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AFFIDAVIT OF MARCELINA MARTINEZ
IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO SET ASIDE JUDGMENT AND SALE

I, Marcelina Martinez, hereinafter, “I, me, my, or affiant”, being duly sworn, state under penalty of
perjury that I am over 18 years of age, competent to testify, and have personal knowledge of the
following facts, except where stated on information and belief:

1. I am a named defendant in Case D-101-CV-2013-00904, a foreclosure action filed by Wells
Fargo Bank, N.A. as Trustee on behalf of the holders of the HarborView Mortgage Loan Trust
Mortgage Loan Pass-Through Certificates, Series 2007-1 (WFBNA HV 2007-1), serviced by Select
Portfolio Servicing, Inc. (SPS), concerning real property in Santa Fe County, New Mexico (the
“Property”). The original complaint was filed by law firm Rose Little Brand & Associates, PC (RLB),
now Rose Ramirez & Associates, PC (RRA).

2. The original note names Countrywide Home Loans, Inc. as the “lender”.

3. The property at issue in this case (“the Property™) is generally known as 14 Camino de Paz,
Santa Cruz, New Mexico.

4, [ claim paramount title to the Property by virtue of a properly certified chain of title back to
the original land patent and therefore I claim the forever rights granted by the patented Santa Cruz
Grant (Exhibit A).

8. At some point during this litigation, I was made aware that foreclosure cases in New Mexico
are regularly, if not always, prosecuted by the alleged servicer, and not the named “plaintiff”; the
servicer purportedly acts under some sort of authority from the named plaintiff.

¢ DA 'W |



6. This fact was confirmed to me in Case D-117-CV-2015-00345, “case 345, in which I am a
named defendant (Exhibit B, affidavit produced in response to a motion for proof of authority under
Section 36-2-12).

7. Case 345 was prosecuted by some of the same law firm(s) and attorney(s) engaged in the
present case, “case 904” and the procedure has been the same, including execution of affidavits by
employees of the “servicer”, claiming to act on behalf of the plaintiff (Ex. B).

8. In the present case, the only “evidence” produced to prove a claim to grant the foreclosure
by “summary judgment” was an affidavit attached to the motion for summary judgment filed on July
31, 2015 executed by Diane Weinberger, “Document Control Officer”, an employee for SPS, “in its
capacity as Plaintiff’s loan servicer and attorney-in-fact”. No evidence of power of attorney has ever
been produced (MSJ filed July 31, 2015, Ex. 1).

9. In response to the motion for summary judgment, I challenged the validity of this affidavit
asking to strike the affidavit for lack of authority and hearsay.

10. At the fifteen-minute hearing on this motion held June 9, 2016 then-Judge Thomson granted
the summary judgment but did not make any statements as to his ruling.

1. The proposed judgment, containing findings of facts and conclusions at law, which were
never actually discussed, was issued on August 22, 2016.

12. At no point in this case has any attorney produced a power of attorney (POA) authorizing
SPS to act on behalf of WFBNA HV 2007-1.

13. Summary Judgment was granted without proof of standing to foreclose (Bank of N.Y. v.
Romero, 2014-NMSC-007, 9 17) and the absence of a POA undermines any alleged standing.

14. I have been unable to locate a POA from WFBNA HV 2007-1 to SPS, including by
conducting a search with the Salt Lake County Recorder’s office and also with the assistance of a
representative of the Salt Lake County Recorder.

15. Judgment was improper without such evidence and proof of standing required scrutiny of
such authority, including to determine what power the plaintiff actually gave SPS in this case.

16. On information and belief, the POA, if it ever existed, would look similar to the POA from
Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. as trustee on behalf of the holders of the Harborview Mortgage Loan Trust
Mortgage Loan, Pass-through certificates series 2006-12, “WFBNA HV 2006-12” (Exhibit C).

17. According to 9 4, the POA for WFBNA HV 2006-12, “this limited power of attorney is
effective as of the date below [December 2, 2011] and shall remain in full force and effect until ... (b)
the termination, resignation, or removal of the Trustee as Trustee of the Trust”.

18. On information and belief, WFBNA’s trustee status for the mortgage was terminated
following a sale to Computershare, as evidenced by public records and correspondence (Exhibit D,
Computershare sale records and related documents).



19. On information and belief, if this case was driven by SPS and not WFBNA from the onset,
and SPS had no authority to act on its behalf, then the court likely lacked both subject matter and
personal jurisdiction to enter a judgment.

20. I served a subpoena duces tecum, certificate of service filed on 7/9/2014, on Miller Stratvert
PA, “MS”, the law firm that represented SPS at the time of service of the complaint, seeking
production of the original note. Mr. O’Reilly of MS sent me a letter stating they could not
accommodate the inspection location indicated in the request but I could inspect it at their office,
which was in Farmington, NM. I sent him an email on the date of receipt, 8/11/2014, stating that I
would rather review the documents at their Santa Fe offices due to distance. On 8/12/2014, Mr.
O’Reilly responded that Little Bradley & Nesbitt (LBN) would take over the case and therefore I could
inspect the documents at their offices. A motion to substitute counsel was filed on 8/14/2014 but not
ultimately granted until 10/6/2014. I submitted a second request for production on September 24, 2014.
It was not until November 14, 2014 that LBN allowed me to inspect the note. The Note I inspected
looked materially different than the copy of the note attached to the complaint, as it had a label affixed
to the front, which stated, “when recorded return to Richmond Monroe Group”. Additionally, attorney
Sandra Brown of LBN stated that she did not have the original mortgage. I alerted the court of this at
the hearing on my motion to dismiss on December 2, 2014 held by Judge Jennifer Attrep. I then filed
an affidavit on December 12, 2014 to show the distinctions (Exhibit E, Affidavit abridged).

21. On information and belief, given the delay in inspection of the note, along with the fact that
LBN did not have the original mortgage at the time of inspection and, especially, the label affixed to
the note naming a document creation company, “Richmond Monroe Group”, it is likely that an original
note was not in existence at the time of filing of the complaint in this case (see also public news articles
on Kemp v. Countrywide, circa 2010, e.g. https://www.nakedcapitalism.com/2010/11/countrywide-
offers-not-very-convincing-explanation-of-testimony-on-its-oops-we-still-have-the-note-snafu.html).

22. No evidence was presented to establish that WFBNA held a valid note or mortgage at the
time of filing, raising concerns about securitization fraud, as no debt extinguishment or consideration
was documented.

23. The In Rem Judgment and Decree of Foreclosure, issued on August 22, 2016 granted an
amount of $492,890.23 and the judgment “shall bear interest at the prescribed rate from and including
today’s date [8/22/2016] to the date of the foreclosure sale hereinafter set out (Exhibit F § MM).

24. The amount granted was not the amount requested via motion, and interest was never
prescribed: the motion for summary judgment states, “Thus, without accounting for future costs,
expenses, and attorney fees, which will be raised by separate motion, the Trust seeks a total initial
monetary judgment against the Martinezes for $617,126.09.”

25. A separate motion for future costs, expenses and attorney fees was never filed.

26. A Notice of Sale, filed on January 20, 2021, by Tiffany & Bosco, P.A., without substituting
as counsel, states the judgment amount is $617,126.09, which was sought but not granted.

27. The Notice of Sale added unapproved interest at 3.375% per annum from May 30, 2015 to
date of sale, neither of which was sought or granted (Exhibit G).



28. The sale further deviated from the Judgment by purportedly being conducted by David
Washburn, despite the appointment naming Hon. Jay Harris (ret.) or his designee (Ex. F JPP).

29. Rule 1-053 NMRA gives the provisions on properly substituting a special master, which did
not occur nor was Washburn designated by Harris. Instead, a “Notice of Substitution” was filed also
on January 21, 2021.

30. Washburn’s report, filed March 4, 2021 lacks evidence of a sale, such as bidder details or
consideration paid, and makes statements that were false at the time it was filed (“your special master”)
and statements that were later determined to be false, including statements that he “sold” the property.

31. I challenged these misrepresentations through a motion to strike, filed on March 18, 2021,
to which a response was filed by Solomon Krotzer of Houser LLP, without substituting as counsel.

32. In order to conform to due process, foreclosure sales are required to be conducted under the
supervision of the court (Armstrong v. Csurilla, and, as such, the special master acts in a public
capacity.

33. I was aware of instances where Washburn produced information through requests under the
Inspection of Public Records Act (NMSA 1978 § 14-2-1 et seq.,), “IPRA”, (Exhibit H, abridged) thus
to determine whether a sale actually occurred and consideration paid and also to determine if due
process was followed, I sent an IPRA request to Washburn (Exhibit I, p. 3), with the following request:

e All communications between David Washburn and Tiffany & Boscoe P.A. agents, officers, or employees
relating to case D-101-CV-2013-00904, Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. as Trustee v Martinez et al.

e All communications between David Washburn and Houser LLP agents, officers, or employees relating
to case D-101-CV-2013-00904, Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. as Trustee v Martinez et al.

e Include all communications prior to, during and after the alleged "sale", which purportedly was held on
March 3, 2021

e Evidence of funds transferred from the alleged purchaser

e Receipts for advertisement in the newspaper having a general circulation in Santa Fe County, New

Mexico
e Evidence of Bond/Insurance of David Washburn (name of insurance company, address and policy
number)
34. Washburn’s attorney, Elizabeth Mason of Rose Little Brand & Associates, P.C. (RRA, now

Rose Ramirez & Associates, P.C., RRA) responded with a denial stating that Washburn is not subject
to IPRA as he is employed by a private company, National Service & Investigations, Inc. (NSI) (Ex.

L p. 2).

35. I also submitted the same IPRA request the First Judicial District Court (FJDC), which
responded with the same denial provided by Ms. Mason. (Ex. I).

36. On June 17, 2021 this court denied my motion to strike the special master’s report and on
June 25, 2017 issued a notice of presentment hearing on the proposed order confirming the sale
scheduled for August 4, 2021.

37. On June 23,2021 I filed a lawsuit against NSI and Washburn, D-101-CV-2021-01403, “case
14037, with a request for mandamus (§ 14-2-12(B)) to order production of evidence of consideration
and sale before a confirmation was issued. The case was assigned to judge Matthew Wilson who



denied the writ of mandamus on June 29, 2021 (with no explanation why) stating that the complaint
should be treated as a civil complaint.

38. As this further delayed the production of evidence and on July 31, 2021, I filed Verified
Expedited Motion to Compel the Special Master to Produce Requested Post-Judgment
Communications, Documentation and Information and Motion for a Stay of Proceedings.

39. At the hearing on August 4, 2021 Judge Biedscheid failed to hear my expedited motion,
claiming that the “creditor” should be allowed to file a response. I then asked if he would grant my
request for stay (such that the opposing party could respond). He attempted to have me argue my
motion to strike before making a ruling on this request. I had to press him to state whether it was
granted or denied and he ultimately denied the motion for stay.

40. After I argued my motion to strike, stating that Washburn was not properly authorized to
conduct a sale, and I also mentioned that he appeared to be engaged in unauthorized practice of law,
Judge Biedscheid called the sale “perfunctory”, and repeatedly attempted to get me to state that I had
no objections to the special master’s report. In response, I read each statement in the report specifically
objecting to each paragraph. Judge Biedscheid confirmed the “sale” despite no evidence on the record.

41. Judge Biedscheid exhibited bias at this hearing, first by failing to stay the hearing until
evidence could be provided and calling the sale of property “perfunctory” and also for arguing on
behalf of the plaintiff and failing to provide the statute that allows him to grant possession of property
to a third party whose identity, at the time of filing of the complaint, is not known and therefore lacks
standing to seek such relief. I recorded an affidavit of his actions with the Santa Fe County Clerk and
filed it in court case 904 on August 18, 2021.

42. A response to my motion to compel the special master to produce evidence was not filed
until after I filed a notice of non-response and circulated a proposed order, to which no response was
received either. Judge Biedscheid ignored this motion altogether and failed to issue a ruling on this.

43. I did not seek appeal of the confirmation order, as there had been no evidence provided and
practically nothing on the record for the appeals court to review (Muse v. Muse, 2009-NMCA-003).

44. On December 10, 2021 yet another law firm, Aldridge Pite LLP, David Wertz filed a
“limited entry of appearance” in this case and a “Notice of Demand to Vacate the Premises” and I
received, around that time, a notice on my gate from Isabel Valdez, a realtor with Real Estate de Santa
Fe, LLC, indicating that SPS (not WFBNA) demanded me to vacate the property.

45. Knowing that it appeared that no evidence to support conveyance of my property existed,
and there was nothing to show that SPS had any authority to act on behalf of WFBNA I did not comply.

46. On February 24, 2022 Wertz filed an “Application for Writ of Assistance” to forcibly
remove me from my property.

47. I continued to attempt to obtain the evidence Washburn relied upon to claim that a sale had
occurred and also amended my IPRA lawsuit to include the FIDC on March 4, 2022, served on March
8, 2022. The FIDC maintained that it was not obligated to produce any evidence of a sale, as the
special master is employed by a private entity.



48. On March 11, 2022 I gave the court notice that I claim paramount title to the property by
virtue of the warranty deed traced back to the land patent.

49. On March 13, 2022 I filed an opposition to the application where I fully argued the issues,
primarily that title had not been conveyed, as no evidence of a sale exists or appeared to exist at that
time therefore my “rights, title and interest” were not properly adjudicated and my title remains
paramount.

50. On April 1, 2022 a “reply” to my objection to the application was filed by Solomon Krotzer
of Houser LLP and also, on the same day a “response” to my objection was filed by Aldridge Pite
LLP. There has been no actual attorney of record that has filed any of the documents in this case since
2017 and attorneys bounce in and out of the action with reckless disregard for the rules.

51. On April 11, 2022 Aldridge Pite LLP purportedly withdrew its response to my opposition,
despite this law firm having sought possession in the first place.

52. On July 11, 2022 1 filed an Expedited Motion for Disqualification and Recusal of Judge
Biedscheid for his biased actions in this case as well case 345, involving property I inherited from my
mother, which has overlapping themes, issues, and challenges and also for his failure, as chief judge,
to recuse the court in case 1403 upon its being named as a defendant in that case.

53. On October 11, 2022 Judge Biedschied denied my motion for disqualification and granted
the application and writ of assistance without hearing or presentment hearing and despite the lack of
evidence of a sale and the other due process issues in this case.

54. On October 17, 2022 I filed a motion to quash the writ of assistance with similar arguments
as well as challenging the statutes used to grant possession where title is not litigated and no evidence
of a sale exists.

55. On November 1, 2022, without hearing, Judge Biedscheid denied my motion to quash, citing
a non-existent local rule as a basis, and misapplying National Excess Ins. Co. v. Bingham, 1987-
NMCA-109, which states that a motion for summary judgment can be granted without hearing.

56. On November 10, 2022 I filed both a notice of appeal and a motion to set aside the order
granting the writ, again arguing due process violations.

57. On November 14, 2022 I filed a notice of non-response to my motion to quash, as the
opposing party had not responded and Judge Biedscheid issued an ex parte order, e.g. considering
arguments that were not part of the record.

58. On December 1, 2022 I filed a motion to reconsider the order denying my motion to quash.
In my motion to reconsider I argued the improper citations in the order as well as a lack of response
by the opposing party, as the order was issued before the time had expired for response meaning Judge
Biedscheid argued on behalf of the opposing party further exhibiting bias.

59. On February 3, 2022 Judge Biedscheid denied my motion to reconsider, again without
hearing, and again citing the same non-existent local rule (LR1-306(H)) and again citing National
Excess Ins. Co., which applies to motions for summary judgment, not motions involving the seizure
of property (Exhibit J).



60. In the order of February 3, 2022, Judge Biedscheid states, “[t]he Court acknowledges that it is
difficult to lose a cherished property in foreclosure. However, the court notes several filings lacking merit
and so, while it is not imposing sanctions, it will do so in the future if meritless motions are filed to
interpose delay.” I have a fundamental right to protect my property. These statements, combined with
Biedscheid’s refusal to consider my arguments, failure to conduct hearings in matters involving
property seizure, and actions taken without or in excess of jurisdiction, demonstrate bias against me
and constitute violations of due process. These actions deprived me of a fair opportunity to present my
case and protect my property rights.

61. Judge Biedscheid has never made any findings of facts or conclusions regarding his
decisions, he has deprived me of my right to be heard, and he has admitted to confirming a sale without
evidence (see below). Moreover, I have obtained evidence, even from the record itself, that Judge
Biedscheid did not supervise the sale and “ratified” several due process violations surrounding the
alleged sale.

62. The rule governing writs issued by district courts, Rule 1-065, specifically provides that
district courts can issue writs related to possession, by a clerk, if the petition is verified and therefore
supported by evidence and, such possession is subject to a judgment in an action of ejectment (Sec.
42-4-12), which requires title litigation and a jury trial to seize property, neither of which occurred
and based on the record title did not transfer.

63. No authority was ever invoked; however, it appears the writ was not issued according to this
rule but the magistrate court statute, NMSA 1978 § 35-10-1, forcible entry and detainer. The district
court apparently was asserting its concurrent /imited jurisdiction for rents over $50 or controversies
less than $10,000. This statute requires a separate civil action with certain allegations required to
invoke the court’s (limited) jurisdiction, which did not occur therefore jurisdiction to issue a writ did
not exist. There is no other statute that appears to give a court authority to issue a “writ of assistance”
through a foreclosure case at any point.

64. According to Pankey v. Ortiz, 9 23-24, "Where, however, the defendant is in possession, it
is held in most jurisdictions that he is entitled to a jury trial, at least where the complainant seeks
restitution or possession as a part of his relief... The same rule is also applied in state courts. Where
the defendant is in possession, the reason for the rule is placed upon two grounds; i.e., that the remedy
in ejectment at law is adequate, and that the parties have a constitutional right to trial by jury."

65. The writ of assistance intended to dispossess me of property which, according to Pankey,
requires a trial by jury to be constitutionally valid, as title has been challenged and nothing on the
record proves a right to possession or title transfer yet it was issued even without hearing.

66. Due to my notice of appeal filed on November 10, 2022, and my motion to reconsider the
denial of the motion to quash the writ of assistance, jurisdiction over the writ transferred to the court
of appeals on February 4, 2022. Rule 12-201(D) provides that the motion to reconsider extended the
time for appeal to the day after the order disposing of the motion. Judge Biedscheid thus lost
jurisdiction on that day.

67. Rule 1-062(B) prescribes when a stay of execution may occur, which was not sought in this
case, therefore, in spite of the due process issues and challenges, the writ issued on October 11, 2022
could have been executed and the court would have retained jurisdiction.



68. However, on February 13, 2022, Aldridge Pite LLP (attorney that had made a “limited
appearance”) filed a motion to “reissue” (e.g. amend) the writ.

69. The expiration for a motion to amend the writ was November 11, 2022 (Rule 1-059(E)) and
because jurisdiction over the writ had already been transferred to the court of appeals at the time the
motion was filed, Judge Biedscheid had no jurisdiction to issue an amended writ.

70. Believing that Judge Biedscheid would know this, I did not file a response.
71. On April 3, 2022, Judge Biedscheid issued an amended writ despite this lack of jurisdiction.
72. On April 10, 2022 I filed a motion to quash the amended writ of assistance, arguing that the

court lost jurisdiction prior to issuing an amended writ as well as providing facts showing that a sale
likely did not occur, and making it clear that I did not file the motion to “interpose delay” but to assert
my constitutionally protected rights and to continue to demand to be heard. I also argued that the
amended writ materially changed the parties (adding “successors and/or assigns” without seeking
joinder) and also alerted the court to the fact that Wells Fargo Company ceased acting as trustee at
latest on November 1, 2021.

73. Judge Biedscheid has not held a hearing in this case since the hearing where he confirmed
the deeply flawed “sale”.

74. On April 28, 2022 my husband and I were “forcibly removed” from our property by the
Santa Fe County Sheriff serving the amended writ, allowing a locksmith to break locks and lock us
out of our house.

75. The lock smith, Mr. Terry Yunie, a contractor for Safeguard Properties LLC, “Safeguard”,
left a notice on my door with a phone number to call regarding my personal property.

76. Also present at the “lockout” was realtor Isabel Valdez of Real Estate de Santa Fe LLC,
“REDSF”, who did not enter my property but stayed parked on my neighbors’ property, adjacent to
mine.

77. As we left our property, I engaged Valdez to determine what authority she had to take
possession of my property; however, she did not appear to know who claimed title to the property and
did not have any evidence of authority to present to me. She further indicated that she was acting on
behalf of SPS, and claimed that her “superior” had a power of attorney (Exhibit K, transcript).

78. According to the letter from Aldridge Pite LLP paralegal Sarah Harris to the Santa Fe County
Sheriff, Isabel Valdez was the “agent” to whom the SFSO was to give possession of my property. The
letter states, “I authorize the sheriff to execute the writ of assistance in the manner prescribed by law”,
yet there was no evidence of authority for this paralegal to give this “authorization” (Exhibit L) nor
did Valdez provide any such authority allowing her to take possession or Harris to direct the sheriff.

79. My husband and I were deprived of use of our property for several weeks, during which time
I attempted to determine the authority of these individuals to claim possession.



80. On May 23, 2023 I contacted the Safeguard number on the notice left by Yunie to determine
what authority they had to take possession of my house and personal property. According to the
Safeguard agent/employee “Anthony”, Safeguard “does not always know who hires” them. See
https://bit.ly/3rSxwPz at 00:02:50.

81. Prior to the execution of the amended writ of assistance, I had requested information from
the Santa Fe County Sheriff’s office, through IPRA, to determine if and how they verified the identities
and authority of the individuals to which they gave possession of property under writs of assistance
and their responses clearly showed that they do not conduct any such verification.

82. Upon retrieval of the lapel camera footage from Santa Fe County deputy Stephen Orr, I
determined that Judge Biedscheid further engaged in ex parte communications giving Orr legal advice
that he could execute the writ on that day on behalf of the trespassers. Judge Biedscheid stated to Orr
that there were not any stays on the record but he failed to recognize that he had no jurisdiction to
issue an untimely requested amended writ especially while the original was on appeal (see
https://bit.ly/BiedscheidOrrConv).

83. Given that no evidence of a valid transfer of title existed, and none of the individuals that
took possession of my property had any authority nor even appeared to know who claimed title to the
property, I filed an action for trespass and other claims in the FIDC, case D-101-CV-2023-01229,
“Case 12297, on June 6, 2023, first amended complaint filed June 15, 2023, and shortly thereafter
reclaimed possession of my property.

84. The initial judge recused and Judge Biedscheid was assigned to case 1229. I was never
served the notice of assignment and once I discovered his assignment, on July 5, 2023, I attempted to
peremptorily excuse him. This was denied as untimely.

85. On July 11, 2023 the Santa Fe County Defendants, “SFC”, filed a motion to dismiss; on July
21, 2023 Safeguard and Yunie filed a motion to dismiss; and on July 25, 2023 Isabel Valdez filed a
motion to dismiss. Of note: attached to the unserved version of the Valdez’s motion to dismiss in case
1229 were the documents she relied upon to take possession, none of which showed any nexus to
WFBNA HV 2007-1 (Exhibit M, relevant portions).

86. On August 1, 2023 I sent Judge Biedscheid a letter asking him to recuse from case 1229,
based on Rule 21-211 due to his personal knowledge of case 904 and the facts in dispute, which he
filed on the record.

87. Judge Biedscheid did not recuse and on August 9, 2023 I filed a motion for disqualification
arguing that Rule 21-211 required recusal, as the defendants relied solely on the orders issued by
Biedscheid as a basis for their defense and therefore he was likely to be called as a witness.

88. The defendants in case 1229 took no position on the motion and, to determine if Judge
Biedscheid relied on any evidence not on the record in case 904 to confirm the special master’s report,
on August 29, 2023 Judge Biedscheid was served a subpoena in which I demanded certain evidence
that would show, in part, whether evidence of a sale existed and also to determine what allowed him
to amend the writ of assistance to include additional parties (successors and/or assigns) without a
motion to join.

89. No response to subpoena was provided nor a motion to quash filed.



90. On August 8, 2023, in case 904, Krotzer filed a “consolidated motion to 1) set deadline to
remove personal property deemed abandoned and 2) reissue writ of assistance” purportedly seeking
yet another amendment to the writ, which, by this time had already been extinguished (executed).

91. On September 1, 2023 I filed an opposition to this motion again arguing the same issues that
had not yet been heard, litigated or adjudicated, including that no evidence of a sale exists, and that
the original writ was still on appeal and the motion to amend was untimely filed.

92. On November 22, 2023 the Court of Appeals dismissed the appeal of the original writ as
moot, stating that there was no longer a controversy, as the amended writ had been served. The Court
of Appeals had apparently reviewed the record beyond what I provided and referenced and discovered
the “consolidated motion” thus determining that the writ had been served (Exhibit N).

93. On October 5, 2023 in my trespass case, case 1229, Judge Biedscheid held a hearing on
Safeguard and Yunie’s motion to dismiss as well as my motion for disqualification where he issued a
dispositive ruling, granting the motion to dismiss. He also denied my motion for disqualification
claiming he did not understand why he should be disqualified, because he could “absolutely sincerely
state” that he had “absolutely no bias” yet failed to address his personal knowledge of facts in dispute.
He claimed that his duty to hear the case overrode his duty to recuse, misapplying Rule 21-211. He
also indicated that he remained in that case to shield the defendants from liability stemming from his
actions in case 904, further exhibiting bias (Exhibit O).

94. Still attempting to determine if Judge Biedscheid had ever relied on evidence to confirm the
case 904 sale, on October 20, 2023, I filed a motion to compel Bryan Biedscheid to respond to the
subpoena. No response to this motion was filed and the SFC defendants took no position, Safeguard
defendants did not respond, likely because they had been dismissed, and defendant Valdez did not
respond.

95. Judge Biedscheid held a hearing on December 13, 2023, the only other individual present
was Krotzer, who had appeared apparently because he filed a motion to quash a subpoena issued to
WFBNA HV 2007-1; however, he was not representing any party to the case. At the hearing I asked
Judge Biedscheid if he was present as respondent and, if so, if he was acting pro se, or if he was present
as judge, because he could not be both. Again, Judge Biedscheid claimed not to understand the
question. He proceeded to deny the motion.

96. On May 7, 2024 Judge Biedscheid issued an order denying the motion to compel, which
further indicated bias and gave proof that he confirmed a sale lacking evidence. Paragraph 1 of the
order states that “Plaintiffs have not shown the existence of relevant facts of which the presiding judge
has personal knowledge. Rather the presiding judge’s knowledge of the matters at issue is evidenced
from the documents in the court file.” Paragraph 2 indicates further ex parte communications, where
he cites an argument not present on the record and not made by any party. The case cited is not binding,
and also misapplied, involving a situation where attorneys served a subpoena solely to effect recusal,
which is not what occurred in this case. Additionally, in the case cited, Cheeves v. Southern Clay, Inc.
797 F.Supp. 1570 (1992), the judge that issued the order was not the judge subject to the subpoena as
that court recognized the impropriety of a judge presiding over a motion in which he was also
respondent (Exhibit P).
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97. Biedscheid’s order denying my motion to compel highlighted a disparaging statement in the
case thus showing his disdain for my requests and challenges, essentially accusing me of being
“unscrupulous” simply because I have defended my property and have repeatedly asserted my right to
be heard, which has been denied at every turn.

98. Based on discovery responses in case 1403, Washburn asserted that the only “evidence” he
relied upon to claim that a sale had occurred was an email from the paralegal of Tiffany & Bosco, P.A.
claiming “the client bids $702,000” and verifying that all documents were drafted by T&B attorneys
where all he did was review the documents and place his signature to claim a sale had been conducted
(Exhibit Q).

99. Nothing provided shows that Judge Biedscheid supervised the “sale” and he has, himself,
blocked the production of evidence of a sale.

100. Judge Biedscheid’s actions in case 345, the separate case in which I have been defending
my inherited property, coupled with his actions in case 904 and case 1229, have deprived me of an
impartial tribunal and my right to be heard.

101. In October of 2024 I submitted a judicial complaint related primarily to Judge Biedscheid’s
refusal to recuse in 1229. I received a response from the judicial commission in December of 2024.
Shortly thereafter Judge Biedscheid scheduled an “emergency status conference” for December 23,
2024. At that status conference, he finally recused but not because of his obligation to do so under
Rule 21-211 but because, he claimed, I was apparently not satisfied with his statements that he was
not biased. His notice of recusal stated it was “for other good cause”.

102. In case 345, Judge Biescheid issued a Judgment and confirmed a sale where the complaint
failed to properly name heirs to the estate and where heirs were not served. I fully argued the service
issues, even early enough that the plaintiff in that case could have corrected it. Now, based on a recent
Supreme Court slip opinion, BOKF, N.A. v. Pacheco (S-1-SC-40119, April 24, 2025), it appears he
lacked jurisdiction to issue the judgment and sale, thereby further exacerbating these issues.

103. In case 345 I repeatedly argued, and showed, that Krotzer represented the “servicer”, SN
Servicing Corporation, and not the named plaintiff yet there was also no evidence of SNS as “attorney-
in-fact” and the POA finally provided was executed after he confirmed the sale. I also provided
documentation showing that the initial plaintiff had no standing due to the unmentioned ownership of
Fannie Mae prior to the original complaint was filed. Biedscheid deprived me an opportunity to file
an answer as required by Rule 1-012(A) to fully litigate these issues. He also ignored a motion to strike
the special master’s report, which was supported with affidavits showing that no sale ever occurred
and he confirmed the sale without a hearing and while conflicts of interest existed.

104. Despite these clear due process issues, on January 27, 2025 Judge Biedscheid orally granted
a writ of assistance in case 345 and denied all of my motions.

105. Judge Biedscheid has now scheduled two back-to-back hearings in cases 345, a presentment

hearing on the writ of assistance and my denied motions and case 904 on the “consolidated motion”
to reissue the already executed writ, for June 16, 2025.

11



106. Nothing within the record of these cases show any right to dispossess me of property and no
party has provided any such evidence. Judge Biedscheid continues to assert jurisdiction where it does

not exist.

107. Numerous other rule violations by the attorneys and Judge Biedscheid have occurred in this
case but have not been mentioned in this affidavit.

108. All exhibits attached hereto are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and the links
to audios and videos referenced are true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

109. Further, Affiant sayeth naught. %

arcelma Martinez
ln propria persona
c/o PO Box 2077
Santa Cruz, NM 87567

Sworn and subscribed before me this /[ day of Jone 5 2025:
= Az My Commission Expires: &= &-~ 2028

NOt{Puhlic

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
NOTARY PUBLIC

ERIC CORTEZ
COMMISSION # 1113951
COMMISSION EXPIRES 02/02/2028
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Aff. EXHIBIT A

The united states of America, and in The Republic state of New Mexico

Marcelina Martinez

c¢/o PO Box 2077

Santa Cruz, New Mexico. Republic, usA
NON-DOMESTIC

NOTICE OF
CERTIFICATE OF ACCEPTANCE AND DECLARATION OF LAND PATENT.
LAND PATENT #142822, Dated July 7, 1910 (SEE ATTACHED)
KNOW ALL YE MEN AND WOMEN BY THESE PRESENTS.

l. That I, Marcelina Martinez, do hereby certify and declare that I am an “Assignee”
in the LAND PATENT named and numbered above; that I have brought up said Land
Patent in my name as it pertains to the land described below. The character of said land
so claimed by the patent, and legally described and referenced under the Patent Number
Listed above is:
Section 35 and 36 in Township 21 North and Sections 1 and 12 in Township 20
North all in Range 8 east and Section 31, 33, 34, 35, and 36 in Township 21 north

and Sections 1, 2, 3,4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 in Township 20 north all in Range 9 east of

the New Mexico Meridian, in the Counties of Santa Fe and Rio Arriba, New
Mexico containing four thousand five hundred sixty-seven and sixty hundredths
acres. (SEE ATTACHED).

2. That I, Marcelina Martinez, is domiciled at PO Box 2077, Santa Cruz, New
Mexico Republic usA NON-DOMESTIC. Unless otherwise stated, I have individual
knowledge contained in this Certification of Acceptance and Declaration of Land Patent.
[ am fully competent to testify with respect to these matters.

3 I, Marcelina Martinez, am an Assignee at LLaw and a bona fide Assignee ‘owner’
by way of valuable consideration, for certain legally described portion of LAND
PATENT under the original, certified LAND PATENT #142822, Dated July 7, 1910,
which is duly authorized to be executed in pursuance of the supremacy of treaty law,
citation and Constitutional Mandate, herein referenced, whereupon a duly authenticated
true and correct lawful description, together with all hereditament, tenements, pre-
emptive rights appurtenant thereto, the lawful and valuable consideration which is
appended hereto and made a part of this NOTICE OF CERTIFICATE OF
ACCEPTANCE AND DECLARATION OF LAND PATENT. (SEE ATTACHED).

1 of 4


















Subagh Winkelstern and
Subagh Kaur Winkelstern

Subagh Winkelstern and
Subagh Kaur Winkelstern

Marcelina Y. Martinez
Marcelina Y. Martinez
and Carl J. Martinez
Carl J. Martinez

Marcelina Y. Martinez

to

1o

to

to

to

to

Subagh Winkelstern and
Subagh Kaur Winkelstern

Marcelina Martinez

Marcelina Y Martinez and
Carl J Martinez

Benita and Edward Marquez

Marcelina Y. Martinez

Marcelina Martinez

October 10, 2001

April 16, 2002

December 2, 2003

July 6, 2006

August 27, 2020

April 30, 2021



NOTICE

This Notice is to inform any person who has lawful standing to view this file and who wishes to

review the complete file on record may do so by requesting an appointment time with Marcelina
Martinez.

Phone: 505-672-8497
Address: PO Box 2077, Santa Cruz, New Mexico
Notice #1

[, Marcelina Martinez will set the time, date, and place for the review of my documents, no
exceptions!

Notice #2
[, Marcelina Martinez have the summary of the chain of title included in this file.

Notice #3
This document has a total of 20 pages

NOTICE:

Failure of any lawful party claiming an interest to bring forward a lawful challenge to this
Certificat of Acceptance of Declaration of Land Patent and the benefit of Original Land

Grant/Patent, as stipulated herein, will be lached and estopped to any and all parties claiming an
interest forever.

Failure to make a lawful claim, as indicated herein, within sixty (60) calendar days of this notice,
will forever bar any claimant from any claim against my allodial patent estate as described herein
and will be a Final Judgment.
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EXHIBIT A T

STATE OF NEW MEXICO

COUNTY OF RIO ARRIBA

FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
Case No.: D-117-CV-2015-00345

U.S. BANK TRUST NATIONAL ASSOCIATION, AS
TRUSTEE OF THE CHALET SERIES IV TRUST,

Plaintiff,
V.

ROSE R. MARTINEZ AKA ROSE E. MARTINEZ,
FELIX J. MARTINEZ A/K/A FELIX JOE MARTINEZ

Defendants,
MARCELINA MARTINEZ,

Third Part)'r Intervener.

PLAINTIFF’S AFFIDAVIT CONCERNING REPRESENTATION

COUNTY OF Humboldt )
) ss.
STATE OF - California )
Jeff Harrison , of lawful age and being duly sworn, states and affirms
as follows:
. Tam employed as a__Asset Manager for SN Servicing Corporation

("SNS™), the Loan Servicer and Attorney in Fact for U.S. Bank Trust National Association, as
Trustee of the Chalet Series IV Trust (“Plaintiff” or “Trust”), which is the named plaintiff in this
action and holder of the loan that is the subject of this judicial foreclosure action. I make this

Affidavit on Plaintiff's behalf, as I am duly authorized to do so.

Aff. EXHIBIT B Page 1 of 2




EXHIBIT A

2. SNS acts as the Loan Servicer and Attorney in Fact for the Trust, and in its capacity and
role as Loan Servicer, SNS has authority to retain counsel to prosecute foreclosures of Trust loans
that are in default.‘

3. Reviewing emails between SNS and Houser LLP (f/k/a Houser & Alljson APC), which
are privileged and confidential and therefore not attached to this Affidavit, I hereby certify that
on August 20, 2019 SNS confirmed that Houser LLP (f/k/a Houser & Allison, APC) could
represent the Trust in this litigation including because Houser LLP (Fk/a Houser & Allison,

APC) had already been representing the prior plaintiff and holder MTGLQ Investors, LP.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.

US. BANK TRUST NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION, AS TRUSTEE OF
THE CHALET SERIES IV TRUST

By: SN Servicing Corporation, in its
capacity as loan servicer and attorney
in fact for U.S. Bank Trust National
Association, as Trustee of the Chalet
Series IV Trust

By: A %«\/\

Name:/Jeff Harrison
Title: Asset Manager

SUBSCBIBED AND SWORN TO before me thIs _ dayof , 2020.

Call.fn aSe s@_@ “
Notary P e
02y, "+, attacb
My Comm1s?16g5/xrplre%1 Cert, g
I
<3 & e
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EXHIBIT A -

é.‘ A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of
;| | theindividual who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and not
| [ the truthfuiness, accuracy, or validity of that document.

State of California )

County of HUMBOLDT )

Subscribed and sworn to (or affirmed) before me on this | l day

of om0t , 20 20 | py_ JEFF HARRISON.

proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the persog(g)/
who appeared before me.

= il i,
Michelle Norton “"E
Comm. #2224400

; ,'?i'l Notary Public California

W Z# _ Humboldt Count
\5‘. !ﬁi Comm; Expires Jan, 3, 2):222
— .

e S

(Seal)

e T e e e S

Optional Information

Although the information in this section is not required by law, it could prevent fraudulent removal and reattachment of this jurat to an unauthorized docurmnent
and may prove useful to persons relying on the attached document.

Description of Attached Document

This certificate is attached to a document titled/for the purpose of
\ N N Proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence;
|)\ a:U\-E. t% 5 Q.&)! &ﬁ” ‘—I-' CO“-D-U\A.‘ f\%_ @ Form(s) of identification Q credible witness{es)
Notarial event is detailed in notary journal on:
KRQW:IDZP@" moet 25 il

» Notarycontact%q‘qu’%c%o "

Other

Y ibe: N
containing 2 pages, and dated \‘Qr-\ 1“2020 . @Ama@ Pescrbe:

® Copyright 2007-2018 Notary Rotary, PO Box 41400, Des Moines, |A 50311-0507. All Rights Reserved, {tem Number 101884, Please contact your Authosized Reseller to puschase coples of this form.
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Computershare completes acquisition of Wells Fargo’s US Corporate Tr... https://www.computershare.com/us/news/computershare-acquires-wells...

((us)

1 November 2021

Computershare completes acquisition of Wells Fargo's US Corporate Trust business

News Release

Computershare Limited (ASX:CPU) is pleased to announce that it has completed the acquisition of the assets of Wells Fargo Corporate Trust Services (“CTS”), originally announced on March 23, 2021.

The business, which will now be known as Computershare Corporate Trust, includes around 2,000 employees based across the U.S. who have transferred to Computershare as part of the acquisition. The US
corporate trust business line will operate as a standalone business within the overall Computershare organization, and provides a wide variety of trust and agency services in connection with debt securities
issued by public and private corporations, government entities, and the banking and securities industries.

The business is annually ranked among the top service providers in most league tables by deal count and dollars serviced and has a best-in-class reputation built on its high-touch approach to client service.

In the United States, the Computershare Corporate Trust business serves more than 14,000 clients and has significant market and product-level expertise that has been built over 85 years of U.S. corporate trust
experience.

Computershare’s Frank Madonna will lead the migration of and integration of the Computershare Corporate Trust business into the company.

“I want to thank everyone from both parties who has worked so hard to bring this acquisition to completion,” said Computershare President and CEO Stuart Irving. “This Computershare Corporate Trust business
represents our long-term commitment to investment in the corporate trust space, and we look forward to working with our customers to introduce new, technology driven solutions and products.”

For media enquiries, please visit here (https://www.computershare.com/corporate/media).

About us

Our history (http://www.computershare.com/us/our-history)

Investor relations (http://www.computershare.com/corporate)

Our management team (http://www.computershare.com/us/our-management-team)

Corporate responsibility (http://www.computershare.com/corporate/investor-relations/corporate-profile/corporate-responsibility)
News and insights (http://www.computershare.com/us/insights)

Locations (http://www.computershare.com/us/locations)

Privacy (http://www.computershare.com/us/privacy)

Accessibility (http://www.computershare.com/us/accessibility)

Careers

Why join us? (http://www.computershare.com/corporate/about-us/i-am-interested-in-a-career-at-computershare/why-join-us)
Life at Computershare (http://www.computershare.com/corporate/about-us/i-am-interested-in-a-career-at-computershare/life-at-computershare)
Join our team (http://www.computershare.com/corporate/about-us/join-our-team)

Veterans (http://www.computershare.com/corporate/about-us/i-am-interested-in-a-career-at-computershare/veterans)
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Contact us

New business inquiries (http://www.computershare.com/us/new-business-inquiries)
Media inquiries (http://www.computershare.com/corporate/media)

Plan participant inquiries (http://www.computershare.com/us/participant-inquiries)
Investor inquiries (http://www.computershare.com/us/investor-inquiries)

Corporate Trust inquiries (http://www.computershare.com/us/corporate-trust-inquiries)
Other inquiries (http://www.computershare.com/us/other-inquiries)

Real estate professional inquiries (http://www.computershare.com/us/real-estate-professional-inquiries)

Our brands

Georgeson Unclaimed Asset Services (http://www.georgeson.com/us/business/asset-reunification/Pages/default.aspx)
Georgeson Proxy Solicitation and Consulting (http://www.georgeson.com/us)

KCC Bankruptcy and Class Action Administration (http://www.kccllc.com)

Computershare Loan Services (http://www.computershareloanservices.com/us)

SRG Class Action Claims Filing (http://www.srgllc.com)

Connect with us

Facebook (https://www.facebook.com/ComputershareCPU)

Twitter (https://twitter.com/computershare)

YouTube (https://www.youtube.com/user/COMPUTERSHARE)

LinkedIn (https://www.linkedin.com/company/computershare)

© Computershare Limited 1996 - 2022.
All rights reserved.
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Wells Fargo to offload corporate trust business to
Computershare for $750m

By Johney Amala

K
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Wells Fargo & Company has reached an agreement to sell its Corporate
Trust Services (CTS) business to Computershare in a $750m deal.



Wells Fargo’s CTS business offers trust and agency services related to
debt securities issued by public and private corporations, government
entities, and the banking and securities industries.

It is said to serve more than 14,000 clients.

The transaction is expected to close in the second half of the year, subject
to customary closing conditions.

Wells Fargo Commercial Capital head David Marks said the transaction is
consistent with the company’s strategy of focusing on businesses that are
core to its consumer and corporate clients.

Marks added: “Additionally, we believe that Computershare’s similar
approach to service and their emphasis on innovative product
development will be valuable to our clients and Corporate Trust Services
colleagues in the future.”

Following the deal, around 2,000 CTS employees across the US will join
Computershare, which expects to bolster its North American presence
with the acquisition.



Computershare Integration CEO Frank Madonna will lead the transition
of the CTS business to the company.

Madonna said: “We’re excited to welcome these new employees to the
Computershare family. We know they are interested in the same things
we’re passionate about: providing excellent customer service, supporting
diversity and inclusion efforts, and giving back to local communities.

“We’re confident that as our businesses come together following the
closing, our client proposition will be second to none in North America.”

Computershare, which caters to 2,300 clients across North America in
various industries, is said to be the largest Title Custodian service
provider in the Canadian Mortgage-Backed Securities industry.

Ongoing overhaul at Wells Fargo

Wells Fargo chief Charlie Scharf has been focusing on overhaul lately in a
bid to turn around the group that was caught up in a major sales
practices scandal.

Earlier this month, the firm dropped its Abbot Downing brand, which
serves the ultra-rich people, and moved it under its larger private bank
brand.

Last month, Wells Fargo agreed to sell Wells Fargo Asset Management
(WFAM) for $2.1bn to GTCR and Reverence Capital Partners.

In January this year, it was reported that the bank is withdrawing from
international wealth management business in order to focus its efforts
on serving wealthy investors in the US.
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FILED 1st JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
Santa Fe County

1/20/2021 12:38 PM

KATHLEEN VIGIL CLERK OF THE COURT

F NEW MEXiCO Breanna Aguilar
OF SANTA FE

Mmirstal ™1
UIVIAL DI I RIU I

STATE O
COUNTY

QT

FIRST J

No. D-101-CV-2013-00904

WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A., AS TRUSTEE, on Behalf of the
Holders of the Haborview Mortgage Loan Trust Mortgage Loan
Pass-Through Certificates, Series 2007-1,

Plaintiff,
Vs.

MARCELINA'Y. MARTINEZ; CARL J. MARTINEZ; THE BANK OF
NEW YORK MELLON fka The Bank of New York as Successor
Trustee to JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A., as Trustee on Behalf of
the Certificateholders of the CWHEQ Inc., CWHEQ Revolving
Home Equity Loan Trust, Series 21006-1; GILBERT ROMERO;
and UNKNOWN TENANT (REAL NAME UNKNOWN),

Defendants.

NOTICE OF SALE

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on March 3, 2021, at the hour of 10:00 a.m.,
the undersigned Special Master will, at the main entrance of the Judge Steve Herrera
Judicial Complex, 225 Montezuma Avenue, Santa Fe, New Mexico, sell all the right, title
and interest of the above-named Defendants in and to the hereinafter described real
estate to the highest bidder for cash. The property to be sold is located at 14 Camino
de Paz, Santa Cruz, and is situate in Santa Fe County, New Mexico, and is particularly
described as follows:

PARCEL "A" AS SHOWN AND DELINEATED ON PLAT OF SURVEY FOR

CARL J. MARTINEZ AND MARCELINA MARTINEZ AND EDWARD MARQUEZ

AND BENITA MARQUEZ, BY JOHN PAISANO JR. NMLS NO. 5708 DATED

JUNE 28, 2006 FILED AS DOCUMENT NO 1440868 IN PLAT BOOK 628,
PAGE 017, IN THE RECORDS OF SANTA FE COUNTY, NEW MEXICO.
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THE FOREGOING SALE will be made to satisfy a judgment rendered by the
above Court in the above entitled and numbered cause on August 22, 2016, being an
action to foreclose a mortgage on the above described property. The Plaintiff's
Judgment, which includes interest and costs, is $617,126.09 and the same bears
interest at 3.3750% per annum from May 30, 2015, to the date of sale. The Plaintiff
and/or its assignees has the right to bid at such sale and submit its bid verbally or in
writing. The Plaintiff may apply all or any part of its judgment to the purchase price in
lieu of cash. The sale may be postponed and rescheduled at the discretion of the
Special Master.

NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that the real property and improvements
concerned with hereiﬁ will be sold subject to any and all patent reservations,
easements, all recorded and unrecorded liens not foreclosed herein, and all recorded
and unrecorded special assessments and taxes that may be due. Plaintiff and its
attorneys disclaim all responsibility for, and the purchaser at the sale takes the property
subject to, the valuation of the property by the County Assessor as real or personal
property, affixture of any mobile or manufactured home to the land, deactivation of title
to a mobile or manufactured home on the property, if any, environmental contamination
on the property, if any, and zoning violations concerning the property, if any.

NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that the purchaser at such sale shall take title to
the above described real property subject to a one month right of redemption.

Electronically filed /s/ David Washburn
David Washburn, Special Master
Post Office Box 91988

Albuquerque, NM 87199

505-433-4576
sales@nsi.legal




FILED 1st JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
Santa Fe County

1/20/2021 12:38 PM

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
KATHLEEN VIGIL CLERK OF THE COURT
COUNTY OF SANTA FE Breanna Aguilar

FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT
No. D-101-CV-2013-00904

WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A., AS TRUSTEE, on Behalf of the
Holders of the Haborview Mortgage Loan Trust Mortgage Loan
Pass-Through Certificates, Series 2007-1,

Plaintiff,
VS.

MARCELINA'Y. MARTINEZ; CARL J. MARTINEZ; THE BANK OF NEW YORK
MELLON fka The Bank of New York as Successor Trustee to JP Morgan Chase Bank,
N.A., as Trustee on Behalf of the Certificateholders of the CWHEQ Inc., CWHEQ
Revolving Home Equity Loan Trust, Series 21006-1; GILBERT ROMERO; and
UNKNOWN TENANT (REAL NAME UNKNOWN),

Defendant(s).

NOTICE OF SUBSTITUTION OF SPECIAL MASTER

Plaintiff, Wells Fargo Bank, N.A., as Trustee, on Behalf of the Holders of the
Haborview Mortgage Loan Trust Mortgage Loan Pass-Through Certificates, Series
2007-1, by and through its counsel, Tiffany & Bosco, P.A., hereby gives notice that
David Washburn of P.O. Box 91988, Albuquerque, NM 87199, 505-433-4576, is
substituted as Special Master in the above entitled and numbered cause of action.

TIFFANY & BOSCO, P.A.

o
By AL lilidin Ao o\
KaremH-—Bradtey-

Deborah A. Nesbitt

Attorneys for Plaintiff

PO Box 3509

Albuquerque, NM 87190-3509

(505) 248-2400 FAX (505) 254-4722




| certify that | have mailed and/or emailed a copy of the foregoing pleading to the
opposing counsel of record and/or parties pro se on January 90 , 2021:

Marcelina Y. Martinez, Defendant Pro Se, PO Box 2077, Santa Cruz, N 87567, (505)
672-8497, aequitasveritas777@gmail.com;

Gilbert Romero, Defendant Pro Se, PO Box 2077, Santa Cruz, NM 87567, (505) 672-
8497;

Karl H. Sommer, SOMMER KARNES & ASSOCIATES, LLP, Attorney for Defendant
Carl J. Martinez, 200 West Marcy Street, Suite 133, Santa Fe, NM 87501, (505) 989-
3800, khs@sommerkarnes.com;

Jason C. Bousliman, MCCARTHY HOLTHUS, LLP, Attorney for Bank of America, N.A.,
fka Countrywide Home Loans, Inc., 6501 Eagle Rock NE, Suite A-3, Albuquerque, NM
87113, (505) 219-4895 ext. 6888, jbousliman@mccarthyholhus.com and,

Solomon S. Krotzer, HOUSER LLP Co-Counsel for Plaintiff, 100 Sun Ave. N.E., Suite
650, Albuquerque, New Mexico 87109, (949) 679-1111; skrotzer@houser-law.com

S

Jason Chism, Legal Assistant




NSI National Service &
Investigations, Inc.

Ste M-4, Box 272
Albuquergue, NM 87109
505-318-0300

November 5, 2020

VIA EMAIL: ameg.2222@outlook.com
Ann Marie Galloway

149 Candelario Street

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Re:  Response to October 31, 2020 Correspondence - Case # D-101-CV-2013-00911
Dear Ms. Galloway:

This letter is in response to your October 31, 2020, correspondence that purports to be
sent pursuant to the Public Information Act NMSA 14-1-8.

As an initial matter, I do not concede that I am a “custodian™ as provided for in the Act
and therefore required to respond to the request. However, as this matter is more easily
responded to than opposed, I am providing the below noted documents and responses to address
your requests. I will not respond to any future request.

1. Please provide the Special Master’s report submitted to the Court.
Response: See enclosed

2. Please provide the document(s) that authorizes you, David Washburn to be a Special
Master.

Response: The Judgment entered on 8.24.2015 provided for the appointment of a Special
Master and the Order Granting Substitution of Special Master entered 10.17.2019 authorized
me to act as Special Master.

3. Please identify the party who placed the successful bid:

Response: Plaintiff, JPMorgan Chase Bank, National Association

a) How was that bid submitted? (written, email, letter, verbally)

Aff. EXHIBIT H
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Gmail - IPRA Request https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2?1k=4965c75c6b&view=pt&search=all...

M G mail M Martinez <aequitasveritas777@gmail.com>
IPRA Request
Jorge Montes <sfedrequests@nmcourts.gov> Thu, Jun 3, 2021 at 2:46 PM

To: aequitasveritas777@gmail.com

Ms. Martinez,

It is the policy of the First Judicial District Court to be fully responsive to all requests for public records available under the Inspection of Public Records Act,
NMSA 1978, § 14-2-1 et seq. (“IPRA”). This office received your IPRA request on May 20, 2021 and on May 25, 2021 regarding several records. Attached is
the court's response to your IPRA request. This response will close out your IPRA request.

Sincerely,
Jorge Montes
Judicial Court Supervisor

[Public Requests] IPRA Request Inbox 2021 IPRA REQUESTS

M Martinez <aequitasveritas777@gmail.com> Thu, May 20, 1:06 PM
to sfedrequests

Good afternoon,

This is a request under the Inspection of Public Records Act. Within three business days, the records custodian will explain when the records will be available for
inspection or when the custodian will respond to the request.

First Name: Marcelina

Last Name: Martinez

Email Address: aequitasveritas777@gmail.com
Phone Number: 505.672.8497

Court Locations: 1st Judicial District

Physical Address: PO Box 2077

City: Santa Cruz

State: New Mexico

Zip: 87567

Records Requested:

o All communications between David Washburn and Tiffany & Boscoe P.A. agents, officers, or employees relating to case D-101-CV-2013-00904, Wells
Fargo Bank, N.A. as Trustee v Martinez et al.

o All communications between David Washburn and Houser LLP agents, officers, or employees relating to case D-101-CV-2013-00904, Wells Fargo
Bank, N.A. as Trustee v Martinez et al.

o Include all communications prior to, during and after the alleged "sale", which purportedly was held on March 3, 2021

o Evidence of funds transferred from the alleged purchaser

o Receipts for advertisement in the newspaper having a general circulation in Santa Fe County, New Mexico

o Evidence of Bond/Insurance of David Washburn (name of insurance company, address and policy number)

NOTE: I attempted to request the records directly from David Washburn but received the response below. It is my belief that the

court should be the custodian for the records requested given that special masters are appointed by judges to act on their behalf.

For your reference:

Rule 16-305 NMRA, Rules of Professional Conduct, Impartiality and decorum of the tribunal. “During a proceeding a lawyer may
not communicate ex parte with persons serving an official capacity in the proceeding, such as judges, masters, or jurors, unless
authorized to do so by law or court order.” See Committee commentary. Masters are considered officers serving an official

capacity.

NMSA 1978 Sect. 34-10-2.1. Judicial standards commission; duties; subpoena power.

Aff. EXHIBIT I
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Gmail - IPRA Request https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2?1k=4965c75c6b&view=pt&search=all...

A. Pursuant to the judicial standards commission's authority granted by Article 6, Section 32 of the constitution of New
Mexico, any justice, judge or magistrate of any court may be disciplined or removed for willful misconduct in office, persistent
failure or inability to perform the judge's duties or habitual intemperance, or may be retired for a disability that seriously interferes
with the performance of the justice's, judge's or magistrate's duties and that is, or is likely to become, of a permanent character.
The judicial standards commission is granted the same authority to regulate the conduct and character of court-appointed

commissioners, hearing officers, administrative law judges or special masters while acting in a judicial capacity.

E.g. “requirement of impartiality applies not only to judicial officers but also to private persons who serve as adjudicators.” Rissler
v. Jefferson Cnty. Bd. of Zoning Appeals, 693 S.E.2d 321, 328 (W. Va. 2010).” See Los Chavez Cmty. Assn. v. Valencia
Cnty., 2012-NMCA-044, 277 P.3d 475.

Also see the attached Attorney General Opinion Letter, which acknowledges that special masters are judicial employees acting in a

quasi-judicial capacity.

Thank you!

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Elizabeth Mason <Elizabeth.Mason@roselbrand.com>

Date: Thu, May 20, 2021 at 12:33 PM

Subject: RE: IPRA Request | Deadline to respond 5.20.2021

To: aequitasveritas777@gmail.com <aequitasveritas777@gmail.com>
Cc: David Washburn <dwashburn@nsi.legal>

Good afternoon. This office has been retained by David Washburn regarding the records request submitted by electronic message to David Washburn
at sales@nsi.legal on May 17, 20201, as set forth below.

Please be advised that the records request is not subject to the provisions of the Inspection of Public Records Act, Sections 14-2-1, et seq., NMSA 1978 (“the
Act”). Neither David Washburn nor National Service & Investigations, Inc., are a “public body” as defined by the Act, the records requested are not “public
records” as defined by the Act, and neither David Washburn nor National Service & Investigations, Inc., is a “custodian” as defined by the Act. Accordingly, a

response to the records request set forth below will not be provided.

A copy of Section 14-2-6 NMSA 1978 is provided herewith for your reference. Thank you.

14-2-6. Definitions.

As used in the Inspection of Public Records Act:

A. "custodian" means any person responsible for the maintenance, care or keeping of a public body's public records, regardless of whether the records are in
that person's actual physical custody and control;

B. "file format" means the internal structure of an electronic file that defines the way it is stored and used;
C. "inspect" means to review all public records that are not excluded in Section 14-2-1 NMSA 1978;
D. "person" means any individual, corporation, partnership, firm, association or entity;
E. "protected personal identifier information" means:
(1) all but the last four digits of a:
(a) taxpayer identification number;
(b) financial account number; or
(c) driver's license number;
(2) all but the year of a person's date of birth; and

3) a social security number;

EXHIBIT D
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Gmail - IPRA Request https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2?1k=4965c75c6b&view=pt&search=all...

F. "public body" means the executive, legislative and judicial branches of state and local governments and all advisory boards, commissions, committees,
agencies or entities created by the constitution or any branch of government that receives any public funding, including political subdivisions, special taxing districts,
school districts and institutions of higher education;

G. "public records" means all documents, papers, letters, books, maps, tapes, photographs, recordings and other materials, regardless of physical form or
characteristics, that are used, created, received, maintained or held by or on behalf of any public body and relate to public business, whether or not the records are
required by law to be created or maintained; and

H. "trade secret" means trade secret as defined in Subsection D of Section 57-3A-2 NMSA 1978.

Elizabeth Mason

National Compliance Attorney

Rose L. Brand & Associates P.C.

7430 Washington St. NE

Albuquerque, NM 87109

Phone: (505) 833-3036 | Fax: (505) 833-3040

E-maiil: elizabeth.mason@roselbrand.com

From: M Martinez [mailto:aequitasveritas777@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2021 5:40 PM

To: Sales <sales@nsi.legal>

Subject: IPRA Request

RE: David Washburn, Special Master -
Foreclosure Sales, sales@nsi.legal, NM Private Investigation Company Lic #3212.”

This is a request under the Inspection of Public Records Act. Within three business days, the records custodian will explain when the records will be available for
inspection or when the custodian will respond to the request.

First Name: Marcelina

Last Name: Martinez

Email Address: aequitasveritas777@gmail.com
Phone Number: 505.672.8497

Court Locations: 1st Judicial District

Physical Address: PO Box 2077

City: Santa Cruz

State: New Mexico

Zip: 87567

Records Requested:

o All communications between David Washburn and Tiffany & Boscoe P.A. agents, officers, or employees relating to case D-101-CV-2013-00904, Wells
Fargo Bank, N.A. as Trustee v Martinez et al.

o All communications between David Washburn and Houser LLP agents, officers, or employees relating to case D-101-CV-2013-00904, Wells Fargo
Bank, N.A. as Trustee v Martinez et al.

o Include all communications prior to, during and after the alleged "sale", which purportedly was held on March 3, 2021

o Evidence of funds transferred from the alleged purchaser

o Receipts for advertisement in the newspaper having a general circulation in Santa Fe County, New Mexico

e Evidence of Bond/Insurance of David Washburn (name of insurance company, address and policy number)
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Gmail - IPRA Request https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2?1k=4965c75c6b&view=pt&search=all...

Thank you

ﬂ 2021 IPRA Response M MARTINEZ 6032021.pdf
— 493K

EXHIBIT D

4 of 4 6/17/21,10:58 AM



FILED 1st JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
Santa Fe County
2/3/2023 3:26 PM

STATE OF NEW MEXICO KATHLEEN VIGIL CLERK OF THE.COUR'II'
FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT Gloria Landin
SANTA FE COUNTY

WELLS FARGO BANK NA, et. al.,

Plaintiff,
Case No.: D-101-CV-2013-00904
V.
MARCELINA Y. MARTINEZ, et. al.,

Defendants.

ORDER DENYING MOTION TO RECONSIDER
ORDER DENYING MOTION TO QUASH

THIS MATTER is before the Court on Defendant’s Motion to Reconsider Order
Denying Motion to Quash. The Court having considered the motion, reviewed the relating
pleadings and being otherwise fully informed in the premises finds that the motion is not well taken
and should be DENIED.

THE COURT HAS DETERMINED that a hearing is unnecessary. The Court in its
discretion may rely upon the pleadings filed in this matter if the written submissions are sufficient to
resolve the matters presented. See National Excess Insurance Co. v. Bingham, 1987-NMCA-109,
Paragraph 9, 106 N.M. 325, 742 P.2d 537 (motion may be resolved by the district court without oral
argument provided there is an adequate opportunity for written response to the arguments
presented). See also LR1-306(H).

The Court acknowledges that it is difficult to lose a cherished property in foreclosure.
However, the court notes several filings lacking merit and so, while it is not imposing sanctions, it
will do so in the future if meritless motions are filed to interpose delay.

IT ISTHEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED THAT,

Defendant’s Motion to Reconsider Order Denying Motion to Quash, is hereby DENIED.
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IT ISSO ORDERED.

Honorable Bryan Biedscheid
District Court Judge, Division VI
4dpl

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that the Order was e-filed and served on the date of acceptance to all
parties that are on the service contact list. It is the submitting attorney’s reasonability to effect
service upon any party that is not on the service contact list by filing proof of such service, i.e., a
Certificate of Mailing.

HOUSER LLP

Solomon S. Krotzer
Co-Counsel for Plaintiff

100 Sun Ave. N.E., Suite 650
Albuquerque, NM 87109
(949) 679-1111
skrotzer@houser-law.com

Deborah A. Nesbitt

Tiffany & Bosco, P.A.

PO Box 3507

Albuquerque, NM 87109-3509
Dnesbitt@tblaw.com
Attorneys for Plaintiff

Karl H. Sommer

Sommer Karnes & Associates, LLP

200 West Marcy Street, Suite 133

Santa Fe, NM 87501
khs@sommerkarnes.com

Attorney for Defendant Carl J. Martinez



mailto:skrotzer@houser-law.com
mailto:Dnesbitt@tblaw.com
mailto:khs@sommerkarnes.com

Marcelina Martinez

PO Box 2077

Santa Cruz, NM 87567-2077
Aequitasveritas777@gmail.com
Pro Se Defendant

Terri S. Sossman, TCAA


mailto:Aequitasveritas777@gmail.com
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Transcript of Conversation with Isabel Valdez, Relevant Portions
4/28/2028 Trespass Case D-101-CV-2023-01229
Exhibit 1 to Affidavit in Support of Motion for Summary and Default Judgment
I’'m Chavela...| communicated with you, well started to communicate with you
| sent you a notice yeah
You’re Chavela? And you are?
So you're here with, who? Who, who are you operating on behalf of?
| uh, represent...the foreclosure bank
Do you have a power of attorney on you?
I, uh, not with me
But you have one?
Yeah
Would you mind sending that to me? You have my address, my mailing address
Well, | will have, uh, Select Portfolio Servicing do that. They are the servicing company
So that’s who you’re operating on behalf of?
Yeah
And you have, uh, but you have one, right, a power of attorney from them?
My my, uh, superior has one
You're not the one | need to call about going back in, right? He gave me another number
Yeah he probably gave you the, uh, Select Portfolio’s number
I’'m, uh, I’'m I’'m only the Real Estate

Okay, so just so you know I'll be claiming, um, equity in this property so you know keep

that in mind with all you’re what you’re doing

* %k

Exhibit 1 to Affidavit of Negative Averment in Support of Summary Judgment against Defendant Isabel Valdez
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Date of Return:

Sheriff’s Signature
SHERIFF OR DEPUTY SHERIFF OF
SANTA FE NEW MEXICO

3| Page
Writ of Assistance in Favor of Purchaser
1012-14522A









Date of Return:

Sheriff’s Signature
SHERIFF OR DEPUTY SHERIFF OF
SANTA FE NEW MEXICO
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Writ of Assistance in Favor of Purchaser
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7/17/23, 10:35 PM

Subject:

ez e~y
Re: EVIC SETUP: LOCKOUT - 14 Camino De Paz, Santa Cruz, NM 87567 // 0012867974 - realestatedesantafe@gmail.com

Re: EVIC SETUP: LOCKOUT - 14 Camino De Paz, Santa Cruz, N

Chavela valdez <realestatedesantafe@gmail.com>

% to Evictions New Orders

You are viewing an attached message. Gmail can't verify the authenticity of attached messages.

Safeguard External Email Warning:

Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the
content is safe. If you believe that this email is unsafe, please report it by using the Phish
Alert button in Outlook

87567 is the zip code.

On Tue, Apr 25, 2023 at 10:52 AM Evictions New Orders <EvictionsNewOrders@safeguardproperties.com> wrote

Aff. EXHIBIT M

# 0012867974

Lockout on 04/28/2023 at 10:00 AM

Our system has the property zip code as 87506. Which zip code is correct? If zip code 87567 is correct,
Will the Agent be present the day of the eviction to complete the PPN and send the mailing? Safeguard |
Please accept this as confirmation that we received your eviction request and it has been set up. We are in the
best service this request.

In general, we require 48 hours' notice for all properties; however, we recommend you provide at least 72 hours
there are any challenges, we will notify you as soon as possible and will keep you advised of our progress.
Requests received within 24 hours’ notice or less may have a rush fee applied. A rush fee between $50 and $2(
eviction. It is necessary to offset costs to have a vendor/crew present at the lockout as they are rescheduling wc
Sheriff.

The minimum number of men required for the eviction varies by Sheriff Locality. If your eviction request does no
out to the sheriff's department to confirm the minimum crew required to complete the lockout.

Please note: If the sheriff's department requires a crew of eight or more be present, you will billed for a minimun
the additional costs the vendor incurs to guarantee the availability of the additional manpower. This includes, bu
send multiple vehicles to the eviction and additional crew wages to ensure coverage, for what may turn out to be
there are no personals present. If our vendor utilizes a staffing agency, we will submit their invoice for reimburse
If 3rd Party, Licensed Bonded Movers are required to execute the move out of personal property, their cost will t
If you have any questions, please call the Evictions Team 800-852-8306 ext. 2159.

Thank you.

Evictions Order Entry Team

Safeguard Properties

0: (800) 852-8306 ext. 2159

7887 Hub Parkway

Valley View, OH 44125

evictionsneworders@safeguardproperties.com

www.safeguardproperties.com
Customer Service = Resolution®

Qafannardina anr rliante! intorocte

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/popout?ver=1g3ytthb29Iwb&msg=%23msg-f%3A17653586 12007788381 &attid=0.1 171



Authentisign ID: 5585A728;3F66-4A80-9BD4-52FE3392B0EA Fee Agreement (Agent View)

FEE AGREEMENT - Select Portfolio Servicing

Street Address: 14 CAMINO DE PAZ, SANTA CRUZ, NM 87506
Property #: 0012867974

Agent: Isabel Valdez

Date: 11/12/2021

Agreement Details

Fees Payable to Mountain West Realty Fees Payable to Exceleras  Detail

Detail
Corp Administration Fee $0
. $ T
. forral echnology Fee $ 150.00
Minimum referra 312.50
If sale price equal or less than 59999.00; B0 The Technology Fee is not associated with
then percent of Listing Broker commission e Mountain West. It will appear on the
— ._4_4‘_._......_,._‘_..v.,...;........... - e e : e C/Oang statement and is payble to
If sale price is greater than 59999.00; 33.00 % -

then percent of Listing Broker commission

Mountain West Realty Corp.

Dear Agent,

Mountain West Realty Corp. (“MWR™) has referred your firm to Select Portfolio Servicing, Inc. (SPS) to assist in the marketing efforts on the
above referenced property.

As an approved REO Agent registered with MWR, you will be required to pay a referral fee to MWR upon the closing of escrow. MWR
requires that the Referral Fee Agreement, attached to this document, be executed and returned as soon as possible.

MWR provides REO Broker Referral Services for a wide variety of institutional clients. MWR’s success is rooted in its ability to assign REO
Brokers who possess unmatched personal accountability in their business practices. Your timely completion of the following assignment is
vital to your continued success as a registered agent with MWR.

Please forward all correspondence regarding the property to SPS.

We appreciate your professionalism while completing this important task. The specifics of this assignment are detailed in the following pages

of this referral.

Sincerely,
Dennis Cook, Principal Broker
Mountain West Realty Corp.

REFERRAL FEE AGREEMENT
BETWEEN
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Autheptisigp ID: §5854728;3F66-4A80-9BD4-52FE3392B0EA Fee Agreement (Agent View)

MOUNTAIN WEST REALTY CORP. AND
Agent: Isabel L. Valdez OF Firm Real Estate De Santa Fe, LLC

Real Estate De Santa Fe, LLC

Agent; _'sabelL. Valdez , the authorized representative of Firm: agrees to pay directly to

MOUNTAIN WEST REALTY CORP., the following referral fee.

Identified as Select Portfolio Servicing, Inc. REO#: 0012867974
Property Address: 14 Camino De La Paz Santa Cruz NM 87506

The referral fee due to MWR is as follows:

. A Referral Fee of 25 % of the listing commission on all properties with a sales price of $59,999 or less of the listing side of the
2ross commission.

. A Referral Fee of 33% of the listing commission will be implemented on all properties with sales price of $60,000 or greater of the
listing side of the gross commission.

This above referenced fee must be noted on the related HUD-1 and remitted (payable) to Mountain West Realty Corp., Federal Tax ID #84-
1415643, at the closing on the property. Remittance should be directed to P.O. Box 651420, Salt Lake City, UT 84165-0420. Please
reference the Loan Number and Property Address on the check.

[ have read the above terms and conditions of the Referral Fee Agreement and I will fully comply with the said terms and conditions of this
Agreement, and so indicate by my signature below:

Isabel L. Valdez
Company: Real Estate De Santa Fe, LLC Contact: e
Address: 34A CR 101B Santa Fe Nm 87506
Broker: Isabel L. Valdez Agent: |sabel L. Valdez

Date: Nov-12-2021 Dt o202t
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Autheptisjgn ID: $5854728;F66-4A80-9BD4-52F EI392BOEA Fee Agreement (Agent View)
Exceleras, LLC

You acknowledge that by accepting a property listing from SPS, you will owe a $150 Technology Fee. The Technology Fee is a
per property charge for your use of Exceleras, LLC’s ("Exceleras”) Website and related technology services that allow real estate
agents and brokers to communicate with their clients in the course of listing, marketing and selling properties. The fee is payable
to Exceleras at the time the property closes for any property for which you are the listing agent and SPS is the servicer, or for
which SPS has retained you to list the property. Generally the Technology Fee will appear on the closing documents as a
deduction from amounts you are owed, but you are liable for the fee even it does not appear on the closing documents and/or is
not deducted from the proceeds at the time of closing.

You acknowledge that the Technology Fee is a business expense of yours for services actually rendered by Exceleras and that
you will not seek reimbursement or payment of it directly or indirectly from any person or entity. You represent and warrant that
you will comply with Exceleras' terms and conditions for use of the Website, and all applicable laws and regulations in the course
of using Exceleras' Website, and will not use the Website or any material on the Website for any improper purpose.

By signing below, you are agreeing to terms of this agreement, including payment to Exceleras of the Technology Fee.

Authentisic
Joabel £ Valdez 111272021

1111212021 12:45:22 PM MST

Signature Date
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7/25/23, 10:54 AM Gmail - LOCKOUT: 4/28/2023 @ 10:00 AM / 0012867974 / 14 Camino De Paz, Santa Cruz, NM 87567 / Ap No. 1012-14522A

M Gmail &

LOCKOUT: 4/28/2023 @ 10:00 AM / 0012867974 / 14 Camino De Paz, Santa Cruz, NM
87567 | Ap No. 1012-14522A

1 message

Sarah G. Harris <SLeikam@aldridgepite.com> Tue, Apr 25, 2023 at 9:28 AM
To: Chavela valdez <realestatedesantafe@gmail.com>
Cc: Steve Tsiotsias <stsiotsias@aldridgepite.com>

Chavela valdez <realestatedesantafe@gmail.com>

Hello,

We have a Lockout scheduled for 4/28/2023 @ 10:00 AM for the property on:

14 Camino De Paz, Santa Cruz, NM 87567

Required Attendees for Lockout:
- Local Agent

- Locksmith

Deputy’s Office Contact:
Santa Fe County Sheriff’s Office

(505) 986-2455

Attached is the PPN for the Lockout. If personals remain after Lockout, this notice must be posted and mailed via
First Class. Posting and mailing must be completed on the same day. When posting, Agent/Vendor must add their
name and phone #, the mailing date and sign/date the bottom right corner.

The former occupants have 30 days, from the date of posting, to make contact to retrieve their belongings. After the
30 days are expired and there has been no contact with the former occupants, our Client can trash out the personal
property that remains.

****please be advised this cannot be rescheduled without possibly losing the current Writ of Possession. DO NOT
ENTER PROPERTY PRIOR TO DEPUTY'S ARRIVAL. Please advise once the lockout is completed. If the lockout is
unsuccessful please contact our office as soon as possible.****

Please respond to this email confirming there is no CFK Agreement in place and home has not been sold.
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Thank you,

Sarah G. Harris
Evictions Paralegal — NM, TX & WA

Please note our address has changed:

9205 W. Russell Road, Suite 240
Las Vegas, NV 89148

Aldridge | Pite, LLP

Main Office: 858-750-7600

Direct Dial: 702-267-9573

Direct Fax: 858-726-6293

sleikam@aldridgepite.com

*If I provided great service, please give me a KUDOS by clicking on the KUDOS icon below!*

From: Chavela valdez <realestatedesantafe@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, April 24, 2023 1:49 PM

To: Sarah G. Harris <SLeikam@aldridgepite.com>

Subject: Re: Martinez, Marcelina / 0012867974 / 14 Camino De Paz, Santa Cruz, NM 87567

Scheduled for Friday at 10:00 a.m.

On Mon, Apr 24, 2023 at 1:45 PM Sarah G. Harris <SLeikam@aldridgepite.com> wrote:

~ Hello Chavela,

Have you heard from the Sheriff yet to schedule the Lockout?

Thank you,
_ Sarah G. Harris

Evictions Paralegal — NM, TX & WA
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Please note our address has changed:

9205 W. Russell Road, Suite 240
- Las Vegas, NV 89148
Aldridge | Pite, LLP
Main Office: 858-750-7600
Direct Dial: 702-267-9573
. Direct Fax: 858-726-6293

: sleikam@aldridgepite.com

*If I provided great service, please give me a KUDOS by clicking on the KUDOS icon below!*

From: Sarah G. Harris
- Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2023 11:28 AM
To: 'Chavela valdez' <realestatedesantafe@gmail.com>
* Subject: RE: Martinez, Marcelina / 0012867974 / 14 Camino De Paz, Santa Cruz, NM 87567

You're welcome!

Thank you,
' Sarah G. Harris
Evictions Paralegal — NM, TX & WA

Please note our address has changed:

- 9205 W. Russell Road, Suite 240
Las Vegas, NV 89148

. Aldridge | Pite, LLP
Main Office: 858-750-7600

Direct Dial: 702-267-9573
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Direct Fax: 858-726-6293

~ sleikam@aldridgepite.com

- *If I provided great service, please give me a KUDOS by clicking on the KUDOS icon below!*

From: Chavela valdez <realestatedesantafe@gmail.com>
- Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2023 11:25 AM
' To: Sarah G. Harris <SLeikam@aldridgepite.com>
- Subject: Re: Martinez, Marcelina / 0012867974 / 14 Camino De Paz, Santa Cruz, NM 87567

Thank you!

- On Tue, Apr 18, 2023 at 12:17 PM Sarah G. Harris <SLeikam@aldridgepite.com> wrote:

- Hello!

It was delivered to the Sheriff’s office today:

DELIVERED DELIVERY STATUS
Delivered

Tuesday =@

4/18/2023 at 11:09 am el

Signed for by: TPEREZ

o, Obtaln Proof of delivery

Manage Delivery ~

- Thank you,
' Sarah G. Harris
Evictions Paralegal — NM, TX & WA

Please note our address has changed:
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9205 W. Russell Road, Suite 240

Las Vegas, NV 89148
- Aldridge | Pite, LLP
' Main Office: 858-750-7600
Direct Dial: 702-267-9573
Direct Fax: 858-726-6293

sleikam@aldridgepite.com

*If I provided great service, please give me a KUDOS by clicking on the KUDOS icon below!*

From: Chavela valdez <realestatedesantafe@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2023 9:52 AM
To: Sarah G. Harris <SLeikam@aldridgepite.com>
" Subject: Re: Martinez, Marcelina / 0012867974 / 14 Camino De Paz, Santa Cruz, NM 87567

Hi Sarah, the Santaf Sherrif Dept. has not received "writ of assistance" on the eviction notice for this property.
Please confirm that it was or will be mailed to 35 Camino Justico, Santa Fe, NM 87508 and there is a $40 fee due in
advance. Thank you please follow up on this matter and confirm with me.

On Mon, Apr 10, 2023 at 11:26 AM Chavela valdez <realestatedesantafe@gmail.com> wrote:

Thank you for the update. | will let you know as soon as the Santa Fe Sheriff office calls me.

On Mon, Apr 10, 2023 at 9:44 AM Sarah G. Harris <SLeikam@aldridgepite.com> wrote:

Good morning,

The Writ is being mailed to the Sheriff's office. They will be contacting you to schedule the Lockout. You are
required to advise my office of the Lockout date at least 24 hours prior to the Lockout Date.

Please let me know as soon as you hear from the Sheriff.
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CASE D-101-CV-2023-01229
TRANSCRIPTION EXCERPTS FROM HEARING ON 10/5/2023, MOTION TO DISQUALIFY

Judge Biedscheid: [After calling the case and having parties state appearances, asking questions
and making some statements]

07:05 | just can absolutely sincerely state, that uh, there, | know from my internal assessment, |
have absolutely no bias towards anybody or against anybody in this matter ...

* % %k

07:42: | have done the, | think, requisite soul-searching to see if that’s true, that there is a bias,
and there isn’t. So then | get to the appearance and then | say what you’re seeing too about being
a potential witness, but let me ask, what ..testimony from me would be anticipated? ...I'm not
clear on what sort of collateral attack on earlier judgments could be accomplished at this point.
So let me hear what you think.

Martinez: ... [T]he issue is whether a sale actually occurred, whether consideration was paid,
whether there was a true bid. The report of sale did not contain any evidence attached to it as
required by the rule. | requested that evidence in numerous ways, through the same case. | asked
for it from the court directly under the inspection of public records act. | asked for it in the case
by a motion to compel the special master to provide that evidence and you did not issue an order
on that motion, even though the opposing party...there was no response to it. So there is no
evidence that a sale occurred. | also had to try to get it through IPRA so | filed a lawsuit under
IPRA against the court and the special master to try to get this information. That’s still pending.
The judge appointed to that case is saying it’s not subject to IPRA so | have not been freely given
information that you relied upon to confirm a sale. The issue is what you relied upon to deem
that the property was transferred. Because here’s the issue, | was able to conduct discovery in
that case, with the special master, and he has been unable to provide me any such evidence.
Again, it’s not finally adjudicated and by all appearances, again not finally adjudicated, there
appears to be fraud in that case. And again, | requested and requested and requested and again,
this is not under review here, but there’s existing case law and it says, and it’s Muse v. Muse, you
can look it up, that basically says that one party should not have to rely on no evidence of a special
master and should be able to review any evidence in order to be able to properly challenge it.
Right now the testimony you have, or you should have, is the evidence that a sale actually
occurred because you confirmed that sale even when there was no evidence attached to the
report. And even when | requested it, and again, ad nauseum, requesting this evidence and, again,
through discovery I’'m finding that it does not exist. So that is where the bottom line is here,
whether property was even conveyed. It is almost circumstantial to this present case, because
this case does not involve the so-called plaintiff in that case. This case involves other people that
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don’t seem to have any involvement at all. So this is actually separate from that but it’s
circumstantial to what the defenses are. Does that make sense?

Judge: yes, my awesome legal response to that is kind of. | hear what you’re talking about factually,
and | must confess I've been giving the spinning wheels, | try to look at the underlying case. So
typically, what happens, in these sorts of cases is, | make a ruling, or | confirm a sale and things
like that and then there’s an appeal if there’s a concern about it and then the appeals court says,
Biedscheid got it right, or Biedscheid got it wrong, and depending on what their view of that is, |
would take up follow up proceedings or not. What | don’t believe what | or any other judge can
do, is take up testimony or elicit other facts related to whether or not a valid judgment was
properly entered once the appellate proceedings are done. So that’s what I’'m trying to figure out
what is happening in this other case, because.... | understand there are two issues in this case,
you’re focused on issues and actions taken in the other case and if | understand it, in this case the
defendants are going to be saying, hey judge you entered a writ, you confirmed a sale that
transferred title, and then we act on that and we get sued for doing that and then that’s a follow
up concern. What, | don’t ... what testimony | could give other than my orders, uh which again,
any judge would have to rely on. What other testimony are you expecting.

Martinez: The testimony of what you relied upon to issue those orders of the evidence. Because
there has to be evidence. | mean, you don’t issue orders without evidence, do you? Because that’s
essentially the question here. Was property actually conveyed, was there consideration paid,
there’s no evidence of that, and based on what I've obtained, it doesn’t exist and it was done
through fraud. A sale can be challenged for fraud, it can be reversed, even long after appeal. |
mean, | couldn’t have even challenged it through appeal because | didn’t have the information.
I’m only receiving it now. And the question here, again, | don’t want to litigate this particular case
right now because we’re talking about whether or not you would be a material fact witness. And
that’s not even necessarily the issue. The issue is, are you going to be willing to look at everything
when you’re the one that confirmed the sale and it could potentially expose you to liability for
confirming a sale that did not have any evidence to support it? Therein lies the issue. This is why
it’s a problem. | don’t think you’re trying to harm me, your honor, | don’t think you’re trying to do
something wrong, necessarily, but self-preservation is a big big issue. So | believe that is why this
rule is in place. You have, or you don’t, have evidence, either way you are a material fact witness,
whether or not you have the evidence and, again, I’'ve already requested this evidence numerous
times. And an order should not be issued without evidence period. Especially conveying
someone’s property and trying to remove them from it. That is due process, that’s a
constitutionally protected right. This is long standing case law that a person cannot be ejected
from their property is actually litigated. | have a right to a trial by jury, that’s under the 7t
Amendment. | mean, there are a lot of implications here and it has not been finally litigated or
adjudicated because title has not been litigated and that’s, again, peripheral to this case. This case
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has to do with whether the people that actually took possession of my property had any authority
under the writ because ...and | brought this to your attention in the previous case. Wells Fargo
Bank as Trustee is no longer doing those services and that ended in 2021 and this has not been
litigated either. And there has been no evidence of any authority from Wells Fargo to allow
anybody to do anything on its behalf. And there could not possibly be evidence since 2021 so
there are lots of issues surrounding this case. But for the purposes of this present motion, even
if you think you might not be biased and you are not inclined to be biased and you’re a good man
and you don’t plan to be biased, there’s a reason for this rule period. | understand, | mean, in
some ways, your honor, | kind of want you in this case because you know what’s going on in this
case, but that’s the whole point, you’re not supposed to be. It’s also considered ex parte. ...I can
find that rule for you if you want, but | mean, you’re the one that’s bound to these rules so | think
you should know this. A judge is not supposed to look at other cases to determine facts in the
present case. That’s considered ex parte. So there’s just a lot of issues surrounding this that is a

I”

reason that this is a compulsory, “shall” disqualify.

Judge: Asks Ms. Casiano and Mr. Dickman.

Martinez: [Objecting] They took no position on this motion, they did not file a response, I’'m not
sure why they’re being allowed to be given a response.

Judge: because I’'m interested in their perspective on this.

Dickman: | didn’t take a position on this motion but | would point out that from my client’s
perspective we have a dispositive motion pending, motion to dismiss based on absolute immunity
and sovereign immunity. That motion is totally based on the pleadings and the record...

Acknowledges that if the court acts in complete absence of jurisdiction that absolute immunity
may not apply.

Mr. Dickman states there is 40 years of case law that says the government is immune to a suit for
trespass. Also states there is no other evidence that would be required to raise to support their
defenses.

Casiano: Doesn’t intend to call any witnesses and does not believe there is bias.

Martinez: There is decades of case law that states that a judge should disqualify even if there is
no actual bias and even just a slight chance for bias. ... | know we are not here to argue the merits,
but there actually is case law that allows a claim against a sheriff, sheriff’s office for abuse of
authority, which is even if the writ could be deemed facially valid. There was an abuse of authority.
But the bottom line for this particular motion, your honor, is, all of the orders would be subject
to appeal and reversal for a lack of due process for the potential for bias and for the fact that the
rule actually would be violated because it’s a “shall disqualify”. That’s a violation of due process.
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That would make any orders void. It’s a waste of our time. It’s a waste of defendants’ time, it’s a
waste of my time, it’s a waste of the court’s time. Because there would be no confidence that
orders would be issued without bias. On either side.

Judge: one of the things I’'m admittedly struggling with on this end is | agree with you that if | have
personal knowledge of facts that are at issue in the matter, and | might be a witness, then | need
to get out. What I'm struggling with | still can’t figure out, | mean, A. | don’t know any of the
underlying facts. | was relying on what was presented to me, laws, statutes, rules, and the like, so
I’'m not clear what testimony | would have to offer that would make me a witness. And then 2,
what I'm trying to figure out what is exactly still on appeal, what has been decided. To my
knowledge, | don’t have a stay or anything that would have made the writ improper. Again, what
is still at issue in this matter related to the validity of the documents and what information is it |
might be called to testify about.

Martinez: Here we are discussing the merits again. We’re not trying to figure that out right now.
The question is, when we do try to figure that out, is it proper for you to be the person to make
that determination? And there’s one other thing | want to mention about this that | mentioned
before. | am not receiving any notices from your court. | didn’t get a notice of hearing for this
hearing, | had to go and dig it up and find it and | did not get a notice when you were assigned,
when the initial judge was recused and for that reason | wasn’t able to assert my peremptory
excusal. | did it anyway when | discovered it, but it was untimely. There are so many issues. Again,
| can’t believe I’'m having to explain this. There’s, again, decades of case law that basically says, a
judge shall disqualify, even if he has personal knowledge of a case, even if it’s not about your writ.
This is,  mean, I'm really kind of shocked that I’'m having to explain this. | really am. Even just the
slight appearance, and again, the bias isn’t necessarily, when it’s discussed in these cases, I've
read lots and lots of cases about it, it’s not necessarily talking about the judge was just being
mean or something like that. It’s about violating due process rights, it’s about violating rules. It’s
about not sending notice when it should be sent, it’s about not disqualifying when it should
disqualify. And yes, there’s issue with that writ. The writ itself was on appeal, and the plaintiff,
and it wasn’t even the plaintiff, because Wells Fargo doesn’t exist anymore. The plaintiff sought
an amended writ long after the deadline and while it was on appeal. It was an amended writ that
it sought...and that writ was issued while it was on appeal. So there is a question as to whether
there was jurisdiction and again, those are the merits of the case... The issue is if you make the
determination that it was valid, how can we trust that that wasn’t not a biased decision? Even if
you make the determination that it was invalid because you don’t want to be biased, that’s the
problem here. That is why judges are held to the code of judicial conduct, because they have to
make a decision without any kind of external influence at all one way or the other or internal
influence for that matter, that you want to do the right thing. That’s also part of it and there’s case
law for that too but | didn’t think | would have to bring that because, again, shall is compulsory.
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Judge: Again, | do think it’s important for you all to at least understand what I’'m trying to balance
here. | have a duty to hear cases, so that’s a duty that | have, and | balance that against these
other concerns, and the reasons I’'m asking you about the bases for the other concerns is that it
helps with the balancing, right? If it’s just a concern about whether or not the writ was properly
issued when there was appeal, then we can see if there was a stay. If there was no stay then it
was, if there was a stay it wasn’t. And any judge would do that same analysis. So in that case |
think my duty to hear would override these other concerns. If there’s some other component to
this that | don’t understand, that’s why | keep asking. It isn’t as straightforward as, someone claims
that | should know something or that | do know something and | don’t and that means | have to
get out of the case. That would be a breach of my duty to hear it. So, just so you know, that’s the
internal analysis that’s happening up here. While you consider that, let me just ask, so on your
complaint in this matter, you put down your address as... care of PO Box 2077, Santa Cruz, New
Mexico. | also note there is no zip code provided so what is the zip code.

Martinez: On the complaint there’s not a zip code? It’s 87567. | received the notice of recusal,
but | never received the notice of reassignment.

* % %k

Judge:

30:49 | guess my office did the research into the proper zip code... and has been using that zip
code...

31:27 Anything else on this motion before | make a decision?
Martinez: No, | think that’s all

Judge: Okay, at this point in the proceeding, | am not aware of what knowledge, facts, or any
other basis for testimony | have that would actually make me a proper subject of the rule you
have properly cited, about when | need to get out of a case. And, balancing that, unclear assertion
against my duty to hear cases, | find that the duty to hear is paramount in this instance, and so
I’'m denying the motion to either disqualify or recuse, however you would put it. If, at some point
in the future, that it is more apparent that there is something subjective or that | do have
knowledge that might actually be elicited in this matter, then | can certainly revisit it... So on that
basis the motion is denied.

33:23

-END OF HEARING ON MOTION FOR DISQUALIFICATION -
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FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
SANTA FE COUNTY
STATE OF NEW MEXICO

Marcelina Martinez,

Plaintiff,
v No. D-101-CV-2021-01403

NATIONAL SERVICES & INVESTIGATIONS, INC.,
"DAVID WASHBURN acting as "Special Master",
and the FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

Defendants

DEFENDANTS’ RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFF’S
UCTION OF DOCUMENTS

To Marcelina Yolanda Martinez
PO Box 2077
Santa Cruz, NM 87567
505-672-8497
Aequitasveritas777@gmail.com
Plaintiff

COMES NOW, Defendants National Services & Investigations, Inc. and David Washburn,
by and through its undersigned counsel of record, Rose L. Brand & Associates, P.C. (Elizabeth
Dranttel) and hereby provides its Response to Plaintiff, Marcelina Martinez’s First Request for
Production of Documents as follows:

TION OF DOCUMENTS

1. Produce the order appointing David Washburn as special master by the
Court in Case no. D-101-CV-2013-00904.

RESPONSE: Defendant objects to this Interrogatory because the requested
information is publically available for the Defendant to access. Notwithstanding this objection,
please see attached filed Notice of Sale and the Notice of Substitution of Special Master, attached
herein as Exhibits “A” and “B.”

2. Produce the document containing a power of attorney appointment of
David Washburn pursuant to NMSA 1978 § 47-1-7 to convey property claimed to be
subject to Case no. D-101-CV-201 3-00904.
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RESPONSE: Defendants have no documents responsive to this request.

3. Produce the document showing the accounting for the sales transaction that
occurred on 3/3/2021 at or about 10:00 AM on the steps of the First Judicial District Courthouse
pertaining to case no D-101-CV-2013-00904.

RESPONSE: Defendants object to this Request as the accounting for the sale
conducted on 3/3/21 is not within the control or custody of Defendants and is instead
in the control or custody of Plaintiff in Case No. D-101-CV-2013-00904.
Notwithstanding and without waiving the objection, attached please find the bid
instructions for Plaintiff received by Defendants, attached hereto as Exhibit “C.”

4, Produce the document showing how the amounts detailed in the "Report of Special
Master" filed into case D-101-CV-2013-00904 on 3/4/2021 were determined.

RESPONSE: Defendants object to this request as it is irrelevant and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this case and is not within the Inspection
of Public Records Act. Plaintiff also objects to this Request to the extent it calls for confidential,
proprietary and/or trade secret information. Defendants are not the attorney firm that handled the
foreclosure matter and therefore do not have access information outside of what is included in
Exhibit “C,” as it is not in the custody or control of Defendants. Defendants also object to this
Request as all actions taken in the foreclosure Case No. D-101-CV-2013-00904 have been ratified
and approved by the Court and cannot be challenged collaterally in this action. Please refer to filed
pleadings for any breakdown of amounts in the Judgment and Order Confirming Sale.

5. Produce the document showing payment to David Washburn for services
rendered as "special master" for case no D-101-CV-2013-00904.

RESPONSE: See the invoice marked paid, attached hereto and incorporated
herein as Exhibit “D.”

6. Produce the document showing the accounting of the final settlement amount
for judgment in case D-101-CV-2013-00904.

RESPONSE: Defendants object to this Request as vague, ambiguous, overbroad
and unduly burdensome in that it seeks information that is neither relevant to this litigation nor
likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence and is not covered under the Inspection of
Public Records Act. Further, Defendants object to this Request as they did not file the foreclosure
suit and were only involved in the suit as a Special Master and therefore do not have access to
this information as it is not in the custody or control of Defendants. Defendants also object to
this Request as all actions taken in the foreclosure Case No. D-101-CV-2013-00904 have been
ratified and approved by the Court and cannot be challenged collaterally in this action. Please
refer to filed pleadings in the foreclosure case for any breakdown amounts.

7. Produce the document showing proof of payment pursuant to the "Report
of Special Master" in case no D-101-CV-2013-00904, which states, "whereupon your



Special Master sold said property to the said highest bidder for said sum."

RESPONSE: Please see attached sales results correspondence, attached
hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit “E.” Pursuant to the entered foreclosure
Judgment, paragraphs QQ and SS, Plaintiff is entitled to bid its judgment amount in lieu of
cash.

8. Produce the document that shows the specific distri bution of the funds received
by David Washburn acting as "special master" in case no D-101-CV-2013-00904 according
to the amounts listed in the "Report of Special Master".

RESPONSE: Defendants assert that no sale proceeds were received by them
since the Plaintiff in the foreclosure matter was entitled to apply its bid amount to its
Judgment. The application of sale proceeds is directed by the Court in the Order
Confirming Sale, attached hereto as Exhibit “F.”

9. Produce the document setting the Special Master's fee of $269.00 in case no D-
101-CV-2013-00904.

RESPONSE: See Exhibit “F.”

[0.  Produce the documents provided by NSI and/or David Washburn to other parties
in response to all Inspection of Public Records Act (IPRA) requests relating to foreclosure sales
conducted by David Washburn acting as "special master".

RESPONSE: Defendants object to this Request as vague, ambiguous, overbroad
and unduly burdensome in that it seeks information that is neither relevant to this litigation
nor likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence and is not covered under the
Inspection of Public Records Act as it relates to “other parties”. Notwithstanding and without
waiving said Objection, see attached Inspection of Public Records Act request email,
attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit “H.”

11. Produce the documents provided by NSI or any of its employees in response to all
Inspection of Public Records Act requests relating to foreclosure sales conducted by employees
of NSI acting as "special master".

RESPONSE: Defendants object to this Request as vague, ambiguous, overbroad
and unduly burdensome in that it seeks information that is neither relevant to this litigation
nor likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence and is not covered under the
Inspection of Public Records Act as it relates to “other parties”. Notwithstanding and without
waiving said Objection, see attached Inspection of Public Records Act request email,
attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit “G.”

12, Produce the documents showing payment to NSI in association with case no
D- 101-CV-2013-00904.

RESPONSE: See Exhibit “D.”



Exhibit “A”
Exhibit “B”
Exhibit “C”
Exhibit “D”
Exhibit “E”
Exhibit “F”
Exhibit “G”
Exhibit “H”
Exhibit “T”

Respectfully submitted,

ROSE
E DRANTTEL
Defendants
7430 Wash Street, NE
M 87109

(505) 833-3036
Elizabeth.Dranttel@roselbrand.com

EXHIBIT LIST

Filed Notice of Sale

Filed Notice of Substitution of Special Master
Plaintiff’s Bid amount

Paid Invoice

Sale Results, Attendee Information, Highest Bid
Order Confirming Sale

Order Denying Defendant’s Motion to Strike
Correspondence to David Washburn
Foreclosure Judgment



From: Krista Jones <Kjones@tblaw.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 2, 2021 1:40 PM

To: David Washburn; Sales

Cc Deborah A. Nesbitt

Subject: Bid for Marcelina Martinez sale tomorrow

David, please note that the borrower in this case is a very litigious pro se defendant and may appear at the
sale. Please announce at the start of the sale: “There is a ‘Motion to Set Aside Judgment on Mandate to
District Court, Motion to Strike and Motion to Dismiss’ pending in this case.

Please bid $702,000.00
For 3rd party sales:

Funds must be received by Plaintiff’s attorney’s office by 2:00 p.m. on the day of the sale

Thanks,
Krista Jones | Paralegal | 505-248-2400

MTIFIFAN '11.’\& BOSCO

1700 Louisiana Blvd NE, Suite 300 jAlbuquerque, NM 87110
P 505-248-2400 | F 505-254-4722

Offices: Alabama | Arizona | California | Florida | Nevada | New Mexico

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this message may be protected by the attorney-client privilege.
If you believe that it has been sent to you in error, do notread it Please immediately reply to the sender that you have
received the message in error, then delete it. Thank you.

DEBT COLLECTOR: This firm collects debt for mortgage lenders and other creditors. Any information obtained will be used for that purpose. However, if
you have previously received a discharge in bankruptcy, this message is not and should not be construed as an attempt to collect a debt, but only as an
attempt to enforce a lien.



National Service & Investigations, Inc. 3

8100 Wyoming Blvd NE Suite M4 Box 272 Invoice

Albuquerque, NM 87113 US

§05—3 1 8-0309 Inc
jeolumb@nsi.legal

BILL TO

Tiffany & Bosco, P.A.

Seventh Fl. Camelback Esplanade I1
2525 E. Camelback Road

Phoenix, AZ 85016

DATE TOTAL DUE : DUE DATE TERMS | ENCLOSED
03-2021-005 03/03/2021 $0.00 04/02/2021 Net 30
DATE ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION QTY RATE AMOUNT
03/03/2021 Special Master Receive Bid Instructions from client, 250.00 250.00T

proof all documentation as needed,
Schedule and Conduct Foreclosure Sale
of Property in ( Santa Fe ) County,
Prepare all needed

and deeds for ¢

14 Camino de
Santa

TIFFAN
SALE
WFB v. Martinez, Marcelina, et al
(D-101-CV-2013-00904)
T&B # 19-60320

Thank you for your business! SUBTOTAL 250.00
TAX 19.69
TOTAL 269.69
PAYMENT 269.69

BALANCE DUE $000



From: David Washburn

Sent: Wednesday, March 3, 2021 11:10 AM
To: Krista Jones; Sales

Cc: Deborah A. Nesbitt

Subject: SALE RESULT Marcelina Martinez sale
Attachments: SF sign-in sheet 3-3-21.pdf
Importance: High

Please be advised that the Foreclosure Sale in the above-referenced case was conducted today, March 3, 2021, at 10
am, in Santa Fe County.

The results are as follows:

Winning bidder: Wells Fargo Bank, NA
Winning bid amount: $702,000.00
Number of attendees: (3)

3 Party Bidder (Y/N): No

Sign-in sheet is attached

From: Krista Jones [mailto:Kjones@tblaw.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 02, 2021 1:40 PM

To: David Washburn <dwashburn@nsi.legal>; Sales <sales@nsi.legal>
Cc: Deborah A. Nesbitt <dan@tblaw.com>

Subject: Bid for Marcelina Martinez sale tomorrow

David, please note that the borrower in this case is a very litigious pro se defendant and may appear at the
sale. Please announce at the start of the sale: “There is a ‘Motion to Set Aside Judgment on Mandate to
District Court, Motion to Strike and Motion to Dismiss’ pending in this case.

Please bid $702,000.00
For 3rd party sales:
Funds must be received by Plaintiff’s attorney’s office by 2:00 p.m. on the day of the sale.

Thanks,
Krista Jones | Paralegal | 505-248-2400

TIFFAN ’Ii_"\& BOSCO

1700 Louisiana Blvd NE, Suite 300 JAlbuguergue, NM 87110
P 505-248-2400 | F 505-254-4722

Offices: Alabama | Arizona | California | Florida | Nevada | New Mexico

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this message may be protected by the attorney-client privilege.
1
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From: Jason Chism <JChism@tblaw.com>

Sent: Friday, January 22, 2021 10:40 AM

To: David Washburn

Cc: Deborah A. Nesbitt; Krista Jones

Subject: WELLS FARGO BANK v. MARCELINA Y. MARTINEZ / D-101-CV-2013-00904 SANTA FE
COUNTY

Attachments: JUDGMENT In Rem Judgment, Decree of Foreclosure and Order of Sale filed 8-22-16

hmo.pdf; Filed Ntc of Sub of SM 1-20-21-1.pdf; Filed Notice of Sale 1-20-21-2.pdf

Our file # 19-60320

Attached for your information, please find a conformed copy of the In Rem Judgment, Decree of Foreclosure,
and Order of Sale along with a copy of the Notice of Sale and Notice of Substitution of Special Master. Please
note that the sale has been scheduled for March 3, 2021 at 10:00 a.m., dan@tblaw.com or
KJones@tblaw.com will be providing you with bidding instructions prior to the sale.

Thanks,

Jason R. Chism | Paralegal | 505.248.2400

TIKFFAN 'lig’ x& BOSCO

1700 Louisiana Bivd. NE | Suite 300 | Albuquerque, NM 87110
P 505.248.2400 | F 505.254 4722

Offices: Alabama | Arizona | California | Florida | Michigan | Nevada | New Mexico

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this message may be protected by the attorney-client privilege.
If you believe that it has been sent to you in error, do not read it. Please immediately reply to the sender that you have
received the message in error, then delete it. Thank you.

DEBT COLLECTOR: This firm collects debt for mortgage lenders and other creditors. Any information obtained will be used for that purpose. However, if
you have previously received a discharge in bankruptcy, this message is not and should not be construed as an attempt to collect a debt, but only as an
attempt to enforce a lien.

From: Felicia Montoya <fmontoya@nsi.legal>

Sent: Thursday, January 14, 2021 3:48 PM

To: Jason Chism <JChism@tblaw.com>; Sales <sales@nsi.legal>

Subject: RE: sale date confirmation needed / WELLS FARGO BANK v. MARCELINA Y. MARTINEZ / D-101-CV-2013-00904
SANTA FE COUNTY

Correction:
Mr. Washburn is available for both sales on 3/3/2021 in Santa Fe County

Sorry about that.



FELICIA A. MONTOYA
Office Manager

8100 Wyoming Blvd. NE
Suite M-4, Box 272
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Phone: 505-318-0300

Direct Line: 505-257-4463
Direct Email:

From: Jason Chism [ ]
Sent: Thursday, January 14, 2021 3:47 PM
To: Felicia Montoya < >; Sales < >

Subject: RE: sale date confirmation needed / WELLS FARGO BANK v. MARCELINA'Y. MARTINEZ / D-101-CV-2013-00904
SANTA FE COUNTY

3/3/21 ?

From: Felicia Montoya < >

Sent: Thursday, January 14, 2021 3:46 PM

To: Jason Chism < >; Sales < >

Subject: RE: sale date confirmation needed / WELLS FARGO BANK v. MARCELINA'Y. MARTINEZ / D-101-CV-2013-00904
SANTA FE COUNTY

Mr. Washburn is available for both sales on 3/1/2021 in Santa Fe County.

FELICIA A. MONTOYA
Office Manager

8100 Wyoming Blvd. NE
Suite M-4, Box 272
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Phone: 505-318-0300

Direct Line: 505-257-4463
Direct Email:



From: Jason Chism [ 1

Sent: Thursday, lanuary 14, 2021 3:26 PM

To: Sales < >; Felicia Montoya < >

Subject: RE: sale date confirmation needed / WELLS FARGO BANK v. MARCELINA'Y. MARTINEZ / D-101-CV-2013-00904
SANTA FE COUNTY

Importance: High

| have another sale for 3/3/21, please confirm both
DITECH FINANCIAL LLC v. JAY D. HUGHES / D-101-CV-2019-02505 SANTA FE COUNTY

Thanks

From: Jason Chism

Sent: Thursday, January 14, 2021 2:24 PM

To: Sales < >; Felicia Montoya < >

Subject: sale date confirmation needed / WELLS FARGO BANK v. MARCELINA Y. MARTINEZ / D-101-CV-2013-00904
SANTA FE COUNTY

Importance: High

Please advise if Mr. Washburn is available to hold a sale on 3/3/21 at 10:00 AM

Thanks,

Jason R. Chism | Paralegal | 505.248.2400

TIFFAN i\: \& BOSCO

1700 Louisiana Blvd. NE | Suite 300 | Albuguerque, NM 87110
P 505.248.2400 | F 505.254 4722

Offices: Alabama | Arizona | California | Florida | Michigan | Nevada | New Mexico

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this message may be protected by the attorney-client privilege.
If you believe that it has been sent to you in error, do not read it. Please immediately reply to the sender that you have
received the message in error, then delete it. Thank you.

DEBT COLLECTOR: This firm collects debt for mortgage lenders and other creditors. Any information obtained will be used for that purpose. However, if
you have previously received a discharge in bankruptcy, this message is not and should not be construed as an attempt to collect a debt, but only as an
attempt to enforce a lien.

The office of Tiffany & Bosco, P.A. will be closed on Monday, January 18, 2021 in observance of the Martin Luther King
holiday. Our offices will reopen on Tuesday, January 19, 2021.

We wish you and your family an enjoyable holiday



Defendants David Washburn and NSI Discovery Response Relevant Excerpts
D-101-CV-2021-01403 Associated with D-101-CV-2013-00904

David Washburn:

Interrogatory No. 6: Identify and describe specifically the laws applicable to special
masters when conducting a foreclosure sale. Describe in detail and reference the
appropriate statutes giving special masters authority to sell property through foreclosure
and the specific steps required for the sale. Explain in detail what type of action is a
foreclosure sale and under what branch of government and department it is conducted.

RESPONSE: Defendant asserts that the applicable rule related to foreclosure sales filed in
District Courts, is NMRA 1-053. The Judge has the discretion to set forth any Order, the actions
the Special Master must take and the terms of the sale. A foreclosure suit is an equitable action
and the Court determines the requirements for the sale. The sale is not conducted “under” a
branch of government, other than through Court Order in a foreclosure suit.



NSI:

Admissions:

28. NSI employees draft documents called "Special Master's Deed ".

Admit Deny X _

Typically, a Special Master’s Deed is drafted by the Plaintiff in a foreclosure matter.

34. A foreclosure sale involves conveyance of title to property.

Admit X Deny

The foreclosure sale itself does not convey title to property. Only after the Court enters an Order
Confirming or Approving the Sale, and the Special Master’s Deed or Sheriff’s Deed is recorded, is

there a conveyance of title.



43, Special masters employed by NSI are subject to Rule 1-053 NMRA.

Admit X Deny
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