract and

RV L
ey C3Ereral, o vt the !

euorow with the At
% o home order v :

srzald e within 30 oy s of that dele, [0 e ever thet the
ke dmbay v dslvery 15 Gnavaidabe due 1o 2 roungin ;
esf ChEMT ig EXDENGE UM sLCh nme as thoe borme

”:gi’_i: 1y my(eur) Signature an the agiooemeant sbove, | (wey acknowledge What | qwey bave curefully reviewed this purchass Aagreement.
ard GnderStand that there are ho commitinents of representations by Selier that | (we) have been, or will be, mpproved for cradit anmd thore !
ars no committients, agreaments, or reprasentations by Seller ta provide any product or service olher than those produats arcd services |
described in this agreement. | (we) understand that we must ented into o separate agreement Lo complete the sonstruction project. '

|t - 4] These are legal documents. If you do not understand them completely, you should seek legal advise.

i
\
i
. ‘ ‘ i*

— - . . o .
%wﬁ%ﬁ% [ Hapitri_ &p oo ol
Clislomer Gighaldre - ‘ Diatz ThElomer Sigratre

o e =
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NORTHYTAR FOME dALED

PO Box 134
Florissant
(718)745-8000

Processed ot #A00 b 7ET AU

Prelirminary Construction Estimatle

Thia daws NOT incluce the ome prce (per invorse), or the vost or payolt of land
Line tithedd "TOTAL' js NG T He foral sast of g orojece

Thiz e s 8 CONSTRUGTION ESTIMATE SHLY!

CO 0816
(719)745-0190

MEADORS Residence

Today's Date July &, 2000 Projected Glose Date . . |
. _ I This J'Jrf_aj'e'_'e;! r;a':fn:ufat-e"S T
Buyer: Michael and Karen Meadors o 38,73 paf mmpEe G :
Buyer's Address: 5812 Amisundor Way Aleiandna VA 28310 29.66 aw L ;
Site Address: NHA Cripple (reek S0 80813 59,39 38 T TE
Legal Description: L 2448, Estates »f Colcrady, LUnil a7
Loan: FHAI l “JAL'J EONVD Fingnsed By, Grand West Financial
Const. Lear by o intarast % Homa Bouglt threugn: NorthStar Home Sales
=== foh e RO e f
WORK TO BE PERFORMED [
Plot Flan % ! EBropane tank rent & hookop 5[ 450.00
| sgl Testing % skating & Foundation Finish 3 EE e
Enginaering desigh [ Swlewalk  ver . me | Ses o 5L Sk g
Pars Test g errosnent Weood Decking Se Frngi o 3 :
Wall drilling # a00 3 Temparary Steps for 20 g el a 1
Fump and Peripheral Mardwarne 1N o Sichewvaiks Sy Pt 4] ‘
Saplic Permit 5 Garage Sizs Dy Size  ____ X _ i
Buiiding Femmit 3 Shed Hire }
Elactricl permit % Gutlers & dovmspouts ‘
Cantractor Feas 3 NUse Construchon Gosts! 41 i
inspecliuts b A _ i
Exoavating - House sile anfy ™" k2 B 3
Excaveting - Gasage site 3 o I L
Brasting if recpurad 3 i T % . ;o
Water iines 50 ft @ soon T R
Gug lines 0 ft @ se80 Sipptic gasign s for __ . bedeems B S.HDD.O“G-! g
Sewot Hnes &0 ft @ sa00_ G Sower tap fee 5 i
Electric nes 0 ft @ _ 5640 3| Vyater tap fee &
Eaandstion enginasning (per soils report) 4 Cag lop e 5]
Fiarg/Perimeter footars s PG tap fees for a)Cus_ . B Wisier 3
Imterior trirn and carpst Bl o) Electne .. o Fropane %
Tape and Testure iinish LT Sovear | Water / Gui inspections 3
Paint (Int & Ext) Touch up 3 Power Fala{s) uciuded g %
Electric hookup to garage a3 ot L fincluding crane and Jeader if regd) EAl
Etectric tinokup te house 3 Construction Chve;agn
Basament 5 Hame Delivery & Site Prof:
Garagy aming I : Dirtvaw@y (S0 morss GNENENSe 0 300
Sverhead doors ] Title Cornpany fees
4 Imaulation Builders Risk Policy proratian
H Walk doory ingluded above R Cther
Windewes included above G TOTAL

ALL PRICES ARE SUBJECT TO CON RAGTOR BID BEFORE FINALIZING, BUYER BEARS THE EXTRA COSTS IF ROUK OR FROST ARE "
ENCOUNTERED. THERE 15 NO GUARANTEE MADE THAT THE WELL DRILLER WILL HIT WATER, OR WHAT THE GUALITY OF WATER WiLL ’
BE. RUYER BEARS THE COST OF DRILLING THE 2MD WELL AS WEL!L AS THE COST OF THE 15T WELL. IF & i
BEUYER UNDERSTANOS THAT ALL SOSTS ARE SUBJECT TO ENGINEERING, CODE. OR BUILOING DEPT REGUIREMENTS. i
o, and wll b completed JJ

All rriazeriat is guarantoed to ke perfarmd 1 socordance with the dravengs and spacificetions submirted far he above aullingd proje
L ordary, 2od wiil

in 7 werkmantike manner, Any alteration or deviation from the apove specdications that involve extri costs will be precutad orly upen wril
Beaame A extra charge aver the above sstimate. ANl agresments are conlingent upen strikes, accidents, or delays beyene our controd - Luye @
fira, tornuda, and othar necessary insurance un the nbove praject, b3 be applicd and paid tor by the buyer  Huyer undarsiancds Ihat these may nu e 1he aciun
costs of the project. Agluul costs will depend on cevaral factors winci may nai be considered in this eatimate (e, pery mte, well ceptn, sl wondifions, eto) i

;o
NorthStar Horres may cancel this offer if not accepted within [

2 1o canry

_ days. hi

Sold by: — "Sc:ccnd Eignatu}rgfﬁy/gﬁ?ﬁrﬂecesﬁgryj Date | i
‘ Ly .
Date; o !f\rm'wc-e_ddkg_y ; }ié/ A ot amee— - Tt _H_.._l ‘

AGGERPTANCE OF PROFPQSAL
The above specifications and conditions wre satefactory and are Rereby acceptad. You ar auihonzed 16 segin the work as specifizd. it

Faymant wilt b rade as spacified in the maragament agreemnen, and all funding is subject to finuﬁl’:@l approval and siosing,
S 10 s o S
Sgnelura 7 Ly 1'.7!-{": ! w4 ..J’ﬁ"z ; ’zﬂ;___ oL Bignndure: .‘:‘._;A._,."';_“-_' L __—
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Nortbsmr Howme Center

Cistomer Mams:

Michael and Karen Meadors

Tmm(memem
(OSES

-

Tnday's D:Ii(""

SoEzO | S/

=

Project Address: SiierS MESEOKSE 2 34"‘ ETSE LD e
DESCRIPTION COSTS CONTRACTDR NAME
Survay n.oo N i
Porc lest 0.0
Sois Test 0.00
| = oundation Enginesring 0.00 1
Wil or Water Tap Perrmit £0.00
Septic or Sewer Tap Pormit 225.00 |
Piriveway Permit 50.00
Building Permit{s) 300.00
Elactric / Utlity Co / Solar 15,000.00 =alar systeim - Vol e Gy el
Eizetric Trenghing & Hookup 0.00 _ _ _
Vyarer Tap / Drillsd Waell 7 Crstern 6,050.00]arill 200" estimata o
Sewer Tap or Fentic Syslem 8,040.00 _ u
Propane ! Matural Gas 450.00 B _;
Telephone Instaliaion Q.00 :
Excavation & [ir Aok 2,250.00 i
Culvert / Driveway 750.00 e i
Foad Base & Srading 0.00
Foundation ! Basarnont 3,500.,00
Panmeter Valis | Skirting) . 3,000.00
Crane Set ! Drive an / Roll en 2,100.00 !
| Hume Celivary & Setup 1,300.00 j
Drywail £ Tom Work 1.000.00 —
Carpet Ingtallation _ 487 50 e
1Decks & STsirs _L.oo —
T?L.:ttars : 0.00 _t
Outbuiidings / Garage ! Barn '! Q.00 _E
Fancing = 0.001 t
Site Clearing & Trash Remaval 78500 ‘ B
Other 450.00 £
Gurersl Contraciors Fag ! 3.750.00 B F
Inspectionz E 0.00 -——:
i :
1 i
» - 4
Sontngancy Pad 4 000,00 _
!
imprevements Sub-Total i 51,487.50 b
Horma (Including Sales Tax) ] 65.974.47 . ]
Land Payotf j 0.00 —— —
H
GRAND TOTAL 120,461.97
Stz - ey AT N -';J{'* fns Vo lw

Datn Co-Borrowel ' T Date

b

-f:'._\_. "_ . :-"-'.';"
. Cﬁ { / B ii;’
(senaral Contractor late Y ancer Diate:

biorihSiar Project Manager -MEADCRS G000 Frinted al 1254 FM




NorthStar Construction PROJECT MANAGEMENT
AGREEMENT

il

arvhitar Destgn <& Combruction. LLC A Coiorads Limuaei [

NorthStar Design & Construction, LLC, as Goneral Conlractor/Project manaues

Vs e el aae s For the project moere wornpiletely Vet bl s

"HIS AGREEMENT is belween:
dichagl and Karen Meadors ‘ _
Froject Name: MEADORY Residencs

Projoet Mos

L 2548 Estates of Colorado, Unil 57

«gal Description of site: i
Jwner information:

vame; Michaei and Karen Meadors Property Add: 3403 Maskoke Tl
Lddress: 5912 Ambassdor Way City, 5t Zip: Vel OO0 HOB30

Mileage to jobsite: 40 e

Jity, State, Zip:  Alexandria VA 22310

r 15 understood by all parties w thy agreement hat o cormplated landdhorne prajeet That @ sy 10 oceupy will corrsrat o thres veinplee
~y Purchase nepeement for hee 33 Management agresment lor the

VIiTEN 2QroCIHEn s (minimus). DPurchase agresnwent Lor liond 2
omplew preject, This ugreement is Jdesigned somiply wit the specttle lender requiremen
pervize This aroject until its completion, 10 ugse SVETy aflfon 1o ensure that the projed e

for contracis, Froject Manuger aares

] by 15 conlolad

oordinate and Sy

sood workznanhke manner, and withim a reasonabie puriod of 1 1 the =atiztacton of the By, and in aceordanee with the feitenwing:
Article A: Flooplans and sp2es Article D: A wners Laponss Article € Costinumung
Article B: Fraght & taxes Artfede EroLimited P00 Artiche H: Complenon Bl

Article C: Wanrany Article Py Uy e Artiele I Legal Feos and coaty

Estimated cost of improvements will be: 3148750

Cost|  deseest J1rwhizde the price ol the Tagud, (.'_:D.‘:'t[ dugn ]jnuludt: the price of the home

¢ B rerifead o folluimg pages)

Ceneral Connacios shiell subit project draws oo u repuiar and limely bass Vhe

Payment is to be made as follows:
fraws will e processed by the Owner's Lender: ¢spand West Fingneinl a0l apon proweasing, w
fall ba siancd within 5 working doss ol

M R subomiTied o T 0w Ler

for avdhorisation aud signature prier i the actual luinding. Tl crass solwoatted w the Owner =
aotification of the drave o will be sulgeet Lo nrerest prtil staned  Funds wdi b dishursed o subouniracions. suppliers sud Jabonors by

treneral Contrucior Aoy invoices over §2,300.00 that wr receited for work on the projeet may be paid diveeils oy Lemder a1 L
Fimal prymnent wii e upon corrplelicay of the Tims, Lender’s Tnspection, ain
b the miterest applicuton il st raiaen 12 owiddusfd,

Creneral Coniractor's sule discrebon Pl Oucipaney approad
Cash projects will e aubject 1o the dravy proacedines Lisied above o dov tumarewsd), wilbn

Croneral ¢ mpracior shall muke every ¢ffort to ensure tiii:

PROJECT MANAGER RESPONSIBILITIES

e s omedanas el all buiding vodes and s apprihle B

Al wuric s vormpleed in e workapaoelog 1

1

z et regutired by law, alb work be postornad By luensed sab cominictons

3 A wlanue orders siail be nwritng and sipned b Cover and Conldoton fad e subject w a R200 00 surobid pe

3 A vontractors and subcentroetors ane adequniele nrsured o eyt thelr el o il TieTs ML T Ioss OT T s v b

Gl the acts of the contractor op snbeomraslor or s amplovess,

All subcosiracters hired leave the presmses in "brooi clean” condition
oo 118 control, weluding smbes. sty or

6 All subcontractors are hetd to scheduling, aaless the delay is due o aroumsianees he;
ol Croid

Lh

seneral unavalabilis of marerials or labor, and o yecitner eontditions o acts
7 Ali suhecruractors will warrant oll work aceerdimg 1o their warmimty schedules and sign "o releasts
[RRER I vltxiloy

T ITIOT L phyTesL

& Comtract may begonie muil and vord i nansing waot obteed within 13 dag s fron sipting of |

Article 4. Floorplans and Specs. Horne HSpoeciiicnins arg invinded wn e Purchose Agreomuent fon Feas
ST Tor the Tome une melided mpurcliase agreement for o)
Follenvinie rales

Aricle B: Freight & Applicable Taxes
Cither sisdenial freight wall be charged as anoieed o roght company. Sales L 13 Dased upon the
584 - Colormdo, 195 - Teller Counte 3% - Woodlond Uurke Al nish produats ane salyect 1o mitlds Ly

For u pennd of 60 davs affer the rihaee of s Corhitieals of Chocupane el o0

Avtigle O Wuarranty A graement
procul, Lt

temporaryy, Hie [lome Dealer will adpust o corect minor detects oinissiwons or mallinctions. stch s Missg il

deipping fausets, and othes minor deteus seported w the Home Dender by the Owner,

NorthStar Project Manager -MEADORS Fagie 1




Y ' S R
Projéct Management Agrecmend Page 2 of 3
drricie O Warranty Agreement {continued) The wenfeturer il s ol disereion seplogis & fepulr ar defuets

i Tnateriat or workimamstip 1 aceondanee with the senernlly accepted slendards ol vonamructon 1ot extenl reguared by T, al,
searranly il be warrared by the mdividual sub-contiwtor oo EIHpT MG

CTHII R

work ot ineladed v the scope of the home manuil
the work or matenul m question. Contrmelon may dssal OWNIer L aOnTATHIg ANV W Urmany aeliities, Lnner undarstands tat L

fol The meneietrer ol dee oo o ey will mat b i chirce ol SOTTUR T Ay T
d

Crspieral Contractor or the Home [Deider an
arry faciony errors wiih the horne. Al reisen
Cieneral Contractor shall be held harmiess ol sy worescehuabie dispuates regardine the manutaetoe of thar home. O
{0 accept & reasonable rnateh in the evenl it the srizimal 1em 13 no longer available o wammanry e Teeds 1o b replaced.

e g 1he best final produet. o ever, the Plone |

walple e Lhorr Wil b

This Warranty does NOT include the following iteny:

A Pamage resuiting from fire, floads, storms, cleciric malfunctions. aceidenis or acts of God.

B Damage resulting from alicrations, misuse or abuse of the covered items by any person, creature ov fiving Lhiny.

C Damaye resulting from the Owuners failure to obscrve operating instructions furnished by General Coatractor.
Home Dealer, or other subcontractor ut the tme of instuflation, receipt by Owner or walk-througn.

D Damage resulting from o malfunction of eguipmicnt ov liney of the relephone, gas. power 0r water company,

£ Damage resulting from or to any items furaished oc instatied by tie Owner.

¥ Damage resulting from or to any appliance, piece of cquipment o other item that is a copsumer product
installed or included in the Owners proporty.

Article - Chwrers Expense & Insurance Al aosts of e constiashos of the projeet as enungdied on be silached sost
spotesibi ity ol e oo, Unless othem 1ss

estimatedtudzet and ofhor anknens costs that may be ncred shall ve the Sede 1
stoetion of the projeet e o

s oagleniion, coordination, or paviLeil of the

spulled, OWinT Wi not acively pariicipale 1 Ty oo
subeantractors, supplcrs, consullunty, of HUCT DeCE3T 1waCuliss T prited or wsed for e sneeesslul ol tiiscly conleion

of the project. Owner sbull ot s sole ovpense and respomsibiiny bind a plomneos per's Insuranes Folicy as soun as rruciea iy

sossible during the completion stape of the prajeet inrder o protet the nrvasirment ar thw aafus ! hame,

drticie E: Limited Power of Attorney Urener Porehiaser of s propeel herein somvey oite the bomsed & wesbred Cepera
Copracter/Project Mamger in charge ol thus projeet te fal} watherity | posver all) Tl 10 reem BLLLTITET O O SLa Gpphed e

bulding permits, eleciricity. well suptic matsllaren. cngineerigg and amy other ileilts il DG nectasury i1 e o ol s prote

Articlz i Well, Sepﬁc & Electric costs Cnvne aoeepiy all respongznline low Ui sttebidine and viokaling of propo
or wwazer systerm deaign and lovaton  Owaer aceepls rensililine Gor the percolation izt results and the i o regUraInNents

lhereof, Cwner underslands (har the cust cstimates [on e nolliwalo sustenn, sepli stalen wul eleeire sey o wre bl v

‘the besT informaiion available, borae oaly

. jretes amad the wetial ceals are the sele rspote bty el and vie due
D FL IR STYSTE Al ;

g - : AP ; P
: Faod ok AR e BEopiAait iy B JOR
dyrnele G Cost Chverruas O per uierstands and agrees U this s N0 2 ed pnce. nor fived toe sontract and thavels
apross o pat wny cosl oveinins plus e reinted arerhomd and protlt caused by DO ne speiication cligngey, 2] subotaniaclar
chages, 3ichonges o mecl coda reguLranenta. Arupforseen ciremustonces. $hicddun coudimions or GjoveTLIE e 10 sl

increases besend the contrel of erther part:
Ariicle £ Completion Date Cramer understands at here s WO RLASONARLE wav i whish the Gened (o Of Ho buns

voall parics e NG CMRL IO 1A TT s

Dieater con determine a complenon date wilkyany acsuray. therefore s gl b

tieen nromused, soggested, or seheduled. Craner wndursands it il wali b s
Subcoatraetor/LendsrFactory schediies, und et of Gua, CGenesal Cantraston or Home Vienter have no sontrol over e

Article I: Legal Expenses Orn e ansderstands and agrees an the Caneral Contractor anci/on the Home Dealer shall be cotitied to
receive reimbursement for any and ol atorney's foes that result trom the wollosTwm process i the event that vellestron & veguired

(o collect from Cwner, Owner understands aud agiees taad 1 e event that lisigation 15 bronght by eathigr party, Cenenad Conlaciug

and/or Fomes Dealer shull be sunitied e be rembtrsed for sny and all gliemey's fees of sosts i they are foud 1o e U provanany, suety

srmed G any ofker coniradts hean
oraiest a5 spasidiod amd besrovork cncthe

O?Fn Is Sipnature: HEA
i A S L

| it

Crwniers Sienature.

MorthStar Project Manager -MEADORS Fage 2



Propgseé Contract Cests and Specifications

Page 3 of &

Description
Lavofl land
Plans unad uis
Survey / TrapreweInent Locsticn Cemiilcate
Fere Test
Wl Permiil
Beptie Poruil
Huilding Panmits
Soil test and foundelion engmeera?
Sine Frepariic
Thrivewuy Mateniuls & Lubor
Electrie run-in
Facavation/Docklill
Sund/Gravel

‘ Prefinunary 1otal
Slab tinefucliog interen flamwork, goragy,
Tooler/Dloci
Found/Inst/amp Proot
Wail
Sepue
Ser-up of hotae
Lyeight
Diegk Material & Labor
Interior Trim moierial and b
Siding Materials wid Lubor
HE Lamar

rpot including sutch, deveal], ele)

Hild

Boniing Maton
Eleciniea) jabor/Matarm
Heating Labor Maeriats
Telophone Wirs

Bagameni/ o

]

g mp;_.t s i:ls;m_‘.-m Pk ni
Pl Lieior

WO SLevY
Uiyt

LT

sanplete

ix'cj.)ia o

A .\u.m,nul

Gigs tiuth, 3 /aries wand oeup
CuttersDowapodds

St manerial cnd dabor
Mobimccillicony custs
Lundscipms

Hulder's Hisk st
Adiminismrative & fnal vosts
Tidde Cowppray Josls
Congtructien Mangpament T
Adjustraent o finaliv
Finesih Tored

(ner iy

feawdied B fopider

Budeered Amouni

i L}

)
a0

de Bugenieily

B e
Sl

) TR

‘ 1t

u.u‘.‘m
- o ll ll\)
) | :)f,
3635400

[UNRLY

TR
RNVSaR

"J JH
-r:\-’r -\‘-A
' l!l!(

lj [JL.'

: __9.375.00]

| Total Estimated Cost of your imp mvcm({ nis

_ATA437.50)

Spoevifications

“oal o Consruction e

|\_\.

:; :.-*mpn .
ARRISE

it tinding whs rp

TR R DL AL R SRELATE ROy R A

IR LN

D IO N O LSRR K

I I TR N LR S LRI

The prices spoodfica
seopted, subjerlic e W sl Rk ke

.3 o1 (TR AL L
pn..h.rltm £ HLAT Zoniragl Foremy Vet ore Rerehy cwibninons] o,

I-:n:. aol ug gpeciilzg ,ml bryein woais o the Pnajeet Pavmcnl v e
I il J

Dol T [ Mg oo

T ry‘i, iz n_:lumf

T'(\CAJ"L--- _ _'n e s -

S L b 3

[TPRIRIEEN (39(”“],];”\. e L e
e v

Wil p

""-fr-c"f/(_ AT -

Worthitar Design & Construction, L

(}\allcss Signalure!

Nm’tfgsm-r Howme Sg_lfus - Agentl

NomhStar Project Manager -MEADORE
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